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Tanja Brühl and Volker Rittberger

2 Political systems in the postnational constellation: Societal
denationalization and multilevel governance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 48

Michael Zürn

3 Security-community building for better global governance. . . . . . . 88
Sorpong Peou

4 Economic globalization and global governance: Towards a post-
Washington Consensus? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 127

Richard Higgott

v



5 Pressing ahead with new procedures for old machinery: Global
governance and civil society . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 158

Diana Tussie and Maria Pia Riggirozzi

6 A subsidiary and federal world republic: Thoughts on
democracy in the age of globalization . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 181

Otfried Höffe
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Foreword

In 1995, the United Nations celebrated its fiftieth anniversary. As a trib-
ute to this anniversary the United Nations University (UNU) launched
the project ‘‘The United Nations System in the Twenty-first Century.’’
This long-term study, divided into five key issue areas (peace and secu-
rity, economic development, environment, human dignity, and govern-
ance), has a main focus on (and underlying question regarding) how
global international institutions can adapt to the requirements of the
twenty-first century.
In 1998, we started work on the subproject ‘‘Global Governance and

the United Nations’’ and tried to determine how the UN system might
cope with the apparent need for institutional adaptation and reform. The
starting point of the research was the fundamental changes in the global
system. The end of the cold war and the bipolar system, on the one hand,
and the growing number of resourceful private actors in the international
arena – such as transnational corporations (TNCs) or non-governmental
organizations (I/NGOs) – on the other, point to the beginning of the end
of the (Westphalian) international system with its territorially rooted
borderlines and nation-states. Since the new transnational actors are able
to act in, and take advantage of, a twilight zone of uncoordinated na-
tional legal orders, there is a need to fill the gaps in public coordination
and control by international institutions, which otherwise run the risk of
losing their legitimacy.
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The present volume represents the output of a collaborative venture
by nine scholars with very different cultural backgrounds from all over
the world. The main focus in this volume is the prospect of global govern-
ance based on the UN system. Briefly summarized, global governance
(in contrast to international governance) refers to the decreased salience
of states and the increased involvement of non-state actors in norm- and
rule-setting processes and compliance monitoring. Moreover, global gov-
ernance refers to multilevel governance which includes not only levels
of public policy-making beyond the nation-state but also the subnational
(i.e. regional or local) levels.
This book examines the development from international to global

governance basically looking at the fundamental change of actors, agen-
das, and collective decision-making as well as at the UN system in the
world of the twenty-first century. Governance, the authors argue, faces
three different challenges at the turn of the century (i.e. the revolution in
information and communication technologies, the processes of global-
ization, and the end of the cold war and of bipolarity) leading to serious
governance gaps (jurisdictional, operational, incentive, and participatory
gaps) with which existing international governance systems cannot cope
adequately and which prompt a multifaceted move toward global gov-
ernance.
The contributors to this volume discuss the various aspects of this

transformation, extrapolate its trends, and provide suggestions about
possible and desirable forms of global governance. Starting with some
general reflections, chapter 1 gives an overview of the debate, discusses
the transformation from international to global governance, and ends
with an analysis and evaluation of the emergence of global governance.
In this context, chapters 1 and 2 try to highlight several key questions,
such as the roles of states, intergovernmental organizations (in particular
the UN system), and non-state actors – market forces as well as civil so-
ciety actors – in a future world order. Will they cooperate in global gov-
ernance systems and, if so, how? To what extent will states still be able to
attain their governance goals, such as providing security, protection, and
social welfare? Chapter 3 seeks to determine whether international insti-
tutions at the regional level, such as security communities, are more effec-
tive in achieving governance goals for the peoples of their respective re-
gions. Chapters 4 and 5 explore the changing nature of non-state actors
such as I/NGOs or business corporations, especially in their function
as addressees of rules and as rule makers, and pay attention to the in-
creasing political salience of these actors. The author of chapter 6 asks
whether a democratic world republic is the ethically desirable and justifi-
able model of global governance. Finally, chapter 7 addresses the crucial
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question of how social justice can be attained or furthered by a transition
from existing international governance systems to global governance. Al-
together, this volume offers a wide-ranging analysis of world-order prob-
lems at the beginning of the twenty-first century.
After the cooperation of scholars from a variety of academic and cul-

tural backgrounds had been secured, the first draft chapters were pre-
pared for, and discussed at, an authors’ workshop in Paris, 13–14 October
1999, convened on the premises of UNESCO, sponsored by the Euro-
pean Office of the UNU, and coordinated by the Centre for International
Relations of the University of Tübingen, Germany. This joining of forces
permitted a smoothly run workshop and contributed to a very satisfac-
tory outcome.
In March 2001, the editor and some of the contributors presented

their work at the annual meeting of the International Studies Associa-
tion (panel: ‘‘Cooperation in Governance: Civil Society and International
Organizations’’) in Chicago. The presentations to this panel and the sub-
sequent discussions made possible further scrutiny of the work by a highly
competent and interested academic audience. This provided very useful
input before we put the final touches to our chapters.
A project such as this, with the contributors hailing from all over the

world, presents a great challenge to the authors, to the editor, and, of
course, to the sponsor of the project. Thus, many thanks are due to Dr
Albrecht Schnabel and the staff of the UNU headquarters, who were
strongly supportive of this project throughout. It is also my pleasure
to acknowledge with gratitude the generous funding received from the
UNU for this project.
Members of the academic staff of the Centre for International Rela-

tions of Tübingen University also contributed substantively to the success
of this project. Hans Seidenstücker was untiring in taking notes at the
workshop in Paris. The provision of his excellent summaries of our dis-
cussions constituted a very valuable service and was appreciated by all
members of the team. Tanja Brühl took charge of the project coordina-
tion in Tübingen: she made sure that we did not miss deadlines, that the
Paris workshop ran smoothly, and that the contributors received sub-
stantive and timely feedback on the various drafts of their chapters. She
also proved to be an able collaborator on the introductory chapter of the
book. Klaus Stodick transformed many of the manuscripts into readable
form and checked the copy-editor’s queries.
A final word of thanks goes to the United Nations University Press

and its editorial staff, in particular Janet Boileau and Gareth John-
ston, who have been an unfailing source of encouragement and support.
Heather Russell has been a most helpful copy-editor, doing her best for
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those authors whose mother tongue is not English and contributing in
many ways to making this volume a readable and authoritative book.
Many others have also contributed to its completion; although it is im-
possible to mention every single person who has helped in one way or
another, I do wish to thank them all.

Volker Rittberger
Tübingen, Germany, September 2001
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1

From international to global
governance: Actors, collective
decision-making, and the United
Nations in the world of the twenty-
first century

Tanja Brühl and Volker Rittberger

The central challenge we face today is to ensure that globalization becomes a
positive force for all the world’s people, instead of leaving billions of them

behind in squalor
Kofi Annan 2000: 6

Introduction: Why discuss global governance?

Secretary-General Kofi Annan identifies in his millennium report to
the United Nations some of the pressing challenges that the world’s
peoples face and that fall within the UN ambit. He proposes new initia-
tives (such as a disaster-response initiative or a health internetwork) and
enumerates priorities that people should address (such as to halve, by 2015,
the proportion of the world’s people with an income of less than one
dollar a day). Kofi Annan states that ‘‘all these proposals are set in the
context of globalization, which is transforming the world as we enter the
twenty-first century’’ (Annan 2000: 6).

The Secretary-General is not alone in referring to globalization as a
challenge to, and driving force for change of, existing international gov-
ernance systems. It is widely accepted that globalization not only alters
the relationship between governments and market forces but also has
important implications for the identities and activities of transnational
social actors (Lynch 1998). Thus, instead of states only, a triad of actors
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comprising (1) states and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs), (2)
market forces and (3) civil society actors play important roles in existing
international and evolving global governance.

International governance is the output of a non-hierarchical network
of interlocking international (mostly, but not exclusively, governmental)
institutions which regulate the behaviour of states and other interna-
tional actors in different issue areas of world politics (Rittberger 2000:
198). Global governance is the output of a non-hierarchical network of
international and transnational institutions: not only IGOs and interna-
tional regimes but also transnational regimes are regulating actors’ be-
haviour. In contrast to international governance, global governance is
characterized by the decreased salience of states and the increased in-
volvement of non-state actors in norm- and rule-setting processes and
compliance monitoring. In addition, global governance is equated with
multilevel governance, meaning that governance takes place not only at
the national and the international level (such as in international gover-
nance) but also at the subnational, regional, and local levels. Whereas, in
international governance, the addressees and the makers of norms and
rules are states and other intergovernmental institutions, non-state actors
(in addition to states and intergovernmental institutions) are both the
addressees and the makers of norms and rules in global governance.

International governance, which has grown in the past 150 years, par-
ticularly after the Second World War, is confronted by three different
challenges leading to governance gaps with which international gover-
nance systems cannot cope adequately and which, arguably, prompt a
move toward global governance. First, the technological revolution, es-
pecially in information and communication technologies, not only has
been a precondition of globalization but also enables, inter alia, citizens
and non-governmental organizations (NGOs) to enter the stage of world
politics. Owing to this technological revolution (especially the Internet),
these new actors can gather and process information more easily and
rapidly and are able to formulate more timely and persuasive political ap-
praisals. In addition, the Internet is helpful in distributing individuals’ and
non-state actors’ statements instantaneously and inexpensively around
the world.

Second (and most important), globalization has altered the relation-
ships within the triad of actors. In order to govern effectively (i.e. to fulfil
the several tasks of governance [see below]) it is necessary, first, to en-
sure a well-balanced relationship within the triad of actors and, second,
to make it possible for these actors to participate in governance pro-
cesses adequately and equitably.

Furthermore, globalization, which has accelerated since the 1990s, has
given rise to heated arguments about the distribution of gains and losses
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resulting from it. Today, most observers agree that there is no basis for
an over-optimistic assessment of the impact of globalization. Instead of
a steady increase and a fair distribution of wealth, we notice an ever-
widening gap between rich and poor people in industrialized and devel-
oping countries alike (UNDP 1999). Reducing, or even closing, this gap
by working toward a more equitable balance between shareholders and
stakeholders in the world economy (and the national economies) is one
of the formidable tasks of governance at the national, international, and
global levels.

The third challenge to international governance has been the end of
the cold war as a historical turning point that has enlarged the scope of
action of all actors in the triad mentioned above. For example, global in-
stitutions such as the UN system have no longer been blocked by the
vetoes of one or both of the two superpowers. International organiza-
tions of the UN system, such as the World Trade Organization, have
been given expanded jurisdiction and are tested in their capabilities by
their own success. In a similar vein, the remarkable growth of peace-
keeping operations in the 1990s has exacerbated the UN budgetary pre-
dicament. Finally, the emergence of ‘‘new wars’’ (Kaldor 1999) and the
spread of ‘‘old wars’’ make it more difficult for the United Nations to
fulfil its task of maintaining peace.

Although these three challenges (technological revolution, globaliza-
tion, and the end of the cold war) differ considerably in character, they
are all contributing to, first, the emergence of new problems or gover-
nance tasks, such as regulating the uses of the Internet and ensuring se-
curity of information; in addition, existing governance tasks, such as the
new quality of intrastate conflicts or the increasing disparities within and
among nations, have become more pressing. Second, new actors have
entered the world stage as a result of these three challenges. This hetero-
geneous set of new actors includes, inter alia, transnational corporations
(TNCs) and business associations, as well as transnational social move-
ment organizations (TSMOs) (Smith, Chattfield, and Pagnucco 1997),
transnational advocacy networks (cf. Keck and Sikkink 1998), and other
coalitions of NGOs capable of running transnational political campaigns
(cf. Boli and Thomas 1999).

Existing international governance systems fail to respond to these new
problems and to deal adequately with the new actors’ aspirations. There-
fore, demands for more effective and responsive governance systems have
arisen. International governance is reacting to this need by transforming
itself (cf. Commission on Global Governance 1995; Messner and Nus-
cheler 1996, 1997). In order to design more effective and responsive gov-
ernance systems, it is an important task for both policy makers and
scholars to analyse the ongoing transformation of governance and, as far
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as possible, to recommend what governance on a global scale could (or,
even, should) look like. This book tries to contribute to these analyses by
addressing several key questions.

The most important question is about the roles that states, IGOs such
as the United Nations, and non-state actors will play in a future world
order. Will they cooperate in global governance systems and, if so, how?
To what extent will states still be able to attain their governance goals,
such as providing security, protection, and social welfare (see Zürn, chap.
2)? Are international institutions at the regional level, such as security
communities, more effective in providing security for the peoples of their
respective regions? If that is the case, how can security communities be
promoted where they do not yet exist (see Peou, chap. 3)? Non-state
actors, such as NGOs or business corporations, seem to be increasingly
important in the evolving global governance systems, both as addressees
of rules and as rule makers. Thus, governing arrangements beyond the
state require adjustments such that global governance resting on the
triad of actors (states and IGOs; market forces; civil society actors) can
substitute for international governance. To what extent can IGOs influ-
ence or even regulate these non-state actors, especially the activities of
market forces (see Higgott, chap. 4)? How do NGOs interact with, or
even participate in, the policy-making process of intergovernmental in-
stitutions (see Tussie and Riggirozzi, chap. 5)? In addition to studying
these specific questions, some more general considerations are in order.
How can global governance best be organized in order to improve on the
attainment of governance goals? Is a democratic world republic the best
model of global governance (see Höffe, chap. 6)? Last but not least, how
can social justice be attained or furthered by a transition from interna-
tional governance systems to global governance (see Tandon, chap. 7)?

In this chapter, we present some general reflections on international as
well as global governance. First, we analyse international governance as
it has taken shape in the past and sketch the three challenges that have
contributed, and are contributing, to its current transformation. There-
after, the deficiencies of international governance are highlighted. Next,
the emergence of global governance at the beginning of the twenty-first
century is analysed and evaluated. In the concluding section, we provide
an overview of the book’s content.

International governance at the end of the twentieth century

Before the structure and the main actors of international governance in
the form in which it has existed up to the end of the twentieth century
are analysed, it is necessary first to clarify the notion of governance.
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The term governance refers to purposive systems of rules or normative
orders apart from the regularities (natural orders) emerging from unre-
stricted interactions of self-interested actors in a state of anarchy. This im-
plies that the actors recognize the existence of certain obligations and feel
compelled, for whatever reason, to fulfil them (Mayer, Rittberger, and
Zürn 1993: 393). In other words, ‘‘governance is order plus intentionality’’
(Rosenau 1992: 5). Governance includes the existence of a political pro-
cess which ‘‘involves building consensus, or obtaining the consent or ac-
quiescence necessary to carry out a programme, in an arena where many
different interests are in play’’ (Hewitt de Alcántara 1998: 105).

Governance is sometimes confounded with government, although these
are different concepts. The term government refers to formal institutions
that are part of hierarchical norm- and rule-setting, monitoring of com-
pliance with rules, and rule enforcement. Governments have the power
both to make binding decisions and to enforce them; thus, governments
may allocate values authoritatively (Stoker 1998: 17), although not with-
out limitations in regard to ends and means. In contrast, governance is
more encompassing than government (Rosenau 1992: 4). As ‘‘the capac-
ity to get things done’’ (Czempiel 1992: 250), governance may take dif-
ferent forms: whereas at the state level it is mostly exercised by govern-
ments (governance by governments), above this level it needs to take the
form of governance with (multiple) governments or governance without
governments. The latter is defined as the exclusive regulation of social
behaviour in an issue area by non-state actors, and is based on normative
institutions involving a stable pattern of behaviour of a given number
of actors in recurring situations. So far, governance without governments
does not seem to play a paramount role in world politics, although
the amount of ‘‘private regulations’’ is increasing (Cutler, Haufler, and
Porter 1999). In comparison, governance with (multiple) governments
(or, to be more specific, governance without a world government, but
with national governments and international institutions) is defined as
governance by both states and non-state actors. Although institutions of
hierarchical norm- and rule-setting (governments) are involved in this
form of governance, non-hierarchical norm- and rule-setting is predomi-
nant (Zürn 1998: 169–170).

It has been mentioned that governance is a purposive mechanism that
is steering social systems towards their goals (Rosenau 1999: 296). These
governance goals are neither constant nor exogenously determined, but,
rather, are time and place specific. Governance goals are at the same
time ‘‘normative goods’’ (as they are generally regarded as valuable and
desirable) and ‘‘functional goods’’ (as the non-attainment of one or more
of these objectives may, in the long run, lead to political crisis) (Zürn,
chap. 2). However, there is no consensus on the content of core gov-
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ernance goals. In a narrow sense, there are three main goals of govern-
ance, mostly pursued by governments on the state level: these are (1) to
provide the population with physical security, (2) to guarantee the stable
reproduction of their natural environment, and (3) to ensure their live-
lihood, i.e. the production and distribution of needed goods and services.
In a broader and more differentiated sense, core governance goals en-
compass (1) security in its defence function (safeguarding the population
and the territory in question against the risk of war in general) and its
protective function (safeguarding individuals against the risk of crime
and the destruction of the environment). Furthermore, governance is
expected to provide (2) legal certainty (rule of law) and (3) channels of
participation and to produce a symbolic system of reference and the
communicative infrastructure within which a sense of collective civil
society can develop. Finally, a goal of governance is (4) to correct in-
equalities that result from markets (Zürn, chap. 2).

As long as national governments were able to attain these core govern-
ance goals independently (‘‘governance by governments’’), the need for
international governance was not pressing (Rittberger 2000: 192). Owing
to several factors, however, the ability as well as the willingness of the
separate states to pursue these governance goals on their own has con-
stantly decreased. The experience of the economic depression of the
1930s, of the Second World War and the cold war, as well as the decol-
onization of the third world, have enhanced the states’ readiness or
capability to cooperate and have thus strengthened the demand for in-
ternational governance. In addition, international interdependence has
intensified as a result of the extending exchanges and transactions among
individuals and collective actors. Therefore, individual states, more often
than not, cannot handle the problems arising from interdependence (or,
to be more precise, from the costly effects of these interactions and trans-
actions) independently (Keohane and Nye 1977, 1987). As a result of
interdependence (and of constraints on autonomous decision-making
resulting from interdependence sensitivity and vulnerability), the need
for political regulations ‘‘beyond the nation-state’’ has increased dramat-
ically (Mayer, Rittberger, and Zürn 1993: 393). This has prompted the
states to consider the option of pooling or delegating sovereignty more
frequently. Sovereignty is pooled when governmental decisions are made
by common voting procedures other than unanimity; sovereignty is dele-
gated when supranational organs are permitted to take certain decisions
autonomously, without an intervening interstate vote or unilateral veto
(Moravcsik 1998: 67). Delegating sovereignty rarely takes place in world
politics, because most states do not readily accept an authority above
themselves. Thus, delegating sovereignty may be observed more often in
regional integration schemes, such as the European Union (EU). Here,
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the European Commission enjoys the right of initiative in most areas
of legislation coming under the jurisdiction of the EU, and to a more
limited extent in external trade and accession negotiations. In world pol-
itics, the establishment of international courts, such as the International
Court of Justice or the future International Criminal Court, are a result
of delegating sovereignty. In contrast, pooling sovereignty is more fre-
quent, as, for instance, in the main UN organs including even the Secu-
rity Council, where decisions are taken by common voting procedures
other than unanimity.

In general, the demand for international cooperation and international
governance has increased during the last decades. Since the 1950s, and
even more so since the 1970s, this demand has contributed to the estab-
lishment of international institutions in general and of IGOs and inter-
national regimes in particular (see Rittberger 1995: 72; Beisheim et al.
1999: 325–353). In addition, already existing international institutions
have constantly gained higher attention and importance. These IGOs and
international regimes have become part and parcel of the international
system (‘‘regulated anarchy,’’ cf. Rittberger and Zürn 1990) and have
constrained the states’ behaviour. Although most international institu-
tions have been predominantly intergovernmental, governments still have
played an outstanding role in international governance. In comparison to
‘‘governance by governments’’ at the state level, however, international
governance is less backed by formal authority, since most international
institutions do not have strong monitoring, let alone enforcement mech-
anisms.

The following section highlights the challenges to international gover-
nance more closely.

Three challenges to international governance

The technological revolution

Over the last twenty years, a revolution in information and communica-
tion as well as in transportation technologies has taken place. This revo-
lution has at least three different dimensions: first, the capacity of infor-
mation and communication technologies has increased in qualitative as
well as quantitative terms; second, common limitations in space and time
have been progressively overcome, thus dramatically enhancing connec-
tions between peoples and places; third, existing information and com-
munication technologies have been much more effectively connected and
integrated in the last decades, thus stimulating the growing practice of
‘‘computer matching’’ (Frissen 1997: 112–115).
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The technological revolution – and, with it, the heightened availabil-
ity of information and communication channels, especially through the
Internet – challenge national governments as well as international gov-
ernance in at least four different ways:. The progress in information and communication technology increases,

in particular, non-state actors’ ability to influence international politics.. International negotiations change drastically, owing to the increased
availability of information.. The concept of citizenship is being transformed following technological
developments contributing to the skill revolution.. The Internet, being governed (mostly) by private authority, is one of
the new realms of governance without governments.
Reduced transaction costs, as well as a minimized time lag, simplify

communication between different actors around the globe. This enables,
for instance, civil society actors to build up transnational alliances, to for-
mulate joint statements, and to develop joint strategies in regard to issues
of common interest, thus exerting influence on international political pro-
cesses. By opening the public dialogue to citizens all over the world, the
Internet is contributing to the establishment of more egalitarian interna-
tional relations. This democratizing effect in the sense of giving voice to
individual opinions in international processes, however, does not hold for
all citizens, since in some states the openness of the Internet and its public
accessibility is under state control (Shapiro 1999: 24).

At least three examples illustrate the enhanced international political
role of international NGOs [(I)NGOs] arising from the achievements of
the technological revolution. First, the International Campaign to Ban
Landmines (ICBL), launched in October 1992 in New York City, has
been extremely successful in building public awareness and contribut-
ing to the political resolve necessary to bring about a landmine ban (cf.
Cameron, Tomlin, and Lawson 1998). As an outcome of the Ottawa
Process, 122 states signed a treaty banning the use, production, stock-
piling, and transfer of antipersonnel mines. The ICBL, which was
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1997, consists of more than 1,200
(I)NGOs in some 60 countries around the world. It united national and
international initiatives to achieve its goal. Since the ICBL operated
without a secretariat, member organizations were free to pursue the
campaign’s goals as it best fitted their respective mandates and resources
(Williams and Goose 1998: 22). Thus, communication among the mem-
ber organizations was highly important. Although two members of the
coordination committee of the ICBL observe that ‘‘a bit of mythology
has developed surrounding the ICBL and its reliance on electronic mail’’
(ibid.), they admit that the use of new media has had a major impact on
the ability of member organizations from diverse cultures to exchange
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information and develop integrated political strategies. In particular,
communication with campaigners in developing countries was improved
by electronic mail (e-mail), and it did allow the campaign to share infor-
mation, jointly to develop strategies more effectively, and jointly to plan
major activities and conferences (ibid. 24). Without the technological
revolution, these (I)NGOs could never have worked so closely together.

The second example of effective collaboration of (I)NGOs from all
over the world that is based on using new technologies is the NGO Co-
alition for an International Criminal Court (CICC). This Coalition con-
sists of over 800 (I)NGOs. Its main purpose has been to advocate the es-
tablishment of an effective, just and independent International Criminal
Court (ICC). In order to attain this goal, the Coalition is maintaining
a World Wide Web site and e-mail lists to facilitate the exchange of
(I)NGOs’ and experts’ documentation and information about the ICC
negotiations and the ad hoc War Crimes Tribunals in Arusha and the
Hague between both non-state and state actors. Certainly, the compila-
tion and distribution of reports on governments’ positions concerning
key issues during the ICC negotiations in Rome was among the most ef-
fective actions undertaken by the CICC. Publishing national ‘‘votes’’ and
stances in regard to certain proposals kept the delegations, (I)NGOs, and
the press informed about which positions were supported by the different
countries, and thereby pinpointed where additional lobbying by (I)NGOs
was necessary (Pace and Thieroff 1999: 395).

The third ‘‘success story’’ of (I)NGOs’ activities that influenced world
politics is the ‘‘Anti-MAI campaign’’. More than 600 (I)NGOs in more
than 50 states defeated a Multilateral Agreement on Investment (MAI)
by the world’s 29 richest states. The talks between the members of the
Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) in
Paris eventually broke down after the draft agreement had been pub-
lished by the international NGO network and, as a result of adverse pub-
licity, key member states such as France changed their positions and with-
drew from the negotiations (cf. Smythe 2000).

Apart from (I)NGOs, IGOs also profit from these enhanced commu-
nication possibilities. Via the Internet, the public can easily be informed
of their tasks and programmes. Furthermore, both knowledge of, and
compliance with, international norms (such as the protection of human
rights or of the human environment) can be improved considerably, since
civil society actors can refer to these norms and demand their states’ com-
pliance with them (cf. Keck and Sikkink 1998).

At first, one might conclude that the technological revolution moves
the international system in the direction of being more democratic by
providing better access to information and by enhancing communication
flows (cf. Gellner and von Korff 1998). On further appraisal, however,
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it appears equally true that the recent technological achievements may
also have some negative effects on access to, and dissemination of, com-
munication. The most important argument against the democratic qual-
ities of contemporary information technology (IT) is, of course, that only
a small (though growing) part of the world’s population has access to and
knowledge of it. Whereas in the OECD countries in 1998 approximately
255 personal computers and 37.86 Internet hosts per 1,000 people ex-
isted, there were only 0.26 Internet hosts per 1,000 people in developing
countries (the number of personal computers was negligible). In com-
parison, the number of personal computers per 1,000 people (12 and 15)
in the Arab states and East Asia was considerable (UNDP 1999: 201). In
January 2000, 72 per cent of all Internet hosts were located in the United
States but only 3 per cent in the developing countries (Afeman 2000:
430). This problem has entered UN discussion under the heading of the
‘‘digital divide.’’ In his millennium report, Secretary-General Kofi Annan
observes that the problem arises for various reasons: these include lack
of resources and skills, inadequate basic infrastructure, illiteracy and lack
of language training, and concerns about privacy and content (Annan
2000: 34). Thus, he announced two ‘‘bridges over the digital divide’’: the
first is the Health InterNetwork for developing countries, which will es-
tablish and operate 10,000 on-line sites in hospitals and public health
facilities throughout the developing countries in order to provide access
to up-to-date health and medical information; second, the United Nations
Information Technology Service (UNITeS) will train groups of people in
developing countries in the use of IT. Although both initiatives certainly
are a step in the right direction, they will probably not be able positively to
bridge the ‘‘digital divide.’’

The second aspect of the challenge to international governance deriv-
ing from the technological revolution refers to international negotiations
which, as a result of the heightened availability of information, have un-
dergone profound changes. As is generally assumed, even important and
far-reaching decisions often have to be made through a haze of uncer-
tainty (Young 1994: 101–102). These informational gaps not only impair
adequate assessment of the problem given but also make it difficult to
find an acceptable – let alone optimal – solution. Additional information,
of course, reduces this uncertainty. On the other hand, new and supple-
mentary information may complicate a situation even further, as the
number of possible arguments in favour of, or against, a policy increases
and the spectrum of outcomes widens. Thus, the surplus of information
may foster the decision makers’ uncertainty with regard to their indi-
vidual preferences instead of allaying it, and negotiations may become
prolonged rather than eased and curtailed. Some authors suggest that
the pace of technological progress not only influences the time-frame of

10 BRÜHL AND RITTBERGER



international negotiations but also has even outstripped governments’
ability to structure political processes and make use of the new technol-
ogies (Reinicke and Deng 2000: 2).

The third aspect of this challenge to international governance is on a
‘‘micro-level’’: the technological revolution is contributing to a transfor-
mation of citizenship due to the skill revolution. Skill revolution means
that people have become ‘‘increasingly more competent in assessing
where they fit in international affairs and how their behavior can be
aggregated into significant collective outcomes’’ (Rosenau 1997: 58–59).
The effects of the skill revolution are not necessarily positive in terms of
leading to the evolution of globally shared values or a less self-centred
and more humane mankind; on the contrary, the skill revolution also
leads ‘‘to more selfish conduct, in which the welfare of larger systems is
ignored’’ (Rosenau 1995: 4). It has both widened and narrowed people’s
consciousness and thus has altered the concept of citizenship. ‘‘In some
parts of the world people have raised their sights above the nation-state
and shifted their responsiveness to authority ‘upward’ to transnational or
supranational entities; others have shifted in a ‘downward’ direction and
become responsive to their subgroups . . .’’ (Rosenau 1995: 4).

Another, fourth, aspect of the challenge to international governance
posed by the technological revolution is provided by the Internet as a
realm largely governed by private authority. In the late 1980s, the US
Department of Defense and the US National Science Foundation began
to privatize the Internet. Originally designed for the exchange of military
data, the Internet was mostly used by university researchers, government
scientists, and outside computer engineers before the late 1980s. Ever
since, commercial interest in the Internet has constantly been growing.
Although, initially, it was used mainly by private business to offer infra-
structural services, it was soon conquered by commercial providers who
offered Internet access to a large group of private and commercial users
(Spar 1999: 34). Though anarchy in the Internet probably has to be tol-
erated to a certain extent, many users demand a stricter regulation of
conduct. Their arguments for a higher degree of control in the Internet
are (a) that serious business has to be based on a set of fundamental
rules (i.e. reliability and predictability), and (b) that the amount of in-
formation with ‘‘objectionable content’’1 (i.e. pornographic, violent, blas-
phemous, dissident, or hate-mongering) should be reduced drastically.
Thus, a new governance task, namely to regulate the uses of the Internet
and to assure security and safety of the information infrastructure, has
arisen (Florini 2000: 21).

So far, international governance has failed to establish these rules.
The initiative of regulating the Internet could be taken by separate na-
tional governments according to their own legislative traditions and spe-
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cific national interests, if the uses of the Internet could be confined to
national territories. This, however, is not entirely feasible, owing to the
Internet’s decentralized technical structure. Neither would international
organizations be capable of governing the Internet, since the processes of
reaching agreements and making decisions on an international level run
much too slowly to match the rapid-fire rate of technological change
(Spar 1999: 47). Thus, the private sector has been prompted to develop
the rules for regulating its conduct all by itself. An example of this self-
coordination of private actors is the Internet Corporation for Assigned
Names and Numbers (ICANN), the technical coordination body for the
Internet. Created in October 1998 by a broad coalition of the Internet’s
business, technical, and academic user communities, ICANN has assumed
responsibility for a set of tasks, such as coordinating the assignment of
Internet domain names and protocol parameters. ICANN is an example
for the establishment of private authority (Cutler, Haufler, and Porter
1999), where non-governmental entities tilt the delicate balance between
the private sector and government closer to the side of the former (Spar
1999: 32).

To sum up, the technological revolution has had both positive and
negative consequences. On the one hand, the Internet in particular con-
tributes to strengthening democratizing trends by enabling citizens and
civil society actors around the world to participate in public dialogues.
On the other hand, the Internet facilitates the dissemination of objec-
tionable information and may also be utilized by criminal and terrorist
organizations. Because of the decentralized structure of the Internet,
both traditional methods of exercising jurisdictional authority (by na-
tional governments and international governance) and alternative models
of cooperation among international information disseminators are faced
with the risk of failure in regulating the use (and the content) of the
global information flows (Hurley and Mayer-Schönberger 2000). In ad-
dition, the technological revolution increases the capacity of non-state
actors relative to states to take part in international political processes,
thus creating a much larger number of players in the international system
(Florini 2000: 21).

Globalization

Globalization has become a ‘‘fashionable concept’’ (Hirst and Thompson
1996: 1), although there is neither a consensus definition nor a common
understanding of the sources and consequences of globalization (Beis-
heim and Walter 1997: 153). Thus, Richard Higgott asserts that global-
ization is ‘‘the most over-used and under-specified concept since the end
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of the Cold War’’ (see Higgott, chap. 4 as well as Devetak and Higgott
1999: 483).

In general, there are two major ways of defining the concept of glob-
alization.2 In a narrow sense, globalization denotes a continuous process
of increasing cross-border economic flows, both ‘‘financial and real,’’3
which are conducive to greater economic interdependence among for-
merly distinct national economies (Reinicke 1998: 6). It can thus be
defined more precisely as the ‘‘tendency towards international economic
integration, liberalization and financial deregulation beyond the sover-
eignty of the territorial state’’ (Higgott, chap. 4). In this context, global-
ization is interchangeable with economic interdependence. This implies
that globalization is not an entirely new phenomenon, for economic in-
terdependence among states has been observed as a characteristic of the
international system since the beginning of the 1970s (and may date even
further back, as some authors claim, e.g. Hirst and Thompson 1996).4 As
interstate and transnational interactions and exchange relationships have
accelerated since the 1970s and 1980s, interdependence has deepened.

In its broader sense, the term globalization is not restricted to the
mechanisms of cross-border economic transactions. Instead, it means
the extension of cross-border societal exchanges and transactions (Zürn
1995: 141)5 in a wide range of non-economic areas such as communi-
cation and culture (interaction of signs and symbols), mobility (trans-
boundary movement of persons), security (exchange of, or jointly pro-
duced, threats), and environment (exchange of pollutants and the joint
production of environmental risks) (Beisheim et al. 1999; Walter, Dreher,
and Beisheim 1997; Zürn 1998: 73–95) as well. Globalization thus de-
notes the ‘‘widening, deepening and speeding up of worldwide intercon-
nectedness in all types of contemporary social life, from the cultural to
the criminal, the financial to the spiritual’’ (Held et al. 1999a: 2). It is not
restricted to the economic realm, but includes a general accumulation of
links across the world’s major regions and across many domains of social
activity (Held et al. 1999b: 483). In that broader sense, globalization has
a historical dimension (Keohane and Nye 2000a). Probably the oldest
form of globalization is environmental: ‘‘[C]limate change has affected
the ebb and flow of human populations for millions of years’’ (Keohane
and Nye 2000b: 3). Globalization in a military context dates from the
times of Alexander the Great’s expeditions of 2,300 years ago (ibid.: 4).
These different dimensions of globalization have appeared and disap-
peared again over the centuries. These historical manifestations of glob-
alization can be characterized as ‘‘thin’’ globalization. For example, the
Silk Road provided an economic and cultural link between ancient Eur-
ope and Asia, but the road was plied by a small group of traders and the
goods primarily had a direct impact on a small group of consumers along
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the road only (ibid.: 7). In comparison, today’s globalization is ‘‘thick,’’
being more both intensive and extensive.

As mentioned above, theoretical approaches to globalization differ
widely and there is no consensus yet whether globalization is indeed a
global or rather a regional or interregional phenomenon. Whereas some
scholars suggest that globalization mostly, though not exclusively, takes
place among the OECD countries (see e.g. Zürn, chap. 2), others claim
that it has a worldwide effect. Robert Cox, for example, observes that
globalization ‘‘implies a progressive integration of all people into the
world economy . . . [and] implies, in consequence, an increasing homo-
genisation of global culture, with the development of common patterns
of consumption and common aspirations as to the nature of the ‘good
life’ ’’ (Cox 1997: xxii).

It is important to note that globalization, in all cases mentioned, has
emerged not accidentally but as the result of political strategies of the
world’s leading states, aiming at the ‘‘neo-liberal’’ goal of establishing an
advantageous political–economic order on both the national and the
global level (cf. Higgott, chap. 4). Deregulation, economic liberalization,
and privatization are preconditions of globalization that have been im-
plemented first in the United States (‘‘Reaganomics’’) and Great Britain
(‘‘Thatcherism’’) (cf. Altvater and Mahnkopf 1996; Scherrer 1999). Thus,
the shift from state intervention to market self-rule, the so-called ‘‘retreat
of the state,’’ has been in large part the consequence of governmental
policies in leading OECD countries (Strange 1996: 44). Apart from the
national governments mentioned above, intergovernmental organiza-
tions, such as the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World
Bank, have for some time played a major role in supporting globalization
since their work has been determined by the same principles, namely de-
regulation, liberalization, and privatization (see Higgott, chap. 4 for the
Washington Consensus).

Globalization depends on commonly accepted norms and rules that
ensure competition, such as ‘‘rules of property,’’ ‘‘rules of exchange,’’
and ‘‘rules of enforcement’’ (Spar 1999: 32). More generally speaking,
the market as an institution is dependent on a set of external (i.e. non-
market) institutions such as property rights or public mass education in
order to function effectively and efficiently. Without non-market mecha-
nisms to coordinate collective action, these public goods tend to be un-
derproduced. Therefore, it is important for the functioning of market
economies that the provision of these public goods is ensured (Kaul,
Grunberg, and Stern 1999a: xx). Some specialized agencies of the United
Nations (such as the World Trade Organization [WTO] or the World
Intellectual Property Organization [WIPO]) contribute to the establish-
ment and protection of this kind of stable (commercial) order by provid-
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ing, maintaining, and usefully extending the ‘‘soft infrastructure’’ (Zacher
1999: 6). In general, however, the output of international norms and reg-
ulations to ensure the provision of these public goods on a global scale
has not kept pace with the rising demand for them (Väyrynen 1999).

Globalization challenges international governance systems in at least
three ways. First, it tends to contribute to a widening of the gap between
rich and poor, which indicates that international governance systems fail
to attain one of the primary goals of governance, i.e. to provide for social
welfare. Second, owing to deregulation, economic liberalization, and pri-
vatization, transboundary market forces (most importantly, TNCs) are
increasingly participating in international affairs. As a consequence, the
balance within the triad of inter- and transnational actors has changed
and needs to be (re-)adjusted. Third, civil society actors react to this fail-
ure of international governance and to the changed balance within the
triad by forming alliances and protesting against this development and
other unwelcome effects of globalization (cf. Nye 2000).

Social welfare on the global level has become an increasingly impor-
tant governance task in the era of globalization. At first glance, this state-
ment may surprise, as it has been widely believed that globalization would
open up new opportunities and increase the welfare of all peoples. Some
analysts point out that free trade has contributed to improving the world
economic situation in the last decades (e.g. WTO 2000). The per capita
incomes, for instance, have more than tripled as global gross domestic
product (GDP) increased nine times in the past 50 years; the share of
people enjoying ‘‘medium human development’’ had risen from 55 per
cent in 1975 to 66 per cent in 1997 (UNDP 1998: 25). At the same time,
however, the gap between poor and rich, both worldwide and within
states, has not narrowed but has widened: the top fifth part of the world
population in the richest states capture 82 per cent of the expanding ex-
ports and 68 per cent of foreign direct investment; the bottom fifth capture
hardly more than 1 per cent (UNDP 1998: 31). The difference between
the incomes of the richest and poorest states has grown from 35:1 in 1950
to 71:1 in 1992 (UNDP 1999: 6). Formulating and implementing appro-
priate policy responses to contain these gaps seems to be imperative, es-
pecially because citizens of states generally referred to as ‘‘winners of
globalization’’ also suffer from its negative effects. In the United States
and the United Kingdom, the inequality of income distribution, meas-
ured by the Gini coefficient,6 has risen by a rate of more than 16 per
cent from the 1980s to the early 1990s (UNDP 1999: 6; cf. also Tandon,
chap. 8; Stewart and Berry 1999). Countering the negative effects of glob-
alization by appropriate public policy, and thus preventing global social
disparities from progressing even further, seems to be one of the foremost
tasks of governance. Nevertheless, existing international governance sys-
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tems have not been able to redistribute wealth or to provide compensa-
tory mechanisms that underwrite social cohesion (Devetak and Higgott
1999: 488).

The second aspect of the challenge to international governance sys-
tems resulting from globalization is the altered relationship between busi-
ness actors and states (cf. Higgott and Phillips 2000). Owing to dereg-
ulation, economic liberalization, and privatization on both the national
and the international level, not only the number of TNCs but also their
influence in world politics has risen. Today, TNCs control financial capi-
tal, technology, employment, and natural resources to an unprecedented
extent. Their transnational production has grown in scale, scope, and in-
tensity (Cutler, Haufler, and Porter 1999: 14). TNCs use their power re-
sources in world politics both by trying to influence governmental and
intergovernmental policy-making and by cooperating with other market
actors: private actors are increasingly involved in authoritative decision-
making that was previously the prerogative of national governments or
intergovernmental institutions. For instance, TNCs have displayed a re-
markable prominence in the Uruguay Round negotiations of the GATT.
Besides TNCs’ activities in trade negotiations, they play a prominent role
in environmental and even security issues (ibid.: 16). Additionally, they
have intensified their cooperation with other market competitors. The
result of this ‘‘interfirm cooperation’’ is the establishment of private au-
thority over transnational affairs (ibid.). This ‘‘industry self-regulation’’
seeks to attain four major aims: these are (1) to establish international
standards to increase efficiency in global transactions; (2) to ensure the
security of these transactions; (3) to maintain industry autonomy by pre-
empting or preventing government regulation; and (4) to respond to
societal demands and expectations of appropriate corporate behaviour
(‘‘good corporate citizenship’’) (Haufler 2000: 126). In order to reach
these goals, industries agree to international standard regimes (such as
those initiated and monitored by the International Organization for Stan-
dardization) or to codes of conduct (such as the Responsible Care pro-
gramme) (cf. Haufler 2000).

The protests of civil society groups against the negative effects of
globalization highlight another aspect of this challenge to international
governance. The civil protests have coalesced in an ‘‘antiglobalization
movement’’, a heterogeneous network of (among others) labour unions,
environmentalists, and churches. Lory Wallach, one of the organizers of
the protests in Seattle, summarizes the common ground of the movement
members as follows:. All of them query ‘‘the democratic deficit in the global economy,’’

which tends to undermine the credibility and legitimacy of interna-
tional (economic) institutions.
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. They all ‘‘feel directly damaged by the actual outcomes of the status
quo, albeit in different ways’’ (Wallach 2000: 47).
Protest activities of civil society groups at important international con-

ferences have attracted an unexpected amount of public attention. When
the ‘‘No New Round Turnaround’’ campaign organized the protests at the
WTO meeting in Seattle 1999, neither the city administration nor the po-
lice were in the least prepared for the number of participants. One year
later, in Prague 2000, the officials were already expecting mass demon-
strations to accompany the IMF and World Bank Annual Meeting, and
the UN Millennium Summit in New York City in fall 2000 brought about
protest activities of civil society groups as well. The so-called ‘‘S8 Mobili-
zation campaign’’ demanded a ‘‘truly democratic United Nations’’ and
queried the role of global business in world affairs, especially in the UN
system (Crosette 2000: 4). These joint activities of heterogeneous civil so-
ciety groups have been described as ‘‘globalization-from-below’’ (Falk
1999: 131; cf. Mittelman 2000: 26; Tussie and Riggirozzi, chap. 5).

These three aspects of globalization – the widening gap between poor
and rich and the growing relevance of both market forces and civil soci-
ety actors – profoundly alter the states’ performance in international
governance systems. Nation-states have lost their position as the para-
mount loci of governance, yet they continue to play a significant role in
the evolving global governance (see Zürn, chap. 2; Messner 1998; for a
detailed discussion see also the sections on the limits of international
governance systems and towards global governance, pp. 19–35).

The end of the cold war

The main problems of international politics in the cold war period with
regard to governance systems can be summarized as (1) unstable co-
operation between East and West at best and conflict brinkmanship at
worst, and (2) the dramatically reduced scope of action of most interna-
tional organizations, especially the UN system.

With the end of the cold war, the structure of the international system
began to change. This transformation challenged the international gov-
ernance systems in several ways. Most importantly, bipolarity no longer
limited the international organizations’ scope of action, as a consequence
of which they succeeded in gaining greater salience in world politics. After
the Security Council’s ability to act ceased to be blocked by the antago-
nism of the two superpowers, the way to peaceful conflict management
seemed to be open (cf. Betts 1994). Thus, in the early 1990s, an extra-
ordinary increase in the number of peace-keeping operations can be
observed: whereas the United Nations initiated no more than 15 peace-
keeping operations in the long period between 1945 and 1989, the Secu-
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rity Council authorized 18 between 1989 and 1994 alone (Peou chap. 3).7
The intensified action of the Security Council is a result of the re-
definition of what is seen as a threat to peace, breach of peace, or act of
aggression according to Article 39 of the UN Charter, and of a revised
notion of what is considered to be sovereign national activity (Doyle
1998: 4).

This remarkable new trend has caused two major difficulties, however:
first, the deployment of troops acceptable to all conflict parties has be-
come increasingly problematic (Armstrong, Lloyd, and Redmond 1996:
130); second, the apparently endless demand for peace-keeping has
compounded the United Nation’s financial problems. The expenditure
for peace-keeping operations rose from 31.04 per cent of the total budget
in 1990 to 49.92 per cent in 1997. At the same time, the budgetary short-
fall due to unpaid contributions by several member states, above all the
United States, amounted to about US$3 billion in 2000.

In addition to being confronted with these two difficulties, the United
Nations faces novel, grave obstacles to fulfilling its task of maintaining
international peace and security. This results from the fact that the fea-
tures of war have changed drastically in the last decades. Today, most
wars are intrastate instead of interstate (Hippler 1999: 422; cf. also Rohl-
off and Schindler 2000). In the 1980s and 1990s, this new kind of war
evolved especially in Africa, the Balkans, and in the south of the former
Soviet Union (Daase 1999; Kaldor 1999). ‘‘New wars’’ differ from ‘‘old
wars’’ with regard to their goals and the methods of warfare, and in the
way that they are financed. Whereas ‘‘old wars’’ served geopolitical or
ideological goals, most ‘‘new wars’’ are concerned with identity politics
(national, clan, religious, or linguistic identity). New warfare draws on
the experience of both guerrilla warfare and counter-insurgency: the
military units combine different groups with a decentralized organization.
In old, conventional wars, battles were the decisive encounters: here, the
actors were typically vertically organized units. The war economies of
‘‘old wars’’ were centralized and autarchic; in ‘‘new wars,’’ they are de-
centralized and heavily dependent on external resources (Kaldor 1999:
6–8).

So far, the United Nations has failed to prevent (sometimes, even to
mitigate or speedily to terminate) these ‘‘new wars.’’ This is partly due to
the constraints of institutional mechanisms: they were created in order
to deal with ‘‘old wars’’ and are thus less capable of handling this new
kind of armed conflict effectively (cf. Ropers and Debiel 1995). Thus,
it might be helpful to include new actors in conflict-resolution mecha-
nisms. Since ‘‘unofficial actors,’’ such as NGO representatives or citizens’
groups (so-called Track Two diplomacy), nowadays perform a range of
supplemental or parallel functions to the official interstate relations
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(Track One diplomacy), they may help to improve relationships between
different actors at various levels and among different individuals and
groups. However, up to now Track One and Track Two diplomacy have
not been coordinated adequately. The United Nations should thus con-
sider establishing such coordinating mechanisms (Rasmussen 1997: 43; cf.
Zartman 1999) or to react otherwise by adapting its institutional struc-
ture to the new characteristics of war.

In addition to this institutional adaptation of the United Nations to the
‘‘new wars,’’ the United Nations should rethink its ‘‘paradigm of inter-
vention.’’ The limited effectiveness of some UN missions, such as those
in Congo, Somalia, and the former Yugoslavia, suggests the need for a
new approach in peace-keeping (cf. Mockaitis 1999). A new ‘‘paradigm
of intervention’’ should take into account, inter alia, the fact that, more
often than not, a consent of the parties is missing (Annan 1998b: 172).
Thus, a consensus as to what the ultimate goals of a mission shall be is
even more important. The United Nations appears to be the agency of
choice for developing and implementing this new ‘‘paradigm of interven-
tion,’’ as it has conducted peace missions of various kinds for the half-
century of its existence (Mockaitis 1999: 138).

Limits of international governance systems

The (non-)attainment of governance goals at the end of the
twentieth century

In the previous sections, three different challenges (technological revolu-
tion, globalization, and the end of the cold war) to international govern-
ance systems have been outlined. Under these altered circumstances,
the effectiveness of the present international governance system, which is
part of governance legitimacy, turns out to be insufficient in at least two
regards.

First, it has been suggested that new governance tasks have arisen –
such as, for instance, the regulation of the Internet. In addition, long-
term problems have grown more pressing. Today’s international govern-
ance systems have not been able adequately to meet these demands on
their policy-making capabilities. This is especially true for ‘‘trans-
sovereign problems’’ (Cusimano 2000), i.e. problems extending across state
borders in an almost uncontrollable way. Examples are environmental
threats, refugee flows, nuclear smuggling, or international criminal activ-
ities. In the last decades, the number and extent of these problems have
clearly risen.

Second, new actors have entered the world stage and other non-
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territorial actors, such as international (governmental and non-
governmental) organizations, have multiplied. The examples of the
ICBL, the NGO CICC, and the Anti-MAI campaign show that non-state
actors’ exertion of influence on international politics is facilitated by the
achievements of the technological revolution. Additionally, the influence
of transnational corporations and business associations on world politics
has risen as a result of deregulation, economic liberalization, and privati-
zation.

A critical assessment of the work of international governance systems
clearly demonstrates that they fail to deal adequately with these new
problems and the new actors’ aspirations. Thus, the attainment of gov-
ernance goals by international governance systems, in which states play
a paramount role, seems to be extremely difficult, if not impossible.
1. The defence function of governance (safeguarding a certain popula-

tion and territory against the risk of war) cannot be sufficiently ful-
filled by most states. In many regions of the world, people are suffer-
ing from war. With the number of wars having increased since the end
of the cold war, the number of people affected by war has multiplied
correspondingly (Peou, chap. 3). Furthermore, most states are even
less able to fulfil their protective function adequately (safeguarding
individuals against the risks of crime and destruction of the environ-
ment) as global ‘‘evils’’ (e.g. terrorism, drugs, diseases) cross borders
more easily. The most prominent examples of this type of transna-
tional security problem are terrorist organizations and transnational
criminal organizations (cf. Rittberger, Schrade, and Schwarzer 1999;
Williams and Savona 1996; Williams 1999).

2. The important governance goal of ensuring legal certainty (rule of
law) cannot generally be fulfilled. This is most obviously demon-
strated by states such as Somalia and Sierra Leone. With the number
of ‘‘failed states’’ having increased in the last decades, this governance
goal is even less likely to be met in many regions of the world than
ever before.8

3. Many citizens criticize their limited opportunities to participate in, or
at least to influence, public policy-making as insufficient (see below).

4. Finally, the growing gap between rich and poor, both all over the
world and within individual states, shows that the governance goal of
correcting socio-economic disparities that result from the functioning
of markets also cannot generally be attained.
The continual non-attainment of governance goals by international

governance systems calls for more effective governance systems. As a
consequence of the limitations of international governance systems, ef-
forts to overcome them will orient themselves towards global governance.
In order to develop concepts of more effective and responsive governance
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systems, the causes for the failure of international governance systems to
attain governance goals must be analysed in more detail.

Four governance gaps undermine the governance systems’
legitimacy

The failure of international governance systems to attain their govern-
ance goals, and thus the reduction of their legitimacy, mainly originates
from four governance gaps. As the following section suggests, these four
gaps considerably impair the capacity of international governance sys-
tems to deal with urgent problems (output dimension of legitimacy) and
impede some actors’ opportunities to participate in public policy-making
(input dimension of legitimacy) (table 1.1).

The previous sections have indicated that the attainment of govern-
ance goals by international governance systems has become increasingly
difficult. This is particularly true for transsovereign problems. This lack
of effectiveness has been referred to as the governance systems’ reduced
output legitimacy (Zürn 2000: 184; Scharpf 1998a; cf. also Keohane and
Nye 2000c). In general, output legitimacy is achieved or maintained
whenever ‘‘collectively binding decisions . . . serve the common interest
of the constituency’’ (Scharpf 1998b: 3). Obviously, international govern-
ance systems have not been sufficiently effective in dealing with existing
problems and have thus failed, for the most part, to achieve output legit-
imacy.

Three major governance gaps have contributed to the undermining of
the output legitimacy of international governance systems, as follows.
1. A jurisdictional gap (Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999a: xxvi): Even

though many political challenges are global today, public policy-
making is still predominantly national in both focus and scope. The
most prominent example of this kind of border-crossing or globally
relevant problems are the transsovereign problems already mentioned
above, e.g. environmental degradation. Global threats such as the
greenhouse effect, for example, cannot effectively be countered by
uncoordinated national policies and thus call for a global climate
policy to regulate the behaviour of all states as well as non-state
actors.

Table 1.1 Limits of international governance systems

Output legitimacy Input legitimacy

Jurisdictional gap Participatory gap
Operational gap
Incentive gap
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2. An operational gap: Policy makers and public institutions lack the
policy-relevant information and analysis as well as the necessary policy
instruments to respond to the daunting complexity of policy issues
(Reinicke and Deng 2000: vii). This is especially true in environmental
politics. Since clear-cut causal chains are rare in this issue area,
decision-making is often impeded by informational uncertainty. Fur-
thermore, the management of current problems is often interrupted by
the advent of even more pressing new ecological problems. To meet
these requirements, a permanent process of learning and adjustment
is necessary (Brühl and Simonis 2000: 8). Therefore, scientific experts
as well as NGOs play an important part in the processes of decision-
making in this issue area by providing scientific analysis, transforming
it into policy-relevant knowledge, and proposing adequate policy re-
sponses.

3. An incentive gap (Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999a: xxvi): Since in-
ternational cooperation has become more salient in international rela-
tions, the implementation of international agreements has become es-
sential. Today, the operational follow-up of international agreements
remains underdeveloped; moral suasion, or shaming, frequently is the
only mechanism available to induce states to comply with interna-
tional obligations (Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999b: 451). This com-
pliance problem makes it difficult for international institutions (as parts
of the existing international governance systems and evolving global
governance) to contribute effectively to the attainment of governance
goals as they continue to depend on the willingness of individual states
to implement international regulations.
In addition to these three governance gaps, which undermine the out-

put legitimacy of international governance systems, a fourth, participa-
tory gap has opened up (Reinicke and Deng 2000: viii; Kaul, Grunberg,
and Stern 1999a: xxvi). As more and more public policies are made by or
within international institutions, the general public or particular stake-
holders are frequently excluded from their deliberations and decisions.
Thus, input legitimacy is reduced as well (cf. Kohler-Koch 1998).9 Input
legitimacy is given when collectively binding decisions derive from the
constituents’ active consent (Scharpf 1998a: 85). Participation and con-
sent thus are essential elements of input legitimacy (Rittberger 2000:
210). The addressees’ acceptance of norms and rules as binding hinges
on their participation in creating and implementing them. According to
Seymour Martin Lipset (1960: 79), effective governance depends both on
the invention of beneficial solutions to pressing social needs and on gen-
eral access to the political process. The subjects’ loyalty can be obtained
only by preserving their right to participate actively in political decision-
making processes. Input legitimacy may be undermined by several fac-
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tors: (1) new social forces with the power to revolt against the estab-
lished order are denied access to the political process; or (2) participation
is devalued for recognized actors who still have sufficient power to ham-
per a smooth functioning of the governance system (Rittberger 2000: 210).
In both cases, these actors feel deprived of their part in influencing
rule creation and rule management affecting their interests. Being kept
away from the political process, they tend to ignore the established order
whenever feasible.

From the vantage point of a state-centric approach focusing on the
horizontal self-coordination of sovereign states, input legitimacy of inter-
national governance systems is not likely to be undermined as long as
states remain the dominant actors in world politics (Young 1994: 99–
100). The participation of states’ representatives in institutional bargain-
ing mechanisms is ensured by the fact that these bargaining processes
themselves are structured by a consensus rule. Owing to the principle
of state sovereignty, no state can be bound to certain norms and rules
against its consent; generally acceptable solutions for collective-action
problems thus have to be formulated. The consensus rule for interna-
tional negotiations therefore guarantees mutually acceptable results in
processes of horizontal self-coordination of states, i.e. international gov-
ernance systems (Rittberger 2000: 211).

However, international governance systems have increasingly come
under pressure on both theoretical and practical grounds. The difficulties
derive from at least two basic developments. First, owing to the ever-
expanding and ever-deepening transnational connections, national gov-
ernments are successively losing their monopoly of representing their
societies in international political processes. As suggested in the previous
sections, influential new actors with a growing ability to affect the author-
itative allocation of values have emerged in the global arena. These new
actors challenge the input legitimacy of purely intergovernmental policy-
making (Rittberger 2000: 212). Second, as a result of the growing need
for international or global solutions for formerly national problems, the
subjects of democratic states, having minimal influence on the processes
of collective decision-making on the international level, feel increasingly
alienated from the political process (cf. Scharpf 1993).

The United Nations may serve to underpin this argument. Like other
international institutions, the UN system is state-centric. Even if the gov-
ernments of the member states are elected democratically (and many
of them are not), the input legitimacy of public policy-making within
these institutions is rather low because of the distance between decision
makers and the people affected by these decisions (Bienen, Rittberger,
and Wagner 1998). ‘‘The Peoples of the United Nations,’’ to which the
opening paragraph of the UN Charter refers, have had few, if any prom-
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ising avenues open to them for making themselves heard by the UN
policy-making bodies.

Towards global governance

Finding ways to close these governance gaps is one of the most promi-
nent tasks of politicians and political scientists. In this section, we first
present three different models of international or global governance. In
terms of desirability and feasibility, however, only one model remains.
We then outline and discuss some reform proposals and the ongoing
change in global governance, such as the opening of the UN system to-
wards non-state actors. To conclude this section, we ask whether these
changes are contributing to more effective and legitimate global gover-
nance.

Three models of global governance

With the end of the cold war as a historical turning point that had trig-
gered a moment of euphoria (Young 1997: 273), a discussion about the
future structure(s) of world politics has begun. In the first years after
the end of bipolarity, the discussion centred on the question of whether
the world would be structured in a uni-, tri-, or multipolar way. Since
then the main emphasis of the discussion has changed, and more general
questions are being asked, such as what effective global governance
looks like and, in particular, whether hierarchical or non-hierarchical
governance systems are more effective and legitimate.

At least three different models of global governance can be distin-
guished. Whereas protagonists of a hierarchical model argue that a world
state (or at least a hegemonic power) would be necessary to ensure the
effectiveness and legitimacy of global governance, advocates of a non-
hierarchical governance system suggest that horizontal self-coordination
would suffice to achieve effective and legitimate global governance just
as well as, or even better than, the hierarchical models (cf. Rittberger,
Mogler, and Zangl 1997; Rittberger 2000).

Authoritative coordination by a world state

The first model associates global governance with various conceptions
of a world state. Advocates of this model hold that mutual respect for
norms and rules cannot be expected under conditions of anarchy. As
long as states have to worry about their national integrity and as long as
they are afraid that others will break their promises, cooperation and
joint institution-building will be the exception in world politics. Following
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this line of reasoning, the mutual fear of being attacked or exploited by
others can be effectively reduced only by installing a ‘‘Leviathan,’’ – i.e.
by creating a central authority with the capacity to make and enforce
norms and rules. Only if it is commonly realized that the benefits of rule-
breaking are outweighed by the inescapable negative sanctions that it
provokes, can states risk relying on public institutions that are designed
to manage collective-action problems or the problem of distributing the
gains from cooperation. With ‘‘Leviathan’’ on their side, no other state
will dare to exploit them.

However, as long as rational actors pursue their interests in an anar-
chical environment, they are trapped in a state of insecurity about their
survival and well-being. In such a situation every state has to take care of
itself and to base its strategies on worst-case scenarios. Therefore, no-
body expects others to abide by rules that are not sanctioned by a power
that keeps them all in awe. The basic idea underlying the model of the
world state is thus that rational actors (even when their interests are not
strictly opposed to one another) are unable to cooperate unless their
freedom of action is restrained by a central authority above them. At the
same time, the creation of a central authority would fundamentally alter
the structure of the international system. The anarchically organized
society of sovereign states would cease to exist and would give way to a
centralized, though multinational, polity where the monopoly of the le-
gitimate use of force is vested in a supranational institution possessing
the requisite powers of governing.

The emergence of a world state is sometimes conceived of via analogy
with the process of state-building in post-medieval Europe. According
to German sociologist Norbert Elias (1976), there were two crucial ele-
ments driving the civilizing process that involved the formation of the
territorial state: the first was the increased interdependence among social
actors as a result of extended exchange relations and the second was the
monopolization of the legitimate use of physical force. During this civi-
lizing process, humans learned to control their innate drives and subor-
dinated themselves to, or internalized, norms and rules of social conduct.
The monopolization of the means of physical force that has accompanied
the formation of modern states reflects, according to Elias, a general pro-
cess toward concentrating the control over the means of physical force in
world history. Consequently, one might expect a similar development to
occur at the international level. At the end of this process, the concept
and the function of the modern state would find its replication on a global
scale.

The world state does not need to have a centralized structure with a
unitary world government that governs by centralized ‘‘top-down’’ mech-
anisms. In contrast, one could also think of the world state organized ac-
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cording to the principle of subsidiarity (cf. Höffe 1997). Large intermedi-
ary regional units of continental or subcontinental size could be the basis
of a world state (Höffe, chap. 7; cf. also Höffe 1999). A world republic
would be governed by a federal world government. The scope of a world
state’s tasks is limited to issues that cannot be dealt with by the individ-
ual state. The federal world republic thus does deny the state’s authority
(Höffe, chap. 7).

Although a world state may be most effective in ensuring compliance
with international norms and rules, it may not be feasible or desirable.
As to the feasibility of this model, one is left to wonder whether there is
any sign of a world people or citizenry in the making. In addition, noth-
ing indicates that the United Nations or another institution will be trans-
formed into a world federal government at any time in the near future
(Falk 1995: 6). As to the desirability of a world state, one has to contem-
plate the prospect of creating a world state requiring, by definition, the
establishment of a worldwide legal monopoly of physical force, which
could be accomplished only by restraining powerfully various forces of
local and national resistance against this project of global governance.

Hierarchical though not authoritative coordination: Governance under the
hegemonic umbrella

The second model of global governance also assumes that compliance
can be achieved only through a hierarchical sanctioning power. Interna-
tional governance under the hegemonic umbrella substitutes the world
state by a hegemon, i.e. a very powerful state that might be considered a
functional equivalent to a supranational authority (Lake 1993). Owing to
the overwhelming power resources that it controls, the hegemon has the
means to create international norms and rules and to secure compliance
with them. These norms and rules are tailored to the interests of their
maker; however, the particular national interests of the hegemon, to a
great extent, converge with the interests of the system (Waltz 1979: 189).
The subordination of other states to the hegemonic order, and their
compliance with the rules that constitute this order, is guaranteed by the
superior power of the hegemon. However, this power-based explanation
is just one side of the coin: non-hegemonic states can also have an inter-
est in fostering a hegemonic order, because it provides benefits, such as
economic gains and security, for them.

According to this model, the effectiveness of international institutions
is held hostage to the hegemon’s continuing ability to maintain order.
The model of hegemonic governance implies hierarchy, but the hegemon
is not equivalent to a world (or regional) government. The hegemonic
system is still composed of sovereign states. The hegemonic order most
likely could, and would, cover only a much smaller range of international
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activities, leaving those (global or regional) cooperation problems un-
attended that are not vital from the point of view of the hegemon. An-
other difference between the hegemonic order and the world state model
is that a hegemonic order can, but need not, be global.

Governance under the hegemonic umbrella is not desirable because
hegemony is a temporary phenomenon (although one that, according to
some theories, recurs in a cyclical manner). This type of governance sys-
tem would be unstable, and the rise and fall of hegemons does not take
place without major conflicts (or, sometimes, even wars) in world poli-
tics. Therefore, the model plays a minor role in discussions on future
governance systems, even though it attracted much attention in the early
1990s (Group of Lisbon 1996).

Order as a result of horizontal self-coordination: Governance without
world government

The third model, governance without world government, does not as-
sume that the effectiveness of international institutions depends, in one
way or another, on hierarchical rule-making and rule-enforcement, and
therefore, on the concentration of the means of physical force on the
global level. As a consequence, the civilizing process, with its concomi-
tant growth of transactions and interdependencies, may continue without
some monopoly of physical force emerging on the world scene. Indeed,
increasing interdependence, especially mutual vulnerability, improves the
prospects for horizontal self-coordination by and among equals (Keohane
1993: 35).

In this model, the coordination of international activities is affected by
states agreeing, for their mutual benefit, upon norms and rules to guide
their future behaviour and to create mechanisms which make compliance
with these rules and norms possible (i.e. in each actor’s self-interest).
One of the premises of this model is that rational actors are assumed to
be aware of the fact that, under circumstances that are increasingly pre-
sent in today’s world, collective action will lead to outcomes which are
individually, let alone collectively, preferable to the results of unilateral
action. To break an agreement will necessarily entail a loss of reputation
as a reliable partner. A reputation of untrustworthiness would exclude a
government from future cooperative ventures. Thus, one could expect
that the higher the density of international transactions in an issue-area
and the longer the shadow of the future, the more likely is the establish-
ment and the maintenance of international institutions if collective-action
problems arise and persist.

This third model varies with regard to its state-centrism. Some scholars
argue that nation-states will remain the most important actors (Cox 1997:
xvi). According to this notion, governance without world government is
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more or less the same as the model of international governance that was
predominant in the late twentieth century, in which states and inter-
governmental institutions attempt to regulate the behaviour of states and
other international actors. Others predict that states will disaggregate
over time into separate, functionally distinct parts, and that these parts
will network with their counterparts abroad, thus creating a dense web of
relations that constitute a transnational order (Slaughter 1997: 185). This
model is even more far-reaching than global governance as defined at the
beginning of this article, since it suggests that states remain important,
though not paramount, actors in evolving global governance.

Research shows that governance without governments is widespread
in industrially developed societies. The model proved to be quite helpful
in understanding the success and the failure of attempts at institution-
building in both military and political-economic relations (Axelrod and
Keohane 1985: 227; Young 1989: 375; Zürn 1992: 505–506). In addition,
governance without world government is entirely suitable to close the
governance gaps discussed in the previous section. As long as states (and
non-state actors) recognize that problems and conflicts can best be regu-
lated through cooperation, governance legitimacy in its output dimension
is likely to be secured. To be more precise, the jurisdictional gap is closed
as transsovereign problems are dealt with through international or trans-
national institutions. The incentive gap is narrowed because states are
interested in complying with international norms and rules (at least as
long as they consider that existing problems could best be dealt with at
the international level). The operational gap is narrowed inasmuch as
non-state actors play an important role in this governance model, there-
by bringing their knowledge and resources to bear on the international
and transnational policy-making processes. In addition, the participatory
gap is also narrowed since non-state actors, such as civil society groups,
have access to (or are even participants in) decision-making bodies. In
sum, this model is desirable as well as feasible.

From international to global governance

The three models depicted in the previous section are not currently im-
plemented, nor can any one of them serve as an outline for the future.
Current international governance and evolving global governance have
to be regarded, rather, as a patchwork of heterogeneous elements deriv-
ing from governance under the hegemomic umbrella (e.g. in security
communities, cf. Peou, chap. 3) as well as governance without world gov-
ernment (e.g. international regimes). As governance without world gov-
ernment appears to be the most desirable and feasible of possible gov-
ernance models, it is discussed in this section in more detail.
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To gain a foothold in the future, global governance will have to over-
come the governance gaps (jurisdictional, operational, incentive, and
participatory gaps) that curtailed the effectiveness and legitimacy of
twentieth-century international governance systems. However, there is
no general consensus about how these gaps can and should be narrowed
or even closed. Several reform proposals, especially concerning the struc-
tures and functions of international organizations have been put for-
ward.10 The following section summarizes these reform proposals and
discusses the prospects of these reform endeavours. As the UN system
plays a central role in global governance, we especially focus on its con-
tributions to the closure of the governance gaps.

Closing the jurisdictional gap

The jurisdictional gap results from the discrepancy between a globalizing
world and separate national units of policy-making. Although it is gen-
erally acknowledged that international or transsovereign problems are
most effectively handled on the international level, national policy makers
in many countries still partly recoil from institutionalized international
cooperation (Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999b: 467).

In general, there are three conceivable ways of closing the jurisdic-
tional gap (cf. Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999b: 466–478).
1. To ensure an acceptable solution to pressing global problems, all

decision-making could be transferred to the international or global
level. This modus operandi would call for the establishment of a world
state or global governance under the hegemonic umbrella. As sug-
gested in the section on the three models of global governance, how-
ever, neither of these two governance models is feasible or desirable.

2. All decision-making could be transferred back to the state level.
There is no need for international regulation unless global ‘‘evils’’
cross state borders and collective action problems need to be solved.
In the twenty-first century, however, such a perspective seems to be
highly unrealistic as interactions and transactions between interna-
tional actors have never been more lively than today.

3. A so-called ‘‘jurisdictional loop’’ ‘‘that runs from the national to the
international and back to the national – by way of several intermediate
levels, regional and subregional’’ could be established (Kaul, Grun-
berg, and Stern 1999b: 466).
This kind of loop is sometimes equated with global governance (cf. e.g.

Commission on Global Governance 1995). Whereas in international gov-
ernance the most important loci of governance have been the states (and
intergovernmental institutions), in global governance other actors on dif-
ferent levels, such as local, subregional, and regional, influence public
policy-making as well. The actors’ relevance and influence varies with the
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issue-area and topic. Global governance thus is a wide-ranging dynamic
process of complex interactive decision-making which is subject to con-
tinuous development according to the frequently changing circumstances
(ibid). In some cases, there might be ‘‘scope for principles such as sub-
sidiarity, in which decisions are taken as close as possible to the level at
which they can be effectively implemented’’ (ibid. 5; cf. Messner 1998;
Messner and Nuscheler 1997).11 In these networks of actors and insti-
tutions, however, individual states will remain salient participants since
they still have ‘‘the capacity to raise taxes [and] the ability to hurl force
at enemies’’ (Held et al. 1999: 495). Yet, one may also think of states as
‘‘sandwiches between global forces and local demands’’ (ibid.; cf. Mess-
ner 1998; Zürn 1998).

In these networks, the UN system can play a leading role. ‘‘With its
universality, it is the only forum where the governments of the world
come together on an equal footing and on a regular basis to try to re-
solve the world’s most pressing problems’’ (Commission on Global Gov-
ernance 1995: 6). To narrow the jurisdictional gap, the United Nations
may extend its cooperation with regional organizations; it would, there-
by, contribute to putting the principle of subsidiarity on a firm basis.

Strengthening the regional organizations’ role in the UN system, and
in world politics in general, is frequently proposed by scholars (cf. for the
issue area peace and security Peou, chap. 3) as well as diplomats. As early
as 1992, former UN Secretary-General Boutros Boutros-Ghali already
acknowledged this necessity in his ‘‘Agenda for Peace,’’ and the current
Secretary-General Kofi Annan has repeatedly confirmed Boutros-Ghali’s
view (e.g. Annan 2000).

However, a ‘‘regionalization’’ of the United Nations has not yet taken
place and is not very likely to occur in the near future. One reason is that
there are few regional organizations that can be considered ‘‘acceptable’’
regional counterparts of the UN system with regard to their effectiveness
and legitimacy (cf. Peou, chap. 3). Even if more effective and legitimate
regional organizations existed, establishing a division of labour between
them and the United Nations would be problematic.12

Closing the operational gap

In the last decades, a profound lack of necessary information, analysis,
and policy instruments has prevented policy makers and public institu-
tions from responding effectively to the daunting complexity of policy
issues (Reinicke et al. 2000: vii).

By working more closely together with non-state actors, policy makers
could narrow the operational gap. Global public-policy (GPP) networks,
or public–private partnerships (PPP) in general, may help to bridge the
operational gap (Reinicke and Deng 2000).13 These (trisectoral) net-
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works connect individuals and institutions with common interests across
borders and different sectors of activity: these include local, national, and
regional governments, transnational corporations, and other business
actors, as well as their associations and civil society. This wide range of
members from different backgrounds enables the networks to collect a
wide range of information and expertise and thus to provide ‘‘a more
complete picture of particular policy issues and giving voice to previously
unheard groups’’ (Reinicke and Deng 2000: viii).

The United Nations has recognized the usefulness of global public
policy networks. In his millennium report, Secretary-General Kofi Annan
refers to centralized hierarchies of governance as anachronistic in the
world of the twenty-first century, ‘‘an outmoded remnant of the nine-
teenth century mindset’’ (Annan 2000: 13). He points out that effective
governance can be achieved only by the widening of participation possi-
bilities as well as of accountability; the United Nations ‘‘must be opened
up further for the participation of the many actors whose contributions
are essential to managing the path of globalization’’ (ibid). The United
Nations could serve as the platform for global public policy networks,
thus playing an intermediatory role between states, business, and civil
society. By facilitating the emergence of these networks and contributing
to their effective operation, the United Nations will increase its own ef-
fectiveness and credibility (Reinicke and Deng 2000: 78).

Since the 1990s, the United Nations and its specialized agencies have
been active in such networks (e.g. the World Commission on Dams, which
presented its guidelines for dam-building in November 2000, or the Roll-
Back Malaria Initiative, initiated by the World Health Organization).
These networks differ in the topics with which they are dealing. All GPP
networks, however, share the function of developing and disseminating
knowledge that is crucial for addressing transnational challenges. There-
by, they successfully contribute to the closure (or at least the narrowing)
of the operational gap (ibid. 93).

The most prominent example of a public–private partnership in the
making is the Global Compact between business and the United Nations.
In the past, Secretary-General Kofi Annan and his team have empha-
sized that they consider UN–corporate partnerships a promising new way
to gain political and financial support for the United Nations. In his dec-
laration of the Global Compact’s basic guidelines, he challenged business
leaders to help achieve the realization of nine UN core principles in the
areas of environment, labour, and human rights within their corporate
domains. These principles derive from the Universal Declaration of Hu-
man Rights, from the Rio Declaration of the UN Conference on Envir-
onment and Development, and from the Four Fundamental Principles
and Rights at Work adopted at the World Economic and Social Summit
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in Copenhagen in 1997 and reaffirmed by the International Labour Or-
ganization in 1999.14 The Global Compact serves as a frame of reference
to stimulate best practices and to bring about convergence around uni-
versally acknowledged values (Kell and Ruggie 1999; Paul 2001). It was
formally launched at a meeting of almost fifty corporations, the Interna-
tional Chamber of Commerce, the World Business Council for Sustain-
able Development, and some NGOs (e.g. Amnesty International, WWF
International) at UN headquarters on 26 July 2000.

The major aim of the Global Compact is to strengthen the ‘‘social pil-
lars’’ upon which every market, including the global market, depends. It
seeks to facilitate the tension-free functioning of the global markets and
to overcome (or at least to mitigate) resistance to globalization. By en-
tering a partnership with business actors, the United Nations may addi-
tionally attain both informational and even financial support, and thus
narrow its operational gap.15

NGO activists have harshly attacked the Global Compact.16 They crit-
icize especially its lack of monitoring and sanctioning mechanisms. In
particular, they point out that there is no independent agency to collect
information about the signatory corporations’ compliance with the nine
UN principles. At present, apart from an annual report of their progress
and the problems in implementing the UN guidelines posted on the
Global Compact website, member corporations do not have any obliga-
tions. Corporations may simply pay lip service to the Global Compact’s
objectives (cf. Paul 2001). In spite of the Global Compact’s deficits as it is
currently set up, however, public–private partnerships in general are –
and will remain – a promising medium for contributing to the closure of
the UN system’s operational gap.

Closing the incentive gap

Global governance has been defined as the output of non-hierarchical
networks of international and transnational regimes. To work effectively,
global governance is strictly dependent on the performance of these in-
stitutions. An incentive gap (i.e. a malfunctioning of the operational
follow-up of international agreements) severely threatens this effective-
ness. A primary task among the efforts towards the establishment of
global governance is thus the closure of the incentive gap.

The closure of the incentive gap (i.e. the establishment of effective
compliance mechanisms) can be achieved by different strategies. As a first
step, institutions may enhance compliance in a cooperative, problem-
solving approach (Chayes and Chayes 1995: 3). This approach is based
on the assumption that non-compliance frequently does not derive from
a conscious decision to disregard norms and rules but from the member
states’ inability to abide by them, as well as from a certain incompre-
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hensibility of the norms and rules themselves (ibid. 22). ‘‘Active man-
agement,’’ i.e. capacity building, dispute settlement, and the adaptation
and modification of norms set forth in treaties, may thus be a useful tool
for improving compliance (ibid. 197). The actors’ efforts towards com-
plete fulfilment of their obligations can be effectively supported and or-
ganized by institutions (ibid. 227).

The ozone regime, for instance, has implemented this managerial strat-
egy for enhancing compliance. If a member state fails to comply with the
Montreal Protocol’s rules, the Implementation Committee submits re-
commendations to the Meeting of the Parties to agree on suitable
measures. Hitherto, the Implementation Committee has mostly recom-
mended offers of assistance to non-complying states. The Russian Feder-
ation, for example, received additional funding through the Global
Environmental Facility in order to speed up the conversion of chloro-
fluorocarbon (CFC)-production facilities (Brühl 1999).

If the managerial model of compliance does not positively influence
the actors’ behaviour, a second measure of closing the incentive gap is
required – namely, authoritative dispute settlement. Compliance with the
agreed norms and rules can be enhanced by hauling deviant actors be-
fore a court of law or a body akin to it. In fact, more and more interna-
tional institutions tend to establish specific compliance mechanisms based
on judicial or quasi-judicial dispute-settlement procedures, thus taking an
important (though not universal) step towards the legalization of world
politics. Legalization is defined as ‘‘the degree to which rules are obliga-
tory, the precision of those rules, and the delegation of some functions
and interpretation, monitoring, and implementation to third parties’’
(Goldstein et al. 2000: 387). ‘‘Legalized institutions’’ adopt precise rules
and delegate authority to a neutral entity for implementation of the
agreed rules (ibid.). Typically, compliance in these legalized institutions
is higher than that in non-legalized institutions.

The WTO is an example of such a legalized institution. WTO members
have agreed that, if they believe that a state is violating the WTO’s rules,
the Dispute Settlement Body (DSB) will deal with these violations on
the basis of clearly defined rules with definite timetables for reaching a
decision. Once a decision has been handed down, the DSB also has the
power to authorize retaliation against a state that does not comply with
a ruling. Since 1995, the DSB has authorized five suspensions of trade
concessions.

The majority of international and transnational institutions have not
yet implemented an adequate compliance follow-up. In institutions with-
out any compliance follow-up, such as the climate-change regime, agree-
ments on at least one or another compliance mechanism will be neces-
sary to ensure an effective follow-up.
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Closing the participatory gap

The participatory gap emerged from the primarily state-centric orienta-
tion of international governance. As state-centric international institu-
tions were still crucial to international governance systems at the end of
the twentieth century, non-state actors have been kept at arms’ length
from decision-making. Both NGOs and intergovernmental organizations
have criticized this fact, the latter having finally recognized the important
function of NGOs (both advocacy and service organizations) in formu-
lating and implementing international public policies (Rittberger and
Breitmeier 2000; cf. Tussie and Riggirozzi, chap. 5).

Numerous proposals to expand the role of non-state actors in global
governance have been made, including, for instance, the establishment of
a Second UN Assembly.17 Apart from certain differences in both elec-
toral mode and general mandate of a possible Second Assembly, all pro-
posals aim at strengthening the role of societal actors in the United Na-
tions. In contrast to the present diplomatic UN representation, members
of a Second Assembly would be accountable not to their governments
but to their popular constituencies. Furthermore, any national group of
deputies would represent their polity in its political, social, and cultural
diversity (Bienen, Rittberger, and Wagner 1998: 297). The distance be-
tween rulers and addressees of public policies would thus be minimized.

Because of its all-encompassing nature, a complete implementation of
this reform proposal is not very likely. Less far-reaching reforms of the
participation of civil society actors in international institutions, however,
already have been implemented and even more are to come. Most inter-
national organizations have initiated a process of opening-up toward
NGOs (Tussie and Riggirozzi, chap. 5); thereby, they are adapting their
internal structures and processes to meet the challenges to their legiti-
macy.

The relationship between the United Nations and NGOs has been
changeable, especially in the course of the cold war and its periods of
rising and decreasing tension. With the waning of the cold war, NGOs
have gained more influence in the UN system (Tussie and Rigirozzi,
chap. 5). Starting from the International Conference on Environment
and Development in Rio in 1992, NGOs have been more actively in-
volved in world conferences than ever before: they were granted ob-
server status and even active participation in most of the negotiations.
However, the UN system’s willingness to open up during the 1990s went
far beyond the area of world conferences. In 1996, the UN Economic and
Social Council (ECOSOC) adopted a resolution (Res. 31/1996) that re-
defines the criteria for NGOs to be accredited to the ECOSOC. This
resolution is the first to take into account the full diversity of NGOs at
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different political levels. Thus, apart from (I)NGOs, regional, national,
and subregional NGOs can be accredited to the ECOSOC as well. More-
over, various specialized agencies and special programmes have granted
greater access to NGOs.

During the last decade, arrangements for consultations with NGOs
have been revised, improved, and extended across the UN system, al-
lowing NGOs decisively to influence international political debates. The
notion that the United Nations obviously profits from the involvement of
NGOs, especially in agenda setting and implementation, is confirmed by
Secretary-General Kofi Annan who observes that the advantages of the
increased NGO participation cannot be overestimated (Annan 1998a).

Although the revision of the UN system’s arrangements for NGO par-
ticipation will narrow the participatory gap, the efforts will not be suffi-
cient to close it. There are two reasons for this. First, the different bodies
of the United Nations still vary in their openness towards NGOs. Diana
Tussie and Maria Pia Riggirozzi suggest that the differences in interna-
tional organizations’ openness relate to the functional performance of
these institutions (chap. 5). They argue that what they term service or-
ganizations, e.g. the World Bank, are more open toward civil society
actors than those that they term forum organizations, e.g. the UN Gen-
eral Assembly. Second, for closing (or narrowing) the participatory gap,
balanced representation of the global civil society in international orga-
nizations is necessary; this calls for the incorporation of southern NGOs
in addition to northern NGOs. Ngaire Woods (2001: 97) suggests that
(particularly) transnational NGOs with their predominantly northern
membership distort the inequalities of power and influence in world
politics even further: these NGOs are only adding yet another channel
of influence to those people and governments who already are powerfully
represented.

Closing the participatory gap thus remains an important objective for
the UN system for a long time to come.

Overview of the content of this volume

We have suggested that international governance is confronted by three
different challenges: these are the revolution in information and commu-
nication technology, globalization, and the end of the cold war. As a con-
sequence, new problems have arisen and a variety of non-state actors
have entered the world political stage. For international governance sys-
tems, the attainment of governance goals has become increasingly diffi-
cult. Their failure results from four major gaps that have opened up – the
jurisdictional, operational, incentive, and participatory gaps. Owing to
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these gaps, governance legitimacy in its output and input dimensions is
reduced. The limitations of the effectiveness and legitimacy of interna-
tional governance systems call for the establishment of more adequate
governance systems, i.e. global governance. Although several proposals
for narrowing (or even closing) the four governance gaps have been made,
none of them has yet been implemented, apart from minor adjustments
of the United Nations and its associated international organizations.

Whereas this chapter serves to outline the major trends of the trans-
formation of governance beyond the nation-state, the following chapters
analyse the shift from international to global governance in more detail.
The authors discuss the various aspects of this transformation, extra-
polate its trends, and provide suggestions about possible forms of global
governance.

In chapter 2, Michael Zürn investigates the political systems in the
national and postnational constellation. Political systems in the na-
tional constellation are characterized by a convergence of recognition,
resources, and the realization of governance goals in one political organ-
ization, the nation-state. In a globalizing, or denationalizing, world this
convergence of the three dimensions of a political system in one political
organization dissolves and a new multilevel system of governance takes
shape. Governance in the postnational constellation will approximate
complex arrangements between governing institutions ‘‘with and without
national governments.’’ In the postnational constellation the attainment
of the governance goals of security and the rule of law will be at least as
likely as in the national constellation. However, the governance goals of
providing effective participation channels and social welfare will be much
more difficult to attain.

In chapter 3, Sorpong Peou claims that international peace and stabil-
ity cannot be attained by the UN system alone. Regional security com-
munities could help the United Nations to promote peace and stability.
‘‘Stable’’ security communities are defined as those whose members de-
velop dependable mutual expectations of peaceful change. Today, varia-
tions in regional stability and peace can be observed: North America and
Western Europe have become the most stable regions, whereas non-
Western regions have proved to be far less effective in maintaining stable
peace than their Western counterparts. The variation in regional stability
and peace follows from the fact that regions and their member states do
not meet equally the conditions that are considered essential for building
security communities. These conditions encompass democratic perfor-
mance of the member states, the presence of a democratic leader in the
security community which possesses adequate material capabilities for
effective democratic intervention, experience of the member states in
managing conflicts, and membership size of the security community.
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In chapter 4, Richard Higgott discusses the relationship between glob-
alization and governance. In the 1980s and early 1990s the Washington
Consensus (WC), with its buzzwords ‘‘liberalization,’’ ‘‘deregulation,’’
and ‘‘privatization,’’ has governed international economic thinking and
practice. As a result, financial markets have expanded rapidly. The
financial crises of 1997 have made policy makers aware of the need to
rethink the relationship between the market and the state. As a result
of rigorous debates about the policy successes and failures of the WC,
a Post-Washington Consensus (PWC) is emerging and has added another
set of buzzwords – such as ‘‘civil society,’’ ‘‘social capital,’’ ‘‘capacity
building,’’ or ‘‘transparency,’’ to the WC. In short, the PWC is an at-
tempt to embed and humanize globalization institutionally. Therefore,
the major financial and economic international organizations and re-
gimes will be a potentially greater source of the promotion of social jus-
tice than they have been in the past.

In chapter 5, Diana Tussie and Maria Pia Riggirozzi examine the rela-
tionship of different IGOs and (I)NGOs. The former are found to be in-
creasingly open toward civil society actors. The authors suggest that the
variation in openness depends on an IGO being more like a forum or a
service organization. This distinction relates to the way in which IGOs
perform their function. Service organizations, exemplified by the inter-
national financial institutions, provide specific in-country services and
disburse funds to ‘‘clients.’’ These service organizations were first in
broadening their collaboration with NGOs. Forum organizations are es-
tablished to provide a venue or framework for negotiations and collective
decision-making, ranging from consultations to binding commitments.
These organizations, such as the UN General Assembly or the WTO, are
still less open towards NGOs. Governments of member states are the
main actors, leaving civil society organizations with a secondary role in
the process of negotiations and decision-making.

In chapter 6, Otfried Höffe develops the core ideas of a subsidiary and
federal world republic, arguing that such a world republic is the adequate
response to the challenges of globalization. The world republic needs to
rely on the constitutive principle of federalism, since ‘‘only a federalist
unity can be a morally dictated and legitimate world republic.’’ In this
scheme, the individual states remain responsible for enforcing the law.
The territorial states have the rank of first-order states, while the world
republic is no more than a second-order or (where there are intermedi-
ary polities at the continental or subcontinental level) even a third-order
state. Citizenship in the world republic is therefore understood as com-
plementary citizenship. Global civil rights do not take the place of na-
tional civil rights, but the former supplement the latter.

In chapter 7, Yash Tandon examines to what degree existing interna-
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tional governance conforms to criteria of social justice. This provocative
chapter consists of three parts. First, Tandon observes that the contem-
porary world is ‘‘pathological’’: it is ruled by profits, as, for instance,
‘‘health is subordinated to the demands of profit’’ or the protection of
plants takes precedence over the protection of human lives. Second, the
author presents and discusses three different conceptions of justice: ‘‘jus-
tice as fairness’’ (Rawls), ‘‘justice as charity,’’ and ‘‘justice as welfare.’’
Finally, he asks which of the wide variety of actors on the world political
stage are able and willing to pursue social justice. Since neither northern
nor southern states nor TNCs are purveyors of justice, only civil society
organizations can be relied upon to be agents of the Rawlsian concept of
‘‘justice as fairness.’’

Notes

1. However, it is important to note that, to a certain extent, additional information at a
certain time or in a certain context may be harmful, and at another time and place this
same increment of information may have a neutral or even beneficial effect (Hurley and
Mayer-Schönberger 2000).

2. Since the main purpose of this section is to discuss the challenges posed by globalization
to international governance, and not the analysis of globalization itself, we refer only to
the two extreme views on globalization. For a more differentiated view see Held et al.
(1999a: 2–16).

3. For data and analysis cf. Albert et al. (1999).
4. Robert O. Keohane and Joseph S. Nye, Jr (2000a: 105) distinguish globalization and

interdependence. According to these authors, globalization, first, refers to networks of
connections rather than single linkages and, second, includes multicontinental distances,
not simply regional networks. (For their concept and analysis on interdependence see
Keohane and Nye 1977, 1987.)

5. These scholars prefer the term ‘‘denationalization’’ to ‘‘globalization,’’ as the latter is
mostly understood as a process resulting in a status of globality. Because most trans-
boundary interactions take place within the OECD world, and not on a global level,
‘‘globalization’’ appears to be a misnomer. ‘‘Denationalization,’’ in contrast, refers only
to the extension of societal transactions beyond the national level, no matter what the
actual scope of the transactions (see Zürn, chap. 4; Zürn 1998; Beisheim et al. 1999).

6. A value of 0 signifies perfect equality; a value of 1, perfect inequality. The world Gini
coefficient deteriorated slightly from 0.63 in 1988 to 0.66 in 1993. In the Russian Feder-
ation, the Gini coefficient rose markedly from 0.24 to 0.48 between 1987–1988 and
1993–1995 (UNDP 1999: 6).

7. However, in the second half of the 1990s the UN started to wane in global influence.
The number of Blue Helmets decreased to 27,000 in 2000 after it had peaked in 1993,
when 80,000 peace-keepers were deployed (Peou, chap. 3).

8. Kalevi J. Holsti (1996: 119) defines ‘‘failed states’’ as follows: ‘‘Leaders become in-
creasingly isolated and inhabit make-believe worlds concocted by their cronies and
dwindling sycophants. Government institutions no longer function except perhaps in the
capital city. The tasks of governance, to the extent that they are performed at all, de-
volve to warlords, clan chiefs, who are well armed. The state retains the fig leaf of sov-
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ereignty for external purposes, but domestic life is organized around local politics. The
national army . . . disintegrates into local racketeering, or hires itself out to local rulers.’’

9. Input legitimacy is more difficult to achieve in international governance than in gover-
nance by national governments, because neither an international public nor a transna-
tional collective identity has yet come into existence (cf. Brock 1998; Wolf 2000: 213–
242; Zürn 2000: 192).

10. In his Presidential Address to the American Political Science Association, Robert Keo-
hane (2001: 3), for instance, has proposed that each political institution in global gover-
nance needs to meet the three criteria of accountability, participation, and persuasion.
We discuss these criteria under the headings of closing the jurisdictional gap (account-
ability), the participation gap (participation and accountability), and the incentive gap
(persuasion).

11. At first glance, this idea looks very promising but its further analysis shows that it re-
mains unclear who is to decide on the appropriate level of public policy-making in dis-
tinct areas (cf. Brand et al. 2000, also Mürle 1998). For a different point of view see
Höffe (1997).

12. In addition, UN member states apparently do not favour implementing far-reaching re-
forms in general. This reluctant attitude is indicated by their recurrent inability to agree
on less important reform proposals. Thus, the closure of all governance gaps will be
difficult to achieve. For different UN reform proposals cf. Alger 1998; Hüfner and
Martens 2000. Whereas most of the far-reaching reform proposals have not been im-
plemented, Kofi Annan has implemented a ‘‘Quiet Revolution’’ (Annan 1998a) by re-
forming the UN Secretariat.

13. Global public policy (GPP) networks are one set of arrangements of public–private
partnerships. GPP networks are institutional innovations as not only do they combine
the ‘‘voluntary energy and legitimacy of the civil society sector with the financial muscle
and interest of business and the enforcement and rule-making power and coordination
and capacity-building skills of states and international organization,’’ but also they
create new knowledge as consensus emerges over often contentious issues. They thus
ensure constant learning of all participants (Reinicke and Deng 2000: 29–30).

14. The Secretary-General asked the business community to support and respect the fol-
lowing:
1. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948) Principle 1 (protection of inter-

national human rights within their sphere of influence) and Principle 2 (make sure
their own corporations are not complicit in human rights abuses).

2. The Declaration of the International Labour Organization on fundamental principles
and rights at work Principle 3 (guarantee freedom of association and the effective
recognition of the right to collective bargaining), Principle 4 (support the elimination
of all forms of forced and compulsory labour), Principle 5 (assist the effective aboli-
tion of child labour), and Principle 6 (support the elimination of discrimination in re-
spect of employment and occupation).

3. The Rio Declaration of the UN Conference in Environment and Development
(1992) Principle 7 (support a precautionary approach to environmental challenges),
Principle 8 (undertake initiatives to promote greater environmental responsibility),
and Principle 9 (encourage the development and diffusion of environmentally
friendly technologies).

15. Cf. the modalities of the guidelines ‘‘Cooperation between the United Nations and
Business Community’’ issued by the Secretary-General of the United Nations, 17 July
2000.

16. ‘‘Think-tank NGOs’’ such as the Transnational Resource and Action Center have pub-
lished various short articles on this topic, cf. Paul (2001). Other NGOs have written a
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‘‘coalition letter’’ to Kofi Annan [www.corpwatch.org/trac/globalization/blast1tr.html]
(23.11.2000).

17. For an overview of these reform proposals see Bienen, Rittberger, and Wagner (1998).
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Ökonomie. Frankfurt/M: Suhrkamp.

Alger, Chadwick F. 1998. ‘‘Conclusion: The Potential of the United Nations Sys-
tem.’’ In: The Future of the United Nations System: Potential for the Twenty-
First Century, ed. Chadwick F. Alger. Tokyo: United Nations University Press,
409–429.

Altvater, Elmar, and Birgit Mahnkopf. 1996. Grenzen der Globalisierung. Öko-
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zwischen Markt und Staat.’’ In: Regieren in entgrenzten Räumen, ed. Beate
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Ökonomie.’’ In: Demokratie – eine Kultur des Westens? 20. Wissenschaftlicher
Kongreß der Deutschen Vereinigung für Politische Wissenschaft, ed. Michael
Greven. Opladen: Leske & Budrich, 81–103.

Scharpf, Fritz W. 1998b. ‘‘Interdependence and Democratic Legitimation, Work-
ing Paper 98/2.’’ Cologne: Max Planck Institute for the Study of Societies.

Scherrer, Christoph 1999. Globalisierung wider Willen? Die Durchsetzung lib-
eraler Außenwirtschaftspolitik in den USA. Berlin: Edition Sigma.

Shapiro, Andrew L. 1999. ‘‘The Internet.’’ Foreign Policy 115, 14–27.
Slaughter, Ann-Marie. 1997. ‘‘The Real New World Order.’’ Foreign Affairs

76(5): 183–197.
Smith, Jackie, Charles Chatfield, and Ron Pagnucco, eds. 1997. Transnational

Social Movements and Global Politics. Solidarity Beyond the State. Syracuse,
NY: Syracuse University Press.

Smythe, Elizabeth. 2000. ‘‘State Authority and Investment Security. Non-State
Actors and the Negotiation of the Multilateral Agreement on Investment at
the OECD.’’ In: Non-State Actors and Authority in the Global System, eds
Richard A. Higgott, Geoffrey R. D. Underhill, and Andreas Bieler. London:
Routledge, 74–90.

Spar, Debora L. 1999. ‘‘Lost in (Cyber)space: The Private Role of Online Com-
merce.’’ In: Private Authority and International Affairs, eds A. Claire Cutler,
Virginia Haufler, and Tony Porter. Albany, NY: State University of New York
Press, 31–51.

Stewart, Frances and Albert Berry. 1999. ‘‘Globalization, Liberalization, and
Inequality.’’ In: Inequality, Globalization, and World Politics, eds Andrew
Hurrell and Ngaire Woods. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 150–186.

Stoker, Gerry. 1998. ‘‘Governance as Theory: Five Propositions.’’ International
Social Science Journal 50(155): 17–28.

Strange, Susan. 1996. The Retreat of the State. The Diffusion of Power in World
Economy. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

United Nations Development Programme. 1998. The Human Development Re-
port 1999. New York: United Nations.

United Nations Development Programme. 1999. The Human Development Re-
port 2000. New York: United Nations.
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2

Political systems in the postnational
constellation: Societal
denationalization and multilevel
governance1

Michael Zürn

Introduction

The uneasy debate about the declining or reinforced sovereign nation-
state did not last very long. Whereas hyper-globalists saw the coming
global age as one with global enterprises, global civil society, the domi-
nance of market relations, and no place for sovereign states, global-
ization sceptics pointed to the rise of trading blocs, economies less inter-
dependent than 100 years before, and state executives more autonomous
than ever. More sophisticated analyses acknowledge significant changes,
yet expect them to lead to a relocation, reconstitution, or transformation
of sovereignty2 and the role of the nation-state.3 Most of these efforts
are, however, deficient in at least one respect: they focus exclusively on a
state or national political system without seeing them as part of a more
encompassing constellation. This focus leads to conclusions that, for in-
stance, there are ‘‘core aspects of the institution of sovereignty which re-
main unchanged and there are core aspects of the institution which have
changed dramatically over time’’ (Sørensen 1999: 591). While it is true
that sovereignty and the modern nation-state cannot be understood by
focusing on only one aspect, a thorough understanding needs to take into
account not only different aspects but also the relationship between dif-
ferent aspects of political systems and how this relationship constitutes
different overall constellations. Along this line, my aim is to put forward
a relational understanding in a changing – from national to postnational
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– constellation of political systems. Moreover, debates about appropriate
conceptual tools (about assumptions) for understanding the role of the
state in global governance should be geared towards the development of
hypotheses about observable outcomes in international relations and
global politics. In this chapter, some expectations about the impact of the
changing overall constellation on governance are developed against the
background of the conceptualization of postnational political systems.

The argument, in a nutshell, is that political systems consist of three
dimensions – recognition, resources, and the realization of governance
goals. Political systems in the national constellation were characterized
by a convergence of all these three Rs in one political organization – that
is, the nation-state. This national constellation was bound together by the
congruence of social and political spaces. In a denationalizing world with
a relative strengthening of cross-border compared with within-border
transactions and the emergence of new social spaces, the convergence of
the dimensions of political systems in one political organization dissolves
and a new governance architecture arises. To the extent that we move
towards such a postnational constellation with multilevel governance, the
provision of public goods will change significantly, casting doubts on the
capacity to manage the problems that we are expected to face in the new
century. I proceed in four steps:
1. In the next section (pp. 50–57) my aim is to develop a multidimen-

sional notion of the sovereign state that binds it to the national
constellation and, thereby, to demonstrate that it was only the inter-
play of a number of dimensions of political systems, all of them con-
verging on the national level, that made the sovereign nation-state
possible.

2. With the sharp rise in the number of societal transactions crossing
national borders, this national constellation faces a fundamental chal-
lenge to which, however, political actors respond by making delib-
erate choices rather than merely yielding to external pressures as
hyper-globalists would like us to believe. The section on pp. 57–70
therefore sketches the challenges of, and the political responses to,
‘‘societal denationalization’’ (a term that I prefer to ‘‘globalization’’).

3. Societal denationalization and political responses to it may eventu-
ally lead to a ‘‘postnational constellation’’. Although it is impossible to
comprehend this postnational constellation in detail today (its shape is
by no means determined and is more likely to be the outcome of po-
litical struggles), I attempt in the section on pages 70–74 to sketch the
architecture of multilevel political systems by highlighting and extra-
polating some empirical trends.

4. In the final section (pp. 74–76) I reflect on the extent to which the
attainment of governance goals will be possible in the future.
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Two notes of caution must be added. First, parts of the argument in
this contribution refer to the future and thus cannot easily be tested
against observations about the past and present world. The different
steps in the argument follow three different modes of reasoning: the first
step is based on an analysis of current trends; in a next step these trends
are extrapolated; finally, hypotheses are developed about the outcomes
that this extrapolated world will produce (see figure 2.1). Needless to
say, it therefore contains elements of (I hope) informed speculation.

Second, the focus of this contribution is limited to governance in the
world of the Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
(OECD). It is this area in the world where the nation-state has been fully
developed and where denationalization processes are most significant.
The notion of a postnational governance system in the OECD world
therefore does not preclude struggles in other parts of the world to de-
velop a nation-state in the first place. In doing so, they may repeat many
of the merits and the sufferings of nationalization that first took place in
Western Europe in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In these es-
pecially troubled parts of the world, an understanding of future political
developments must take into account both aspirations for nation-building
at the periphery and the impacts of a postnational constellation in the
centre.4

Political systems in the national constellation

‘‘Political system’’ is a more general concept than ‘‘sovereign nation-
state.’’ At all times (and in all societies), norms, rules, and procedures
have been developed by which social control and conflict management
have been exerted (see e.g. Wesel 1997). Moreover, the norms, rules,
and procedures that govern societies have always been in specific rela-
tionships with each other so that they together represent institutional ar-
rangements or architectures. Any one of these institutional arrangements
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Hypotheses
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future
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Figure 2.1 Steps in the argument
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for the governance of societies systematically favours certain outcomes
over others and thus establishes rule and authority. A political system,
defined as the overall arrangement that establishes rule in a given soci-
ety, is a permanent feature of all societies. Political systems, however,
vary significantly over time and space as to the source of legitimacy of
the rules, the making of the rules, the social purpose for which the rules
are employed, and the means and instruments through which the rules
are enforced. The specific constellation or interplay of these aspects of
political systems is often used to characterize concrete manifestations of
it. The sovereign nation-state can be described on the basis of three di-
mensions, all of which converge at the national level.

The first dimension is recognition, which is the normative basis for
modern political systems. The most important component of this dimen-
sion is the principle of sovereignty – that is ‘‘the supreme legal authority
of the nation to give and enforce the law within a certain territory and, in
consequence, independence from the authority of any other nation and
equality with it under international law’’ (Morgenthau 1967: 305). From
a historical perspective, sovereignty is attributed by other states. It was
recognition as an international legal subject which ultimately made a po-
litical organization a state. ‘‘Sovereignty, in the end, is status – the vindi-
cation of the state’s existence as a member of the international system’’
(Chayes and Chayes 1995: 27). Although elements of sovereignty had al-
ready de facto evolved to a significant degree from the fifteenth century
on, it became formally recognized only through the Westphalian treaties.
Furthermore, it took a further 300 years before the world was completely
compartmentalized into different sovereign states, each given exclusive
property rights for a certain territory, and before powerful threats such
as pirates and mercenaries lost significance in such transnational spaces
as the open sea (Thomson 1994).5

Only later on, mainly in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries with
the rise of nationalism, was external recognition supplemented by in-
ternal recognition of the territorial state as the legitimate and neces-
sary organizational form of a political community that defined itself as
a nation.6 It is in this process that ordinary people began ‘‘. . . to allot
recognition to the conceptual existence of the state at all’’ (Nettl 1968: 566).
The territorial state thus became a nation-state. Although the territorial
state was able to build upon protonational cultures and communities,
at the same time it contributed to the rise of national identities through
harmonization policies and the symbolic representation of ‘‘imagined
communities’’ (Anderson 1991). As a result of this, the notion prevailed
according to which national boundaries and territorial state boundaries
have to coincide (Gellner 1991). Legitimacy, defined as a generalized
perception that a given political organization is desirable or appropriate
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within some socially constructed sphere,7 increasingly depended on both
successful policies (output legitimacy) and proper procedures for partici-
pation in policy-making (input legitimacy). In sum, ‘‘sovereignty is the
recognition by internal and external actors that the state has the exclu-
sive authority to intervene coercively in activities within its territory’’
(Thomson 1995: 219).

The second dimension is that of resources. Recognition is contingent
upon both material and normative prerequisites. States would certainly
not have prevailed without a material basis – that is, the underlying
resources. A state’s authority is recognized by others ‘‘when [it] has
achieved the capability to defend its authority against domestic and in-
ternational challenges’’ (Thomson 1995: 220). Fundamental to the devel-
opment of this capability is the process of the monopolization of force.
A royal monopoly of force prevailed as a result of fierce competition
between different power holders, first in France and in England. This
monopolization of force was accompanied by a tax-raising monopoly
through which, in turn, the monopoly of force could be defended against
aggressors from within and outside the controlled territory (Elias 1976;
Tilly 1985; Giddens 1985).

Third, is the dimension of the attainment of goals. Perhaps the most
fundamental dimension of modern political systems is the notion of an
organization that is public and thus exists to deliver goods for the people
who are part of this organization (see Reus-Smit 1997). It is the Parson-
ian category of goal attainment that is central here. Thus, sovereign
states were for a long time linked to the capacity of the state to govern
effectively. Only later was the people’s right to self-determination dis-
connected from effective governance. As late as 1946, the British Gov-
ernment refused to give up its colonies at short notice, with the argument
that these countries lacked effective states that were able to pursue pub-
lic goods. The British Government was able to cite the League of Na-
tions, which restricted the right to state-building by establishing criteria
for the ‘‘capacity for independence.’’ In 1960, however, the United Na-
tions passed a resolution that the right to self-determination did not de-
pend on the existence of the ability to govern: ‘‘Inadequacy of political,
economic, social or educational preparedness should never serve as a pre-
text for delaying independence.’’8 Subsequently, ‘‘quasi-states’’ emerged,
which owed their existence primarily to recognition and assistance by
other states and international organizations, but did not conform to the
notion of a complete political system, including the ability to deliver the
goods of governance effectively.9

What, then, are these goals of governance? At first sight we must agree
with Dieter Grimm (1994: 771) that ‘‘every area of life open to human
influence has also been the target of state activity.’’ However, a second
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look reveals that in various academic disciplines and discourses – be they
normative or empirical – there are, despite partially divergent terminol-
ogy, surprisingly similar notions of the general goals of governance.10
These different perspectives can be integrated using the following for-
mula. Modern political systems must have four objectives:
1. Security. The security goal is primarily related to safeguarding the

population and the territory in question against the risk of war in
general (defence function) and the provision of internal protection,
i.e. safeguarding individuals against the risk of crimes and the destruc-
tion of the environment (protective function). In this sense, reducing
external and internal threats to the security of human beings and their
environment is one of the core goals of governance.

2. Rule of law. Governance is expected to provide legal certainty –
defined as norms and their applications that are public, relatively
stable, consistent, and prospective – and legal equity, i.e. the principle
that like cases are treated alike (see e.g. Böckenförde 1969). Whereas
the rule of law as a general principle applies to all kinds of issue areas,
it is especially important in the economic sphere where it helps to
make markets possible (North 1981). Moreover, the political meaning
of the principle of the rule of law is directed against the arbitrary use
of political power and the violation of human rights in general.

3. Identity and channels of participation. Governance is expected to
(re)produce a symbolic system of reference and the communicative
infrastructure within which a sense of collective civil identity can
develop. Against this background a public sphere can develop and
channels of participation in collective decision-making can be estab-
lished.

4. Social welfare. The social welfare goal refers to market corrections
through which the effects of economic crises are reduced and social
inequalities at least contained. Encouraging economic growth and
curbing social inequalities by state interventions with a view to foster-
ing general material prosperity seems to be a major goal of modern
political systems.

These four objectives are ‘‘normative goods,’’ as they are regarded by
most people – at least in the Western world – as valuable and desirable;
at the same time, they are ‘‘functional goods,’’ as in the long run the non-
attainability of one or more of these objectives may lead to political crisis.
Functionality and normativity are here bound together to the extent that
the goals of governance necessarily do have a normative status and thus
affect recognition.

To be sure, the goals of governance11 are not constant or exogenously
determined; they are time-specific and space-specific. Governance goals
have clearly expanded (and only occasionally shrunk) in the course of
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history. This expansion of governance goals was accompanied by a growth
of the state apparatus, reflecting the national constellation. In spite of
revolutions, counter-revolutions, and restoration, and in spite of devas-
tating civil and international wars, the expansion of state activities and
the size of the state apparatus happened to be more or less linear. In
the early sixteenth century, at the beginning of the absolutist period in
France, around 12,000 people – that is, 0.0006 per cent of the total pop-
ulation of around 20 million – were state servants (cf. Braudel 1992:
549). This proportion grew to around 1.25 per cent in 1905 (i.e. 500,000
employees with a population of around 40 million; cf. Hobsbawm 1992:
99) and to well over 20 per cent in 1980 (Bruder and Dose 1992: 277).
Simultaneously, the goals of state activities expanded. Only the post-
Second World War welfare states aimed at a full set of governance goals
including security, legal certainty, channels of participation, and social
welfare. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the early absolutist
territorial state (an ideal type of which is represented by absolutist France
under Louis XIV) focused on internal and external security as the major
goal of governance. The constitutional nation-state (ideal type: England
during the Regency period of the Hanoverians) established the rule of
law and thus provided the legal certainty that made a surge in economic
growth and efficiency possible in the eighteenth century. The nineteenth
century saw the rise of political communities that increasingly developed
a sense of collective identity and demanded more participation in public
decision-making. As a result, the liberal-democratic state (ideal type: the
United States during the presidency of Woodrow Wilson) came to the
fore. Finally, significant state intervention in market processes to reduce
crisis-proneness of the economy and to increase social security (ideal
type: the Scandinavian states) led to the welfare state in the course of the
twentieth century. It is thus clear that governance goals are not static;
they change over time, are partially discursively constructed, partially
reflective of interest and power constellations, and in fact have increased
in number.

The fully developed modern nation-state of the twentieth century can
thus be grasped as a three-dimensional political constellation containing
the following:
1. A legitimate monopoly of force, which is needed to maintain internal

autonomy and which determines the size of the territory in which it
can collect taxes (resources);

2. Recognition by other states – at least in principle – on the basis of
minimum constitutional standards as well as recognition by the na-
tional society (recognition);

3. A minimum degree of public-interest orientation (goals of gover-
nance).
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Although these three dimensions of modern political systems, in general
terms, need not necessarily converge in one political organization, the
nation-state (as one historically specific manifestation) represents a con-
figuration in which each dimension supports the other by converging in
one organization. Recognition depends upon the attainment of goals; the
attainment of goals depends upon the availability of resources; and the
availability of resources depends upon recognition.

The nation-state as the dominant political system of modern times,
however, depends on a contextual condition. It is based on a high level of
congruence between social and political spaces. The congruence of na-
tional society and nation-state is thus the socio-economic and sociocul-
tural prerequisite for the ‘‘national constellation,’’ in which all three di-
mensions of political systems converge in one political organization. It is
in this respect that globalization or societal denationalization challenges
the national constellation. A growing incongruence of social and political
spaces undermines the cohesion of the national constellation as a whole.
To be sure, sovereignty, as the legal concept expressing external recog-
nition, has always been analytically distinct from the effectiveness of gov-
ernance and the state’s resources. Although within the national constel-
lation these dimensions are interdependent, they can none the less be
analytically separated. In this respect, Robert O. Keohane (1993: 93) is
correct in stating that the ‘‘problem that international interdependence
poses in the first instance for governments is not that it directly threatens
their formal sovereignty or even their autonomy, but that it calls into
questions their effectiveness.’’ However, the qualifying ‘‘in the first in-
stance’’ is of the utmost significance here. Purely formal sovereignty in
the absence of material resources and a governing capacity is always ex-
tremely precarious.

Two clarifications are required. First, the fully developed modern
nation-state described above represents an ideal type. States in the real
world show significant variance when it comes to the degree to which
recognition, resources, and the realization of governance goals are de-
veloped. There have been, and still are, so-called nation-states that do
not even qualify as such, according to the above criteria. There have
been states ridden by civil war that were still acknowledged without
question by other states (for instance, America in the American Civil
War). There have been states whose monopoly of force was exploited
more or less exclusively for private purposes without any direct danger
to the monopoly of force or to the recognition of the state as such by
other states (for instance, Rhodesia in the initial period of White minor-
ity government). There are also states with internal autonomy and a cer-
tain degree of public-interest orientation without broad international
acceptance (for instance, Taiwan since Chiang Ching-kuo). Finally, there
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are states that do badly on all three counts, as so-called failed states amply
demonstrate. However, these deviations have been perceived and dis-
cussed as deficits and problems for modern states in all such cases. The
nation-state has been characterized by the convergence of a monopoly of
force, internal and external recognition, and policies displaying a public-
interest orientation in one political organization, even if in specific cases
this has only been an approximation – and sometimes not even that. In
this sense, the nation-state differs taxonomically from other types of po-
litical systems such as empires, city-states and city-associations (such as
the Hanseatic League) that had emerged in the Dark Ages but as politi-
cal systems proved inferior to the territorial state and, by extension, the
nation-state.

Second, one reason for the superiority of the nation-state over other
institutional alternatives has arguably been its capacity to realize gover-
nance goals more effectively (see Spruyt 1994). Employing a concept of
political systems, which contains the notion of goal attainment and thus
ascribes a public-interest orientation to nation-states, invites criticism.
Klaus Dieter Wolf (2000) argues that this perspective naı̈vely concep-
tualizes the nation-state as a problem-solving agency for the good of the
society writ large.12 For a number of reasons, however, the emphasis on
the governance goals does not necessarily imply such a benign con-
ception of the state and modern political systems, respectively. To begin
with, governance goals are – as already mentioned – discursively con-
structed and the result of political struggles. Hence, governance goals re-
flect social asymmetries and thus a social purpose that must not be iden-
tical with the current state of normative political theory.13 There is no
question that economic actors often play a privileged role in the con-
struction of governance goals. Economic actors are even more privileged
when it comes to decision-making about the realization of these goals.
The policies carried out, therefore, to a large extent indeed reflect the
needs of the economy (which are not always identical with those of the
society in general) and the particular interests of powerful economic
actors (Lindblom 1977; Offe 1973). Moreover, the linkage of the defini-
tion of modern political systems with a minimum of public-interest ori-
entation does not imply that the agents who act in the name of the state
– the executive and the administration – must be altruists; of course, they
are not – as is amply proved by endless tales of abuse of official authority
by dignitaries in any number of states. Nor, finally, does the linkage of
the definition of modern political systems with a minimum of public-
interest orientation imply that the autonomous political organization as
such – the political–administrative system and the political class as a
whole – does not have interests of its own. Of course, it does have such
interests: it is especially interested in maximizing its resources and in se-
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curing the monopoly of force, and thus maintaining a high degree of au-
tonomy from society and other states (see Wolf 2000). However, these
agents of the political systems are embedded in an institutional structure
that is to some extent bound to the public interest. This institutional ‘‘in-
terest of the state in itself’’ (Offe 1975) is related to the attainment of
governance goals, to the stated purpose of the organization.14 The state
thus consists of executives, a political–administrative system (political
class plus upper bureaucracy), and a larger institutional structure with
inscribed governance goals. These three components together determine
and balance out the ‘‘interests of states.’’ State behaviour and govern-
mental activities are thus driven by these state interests, the needs of the
economy, and the particular interests of powerful economic actors, as
well as the societal interests that are reflected in the governance goals. In
this sense, the public-interest orientation of the nation-state is by no
means dominant; it is only one dimension of it – albeit a necessary one –
as it is of political systems in a more general sense.

In sum, the three dimensions of modern political systems are syn-
ergetic as long as social and political spaces are congruent. The national
constellation is a configuration with mutually supportive elements that
could persist in a world in which political and social spaces were congru-
ent. It is, therefore, not sufficient to diagnose that, in the age of societal
denationalization, the governing capacity of the nation-state decreases
whereas formal sovereignty in the form of recognition by other states re-
mains untouched. On the contrary, it is necessary to ask questions that
take into account the interdependence of the three dimensions of mod-
ern political systems in a context in which the congruence of social and
political spaces becomes fainter. What elements of the nation-state are
challenged through societal denationalization and what kind of political
responses can be observed (see the next section)? What could a multi-
level system of governance look like (see pp. 70–74)? What does this
mean for the goals of governance – that is, security, the rule of law,
legitimacy, and social welfare (see pp. 74–76)?

Challenges of, and responses to, denationalization

The term ‘‘societal denationalization’’ is preferable to ‘‘globalization’’ for
a number of reasons. First, the term ‘‘societal denationalization’’ does not
convey a problematic notion of absolute de-bordering and takes into ac-
count that the relative intensification of many cross-border transactions
has taken place only within the OECD world:15 84 per cent of world
trade is transacted between countries inhabited by approximately 28 per
cent of the world population. This OECD focus is even more evident if
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one looks at foreign direct investments: over 91 per cent of all foreign
direct investments between 1980 and 1991 went to OECD countries and
the ten most important threshold countries (Hirst and Thompson 1996:
67).16 Communication flows indicate a similar concentration in OECD
countries. A world map showing the distribution of Internet connections
is particularly informative: it shows that even within the OECD world
there are clear gravitational centres, the borders of which, however, do
not coincide with national borders. Even in the USA there are exten-
sive networks only along the two coastlines, which also include parts of
Canada (see Beisheim et al. 1999: 65). Second, the ‘‘placeboundedness’’
of social transactions has not been transformed by what many call global-
ization. Sassen (1998) correctly asks why, after all, if knowledge workers
can telecommute so easily, so many of the world’s desktops are to be
found in a few square kilometres in New York, Tokyo, London, and a
few other places? Space and the borders of spaces will remain of signifi-
cance in the coming age. Third, the concept of denationalization as it is
used here distinguishes between interactions that regulation (societal de-
nationalization) and actual regulation beyond the nation-state (political
denationalization, see pages 62–70) and thus leaves room for study-
ing their interactive effects. A notion of globalization that includes
societal and political processes is too compound to be of any analytical
use.17

Societal denationalization can thus be defined as the extension of so-
cial spaces, which are constituted by dense transactions, beyond national
borders without being necessarily global in scope. Even though the scope
of most of these cross-border transactions is, indeed, not global, they still
cause a problem for national governance simply because the social space
to be governed is no longer exclusively national. The degree of societal
denationalization can be operationalized as the extent of cross-border
transactions relative to transactions taking place within national borders.
Social transactions take place whenever goods, services, and capital (con-
stituting the issue area of economy), threats (force), pollutants (environ-
ment), signs (communication), or persons (mobility) are exchanged or
commonly produced. An empirical investigation carried out against the
background of this conceptualization shows that societal denationaliza-
tion is not a uniform process but, rather, a jagged one that differs notably
among issue areas, countries, and over time.18

Among the large OECD countries, societal denationalization, defined
in terms of a growing significance of cross-border transactions, is most
pronounced in Great Britain and Germany, and less so in the United
States and Japan. Societal denationalization is in some areas as weak as
assumed by sceptics. International telephone calls, for instance, do not
exceed 2 per cent of all calls in any of the large OECD countries. In
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other areas, social transactions are already completely denationalized,
especially in the consumption of cultural goods such as movies (motion
pictures) (with over 90 per cent of imports). Societal denationalization is
not a linear development; it has been taking place in mild forms since the
1950s. Accelerated denationalization first occurred in the 1960s with the
massive deployment of nuclear weapons in the issue area of force. From
the 1970s on, the growth of cross-border exchanges accelerated with re-
spect to goods and capital, information, travel, migration, and regional
environmental risks. Surprisingly, the growth of some of these exchange
processes levelled off for a few years in the 1980s. Veritable denational-
ization thrusts, however, occurred in a number of very specific issue areas
just as the growth in cross-border exchanges slowed down. The most no-
table developments took place with respect to global financial markets,
global environmental dangers, the Internet, and organized crime. The
common feature of all these more recent developments is that they con-
cern the integrated production of goods and bads, rather than the mere
exchange of goods and bads across national borders.

The causes of societal denationalization are of minor interest in our
context. Although it is undoubtedly true that certain policies implemented
by the United States and the United Kingdom, especially the lifting of
capital controls, accelerated economic denationalization (see Helleiner
1994), it is also true that the current state of affairs was neither designed
nor planned by anybody. It is the interaction between unilateral national
policies, the institutionalization of a liberal economic order after the Sec-
ond World War, and the development of new technologies – especially in
communication and transportation – that made societal denationalization
possible but also strongly emergent as a force that constitutes challenges
and triggers responses.

Challenges

Seen in this way, societal denationalization undermines the national con-
stellation. The most significant impact of societal denationalization is on
the capacity of the nation-state to achieve governance goals, since effec-
tive governance depends upon the spatial congruence of political regu-
lations with socially integrated areas. National governments, which are
still bound by the old borders, can no longer project their policy-making
capacity over the whole territory, which confines social problems (Re-
inicke 1998: 65). Consequently, the shift of boundaries of socially in-
tegrated areas – i.e. the place where there is some critical shift in the
relative density of social transactions (see Deutsch 1969: 99) – requires
an adaptation of political institutions if regulations are to remain effec-
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tive. One can distinguish, again in rough historical order, four specific
challenges through which the nation-state’s achievement of governance
goals may be diminished as a result of denationalization.

First, as national borders no longer encompass sufficient territory to
function as sufficiently large markets for big companies, all national reg-
ulations that have a protective impact are challenged. Each national reg-
ulation that is not harmonized at the international level separates mar-
kets and creates a barrier for the efficient development, pursuit, and sale
of goods and services. In a world in which the barriers between different
markets are dissolving, research and development costs rise and product
cycles shorten. Larger markets and unhindered cooperation with other
enterprises are then seen as essential to remain competitive. In other
words, in a denationalized world the ‘‘static efficiency costs of closure’’
increase (Frieden and Rogowski 1996: 35). For instance, all over the
world, car manufacturers import parts that amount to over 50 per cent
of the overall value of the end-product. If, owing to tariffs, these imports
are more expensive in one country than in another country with a liberal
trade policy, the former manufacturer will be at a significant comparative
disadvantage and will press for liberalization. As another example, the
nationally organized and protected organizations for post and telecom-
munications companies (PTTs) experienced increasing pressures from
the 1980s on, when private multinational corporations (MNCs) wanted to
reorganize their internal communications at the best possible value. To
the extent that the relative proportion of communication costs increased,
MNCs were no longer willing to accept and pay for the inefficiencies of
national PTT companies. The MNCs finally succeeded in obtaining the
dissolution of national monopolies in the telecommunications market.
In general, economic integration will create further demands for over-
coming the disadvantages of political segmentation in order to maximize
the gains from economic exchange by harmonizing national policies or by
common rules that prohibit nation-state intervention. These demands are
due to efficiency pressures and express a desire for non-discrimination in
the markets.

Second, political regulations may have little impact if they cover only
parts of the relevant social space. A national regulation by Australia
alone can do little to prevent rising cancer rates due to the depletion of
atmospheric ozone. Along the same lines, Germany – for good reasons –
has more severe restrictions on the distribution of racist propaganda ma-
terial than many other countries. However, if someone residing in the
United States feeds such material into the Internet, authorities in Ger-
many cannot legally prohibit, let alone effectively prevent, these activ-
ities. Moreover, even the best defence policy would be of little help to
China in the defence of the integrity of their south-west border if India
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and Pakistan engaged in a nuclear exchange. The resulting drop in
efficacy of national regulatory policies resulting from the discrepancies
between social and political spaces has given rise to demands for the
coordination of regulatory policies at the international level.

Third, a regulation that does not apply to all social actors within an
integrated social space can be counter-productive. In particular, policies
that create costs for the production of goods may turn out to be self-
defeating for the competitiveness of the area to which the policy applies.
In this vein, manufacturers’ associations all over the industrialized world
complain at every opportunity that the social and environmental costs of
production are too high. According to them, wages, social policies, en-
vironmental regulations, and corporate taxes need to be cut. Against
this background, the widespread fear of a race-to-the-bottom in na-
tional social and environmental standard-setting is not surprising.19 In the
national context, this challenge benefits especially those groups that do
not favour cost-intensive market-correcting or redistributive policies. On
the other hand, groups in favour of redistributive policies will demand
the establishment of international norms to avoid the race-to-the-bottom
dynamics.

Fourth, effective participation in the national constellation depends on
the spatial congruence between the rulers (the state agents) and the ruled
(the national society).20 Yet this notion becomes problematic as soon as
the nature of the pertinent moral and political community is contested, as
happens in the course of societal denationalization (see Held 1995). The
rise of cross-border transactions damages the normative dignity of state
borders and national identities (Schmalz-Bruns 1998: 372). If there is no
input congruence, then a group affected by a decision but not participat-
ing in its making can be considered as being subject to extra-national
determination rather than being nationally self-determined. This new
form of foreign determination tends to be symmetrical and is based on
manifold transborder externalities. The decisions of the British and Ger-
man governments in the 1960s and 1970s, for example, not to implement
certain environmental protection measures, led to acid lakes and high
fish mortality in Scandinavia. Nevertheless, the Swedish fishermen were
not in a position to participate even via representatives in public will-
formation and decision-making in Great Britain or Germany. Against
this background, demands for the enlargement of moral and political
communities arise, so that the interests of all those who are affected by
such decisions have an opportunity to participate in their making (distri-
bution of participation channels).

The challenges involved in denationalization, and the types of policy
mainly affected (at the national level) or demanded (at the international
level) are listed in table 2.1.
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Responses

These challenges to the effectiveness of national policies in attaining
governance goals do not directly translate into a decline of the nation-
state. The challenges are serious, yet the outcome is largely determined
by political choices. Governments and other political organizations can
respond to these challenges in a number of different ways. First, they
may passively await the decline in effectiveness of national policies,
partly because they favour the institutional status quo, partly because
they can use international pressure as a pretext for furthering their own
domestic goals such as deregulation. Second, regionalist parties may push
for decentralization of, or even secession from, nation-states in order
to exploit as flexibly as possible the opportunities offered in the dena-
tionalized environment. The rise of the Lega Nord and the revival of
the Scottish National Party as well as the Parti Québécois can be related
to economic and cultural denationalization and thus be interpreted as a
fragmentative political response. Third, governments and other political
organizations may aim at developing integrative political responses to
denationalization. The incongruence between national regulations and
denationalized areas of social transactions calls into question the very
capacity of the nation-state to provide goods that made it successful in
the first place. In this predicament, national governments and transna-
tional actors may endeavour to regain control by establishing interna-
tional and transnational or even supranational regimes, networks, and
organizations for the coordination and harmonization of their policies –
i.e. to set up governance systems beyond the nation-state. It is this third

Table 2.1 Challenges involved in denationalization

Challenge to
effectiveness of
national policies

Type of policy mainly affected/
demandeda Example

Efficiency Regulative/market-making
policy

Protectionist policies

Efficacy Regulative/regulative policy Environmental policies
Race-to-the-bottom Redistributive/regulative policyb Welfare policies
Input-incongruence Distributive policyc Risk regulation

a. The policy that is affected is at the national level, whereas the policy that is
demanded is at the international level.

b. It is frequently sufficient to employ a regulative policy at the international
level (e.g. minimum social standards) to retain re-distributive policies at the
national level. See Leibfried and Pierson (1995) and Zürn (1998a: 342–344).

c. It is a distributive policy in so far as the distribution of participation rights and
channels are concerned.
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response to societal denationalization that may be labelled political de-
nationalization and needs to be explored more closely here.

In general terms, governance is distinct from anarchy – the unrestricted
interplay of actors driven by self-interest – in that social actors recognize
the existence of obligations and feel compelled to honour them by their
behaviour. Governance refers to purposive systems of norms and rules21
and thus goals are constitutive for governance. Governance in modernity
has best been provided within the nation-state by a government that
claimed a monopoly of legitimate force and thus ruled by hierarchical
orders. Governance took the form of governance by government.

The form of governance needs, however, to be distinguished from goal
attainment. The goals of governance can be provided by a government,
but also by governance with or without governments. All forms of gov-
ernance beyond the nation-state lack a central authority or a ‘‘world
state’’ equipped with a legitimate monopoly of the use of force.22 Thus,
governance beyond the nation-state cannot take the form of governance
by government; rather, it needs to be a form of governance with govern-
ments such as we see it in international institutions, or governance with-
out government as in transnational institutions, or supranational gover-
nance. In spite of the absence of governance by government, governance
beyond the nation-state has developed significantly over the last decades.
The sum of all institutional arrangements beyond the nation-state makes
up regional or global governance systems. The interplay of different
forms of governance beyond the nation-state can produce polities of a
new quality, as attested by the European Multi-Level Governance Sys-
tem.23

Governance with governments

Governance with many governments regulates, through intergovern-
mental agreements, state and non-state activities, the effects of which
extend beyond national borders. The United Nations system as a whole
symbolizes governance with governments, which consists essentially of
three components. Central to governance with many governments are
international regimes, defined as social institutions consisting of agreed-
upon and publicly announced principles, norms, rules, procedures, and
programmes that govern the interactions of actors in specific issue areas.
As such, regimes contain specific regulations and give rise to recognized
social practices in international society.24 Regimes comprise both sub-
stantive and procedural rules and are thus distinct from mere intergov-
ernmental networks, which frequently include only procedural rules. Such
networks meet on a regular basis and may develop coordinated responses
to specific situations, but they do not govern behaviour in a certain issue
area for a prolonged period of time.25 Other components of international
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governance are international organizations that are material entities and
can be the infrastructure for both international regimes and intergov-
ernmental networks.26 Any of these components of international gover-
nance beyond the nation-state can be regional or global in scope. The
United Nations system is the most important element of governance with
governments, comprising formal international organizations (above all,
the United Nations), a number of intergovernmental networks, and nu-
merous UN-based international regimes.

A first measure of the extent of governance with governments is the
number of international governmental organizations (IGOs). Until the
early 1980s this figure grew continuously to a total of 378, reflecting
the permanent growth in the importance of cross-border transactions. In
the late 1980s, as the growth of some cross-border transactions slowed
down, the overall number of international organizations declined rapidly
to less than three hundred. Only recently has the number of international
organizations begun to increase again. Currently, the number of IGOs is
still below the 1980 figure, unless IGO emanations are included.27

The number of international organizations is only a very rough mea-
sure of the development of international governance. It is easily conceiv-
able that a relatively constant number of IGOs has produced a higher
regulatory output and thus strengthened international governance. In-
deed, the overall number of multilateral treaties deposited at the United
Nations has grown in a linear fashion from less than 150 in 1960 to well
over 400 in 1998. The same applies to the annual ratification of multilat-
eral treaties (Hirschi, Serdült, and Widmer 1999: 40). This remarkable
growth pattern is replicated on the level of different issue areas. The
number of new international environmental treaties and agreements has
grown continuously since the beginning of the century: whereas, until the
1970s, on average every 5 years brought about 5 treaties, this number has
grown to about 25 from the 1980s on (see Beisheim et al. 1999: 351). A
very similar pattern applies to the development of new international
economic treaties and agreements (Beisheim et al. 1999: 353). In the field
of culture and communication, the regulatory output of existing inter-
national regimes, such as the International Telecommunication Union
(ITU)-based telecommunication regime, again shows steady growth up
until the 1980s.28 This pattern differs slightly only in the field of inter-
national security. The regulatory output of the nuclear non-proliferation
regime and the Security Council showed no clear pattern for a long time
and was rather erratic. Since the end of the 1980s, however, the num-
ber of Security Council resolutions has grown dramatically. This applies
also to conventions and declarations on the protection of human rights
(Beisheim et al. 1999: 343–347).

The rise of international agreements is accompanied by a growing
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intensity of transgovernmental relations.29 Different state agencies –
regulatory agencies, courts, executives, and increasingly also legislatures
– are networking with their counterparts abroad. Learning from coun-
terparts can be considered to be the major goal of these transgovern-
mental exchanges. Ann-Marie Slaughter, who sees this development as
the most significant for understanding the new world order, describes its
core very well:

. . . the preferred instrument of cooperation is the memorandum of understand-
ing, in which two or more regulatory agencies set forth and initial terms for an
ongoing relationship. Such memorandums are not treaties; they do not engage
the executive or the legislature in negotiations, deliberation, or signature. Rather,
they are good-faith agreements, affirming ties between regulators’ agencies based
on their like-minded commitment to getting results. (Slaughter 1997: 190)

At first sight, the quantitative rise of governance with many govern-
ments does not seem to affect the national constellation in qualitative
terms. The constitutional principles of the Westphalian system of sover-
eign states are intergovernmental in that states represented by their gov-
ernments recognize each other as sovereign states, thus laying the ground
for international society (see Bull 1977). However, a closer look reveals
two anomalies. First, the rise of issue-area specific international regimes
has – in addition to elements of the recognition dimension of political
systems – moved parts of the governance dimension of political systems
to the international level. The international recognition to govern in a
given territory, which is constitutive for the Westphalian system, must
not be confused with international governance, which is a much more
recent development. Second, it is still true that, since the early nine-
teenth century – many see the Congress of Vienna after the Napoleonic
Wars as the starting point – international institutions have assisted states
in the attainment of governance goals. What is new about more recent
developments is not only the sheer amount of governance with govern-
ments but also the types and objects of regulation. Earlier international
institutions regulated the interactions between states, be it in the field of
security (for instance, alliance or arms treaties) or in the economy (re-
duction of tariffs). The current rise of international institutions is mainly
to assist states in regulating societal actors. Regarding the governance
goal of reducing external and internal threats to the security of human
beings and their environment, most international environmental regimes
exemplify this development. In addition, new issues are taken up. In the
field of economy, the development of the General Agreement on Tariffs
and Trade (GATT) regime is a case in point. The early GATT removed
government intervention at the borders – that is, tariffs on manufactured
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goods. Over time, this increased the importance of non-tariff barriers,
thus inducing demands for a new type of market-making regulations that
focused on behind-the-border issues. The Tokyo Round of negotiations
(1973–1979) began to deal with non-tariff barriers such as anti-dumping,
government subsidies, government procurement, and customs and licens-
ing procedures. The results of the Uruguay Round (1986–1994) are a
major step forward in this direction (see Kahler 1995).30 International
institutions have thus changed their character. They aim increasingly at
regulating not only the actions of state actors but also those of societal
actors. Furthermore, they rely increasingly not only on negative regu-
lations (i.e. regulations that prohibit states from taking certain measures)
but also on positive regulations (i.e. regulations that require states to
take certain measures).31 The extent and the objects of international
governance no longer match the notion of the sovereign state in a na-
tional constellation.

Supranational governance

Supranational governance even more clearly contradicts the notion of a
sovereign state in the national constellation. Supranational institutions
develop rules that are considered superior to national law and involve
servants that possess autonomy from national governments.32 The de-
mand for supranational governance rises to the extent that the density
and scope of international governance grows. With international gover-
nance covering more and more issue areas, overlapping and colliding
jurisdictions of international regulations with other international or na-
tional regulations become more likely. Supranational bodies are a logical
response to resolve these collisions. Moreover, the more international
regimes address behind-the-border issues, which are especially difficult to
monitor and have significant impacts on societal actors, the more the
question of credibility of commitments arises. A logical way to increase
the credibility of commitments is to develop supranational bodies that
monitor regulations and resolve conflicts (see Moravcsik 1998: 73–77).

The best-known supranational institutions that meet these expecta-
tions can be found in the European Union (EU): these are the European
Commission, the European Parliament, and the European Court of Jus-
tice (ECJ).33 The direct effect associated with the supremacy of Euro-
pean law over national law and the direct enforcing effect of ECJ case
law through the Preliminary-Ruling Procedure of Article 177 EC guar-
antees European law undoubted validity in all member states. Hence,
Community provisions are an inseparable part of the body of law valid
for EU citizens (Weiler 1993). Other elements of the EU polity also
contain elements of supranationality. In 1996, for instance, in the multi-
level system of the EU there were 409 committees active in the imple-
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mentation of general Council decisions and which, in fact, enjoy exten-
sive interpretative freedom in their work (see Falke 1996; Wessels 1998).
The committee members are mainly experts and representatives of con-
cerned interest groups, as well as national civil servants selected by their
governments. However, the quality and adequacy of these committees’
decisions usually meet with approval (see Eichener 1996) and can even
be interpreted as an element of ‘‘deliberative supranationalism’’ (Joerges
and Neyer 1997). Given that the EU is the most supranational institu-
tion, it is quite significant that the total number of EU directives, regu-
lations, and decisions increased from 36 in 1961 to 347 in 1970 and 627 in
1980. While the number of EU rules has remained quite constant since
then, with a temporary peak of almost 800 in 1986, it is noteworthy that
the relative weight of EU legislation has clearly increased in comparison
to national legislation in Germany, France, and Great Britain. The yearly
national legislative output has remained more or less constant since the
1960s (Beisheim et al. 1999: 328–330).

Beyond Europe, supranational institutions are still rare. However,
even here there have been some notable recent developments. First of
all, the World Trade Organization (WTO) brought in new monitoring
and dispute-settlement procedures to deal more effectively with behind-
the-border issues. The Dispute Settlement Body and the Appellate Body
seem to evolve towards a supranational institution, at least in relation to
the ‘‘Agreement on the Application of Sanitary and Phytosanitary Mea-
sures,’’34 and thus to some extent resemble the supranational role of the
European Court (Godt 1998). Moreover, the Rome Statute of the Inter-
national Criminal Court of 1998, which seeks to establish a court of
justice as permanent institution, also indicates a move in the direction
of supranationality. This court ‘‘shall have the power to exercise its
jurisdiction over persons for the most serious crimes of international
concern ( . . . ).’’35 Finally, in as much as infringements of rights can be
brought directly before independent bodies by individuals, as in the case
of the ‘‘Civil Covenant,’’ the ‘‘Race-Discrimination Convention,’’ and the
‘‘Convention against Torture’’ (see Liese 1998), one may also speak of
an element of supranationality. Given these very recent developments
and the effects these agreements may have on other issue areas,36 it is
fair to conclude that the extent to which institutions with supranational
elements have emerged in global politics transcends the expectations of
even only ten years ago.

Governance without government

Although the role of governance without government has increased over
the last two decades, it is arguably still less significant than government
with many governments. To be sure, the number of transnational organi-
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zations has grown significantly over the last decades.37 However, some
of these organizations are standard-setting associations that work as part
of a larger international institution established by intergovernmental
agreement, while others are part of an issue-area specific policy network
with national governments still in the position to accept or veto agree-
ments. As Thomas Risse-Kappen (1995: 30) puts it: ‘‘The more regulated
the interstate relationship by cooperative international institutions in
the particular issue area, the more are transnational activities expected
to flourish.’’ Nevertheless, in some issue areas the roles of transnational
regimes, organizations, and networks are remarkable. To the extent to
which governance without government gains autonomy from states and
governance with governments even becomes dependent on transnational
relations, the deviation from the notion of state sovereignty in the na-
tional constellation becomes evident. These developments indicate both
transnationalization and privatization.. The lex mercatoria is a good example of such a development.38 It is an

established transnational regime for the arbitration of cross-border
business disputes with the aim of bypassing national courts (see e.g.
Cutler 1999). Although its roots are pre-modern, the lex mercatoria
seems to have grown in importance in recent years. In some cases,
parties to the business transaction deliberately prefer to settle disputes
on the basis of the lex mercatoria instead of the nation-state-based
system of ‘‘choice of law’’ (Dasser 1991). Moreover, national courts
regularly back arbitration panels that use lex mercatoria norms, be-
cause the party rejecting arbitration awards loses most often in na-
tional courts. There are other important transnational regimes as, for
instance, the development of some of the technical standards related
to the Internet such as the Transmission Control Protocol/Internet Pro-
tocol (TCP/IP) protocol. The Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF),
a sub-organization of the Internet Society (ISOC), developed the TCP/
IP protocol. This issue network is open to all users and being on the
mailing list constitutes membership. Decisions are made on the basis of
discourses in different forums, which are regulated by a number of
procedural rules. Balloting takes place by a strongly qualified majority
and after the new standard has demonstrated its effectiveness in prac-
tice. The decisions are then made public via the mailing lists (see e.g.
Hofmann 1998).. One may further distinguish two types of transnational organizations.
Some transnational organizations provide the organizational and infra-
structural support for transnational regimes. The International Cham-
ber of Commerce and the ISOC are examples of about 600 such organi-
zations (Shanks, Jacobsen, and Kaplan 1996: 596). Other transnational
organizations aim to influence governmental policies by addressing
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transnational public opinion. Greenpeace and Amnesty International
are only the best-known of this species. In this way, non-governmental
organizations (NGOs) exert some control on governments from out-
side the country.39. Transnational organizations interact with each other and create net-
works that can be seen as the constituents for international and trans-
national policies. Against this background it comes as no surprise that,
in more recent analyses, particular attention is paid to these transna-
tional networks. Their role seems to be especially salient within the
field of international environmental politics. After the admission of
transnational NGOs to international negotiations, the latter received
an impetus which distinguished them from conventional intergovern-
mental negotiations, while at the same time giving so-called epistemic
communities a more prominent status (Adler and Haas 1992; Princen
and Finger 1994). It is owing to these epistemic communities that, as
opposed to simple bargaining, deliberative elements are at less of a
disadvantage than is commonly the case, and that particular interests
are balanced by public or diffuse interests (see Gehring 1995).40 In this
sense one may speak of the emergence of transnational sectoral pub-
lics and ‘‘sectoral demoi’’ (Abromeit and Schmidt 1998).

This brief examination of the development of different types of institu-
tions for governance beyond the nation-state – be they transnational, in-
ternational, or even supranational – shows that, parallel to the growth
of societal denationalization, governance beyond the nation-state has
increased. In particular, the shape of more recent international, trans-
national, and supranational institutions is hardly compatible with the
traditional notion of state sovereignty in the national constellation. Gov-
ernments and other political organizations do not merely sit back and
watch denationalization and the decline in the effectiveness of unilateral
policies. They respond to the challenges by setting up new institutions,
and this should not be neglected in the analysis and understanding of
postnational governance. The national constellation – that is, the con-
vergence of resources, recognition, and the realization of governance
goals in one political organization (the nation-state) – seems to be in a
process of transformation into a postnational constellation. The nation-
state is no longer the only site of authority and the normativity that ac-
companies it.

This transformation process itself can be separated into different sta-
ges. The first stage can be regarded most plausibly as a more or less un-
intended, indirect outcome of political responses following (perceived)
functional demands. The permanent deepening of some international re-
gimes, so that they now deal with positive interventions into the society
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and with behind-the-border issues, is part of this first stage. The same
seems to be true of the need for credible commitments in designing these
more ambitious regimes and the development of supranational bodies to
deal with collisions between different regulations.41 The second stage of
the transformation is much more reflective. When society and political
actors begin to comprehend the change, they begin to include issues of
transboundary identity and transboundary ethics in their considerations.
Pressures to improve the life conditions for people of other nationality
and race that live in other countries thousands of miles away, as well as
the debate about European identity and democracy, are first signs of this
reflective stage in the transformation process.

The new architecture

The state as the most important political system in the national constel-
lation has been characterized by the coincidence of the dimensions of
political systems in one political organization – that is, the nation-state.
The monopoly of force and the ability to collect taxes, the authority to
recognize states as such, and the capability to design policies that show a
certain degree of public-interest orientation, could all be found at the
level of the nation-state. The challenges of, and responses to, denation-
alization seem, however, to transform this national constellation.

Attainment of governance goals

Nation-states have increasing difficulties in designing unilateral policies
that are of use in attaining the governance goals of security, legal cer-
tainty, legitimacy, and social welfare. The incongruence of political and
social spaces leads systematically to challenges to the effectiveness of na-
tional policies (pp. 59–62). Governments and other political groups
react to these unintended consequences of social change that were par-
tially encouraged by national policies. The primary response is the for-
mation of intergovernmental institutions that help to readjust political
and social spaces and thus to regain the effectiveness of policies, either
by directly regulating cross-border activities or, more often, by coordi-
nating national decisions to a large extent. Hence, systems of interest
mediation (i.e. the institutions which transform interests into political
demands) that are restricted to the nation-state lose importance, espe-
cially since political actors such as national executives, who play at both
levels, can use their privileged position for manipulation. A secondary
response for more powerful interest groups therefore is to participate di-
rectly at the level of international institutions, which happens increas-
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ingly, as indicated by the rise of transnational organizations and transna-
tional networks. In this sense, the formulation of policies for most of the
issue areas affected by the challenges of denationalization has been trans-
ferred to levels beyond the nation-state. At these levels, state agents
are the most important actors but not the sole ones. Transnationally
organized interest groups and non-governmental actors do play a role
in agenda-setting and, to a lesser extent, in actual negotiations.42 The
family of international organizations that makes up the United Nations
system is probably the most important forum for the formulation of poli-
cies serving the four governance goals at the global level.

As mentioned earlier, the rise of international institutions is not the
only response to societal denationalization. One can also observe out-
right resistance to societal denationalization, as exemplified by some of
the extreme right-wing parties in Western Europe. Moreover, the revival
of regionalist movements can be also seen as a response to the problems
and challenges that are posed by societal denationalization to the effec-
tiveness of nation-states. Regionalist movements such as those in Scot-
land, Quebec, and Catalonia increasingly justify their preference for
(more) independence by the need to make their interests and points of
view in international forums and by the related obsolescence of nation-
states (Zürn and Lange 1999). To the extent that those movements aim
at very open and non-exclusive political organizations that are constitu-
tionally bound to political institutions beyond the nation-state, these
movements are more than just cases of political fragmentation. They may
then also be interpreted as cases of a new sovereignty and as movements
towards a postnational constellation.

Resources

The changes in the dimension of goal attainment should, however, by no
means be regarded as indications of the end of the nation-state. First, the
developments described apply only to denationalized issue areas, while
others still follow the logic of the national constellation. Second, and
more importantly, it is hard to see how governance goals can be achieved
without the nation-state, even in strongly denationalized issue areas. To
put it in terms of functional theories, the increasing inability of an insti-
tution to fulfil a function can be seen as an indicator of its impending ex-
tinction only if there are rival institutions that can be expected to fulfil
that function more efficiently (Spruyt 1994). For instance, the elimination
of the problems relating to global financial markets, organized crime, or
global environmental risks is hardly conceivable without nation-states. In
particular, for the implementation of policies the nation-state seems,
owing to the control of resources (based on its legal monopoly of force
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and its capacity to raise taxes), to be indispensable. Even with respect to
this dimension some notable changes have taken place. The high degree
of cooperation between governmental agencies and the rise of transgovern-
mental networks indicates that many governments see their counterparts
in other countries less as competitors in a hostile environment than as
allies in the search for effective policy instruments and efficient adminis-
tration.

Recognition

The most complicated and important changes seem to take place with
regard to recognition. External recognition as a sovereign state, once at-
tained, was, in principle, valid for eternity. States disappeared only for
internal developments or for brute force that circumvented the principle
of sovereignty. Nowadays, the recognition of a state increasingly seems
to depend upon its respect of human rights and fundamental freedoms
that can be claimed by individuals at the European Court of Human
Rights and, in a more circumscribed fashion, before UN human-rights
bodies. The pertinent pressure on states like Cuba and China has in-
creased. In extreme cases, the violation of human rights can even be re-
garded as a justification for intervention – the war in Kosovo may be
seen as a case in point. Moreover, the growing use of international ob-
servers at national elections indicates a trend towards making critical
elections into global events (Rosenau 1997: 259), and the concept of
‘‘good governance’’ is now also used for evaluations of national policies
through international institutions such as the World Bank (1997). In the
light of these developments, it seems that the recognition of a state as
such tends now to be less a one-shot constitutive act and increasingly the
result of a permanent legitimacy monitoring. Thomas M. Franck (1992:
50) pointed out a few years ago: ‘‘We are witnessing a sea change in in-
ternational law, as a result of which the legitimacy of each government
someday will be measured definitely by international rules and pro-
cesses’’ (see also Friedman 1996).

Moreover, the subject performing this monitoring function is today not
only the international society of states but increasingly also an emergent
transnational society, as well as supranational bodies that act with some
autonomy from national governments (see pp. 66–67). Supranational
bodies judge on the basis of reason whether deviant state behaviour is
defensible. Transnational society, then, in outrageous or in repetitive
cases, may question the legitimacy of a nation-state. Along these lines,
UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan also adopted the perspective that
states must serve peoples. ‘‘If they fail to do so and permit serious human
rights abuses,’’ he said, ‘‘they open themselves to justified intervention
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by the international community in the form of the UN itself.’’43 In this
scenario, however, actions of the United Nations depend on an empow-
erment by the society of states and the transnational society. Taking this
notion further, the authority that assigns sovereignty – that is, the ex-
clusive right to set or adopt the rules for a given territory – seems to
change: it is not any more only states but also transnational groups that
are essential in recognizing nation-states as legitimate. What seem to be
in the process of changing in world politics are thus both the criteria for
recognition and the subject with the authority to recognize a state.

How is it possible to talk about institutions that assign states rights, as
long as states maintain their superiority in resources? Is it not the capac-
ity for the enforcement of norms and rules that is decisive? Speculating
further by extrapolating current trends, good reasons can be advanced
for the position that the traditional linkage of governance to a sanction-
endowed, superordinate central body derives more from our (backward-
looking) nation-state-marked tradition of thought than from a forward-
looking analysis of postnational political systems. To begin with, law-like
rules have a compliance-pull of their own. It is therefore possible to en-
visage beyond the nation-state a community of law (Rechtsgemeinschaft)
without a community of enforcement (Zwangsgemeinschaft), to use this
early characterization of the EU by Walter Hallstein.44 Moreover, ‘‘good
governance’’ can often increase compliance with regulations without re-
sort to enforcement at all. Non-compliance by nation-states is rarely the
result of deliberate cheating. Quite often, compliance can be induced by
a number of institutional features short of enforcement (see Chayes and
Chayes 1995). In fact, the stress on the connection between compulsion
and the facticity45 of the norms is almost always combined with a pref-
erence for hierarchical enforcement. It does not take into account the
possibility of horizontal, reciprocal compulsion deriving from social in-
terdependence. To be sure, the civilizing effect of a monopoly of force
cannot be overestimated. In governance beyond the nation-state, the de-
centralized sanctioning bodies, which act in the name of transnational
society and supranational bodies – the democratic welfare states – are,
however, qualitatively different agents from the force-wielders of medi-
eval society. Nation-states in the OECD world are internally civilized
and do not necessarily require an external ‘‘Leviathan.’’ In the postna-
tional constellation, then, the question arises whether enforcement nec-
essarily needs to be hierarchical. The EU experience over the last decade
has made it clear that governance with significant rule compliance is, in
certain circumstances, possible even without a force-equipped, hierarchi-
cally superior agent. In this sense, in a denationalized world it may be
not only policy formation that will be horizontalized but also its control
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and enforcement. In other words, the horizontalization of governance
can be accompanied by a horizontalization of enforcement (Zürn and
Wolf 1999).

About the future of governance

Multilevel systems of governance will be constituted by the interplay
of different levels and organizations, with each level and organization
unable to work unilaterally. Governance in the postnational constella-
tion will be the result of complex arrangements of governing institutions
with and without national governments. In this postnational constella-
tion, nation-states will not relinquish their resources such as the monop-
oly of force or the privilege to collect taxes in a given territory. Never-
theless, although the nation-state will play a significant role in multilevel
systems of governance, it will no longer be the paramount political insti-
tution, but one among others. Not only will policy formulation in most
denationalized issue areas be transferred from the nation-state to loci
beyond the nation-state but also legitimacy will no longer be conferred
by nation-states (externally) and national societies (internally). To a
greater extent than ever before, transnational society and supranational
institutions will play a decisive role in the recognition of nation-states.
The concrete mode of politics within such a polity can still vary to a large
extent, as it does among and within nation-states.46 In any case, political
systems themselves will become functionally differentiated in the postna-
tional constellation and it is likely that the convergence of the dimen-
sions of political systems in one political organization will come to an
end.

Is this good news? Will governance by multilevel systems of gover-
nance deliver the goods? Will the provision of security, legal certainty,
channels of participation, and social welfare be comparable to the stan-
dards set by the national welfare state? One has to be sceptical about
that. As in any political system, multilevel systems also embody rule and
authority and thus may in normative terms turn out to be more ques-
tionable than appears at first sight. First of all, the above sketch of a
postnational constellation is based on an extrapolation of current trends.
Whereas multilevel systems of governance may be functional, the transi-
tion from the ‘‘national equilibrium’’ to the ‘‘postnational equilibrium’’
may be fraught with problems and disadvantages with no guarantee that
a new and workable equilibrium will even be reached. More importantly,
the postnational constellation, even when fully developed, may be defi-
cient when it comes to the attainment of governance goals.

It is the postnational relationship between nation-states, multinational
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economic actors, and (national and transnational) civil society that will
determine the degree to which governance goals can be realized. There-
fore, the configuration of interests among, and the relative capabilities of,
these actors will set a constraining framework for political outcomes in
the postnational constellation. These outcomes will also depend on new
ideas and specific institutional designs, which, in turn, may modify the
constraints. When thinking about the attainment of governance goals
through multilevel systems of governance in the postnational constella-
tion, it seems advisable to start with a rough analysis of interests and
power.

Multinational enterprises and civil society coincide to some extent in
their interests when it comes to security and legal certainty. In transna-
tional economic spaces the economic interests in waging war are negligi-
ble. Most multinational enterprises are also interested in low crime rates
– that is, internal security. Given these interests, the opportunities of
political classes or specific national governments to benefit from wars or
from crime are minimal. In addition, economic actors have a strong in-
terest in the provision of regulations that ensure legal certainty in the
market-place and thus increase economic efficiency. Although multina-
tional enterprises have no intrinsic economic motives in the rule of law
including human rights in general, they also usually have no economic in-
centives against it, especially since property rights and non-discrimination
as economic fundamentals are embedded in the rule of law.47 Moreover,
when it comes to the transnational rule of law, transnational society (with
respect to human rights and democratic elections) and supranational in-
stitutions (with respect to non-discrimination in the economic sphere) are
already in a good position to defend it. Hence, political classes and na-
tional governments can gain little and lose a lot when they use their re-
sources to circumvent the rule of law. Therefore, one may hypothesize
that the attainment of the governance goals of security and the rule of law
in the postnational constellation will be at least as successful as in the na-
tional constellation. A reduced incidence of wars among denationalized
countries, the improvement of human-rights records in the OECD world,
and the rise of the strongest international institutions in the field of eco-
nomic legal certainty can serve as at least fragmentary evidence in sup-
port of this proposition.48
The attainment of the governance goals of effective participation chan-

nels and social welfare will be much more difficult in the postnational
constellation. This second proposition is based on the argument that
transnational public interests lack the social prerequisites for effective
organization to achieve these goals and that the influence in international
institutions is thus distorted in favour of state agents (political classes)
and economic interests. It is, therefore, less surprising that state agents
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do not show signs of serious resistance against the movement towards
postnational systems of governance than it would appear by merely look-
ing at economic globalization and the pressures to reduce state expen-
ditures. Although economic actors traditionally have little intrinsic inter-
est in welfare policies, and state agents traditionally had little interest in
democratic participation and control, these governance goals became
legitimate standards of appropriate ways of policy-making in the last
century of the national constellation. This may again change in the post-
national constellation. The dependence of political systems on the pro-
vision of all governance goals varies according to the extent to which
public interests are constitutionally embedded. Free elections, discursive
will-formation, party systems that favour parties representing a broad
range of interests, and majority decisions are mechanisms through which
the political participation of broad segments of the public and the pursuit
and enactment of welfare policies became possible. Only through these
mechanisms has it been possible to strengthen a broadened public-interest
orientation of nation-states in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.
These mechanisms not only are lacking beyond the nation-state – the level
where most policies are formulated in multilevel systems of governance –
they are, in addition, dependent on sociocultural prerequisites such as
the ‘‘we-feeling’’ as a political community. Whereas it seems to me to be
premature categorically to rule out transnational political communities, it
can safely be stated that they do not yet exist to their full extent.49
Against this background it can be expected that multilevel systems will
be less majoritarian, less territorially organized, and less controlled by
public interests than has been possible in the national constellation.
Moreover, redistributive and strongly interventionist policies will be more
scarce; policies will rely heavily on market-compatible instruments and
on private agencies.50

There are many questions and issues relating to these expectations and
trends. Is it really possibly to conceive a postnational polity that lacks a
compliance-enforcing centre? Do the expectations about the future at-
tainment of governance goals really hold when more careful and meth-
odologically sound studies are carried out? If so, do these trends reflect
structural deficits of multilevel systems of governance or the problems of
transformation? What can be done about it? Being sceptical about struc-
tural explanations and believing in the importance of social reflectivity, I
tend to believe that civil society and public interests will, in the long run,
find ways to bind postnational governance more closely back to the at-
tainment of governance goals. If so, one of the most important tasks will
certainly be to study in what ways, and to what extent, new ideas and in-
telligent institutional designs can be developed that help to avoid the de-
ficient attainment of governance goals in the postnational constellation.
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Notes

1. This project was initiated by an invitation from Richard Appelbaum, Bill Felstiner, and
Volkmar Gessner (2000) to develop an argument about the globalization of law. This
article represents a significant extension and revision of the first-fruit of the project. The
invitation to work at the Centre of Advanced Studies at the Norwegian Academy of
Sciences offered a unique opportunity to pursue this project further in an intellectually
stimulating environment that has protected me from the usual distractions. For this rare
opportunity, I very much want to thank Arild Underdal and the other colleagues at the
Centre. In addition, my thanks go to all participants in this project of the United Na-
tions University who provided me with helpful comments at a meeting in Paris, and to
Bernhard Zangl. Volker Rittberger, in addition, provided extremely helpful comments
and recommendations for revising the manuscript. Last but not least, many thanks to
Vicki May for brushing up my English.

2. See for instance contributions to Holm and Sørensen (1995), Krasner (1999), Litfin
(1997), contributions to Lyons and Mastanduno (1995), Rosenau (1997), Sørensen
(1999), and Thomson (1995).

3. See for instance Sassen (1998), Hirsch (1995), and Held et al. (1999).
4. The argument of this contribution builds on the typology of states introduced by

Sørensen (1998), who distinguishes between pre-Westphalian, Westphalian, and post-
Westphalian states. Most of this contribution discusses the transformation of West-
phalian to post-Westphalian states without questioning that, in many parts of the world,
pre-Westphalian states may be still dominant.

5. Krasner (1993) is, therefore, clearly right when he emphasizes that it is a major over-
simplification to see the Peace of Westphalia as a turning point in history. Sovereignty
has been contested for many centuries, before and since 1648, and has never prevailed
in a pure form. It thus seems premature to conclude from some observations about de-
viations from the principle of sovereignty that sovereignty is in decline.

6. The distinction between internal and external ‘‘recognition’’ must not be confused with
the one between internal and external ‘‘sovereignty’’ (see e.g. Rittberger 1995; Reinicke
1998). Whereas internal/external recognition refers to different ‘‘recognizing subjects,’’
the more traditional distinction refers to internal authority versus independence from
external resources, as already implied in Morgenthau’s definition (Morgenthau 1967).

7. See Suchmann (1995: 574) for a similar definition relating to organizations in general.
8. Resolution 1514 (XV), 14.12.60.
9. Jackson (1990) coined the term ‘‘quasi-states’’ for these organizations. See also Knieper

(1991) and especially Sørensen (1997) on this issue.
10. Historical state theory refers to the ‘‘minimum activities of the state,’’ which include

warfare, state-building, the protection of individuals, and the collection of taxes (Tilly
1990: chap. 4). Economic theory of the state regards internal and external protection
and the provision of public goods as the central ‘‘duties of the state’’ (Smith 1776; cf.
also North 1981). Legal theory discusses the ‘‘duties (functions) for regulating human
coexistence in the relevant state’’ and identifies peace, liberty, social security, social in-
tegration, and cooperation as these duties (Horn 1996: 22–25). Sociological theory es-
tablished the classic distinction between civil (guaranteed individual liberties), political
(participation in political power), and social (minimum social security) subjective rights
– that is, legitimate demands on the state (Marshall 1992). In a more recent contribu-
tion, Anthony Giddens (1994: 246) discusses the reduction of force and violence, the
challenging of arbitrary claims to power, the establishment of compensation for envi-
ronmental damage, and the struggle against poverty as fundamental political orienta-
tions. In political theory, Seyla Benhabib (1996: 67) identifies legitimacy, economic
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welfare, and a collective identity as the ‘‘public goods’’ that must be provided in mod-
ern societies. Modern political economy identifies the political regulation of the market,
the provision of a public infrastructure, and sociopolitical adjustments as the ‘‘main
functions’’ of the state within the ‘‘socio-economic sphere’’ (cf. Cerny 1996: 124–130;
Majone 1996: 54).

11. I use the term ‘‘governance goals’’ for two reasons. First, it should not hastily be con-
cluded that the attainment of these goals depends purely on the existence of a state. If we
are to consider the concept of governance beyond the nation-state, then we must analyse
the above objectives separately from the state. In this respect, terms such as ‘‘state func-
tions,’’ ‘‘state aims,’’ ‘‘state objectives,’’ etc. are unsatisfactory. Second, it is important to
avoid teleological characterizations of the state or of governance (Kaufmann 1994: 17)
without falling back on the argument that desirable and necessary state activities are his-
torically and culturally contingent. The term ‘‘governance goals’’ is, I think, a better ex-
pression of the desirable middle position than, say, purpose or function (which sound
like a teleological characterization) or activities (which sound completely contingent).

12. He puts forward a challenging argument according to which the rise of international
institutions can be adequately interpreted as a new form of ‘‘Staatsräson’’ – through
which states gain autonomy from society – instead of an attempt to achieve societally
desirable governance goals (Wolf 2000).

13. This aspect is especially emphasized by Moravcsik’s conceptualization (Moravcsik 1998)
of the state in explaining European integration.

14. Organization theory emphasizes that purposes are constitutional to organizations. Bog-
dandy (1999: 23) makes that argument in a similar context.

15. To be sure, the term ‘‘de-bordering’’ is used in quite different ways. Whereas some use
it in the sense of ‘‘despatialization’’ [especially Brock and Albert (1995), Albert (1996),
and Brock (1998)], Kohler-Koch (1998) uses it in a way that, to a large extent, resembles
the notion of denationalization.

16. This figure counts only the most important coastal provinces of China as ‘‘threshold
countries,’’ but not the whole of China. If China as a whole were included, its share in
world trade would increase marginally but its population ratio would increase by 15 per
cent. See Reinicke (1998: 39–51) for additional economic indicators showing the OECD
focus of the transnational economy.

17. Instead of the distinction between societal and political denationalization, one could
also use the terms ‘‘denationalization’’ (indicating societal processes) and ‘‘destateiza-
tion’’ (indicating political processes). The specific feature of the nation-state has been,
however, that all the three dimensions of (so to speak) statehood converged at the na-
tional level. In this sense, the defining feature of the current changes is denationaliza-
tion, less destateization.

18. In a research project funded by the German Research Association, we developed 72
indicators to determine the extent of societal denationalization in different issue areas
and different, large OECD countries (see Beisheim et al. 1999). The findings reported
in this paragraph draw from it. For a similar undertaking with similar results, see Held
et al. (1999).

19. To be sure, at least for environmental regulations this fear seems to be unsubstantiated
(see Héritier, Knill, and Mingers 1996; Vogel 1995; Jänicke 1998). While there indeed
seems to be a parallel drop in corporate taxes in most OECD countries, the question
whether there is a downward convergence of national regulations with respect to social
policies is most contested (see e.g. Garrett 1998).

20. This specific version of the principle of congruence is discussed in Held (1995: 16).
21. Rosenau (1992: 5). See also Kohler-Koch (1993), Mayer, Rittberger, and Zürn (1993),

and Young (1994).
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22. See Young (1978) for arguments why a world state is neither possible nor desirable.
23. See Marks et al. (1996) and Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch (1996).
24. See Krasner (1983: 3). See Rittberger (1993), and Levy, Young, and Zürn (1995), for

further elaborations on the definition of international regimes.
25. The distinction between international regimes and international networks is similar to

the one drawn by Mayntz (1996), between networks for the management of ad hoc
problems and institutions for the regulation of recurring problems.

26. The formal term is International Governmental Organizations (IGOs), as opposed to
Transnational Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs). The latter consist of any kind
of professional association, such as the International Political Science Association, and
also of profit-seeking NGOs – that is, multinational enterprises.

27. Emanations include those organizations that have other IGOs’ names in their titles,
have been created by a provision in another IGO’s charter, or are a joint or internal
IGO committee or an international centre or institute. See Shanks, Jacobson, and Ka-
plan (1996: 597). For a good treatment of the development of international organ-
izations, see Rittberger and Zangl (1995).

28. See Zacher with Sutton (1996) and Beisheim et al. (1999: 341). In this field it is hard to
assess the precise amount of regulatory output in the most recent period, since a de
facto decline of ITU importance relative to other regulating agencies has taken place
(see Genschel 1995).

29. See Keohane and Nye (1971) for a seminal volume that introduced, among other things,
the notion of transgovernmental relations. More recently, Robert Cox’s work (Cox
1992: 30) has emphasized the importance of ‘‘transnational networks that link policy-
making from country to country.’’

30. See also Hirschi, Serdült, and Widmer (1999: 43), who demonstrate quantitatively the
expansion of issue areas in which Switzerland has signed international treaties and has
thus made them part of their foreign policy.

31. See Corbey (1995) and Scharpf (1996) for recent contributions using this distinction.
32. Moravcsik (1998: 67) distinguishes between ‘‘pooled sovereignty,’’ when governments

agree to decide future matters by voting procedures other than unanimity, and ‘‘dele-
gated sovereignty,’’ when supranational actors are permitted to take certain autono-
mous decisions, without an intervening interstate vote or unilateral veto. On the basis
of this distinction between two subtypes of supranationality, even some intergovern-
mental institutions contain supranational components.

33. See Bogdandy (1999) and Neyer (1999) for a beneficial use of the term ‘‘supranational
governance.’’

34. Victor, David G. 1999. ‘‘Risk Management and the World Trading System: Regulating
International Trade Distortions of National Sanitary and Phytosanitary Policies.’’ Un-
published paper, New York.

35. Article 1; see Internet: hhttp://www.un.org/law/icc/index.htmi.
36. Sassen (1998: 20–22), for instance, points out that domestic courts severely restrained

policies to control immigration, and thus the right of the nation-state to control its
border, since they would violate international agreements.

37. See the data of the Union of International Associations (UIA).
38. Its character as a generically transnational regime is reflected in the legal debate on the

extent to which this law can be regarded as autonomous from state law (see De Ly
2001).

39. To be sure, the evidence on the amount and the sources of their influence is not yet de-
finitive. See Beck (1997: 121–128) for an interesting case study of the Brent Spar case.

40. The best conceptualization of the arguing–bargaining distinction is still Elster (1992,
1998).
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41. See, especially, Burley and Mattli (1993) and Alter (1998) for convincing accounts of
how the ECJ was not the outcome of intergovernmental design.

42. Parts of the literature on transnational NGOs focus on their role in the formulation and
implementation of international policies. See the review by Zürn (1998b: 642–648).

43. Financial Times, ‘‘People first’’, 22 September 1999: 13.
44. See the discussion of these concepts in Bogdandy (1999: 53).
45. Facticity ¼ ‘‘the social facts (in other words: laws) defining the ‘‘free choice’’ within

which the individual may determine his actions.’’ Translation used in Habermas. See
http://www.csudh.edu/dearhabermas/lwhndbk01.htmafacticity.

46. See Helen Wallace, ‘‘European Policies and Polities.’’ Paper prepared for DGXII
workshop on Governance and Citizenship, 8–9 September 1999, for a very useful dis-
tinction of five modes of policy development in the EU, based on the one hand on the
relative importance of major actors and on the other on the kind of policy in question.

47. To be sure, individual firms do have an interest in violating human rights as long as it
provides them with a comparative advantage, as is amply demonstrated by the working
conditions in factories of multinationals outside the OECD world and even in sweat-
shops within some of the OECD countries. Multinational corporations, however, usu-
ally have few objections to market-braking – i.e. redistributive (on this term see Streeck
1995) – regulations as long as they apply to all and do not lead to comparative dis-
advantages.

48. See Zangl and Zürn (1999) for an argument along these lines and also for further ref-
erences.

49. See Zürn (2000) for an argument along these lines and for further references.
50. Note that these hypotheses are based on grounds that differ from those that are built on

the notion of a race-to-the-bottom of regulatory standards. Whereas the latter argue
against the background of a national constellation (competition between sovereign
nation-states), the hypotheses put forward here are formulated against the background
of a postnational constellation. Whereas the national constellation-based explanations
have difficulty explaining why it is possible to employ regulatory policies with remark-
able distributional consequences in the environmental field, but it is not possible when
it comes to social policies, an explanation based on the notion of a postnational con-
stellation may be more successful.
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ikon der Politik. Vol. 3: Die westlichen Länder, ed. Manfred Schmidt. München:
Beck, 274–283.

Bull, Hedley. 1977. The Anarchical Society: A Study of Order in World Politics.
London: Macmillan.

Burley, Anne-Marie and Walter Mattli. 1993. ‘‘Europe Before the Court: A Po-
litical Theory of Legal Integration.’’ International Organization 47(1): 41–76.

Cerny, Philip G. 1996. ‘‘What Next for the State?’’ In: Globalization: Theory and
Practice, eds Eleonore Kofman and Gillian Youngs. London: Pinter, 123–137.

Chayes, Abram and Antonia Handler Chayes. 1995. The New Sovereignty: Com-
pliance With International Regulatory Agreements. Cambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press.

Corbey, Dorette. 1995. ‘‘Dialectical Functionalism: Stagnation as a Booster of
European Integration.’’ International Organization 49(2): 253–284.

Cox, Robert W. 1992. ‘‘Global Perestroika.’’ In: Socialist Register 1992, ed. Ralph
Miliband and Leo Panitch. London: Merlin Press, 26–43.

Cutler, Claire A. 1999. ‘‘Locating ‘Authority’ in the Global Political Economy.’’
International Studies Quarterly 43(1): 59–81.

Dasser, Felix. 1991. ‘‘Lex Mercatoria: Werkzeug der Praktiker oder Spielzeug
der Lehre?’’ Schweizerische Zeitschrift für internationales und europäisches
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als Demokratieproblem in der Weltgesellschaft. Baden-Baden: Nomos.

World Bank. 1997.WorldDevelopment Report 1997. Washington, DC: World Bank.
Young, Oran R. 1978. ‘‘Anarchy and Social Choice. Reflections on the Interna-

tional Polity.’’ World Politics 31(2): 241–263.

86 ZÜRN
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3

Security-community building for
better global governance

Sorpong Peou

Introduction

This chapter attempts to shed light on another dimension of global gov-
ernance by analysing why states build effective regional international or-
ganizations or regional security communities, the existence of which may
ultimately help strengthen the UN system with the aim of promoting
world peace. The approach taken here differs from that found in the
mainstream literature (Adler and Barnett 1998; Weiss 1998; Alagappa
and Inoguchi 1999), which tends to focus on one region and often fails to
produce generalizations or to generate a coherent perspective on the
subject matter (which has been a central aim of social science). A num-
ber of studies looking at specific countries or regions have offered rich
insights into the problems of, and prospects for, future international
governance at the regional level, but they do not tell us a great deal
about why some regions are better at building communities whose mem-
bers develop dependable expectations for peaceful change. This study is
more ambitious than the existing literature in that it surveys regional se-
curity communities around the world and proposes that a comparative
analysis of patterns of peace and security in the world’s major regions
(the Americas, Europe, Eurasia, Asia, Africa, and the Arab region) may
shed more light on why some are more stable or peaceful than others.
Still, such variation is meaningless unless we can systematically identify
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key determinants to help explain why states in some regions are more
able than others to create and maintain security communities.

The chapter is divided into three main sections. The next section
(pp. 89–98) describes some of the great challenges to the efforts of
the United Nations to promote global governance; it then argues that
security-community building is a better way to global governance; fi-
nally, it develops four criteria for judging success and failure in such en-
deavours. Although (1) rich experience in conflict management and (2)
small size of membership are important criteria for security-community
building, it is shared (3) democratic values/performance and (4) politi-
cal leadership that matter most. The section on pages 98–108 proves
that success in security-community building in North America and
Europe – mainly by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
the EU, and the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
(OSCE), whereby the latter’s geographic range is much broader – owes
much to the fact that states in these regions have met most of the four
criteria, especially democratic performance and political leadership. The
section on pages 108–119 explains why states in the various non-Western
or less-developed regions have proved themselves far less competent
than their Western counterparts in regional community-building efforts
– by the Organization of American States (OAS), the Association of
South-East Asian Nations (ASEAN), the Gulf Cooperation Council
(GCC), the Commonwealth of Independent States (CIS), and the OAU
(Organization of African Unity) – mainly because they have met fewer
criteria, particularly those of democratic performance and political leader-
ship.

The UN for global governance? A case for security-
community building

The extent to which the United Nations can help promote international
security and world peace is a matter of debate. Evidence indicates that
the world organization still faces many great challenges. Most important,
insecurity is growing especially in non-Western, or developing, regions;
meanwhile, the United Nations’ ability to maintain or restore peace has
been reduced. That results from the fact that the United Nations (as shall
be seen) possesses only a limited institutional and logistical capacity to
undertake major peace operations around the world. By helping to build
effective regional organizations and security communities, however, the
United Nations has a better chance of achieving its goals.
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Conflicts and prospects for regional security

Much of the world remains inflicted by poverty, repressive violence, and
war. Prior to the end of the Second World War, most of the non-Western
or developing states had suffered at the hands of Western and Japanese
colonialism and imperialism. After independence, they bore much of the
world’s burden, measured by the number of armed conflicts, human- and
democratic-rights abuses, poverty levels, and environmental scarcity (de-
fined in terms of environmental degradation, population growth, and
unequal distribution of resources) (Homer-Dixon 1998). During the cold
war, armed conflicts within and between states broke out in all non-
Western regions – Latin America, Asia, and Africa. Between 1945 and
1989, the number of wars worldwide grew to well over a hundred. Of the
58 instances of war listed in Kalevi J. Holsti’s extensive work, 56 (the
exceptions being the Turkish invasion of Cyprus and the Korean War)
‘‘took place in areas constituent of the Third World.’’ Strikingly, he
points out, ‘‘[this] is an incidence of more than one war per year, ap-
proximately forty times the incidence of war within the industrial world’’
(Holsti 1991: 304–305).

The end of the cold war has witnessed growing numbers of conflicts in
the various non-Western regions, and most of them have been intrastate.
Even during the cold war, every internal war broke out in regions out-
side Western regions. In the 1945–1989 period, more than 125 wars
broke out within non-Western states. Between 1989 and 1992 there were
82 armed conflicts in the world, of which only three were between states
(United Nations Development Programme 1994: 47). In 1993–1994, only
two additional interstate conflicts broke out, but nine more intrastate
conflicts erupted. Thus, during the 1989–1994 period, 96 armed conflicts
broke out, of which only 5 were between two states. Peter Wallensteen
and Margareta Sollenberg have therefore declared ‘‘the end of interna-
tional war’’ (Wallensteen and Sollenberg 1995).

Liberal scholars argue that the number of armed conflicts between
and within states could be reduced by the spread of democracy around
the world. Although this may be true, Western-type democracy continues
to face numerous challenges. At a first glance, some progress has been
made towards democracy, although it is still limited. The number of de-
mocracies around the world has increased dramatically, but it is not
particularly meaningful, because the quality, or maturity, of democracy is
also important. Here, the empirical findings are not very positive. ‘‘Ma-
ture democracies’’ outside the West are still far too few. Fareed Zakaria
argues that the number of illiberal democracies (or neo-authoritarian
states) has increased. As he puts it: ‘‘From Peru to the Palestinian
Authority, from Sierra Leone to Slovakia, from Pakistan to the Philip-
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pines, we see the rise of a disturbing phenomenon in international life –
illiberal democracy’’ (Zakaria 1997: 22). Democracy, defined as a free
and fair electoral process, is ‘‘flourishing’’; however, constitutional liber-
alism; the rule of law; the separation of powers; and the protection of
the basic liberties of speech, assembly, religion, and property, are not.
The future of global governance based on liberal democracy remains
precarious.

Nevertheless, there is still hope for long-term stability and peace in
non-Western regions, partly because not all of them have experienced
the same degree of war and repressive violence. Between 1945 and 1996,
Latin America (with 17 wars) was more peaceful than the Middle East
(25), which was more stable than Africa (27) and Asia (29) (Harada and
Tanako 1999: 333, 345). In recent years, some regions have become more
stable. During the cold war, East Asia experienced seven full-scale inter-
state wars and has not seen one since the 1990s.

Even more encouraging for the future development in these regions
is the fact that achieving regional stability and peace is not a total im-
possibility. Western regions have by far been the most successful in build-
ing stable security communities. It is now almost inconceivable today that
states in either North America or most of Europe would wage war against
each other. These regions had not always been peaceful, of course: prior
to the American Civil War, for instance, the United States and Canada
remained hostile to each other, often on the brink of war (and crossing it
in the war of 1812). Between 1839 and 1842, they almost fought again,
over defining the border between Maine and New Brunswick. After the
end of the American Civil War, their hostile bilateral relations were
transformed into peaceful ones. They have yet to turn themselves into a
supranational entity similar to the EU, but they have enjoyed stable,
peaceful relations. Western Europe has also become one of the world’s
most stable regions, although it was not always so. During the fifteenth
century, the Spanish crown drove out the Jews. In the sixteenth century,
the French did the same to the Huguenots. During the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, the British crown induced Protestant dissenters to
migrate to the American colonies. Then came the nineteenth century’s
‘‘ethnic cleansing,’’ which occurred throughout Eastern Europe when
Bulgarians, Greeks, Jews, Turks, Hungarians, Serbs, and Macedonians
were put to flight. During the last 500 years of the second millennium,
Europe was the world’s primary generator of war. One of the bloodiest
wars in European history, the ‘‘Thirty Years War,’’ occurred there in the
first half of the seventeenth century (Holsti 1991: 28–29). As recently as
the first half of the twentieth century, two bloody world wars broke out
in Europe and claimed some 50 million lives. Europe again became the
main focus of world attention during the cold war between the United
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States and the Soviet Union. However, the prospects for war among
Western European states never re-emerged: Europe enjoyed what came
to be known as the ‘‘long peace’’ (Gaddis 1987).

The end of the cold war in the early 1990s has, to date, largely refuted
the neo-realist argument that ‘‘we will soon miss the cold war’’ (because
Europe would no longer stay peaceful in the absence of a common threat
from the Soviet Union) (Mearsheimer 1990). Even some realist-inclined
scholars have now found a new faith in the fact that war among Western
states is very unlikely. Samuel Huntington asserts that ‘‘[military] conflict
among Western states is unthinkable’’ (Huntington 1993: 39). Robert
Jervis, another realist, also sees in Western Europe ‘‘the triumph of in-
terests over passions’’ and views Western Europeans as less inclined to
believe that ‘‘war is . . . good, or even . . . honorable’’ (Jervis 1991/1992:
52).

The limits of United Nations peace operations

If the United Nations is to help promote peace and stable global gover-
nance systems, it must be able to take action to promote peaceful change
toward liberal democracy by engaging in preventive diplomacy, peace-
making, peace-keeping, peace enforcement, and peace building in war-
torn and authoritarian states. Preventive diplomacy is the attempt to
resolve disputes before they escalate into violent clashes. Peacemaking
refers to all forms of diplomatic action intended to manage or resolve
conflict prior to or after the outbreak of hostilities. Peace-keeping is an
operation involving UN military personnel from member states separat-
ing adversaries with the hope of restoring peace on the basis of three
principles – consent, impartiality, and the limited use of force for self-
defence. Peace enforcement involves military action or intervention of
UN-mandated armed forces of member states when peacemaking or
peace-keeping efforts have failed. Peace building is a post-conflict inter-
national effort with a goal broader than peace-keeping in that the inter-
national community works to promote national governance in the fol-
lowing areas: creating or strengthening national institutions, monitoring
elections, promoting human rights, providing for reintegration and re-
habilitation programmes, and creating conditions for resumed devel-
opment.1

The entire UN system has undoubtedly contributed to the process of
peace building in the developing world. The UN Economic and Social
Council (ECOSOC), for instance, has done much to meet the rising de-
mands of developing countries in the various regions of the world. Re-
gional economic (or economic and social) commissions have been set up
for Europe, Asia and the Pacific, Latin America and the Caribbean,
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Western Asia, and Africa. The Economic Commission for Europe helped
to rebuild Western Europe from the devastation of the Second World
War. The Economic Commission for Asia and the Far East (later re-
named the Economic Commission for Asia and the Pacific) has done
much to promote economic development and regional free trade. The
Economic Commission for Latin America and the Caribbean is known
for its contribution to the establishment of the Inter-American Develop-
ment Bank, the Latin American Free Trade Association, the Central
American Common Market, and other cooperative projects.

Nevertheless, it would be fair to say that these regional commissions
have had a limited impact on regional peace and stability. Their opera-
tional effectiveness often depends on the socio-economic and political
conditions of each region. The Economic Commission for Africa and the
Economic and Social Commission for Western Asia have not done as
well as the commissions in the other regions. In Africa, the commission’s
operations have encountered numerous obstacles (thus limiting its effec-
tiveness), including ‘‘the abject poverty of many of its peoples and polit-
ical rivalries among its members, many of which have ineffective and au-
thoritarian governments’’ (Ziring, Riggs, and Plano 2000: 452). More can
be said about the commission in Western Asia, where the war between
Israel and Lebanon and the latter’s internal strife forced the commission
to move its headquarters from Lebanon to Baghdad. Its headquarters
remained in Baghdad, but ‘‘the development activities of the commission
have yet to materialize.’’ Moreover, the unsuccessful attempt to establish
a Middle East Commission resulted from ‘‘the lack of regional harmony’’
(Ziring, Riggs, and Plano 2000: 452).

Unfortunately, the growing insecurity of non-Western regions co-
incides with the weakening ability of the United Nations to maintain or
restore regional stability and peace. One indicator of the growing weak-
ness of the United Nations is the declining number of its international
peace-keeping operations since the mid-1990s. Previously, there was an
extraordinary growth in peace-keeping operations in the early 1990s:
whereas the United Nations undertook only 15 peace-keeping operations
between 1945 and 1989, the Security Council authorized 18 such peace-
keeping operations between 1989 and 1994, which peaked in 1993 (with a
total deployment of some 80,000 Blue Helmets, compared with fewer
than 10,000 in 1987). During the second half of the 1990s, however, the
United Nations started to wane in global influence: in 1998, only 14,000
peace-keepers were deployed, although the number went up again to
27,000 in 2000.

The small number of UN personnel and peace-keepers has failed to
meet the need to promote global governance. The decline of UN peace
activities seems correlated to the fact that the United Nations no longer

SECURITY-COMMUNITY BUILDING 93



possesses the institutional and logistic capacity necessary to undertake
major peace operations. In the mid-1990s, the United Nations had an
overall Secretariat staff of around 12,000 (including those in the Secre-
tariat in New York City and those based in Geneva, Nairobi, and
Vienna). In 1997, the United Nations was expected to cut its staff to
9,000 employees, who would serve a world population of six billion. Even
the UN peace-keeping staff at UN headquarters in New York remains
tiny, with 32 military officers overseeing 27,000 troops deployed in 14
peace missions around the world and with only nine police specialists su-
pervising 8,600 police officers. The (UN-commissioned) Brahimi Report
makes a critical assessment of UN peace operations with searing honesty:
it acknowledges that ‘‘the United Nations has [over the last decade]
repeatedly failed to [save succeeding generations from the scourge of
war].’’ It adds that ‘‘it can do no better today.’’2 UN Secretary-General
Kofi Annan has now admitted that the world organization has a ‘‘credi-
bility crisis’’: ‘‘Too many vulnerable communities in too many regions
of the world now hesitate to look to the United Nations to assist them
in their hour of need’’ (International Herald Tribune, 9–10 September
2000: 1).

Increasing financial shortages have limited the capacity of the United
Nations to undertake peace operations. Top UN bureaucrats have long
realized that the future of their organization is at stake. Former UN Un-
dersecretary-General for Peace-keeping Marrack Goulding, for instance,
argues that the United Nations ‘‘is now facing a danger analogous to that
faced by the League of Nations at its very inception.’’ He spoke of the
‘‘loss of the confidence and support of the richest and most powerful
country in the world [the US]’’ (Goulding 1999: 62).3 Goulding considers
lack of money to be ‘‘the greatest threat to the United Nations’ capacity
to perform’’ (Goulding 1999: 62). At the peak of UN peace-keeping, un-
paid dues for the regular budget and peace-keeping operations amounted
to $2 billion; the United Nations’ cash reserves ($380 million) were not
much higher than its monthly expenditures ($310 million). The United
Nations’ annual regular budget from 1994 to 1997 was only $1.3 billion,
only 3.4 per cent of New York City’s budget ($38 billion) for the 1998
fiscal year (Mendez 1997: 284). It should also be worth noting that the
UN regular budget further decreased from a mere $1.3 billion (1997) to
$1.19 billion (1998), nearly $1 billion less than the annual cost of Tokyo’s
Fire Department.

This does not mean that the United Nations has given up on its efforts
to enhance world peace. Faced with growing challenges, the United Na-
tions has, in recent years, sought to do more with less. The United Na-
tions became more willing to entrust matters of international peace and
security to regional organizations, simply because it no longer appeared
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up to the task of doing it on its own. Former UN Secretary-General
Boutros Boutros-Ghali recommended that regional organizations assume
a more active role in conflict management, and current UN Secretary-
General Kofi Annan has encouraged them to do so, provided that they
receive a mandate from the Security Council. He sought to intensify co-
operation between the global and regional organizations, particularly in
the area of conflict prevention, stressing the virtue of comparative ad-
vantage and cooperation based on the principles of complementarity and
‘‘subsidiarity’’ (or what is generally known as ‘‘subcontracting’’) (Griffin
1999a). Complementarity means that various actors do not work at cross
purposes, but support each other in peace missions; subsidiarity allows
policy-making to take place at the lowest appropriate level (Griffin
1999b). Andy Knight further describes the subsidiarity model as a shar-
ing of tasks between the United Nations and regional institutions, where-
by the former should perform a task necessary for the smooth running of
governance if the latter should shy away from it (Knight 1996). This form
of regionalism must be seen in the larger context of universalism in that
the UN Security Council remains the pillar of international peace and
security.

However, arguments against the regionalization of peacemaking,
peace-keeping, and peace building are numerous. First, the growth of
regional organizations raises the question of ‘‘democratic deficit,’’ as na-
tional leaders make decisions without consulting their citizens. Second,
critics see the process of entrusting matters of international peace and
security to regional organizations as ignoring the fact that their knowl-
edge of regional problems may not be readily translated into effective
action. During the cold war, regional organizations fared no better than
the United Nations (Holsti 1989: 117). Moreover, their motives for inter-
vention may not be altruistic: they may have agendas based on their in-
terests and therefore fail to act with impartiality, a condition necessary
for effective peace-keeping (Smith and Weiss 1998: 228). Third, the Se-
curity Council’s motives behind such burden-sharing arrangements are
also questionable. Some critics feel that the ‘‘Council’s growing pen-
chant for formally subcontracting or informally delegating the promotion
of international peace and security is not always appropriate or well-
intentioned’’ (Berman 1998: 2) and that the United States’ desire to save
money and the lives of its own citizens ‘‘primarily accounts for the trend’’
(Berman 1998: 3). The subsidiarity model may also promote regional
leadership in that dominant states in the different regions of the world
will seek to intervene in the affairs of other states. This may encourage
more of the external interventions that occurred during the cold-war
period, which often exacerbated and internationalized domestic conflicts.
Fourth, the United Nations has not defined a specific division of labour
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between the two types of institutions. This is partly attributed to the UN
Charter, which does not prescribe what the two types of organizations
should do and how they should cooperate (Griffin 1999b: 21). Fifth, the
vision also ignores the fact that regional institutions are generally less
capable than the United Nations.

Although these criticisms present real challenges to the ‘‘regionaliza-
tion’’ efforts of the United Nations, they should not overshadow the fact
that regional security communities still have a lot of potential to lay the
groundwork for promoting global governance.

Global governance and security communities: Some criteria

For analytical purposes, it is worth defining global governance. Accord-
ing to the Commission on Global Governance, ‘‘governance is not syn-
onymous with government.’’ Global governance is neither world govern-
ment nor global federalism. The idea of world government runs contrary
to that of global governance in the sense that the former would render
the world ‘‘less democratic, more accommodating to power, more hospi-
table to hegemonic ambition, and more enforcing the roles of states and
governments rather than the rights of people’’ (Commission on Global
Governance 1995: xvi). According to James Rosenau, ‘‘while [both] refer
to purposive behavior, to goal-oriented activities, to systems of rule . . .
government suggests activities that are backed by formal authority, by
police powers to insure the implementation of duly constituted princi-
ples.’’ But ‘‘governance refers to activities by shared goals that may or
may not derive from legal and formally prescribed responsibilities and
that do not necessarily rely on police powers to overcome defiance and
attain compliance.’’ It ‘‘is a system of rule that works only if it is accepted
by the majority’’ (Rosenau 1992: 4). Although governance is linked to
order, it is defined in terms of legitimacy rather than coercive power and
is more people-oriented. In the context of global governance, there is a
marked conceptual shift from the concept of state sovereignty to that of
popular sovereignty in that the new world order would better reflect the
UN Charter’s aspiration: ‘‘We the Peoples of the United Nations.’’

Security-community building is a project that can help the United Na-
tions in promoting global governance. Security communities should be
treated as part of global governance, which stands between a utopian
world (one without strife) and the Hobbesian world (in which a constant
possibility of interstate war exists). Michael Barnett and Emanuel Adler
capture this point well in their assertion that ‘‘[security] communities . . .
do not portray an ideal world of international security.’’ Rather, they
add, such regional communities ‘‘show that international security changes
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with time, and such changes are a result of mixtures of anarchy and hier-
archy, coercion and communication’’ (Barnett and Adler 1998: 438).

Security communities are generally defined as ones whose members
develop dependable expectations for peaceful change. Evidence suggests
the existence of such communities when their members ‘‘renounce mili-
tary violence’’ and have ‘‘deeply entrenched habits of the peaceful reso-
lution of conflicts.’’ Their governance structure, aimed at overcoming
defection and attaining compliance, thus relies less on police powers and
more on shared goals and inter-subjective meanings (Adler and Barnett
1998: 35). This does not mean that coercive power will soon become
irrelevant or unnecessary; even in stable liberal democracies, this form
of power remains as important as ever. As is discussed later, liberal-
democratic political leadership serves as a key basis for successful secu-
rity-community building.

In this chapter, ‘‘success’’ in regional community building is defined on
two different levels. On one level, a group of states within a particular
region can claim success in such endeavours only when they no longer
expect to go to war against each other. Thus, the peaceful process of re-
gional cooperation or integration is considered ‘‘success.’’ On the second
level, success can also be defined in terms of a regional organization’s
ability to restore peace and promote dependable expectations for peace-
ful change with or among non-member states outside its own region.

The question is how non-Western regions can build stable security
communities, such as those in the Western regions. This study rejects
cultural determinism, goes beyond the sociological perspective that gives
attention only to socialization among all types of élite groups but dis-
regards the role of ideology,4 and develops a type of constructivism that
takes into account some liberal and realist insights.

Criterion 1: Experience in conflict management

Experience in conflict management/resolution is essential to success in
community building. The more experienced the member states of a re-
gional organization are in managing/resolving conflict, the more likely it
is that they will succeed in community building.

Criterion 2: Membership size

Members of an organization seeking to build a community must be small
in size. As Kenneth Waltz puts it, ‘‘for the sake of stability . . . smaller is
better . . . [and] two is best of all’’ (Waltz 1979: 161). The seminal work
by Mancur Olson on the logic of collective action helps to explain the
collective goods problem (Olson 1965). A regional organization with a
large number of members is less likely to surmount coordination prob-
lems. Member states tend to adopt decision-making procedures based on
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the principle of consensus, which makes it hard for them to arrive at de-
cisions effectively.

Criterion 3: Democratic performance

Community building is easier if member states of a regional organization
have become liberal democracies or, at least, have a very high degree of
respect for human rights (Doyle 1986, 1996; Maoz and Russett 1993).
Democracies are less likely to revert to authoritarianism largely if they
are generally wealthy and their populations enjoy equitable distributions
of wealth and incomes. According to Adam Przeworski and others, de-
mocracy in a country with an annual income per capita of less than
$1,000 lasts on average only about 8.5 years; it lasts 16 years in one with
income between $1,000 and $2,000, 33 years between $2,000 and $4,000,
and 100 years where the income is between $4,000 and $6,000 (Przewor-
ski, Alvarez, and Cheibub 1996).

Criterion 4: Political leadership

Ultimately, regional security communities must have a regional political
foundation. That is, the member states must have among themselves a
democratic leader,5 who also possesses adequate material capabilities
(military and economic) for effective democratic intervention. This does
not mean that, when a regional democratic leader exists, there will be a
stable security community. Unless that leader is committed to democratic
intervention, a security community will not emerge or grow stable (or
mature) (Meernik 1996).6 Democratic leadership helps to build security
communities.

This study’s hypothesis is that the larger the number of the above criteria
a group of states is able to fulfil, the more successful its community-
building efforts are likely to be.

North America and Western Europe: Meeting most criteria
for security-community building

The extent to which international organizations in different regions have
succeeded in promoting national and regional governance is not easy to
determine. It appears, however, that there is clear variation in regional
stability and peace. Grouped together for comparative analysis, the
North American region, the EU, NATO, and the OSCE show varying
degrees of success, with the last one being the least successful regional
organization. The varying successes enjoyed by the EU, NATO, and the
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OSCE during and after the cold war can be assessed at two levels: these
are (1) dependable expectations of peaceful change among the member
states and (2) their efforts to promote such expectations outside their
organizational boundaries. The latter is put to the test in the handling of
the armed conflicts in the Balkans. As is shown later, the OSCE has
proved less successful than the EU and NATO on level one (among their
own members).

The North American community

North America has been known as one of the most stable security com-
munities in the world. Initially made up of Canada and the United States,
the community has now expanded to include Mexico. Canada and the
United States have a growing number of transactions and a high degree
of interdependence, but have not established formal organizations for
political cooperation. In 1988 they also created a two-nation free trade
area. They also have a long tradition of military cooperation. As Kalevi
J. Holsti puts it, ‘‘there is little question that Canada and the United
States constitute a pluralistic security community.’’ The two neighbour-
ing states have experienced problems that impinge upon their national
interests; however, ‘‘there is little likelihood of conflict leading to vio-
lence.’’ Government officials and bureaucrats from both sides ‘‘seldom
go beyond the use of warnings, protests, and occasional nonviolent
threats’’ (Holsti 1988: 439). Sean Shore also argues that the two states
‘‘constitute a striking example of a pluralistic security community,’’ based
on the assurance that they would settle their disputes through peaceful
means (Shore 1998: 333).

In recent years, Mexico has also developed positive relations with both
Canada and the United States. Together, the three states created a North
American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), which entered into force in
1994. None of them is prepared for war against the others. This is not to
suggest that they no longer have disputes among themselves; NAFTA
has been a principal source of tension among them. New problems, such
as opposition to American and Canadian losses of jobs to Mexico and
the tide of illegal migrants, have in fact created anti-free trade sentiment
in both Canada and the United States. However, there is no evidence
that they are militarily hostile to each other.

The European Union

Ole Wæver characterizes Western Europe as a ‘‘classic’’ security com-
munity. Although the EU itself is not usually viewed as a security orga-
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nization, ‘‘integration itself has far greater security importance’’ (Wæver
1998: 100). The process of regional integration through membership en-
largement and deeper relations among EU members still continues.

At their summit in December 1999, the 15 EU leaders agreed to throw
the regional door open to new applicants from outside Western Europe.
Negotiations with six states – Poland, Hungary, the Czech Republic, Es-
tonia, Slovenia, and Cyprus – continue. Six other states – Bulgaria, Ro-
mania, Latvia, Lithuania, Slovakia, and Malta – have been accepted as
formal candidates. Turkey was promised acceptance as a future candi-
date, although with conditions and without any clear time-frame. Greece
and Turkey – two rivals which have devoted financial and organizational
resources to the possibility of war with each other – have now agreed to
accept each other.

The EU continues to mature as a security community. With the single
market in 1992 completing the Common Market programme launched
with the Treaty of Rome in 1957, a single currency, and a single central
bank, the EU has now entered a much deeper phase of regional integra-
tion. At their summit late in 1999, the 15 EU leaders made their joint
decision, which ushered in a new Europe. A foundation for their com-
mon defence strategy was laid when they agreed to establish the capacity
to field joint military forces up to 60,000 and political and military struc-
tures to direct them. Although the force will not function before 2003, ‘‘it
is already being hailed by some Europeans as the vanguard of an entirely
unified military, in the same way the EU member states have uniform
policies in fields ranging from farm subsidies to rail transport’’ (Japan
Times, 9 December 1999: 21).

The EU, however, has not yet become much more successful in re-
storing peace with or among non-members – for example, such as putting
an end to ethnic conflict in the Balkans. A European Commission staff
member acknowledges a ‘‘glaring discrepancy between the economic and
political influence of the EU,’’ especially vis-à-vis its ineffectiveness as-
sociated with the Yugoslavian disintegration (Rhodes 1998: 19). This
does not mean that the EU has not been useful as an instrument for
peace building. The EU Stability Pact for south-eastern Europe has been
aimed at luring fragile states in the Balkans in the way that the EU has
lured central European states. After the NATO attacks on Yugoslavia in
1999, the EU has also been active in providing financial support for the
peace-building process.

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NATO has been transformed in the last ten years into a better security
community involved in peace-keeping, promoting ethnic coexistence, and
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providing a secure environment for democratic elections. Within the
context of NATO, the member states from North America to Western
Europe have become known as a ‘‘transatlantic security community,’’ in
which ‘‘[no] country . . . expects to go to war with any other’’ (Ruggie
1998: 229).

NATO came in when the EU and the OSCE failed to put out the ethnic
flames in the Balkans. This is not to say that NATO enjoyed complete
success, but it has done much better than hard-nosed political realists
had foreseen. Since 1991, it has undertaken a new task – out-of-area
peace operations. In 1992, NATO agreed to consider enforcing the UN
Security Council’s decisions and those of the OSCE on a case-by-case
basis. NATO began monitoring the UN embargo against the warring
parties in the Balkan war in July 1992. The following year saw NATO
enforcing a no-fly zone in Bosnia. In 1994, NATO pledged to defend
Sarajevo with air strikes. That same year, when NATO used force for the
first time in Bosnia, it was in support of the UN mission there. In Febru-
ary, NATO fired its first shots ‘‘in anger.’’ This came after NATO had
warned warring parties to remove heavy weapons from an exclusion
zone around Sarajevo. NATO’s first-ever combat began in August 1995,
when the United States and Britain launched joint air strikes against the
Serbs in the Bosnian battlefield (Leurdijk 1996).

NATO’s much-publicized air strikes on Serbia (beginning on 24 March
1999 and lasting 11 weeks until 4 June) testified to the fact that the orga-
nization was more willing and more able to intervene in ethnic conflict
outside its original mandate. In the end, NATO prevailed. The govern-
ment in Belgrade allowed NATO and the UN to keep the peace in Ko-
sovo and agreed to let the Albanian refugees return to their homes.
Whether the unprecedented NATO combat mission is ‘‘a perfect failure’’
or a ‘‘success’’ is a matter of debate for the months and years to come
(Mandelbaum 1999; Steinberg 1999). At best, the NATO mission has
produced an incomplete peace; it is hoped that the successes will out-
weigh the failures.

The Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe

Although former American diplomat James Goodby predicted that the
OSCE would outstrip old and tired security bodies such as NATO and
the Western European Union (WEU, by now a military wing of the EU,
originally created in 1948 for collective self-defence; Goodby 1993),
NATO still plays the dominant role in the security field. There are limits
to what the OSCE can accomplish (Lucas 1996). It is the least effective,
when compared with the EU and NATO, in terms of transforming itself
into a true security community in which all of its members have devel-
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oped dependable expectations of peaceful change, but it has made a
useful contribution to security. It has in recent years been active in a
‘‘soft-security’’ role in the Balkans, in the CIS, and in the Baltic States,
with several peace missions trying to resolve conflicts. Its performance in
fields of its specific competence – such as early warning, early action, and
early prevention – has been characterized as positive. Its successes in-
clude the role it has played in the implementation of the Dayton peace
agreement in Bosnia–Herzegovina, its numerous attempts at getting
Albania’s warring parties to settle their differences peacefully, and its
investigations of the conditions of Russian minorities in such states as
Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania.

What the OSCE has achieved can be judged as less than a moderate
success, but not a complete failure. Although the OSCE mandate includes
conflict prevention and resolution, it has not performed this role to the
satisfaction of its proponents. Accordingly, Emanuel Adler considers the
OSCE to be a ‘‘security community-building institution’’ only. He does
not feel that ‘‘the entire OSCE will ultimately succeed in establishing
a pluralistic security community in the OSCE region’’ (Adler 1998: 122).
In his view, ‘‘[while] OSCE conflict-prevention and crisis-management
practices have made some difference in a few areas . . . the OSCE was
almost powerless to stop conflicts after they erupted’’ (Adler 1998: 130).

Explanation of the varying degrees of success of regional
organizations7

Criterion 1: Experience in security management

Within the North American community, Canada and the United States
have accumulated much experience in conflict management. The two
states did have several military crises, which spurred them to prepare for
war. By the mid-1870s the United States had stopped spending on for-
tifications along the Canadian border. Canada took similar steps. Ac-
cording to Sean M. Shore, ‘‘[between] 1871 and 1876 . . . Canada . . . cut
defense spending by two-thirds, and allowed its fortifications to lapse’’
(Shore 1998: 343). The two neighbours have since not taken steps to
promote regional integration as members of the EU have done, but
much of their collaboration and coordination occur at different govern-
ment levels. According to K. J. Holsti, Canadian and American bureau-
crats ‘‘at all levels and from all departments communicate and meet to
negotiate proposals, elicit responses, hammer out details, and draft
treaties or establish the frameworks that will guide national policies or
coordinated ventures.’’ Moreover, ‘‘the vast majority of problems that
impinge upon interests of both states are handled in this manner’’ (Holsti
1988: 439).
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The varying degrees of success experienced by the EU, NATO, and
the OSCE can also be explained in terms of their different abilities in
meeting criterion 1. Among the three regional organizations, the EU is
(although it was founded after NATO) no doubt the most experienced in
conflict management among its members. Before the integration process
began after the Second World War, European states had experienced
centuries of war. In that time, European states had accumulated experi-
ence of conflict management and institution building (the Concert of
Europe during the first half of the nineteenth century being a good ex-
ample). These ‘‘lessons learned’’ have proved helpful for building new
and more effective institutions after the Second World War.

In comparison to the EU, NATO as a transatlantic organization is less
experienced in conflict management because it has been a collective
defence alliance directed at a third party whose containment during the
cold war was pursued by military means. Formed after the Second World
War with the aim of deterring Soviet incursion in Europe, NATO has
grown into the world’s mightiest military alliance. Within 50 years its
membership has demonstrated its effectiveness. No other military alli-
ance in the world can compare with it. NATO members have been in-
volved in numerous meetings for consultation. However, the organi-
zation has also experienced problems of its own, including France’s
withdrawal from military integration in NATO in 1966–1967 and serious
conflict among some of its members, such as that of Greece and Turkey
over Cyprus. According to John Ruggie, ‘‘the EU is better equipped than
NATO to deal with many of the non-military tasks the United States, in
particular, has sought to place on NATO’s shoulders vis-à-vis Central
and Eastern Europe’’ (Ruggie 1998: 232).

In contrast to EU and NATO, the OSCE as an organization has accu-
mulated a more limited experience in conflict management/resolution
although most of its members have gained considerable experience in
arms control and confidence building. OSCE emerged as a process only
in 1975, known as the Conference on Security and Cooperation in Eu-
rope (CSCE). At the time when Yugoslavia collapsed, the organization
did not even have any collective tools which could be used ‘‘to diffuse
substate conflict through mediation or through promoting confidence-
building exercises among conflicting groups.’’ It was not until 1992 that
the member states created several new security mechanisms, including a
High Commissioner on National Minorities and ‘‘missions of long dura-
tion’’ (Flynn and Farrell 1999: 506).

Criterion 2: Membership size

If a smaller number of states within a particular region indeed creates a
better quality of regional security, then North America fits that criterion.
The community initially consisted of only two states (Canada and the
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United States) and now has only three members, including Mexico. If the
EU is more successful than NATO and OSCE in terms of integration
among its members, it may be partly because of its smaller size so far.
The EU membership was initially small (starting with only six members,
when France and Germany gave birth to the European Coal and Steel
Community, together with Italy, Belgium, the Netherlands, and Luxem-
burg). Nowadays, the EU has 15 member states and thus remains smaller
than NATO (19 members) and the OSCE (55 members). The EU re-
mains divided mainly between the original six who want closer political
integration and a minority (led by Britain) who have long wanted noth-
ing more than a free trade arrangement. According to Roy Denman, a
former representative of the European Commission in Washington, ‘‘the
gap between the two camps shows no sign of closing. Opposition in Brit-
ain to any closer involvement with Europe is rising steadily’’ (Interna-
tional Herald Tribune, 26 April 2000: 8). No wonder the recent EU deci-
sion to consider 12 new applicants for admission into its fold has raised
concerns about its future. At the Helsinki summit in June 1999, Luxem-
burg Prime Minister Jean-Claude Juncker was among the sceptics who
asked how far Europe could go. Recently, both Valéry Giscard d’Estaing
(former President of France) and Helmut Schmidt (former Chancellor of
West Germany) also warned that ‘‘[already] with 15 member states, EU
institutions are not functioning well.’’ They added their concern, saying
‘‘[haste] to enlarge the Union can lead to a sequence of severe crises in
the first decade of the new century’’ (International Herald Tribune, 11
April 2000: 8).

By comparison, NATO and the OSCE have more members than the
EU. The rather large number of members has posed a challenge to col-
lective action. The fact that each member can veto a proposed military
action is one explanation for the hesitant NATO intervention in Kosovo.
The member states disagreed, for instance, on whether to launch a land
attack on Serbia. Thus, deciding on the intervention in Kosovo, accord-
ing to US Admiral Leighton W. Smith, who commanded NATO forces
in Bosnia in 1996, ‘‘. . . was Viet Nam 19 times. This lowest common-
denominator approach is no way to fight a war.’’ Washington had to
shift ‘‘from trying to defeat Mr Milosevic to preserving the cohesion of
NATO’’ (International Herald Tribune, 21 April 2000: 6).

If OSCE has been generally less successful than the EU and NATO
in terms of achieving cooperation among member states and of coordi-
nating their common activities, it is partly because the OSCE has fallen
short of meeting criterion 2. Its membership size has always been much
larger than that of the other two organizations. The number of the found-
ing members was 35, comprising Canada, the United States, and every
European state (including the Soviet Union) except Albania. Follow-
ing the collapse of the Soviet Union and Yugoslavia, however, the mem-
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bership quickly jumped to 55. With such a large membership and oper-
ating on the basis of consensus-minus-one, the OSCE has often been
indecisive with regard to taking security-related action because of the
threat of veto. According to Gregory Flynn and Henry Farrell, ‘‘there is
ample evidence that states small and large were not shy about using this
power’’ (Flynn and Farrell 1999: 513). Although the group adopted the
consensus-minus-one rule in January 1992 (allowing the Council of Min-
isters to take action against any participating state deemed guilty of gross
human rights violations), it is far from clear that this rule has worked
well. For example, the organization used the rule to suspend Yugoslavia
in the Spring of 1992, but ‘‘in the face of the violence that accompanied
the collapse of Yugoslavia, the CSCE was powerless’’ (Flynn and Farrell
1999: 520).

In general, members of the three Western institutions have also
proved to be more capable of working together to achieve certain com-
mon purposes and coordination. Interventions in Bosnia–Herzegovina
and Kosovo, for instance, were not the work of NATO alone: the OSCE
and the EU collaborated with NATO, which has promoted the concept
of ‘‘interlocking institutions.’’ In Barry Hughes’ words, ‘‘[no] single or-
ganization is likely to organize the future security environment of Eu-
rope’’ (Hughes 1995: 237).

Criterion 3: Democratic values and performance

More importantly, almost all members of Western security communities
have met this criterion. Most are mature liberal democracies with devel-
oped economies. Although peaceful relations between the United States
and Canada need to be explained in terms of small size (two neigh-
bours), the two states are among the world’s most mature democracies.
Sean Shore adopted a constructivist approach to help shed light on this
security community (Shore 1998). One of the critical points he makes is
that this community emerged during the 1870s, after the American Civil
War. Although the ‘‘German question’’ and the Soviet threat induced
states in Western Europe to cooperate, the reason for cooperation be-
tween the United States and Canada was not because they faced any
such common threat; in fact, it was not until after the First World War
broke out that the two neighbours shared a perception of a common
threat. Although the stable peace in North America could not be re-
plicated somewhere else, as Shore argues, it is more appropriate to ex-
plain this security community by considering the fact that Canada came
to be perceived by the Americans as a liberal democracy. Prior to that
period they considered Canada’s parliamentary system to be antidemo-
cratic and tyrannical.

After Mexico had adopted a policy of economic liberalization and be-
come more democratic, its leaders took steps to promote better relations
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with Canada and the United States. It was President Carlos Salina of the
Institutional Revolutionary Party (PRI, which has dominated the country
since the late 1920s), who won the approval of NAFTA. During the sec-
ond half of the 1990s, the PRI began to lose its grip on power. The elec-
tions of July 2000 finally put an end to 71 years of one-party rule and
allowed a peaceful democratic transition of power. The newly elected
leadership is committed to fighting against corruption, working for ac-
countability of public officials, promoting the rule of law and security for
all citizens, and accelerating economic growth. Current President Vicente
Fox also pledged to engage his country’s partners in NAFTA (Interna-
tional Herald Tribune, 26–27 August 2000: 6).

Western European states have also become mature democracies after
centuries of violent state building. All EU members are democratic states
and have sought to promote human rights. The EU carries on this tradi-
tion. Clearly, in seeking to enlarge their union, the existing members
have undertaken a democratic project. Such applicants as Turkey (which
fails to meet the EU’s democratic and human-rights standards) have
failed to gain full admission to the union. Stephen Van Evera argues that
‘‘key pre-conditions for democracy . . . are now far more widespread in
Europe than they were eighty years ago’’ (Van Evera 1990/1991: 26).
These European democracies are also stable or mature, partly because
they are wealthier than their predecessors. Their populations have bene-
fited from more equitable distributions of wealth and incomes, thus mak-
ing them less subject to the evils of militarism and hyper-nationalism.

The fact that the OSCE has been less successful than the EU and
NATO in terms of cooperation among member states and humanitarian
intervention also can be explained by the fact that its members do not
fully share and practise liberal democracy. Although OSCE members
were committed to working with the United Nations and pledged to pro-
mote human rights, several of them remain unstable democracies. Russia
and other Eastern European members are fragile or illiberal democracies
still with the potential to revert to authoritarianism. According to the
1995 US President’s Report on OSCE activities, 15 of the 23 former
Communist OSCE members received good marks on democracy, 14 in
the rule of law, and 13 in human rights. The report also states, however,
that ‘‘there is ample proof of the continuing existence of old, undemo-
cratic attitudes and habits which reflect the great difficulty in changing
deeply rooted totalitarian behavior and show that many countries have a
long way to go’’ (Adler 1998: 131).

Criterion 4: Political leadership

Most importantly, the role of political leadership has been essential to
the building and maintaining of Western security communities. Shared
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democratic values between Canada and the United States did not play
the most decisive role in shaping the North American security commu-
nity. Sean Shore fails to explain that Canada was the weaker state which
could not expect to fight a successful war with the United States. Prior to
confederation in 1867, ‘‘Canada was not even a unified state’’ (Shore
1998: 335). It also ‘‘disarmed after 1867’’ (Shore 1998: 333). More note-
worthy is the fact that the development of this community came at a time
when Britain had already decided to ‘‘quit the day-to-day defense of the
continent in 1871, and left the task to the new [Canadian] government’’
(Shore 1998: 342). As the lesser power, Canada clearly posed little mili-
tary threat to the United States and definitely could not entertain any
idea of resisting the United States or of maintaining hostile relations with
the latter. Being a NATO member, Canada has also been locked into
this US-led military alliance. The ‘‘democratic peace’’ between the two
nations must thus take the reality of US preponderance of power into
account. Also noteworthy is the argument put forward by Sean Shore,
who believes that ‘‘American preponderance . . . facilitated a certain kind
of trust, one that would have been more difficult to come by had Canada
been more powerful’’ (Shore 1998: 344).

American leadership has also played an extremely important role in
the development of democratic security communities in the West. The
post-Second World War democratic-order project by the United States,
for instance, resulted in the establishment of international institutions
among Western democracies and Japan. The United States succeeded
not only in turning Germany and Japan into liberal democracies but also
in reintegrating them into the community of strong industrial economies
(Nakamura 1998).

Why other Western democracies joined the United States is a matter
of debate. However, as Michael Doyle acknowledges, American military
leadership has helped to dampen the prospects of Western Europe and
Japan re-emerging as independent military powers. In his view, the lib-
eral peace could have been imperilled if Western Europe and Japan had
established substantial forces independent of the United States (Doyle
1996: 28).

Within Western Europe itself, France and Germany have provided firm
leadership in the process of regional integration. Robert Gilpin makes
a very persuasive argument that the EU rests on a political foundation.
European treaties, such as the Treaty of Paris and the Treaty of Rome,
contain political objectives; thus, the desire to rid Europe of the French–
German rivalry became the driving force for regional integration. The
drive for European unification also arose from European leaders’ realiza-
tion that their continent was losing influence in world affairs. Gilpin views
the ‘‘French–German alliance’’ as central to the ambition to create Euro-
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land (Gilpin 2000). If the EU were to succeed in building a European
army, it would be mainly because France and Germany took the lead. It
was they who also set up Eurocorps in the 1990s.

However, the EU’s unsuccessful intervention efforts in the former
Yugoslavia can be explained by the fact that, before Kosovo, it was still
unable to forge an effective common defence and foreign policy. The
WEU, the military defence mechanism in the region, still lacks the in-
stitutional and logistical capacity to undertake peace-enforcement oper-
ations, as some EU member states (such as the United Kingdom) had
remained committed to NATO. One analyst describes the WEU as ‘‘an
organization in limbo and on hold’’ (Vierucci 1995: 308). Although the
Kosovo crisis has led the EU to develop a new vision for the region by
taking new steps to strengthen what is now called the ‘‘European Secu-
rity and Defense Identity,’’ the EU still remains an economically driven
supranational organization. NATO’s military power, however, compen-
sated for the EU inability to terminate ethnic conflicts in the Balkans.

Recent NATO successes in humanitarian intervention, however mod-
est, had much to do with the fact that the member states were led by
powerful, mature democracies, such as the United States, Britain, and
France. NATO was fortunate to have them lead the air campaign against
Serbia. The United States provided 70 per cent of NATO’s military ca-
pacity. Although its members had not always been willing to follow its
lead, they resisted the Americans only so far, and did not risk the cohe-
sion of the organization.

The OSCE, however, not only lacks resources but also faces the ab-
sence of a powerful democratic leader. President George Bush and Sec-
retary of State James Baker referred to the CSCE as part of their vision
for a ‘‘Europe whole and free.’’ Its successes resulted from its members’
shared values and norms as well as from the constructive role played by
the great powers, most of whom are liberal democracies (Baker 1993).
However, within the OSCE, neither the United States nor Russia is the
dominant leader: besides not being a liberal democratic leader, Russia
has been on the decline as a great power; neither can the United States
be considered a power commanding obedience from the large number of
states belonging to the OSCE.

Non-Western regions: Meeting few criteria for community
building

On the basis of the four criteria of success in regional security commu-
nity building, this chapter shows that regional organizations in the non-
Western world have proved themselves far less effective than their
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Western counterparts. A look at each of the well-known regional orga-
nizations bears this out. They include the OAS, the ASEAN, the GCC,
the CIS, the OAU, the Southern African Development Community
(SADC), and the Economic Community of Western African States
(ECOWAS). This section compares the varying degrees of operational
effectiveness in these regional organizations and assesses the perfor-
mance of each in its security-community building efforts.

A survey of non-Western regional security communities

Whether Latin America has already created a security community is
unclear. In the last decade, however, positive changes have taken place –
from rivalry to institutionalized security and economic cooperation, es-
pecially in the form of Mercosur (the Southern Common Market) estab-
lished in 1991 and with a common external tariff in 1995. According to
Andrew Hurrell, even the enduring rivalry between two regional powers
– Brazil and Argentina – was replaced by rapprochement at the end of
the 1980s. This dramatic shift involved confidence-building measures and
arms-control agreements. Shifts in military posture toward defensive ori-
entation and a decline in military spending have also contributed to an
avoidance of the balance-of-power rhetoric evident in the 1960s and
1970s (Hurrell 1998: 231).

This appears to coincide with the fact that the OAS has, over time,
become more effective in its efforts to promote peace, to stabilize the re-
gion, and to strengthen human rights and democratic institutions. During
the 1980s, the OAS could do little to help such war-torn countries as
Nicaragua (where the organization was ‘‘conspicuous in its absence’’)
and El Salvador (MacFarlane and Weiss 1994: 288). In 1989, its media-
tion efforts in Panama ended in failure and finally led to US intervention.
The OAS intervention in Peru in 1992 was seen as endorsing undemo-
cratic practices (Baranyi 1995). Nevertheless, some, such as Joauı́n Tac-
san, talk of ‘‘a renewed optimism toward the OAS’’ during the 1990s
(Tacsan 1998: 91). In 1993, it helped to end the crisis in Guatemala. It
also enjoyed a somewhat positive experience in Haiti, where it played a
leading role in the deployment of a mission to the country to promote
democracy and human rights. By and large, the OAS’s performance in
peace-building activity is less than impressive.

Admiral Dennis Blair, commander of the US forces in the Pacific, re-
cently argued that ‘‘security communities are the way ahead for Asia’’
(International Herald Tribune, 21 April 2000: 6). However, more must be
done to achieve this goal. The few existing regional organizations in Asia
have been less effective than their counterparts in the West or even Latin
and Central America. The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC),
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ASEAN, and the ASEAN Regional Forum have come under criticism
for failing to resolve the Asian economic crisis. Michael Finnegan has
even acknowledged that ‘‘constructivist predictions of a security commu-
nity for Northeast Asia are obviously some way from coming to pass’’
(Finnegan 1998: 7). Asia’s best-known regional grouping, ASEAN, re-
mains underinstitutionalized: it has a secretariat, formal and informal
summits of heads of states, annual meetings of foreign ministers, and so
on. However, it does not have such common institutions as an ASEAN
Council, a Council of Ministers, an ASEAN Commission, an ASEAN
Parliament, or an ASEAN Court of Justice. Since the end of the cold
war, bilateral tensions have even been on the rise among ASEAN mem-
bers (Ganesan 1999). Although ASEAN has a foundation for a security
community, it has yet to develop further. Although the likelihood of in-
terstate military confrontation has lessened, ASEAN has not reached
the level of integration where its members agree on a common definition
of external threat, a common defence and foreign policy with unfortified
borders (Acharya 1998). Neither has ASEAN been largely responsible
for promoting peace in member states such as Indonesia (the East Timor
crisis) and in non-member states such as Cambodia.

A security community has yet to emerge in the Arab world. The
GCC (with six members – Oman, Bahrain, the United Arab Emirates,
Kuwait, Qatar, and Saudi Arabia) came into existence in 1981 when
leaders signed the GCC Charter. The members have failed to transform
themselves into a community with dependable expectations for peaceful
change. Michael Barnett and F. Gregory Gause III argue that the GCC
is a poor candidate for a security community in the foreseeable future
because its member states still imagine the possibility of using force
to settle their differences. After Iraq’s invasion of one of its members
(Kuwait) in August 1990, the GCC stood behind Kuwait from the outset.
The member states cooperated under a single command, but they main-
tained their national organization and officers; the Gulf War did not lead
to a stronger sense of regionalism among them. As Barnett and Gause
point out, ‘‘perhaps the single result of the Gulf War was not the pro-
motion of regionalism but rather the retreat to [unbridled] statism’’
(Barnett and Gause III 1998: 181). Qatar and Bahrain still pose a threat
to each other in territorial disputes. As recently as 1992, Saudi Arabia
and Qatar clashed over their border.

In the former Soviet Union, the CIS’s security-related performance
has also been less impressive than that of the OAS or ASEAN. Granted
observer status at the United Nations as a regional organization as de-
fined in Chapter VIII of the UN Charter, the CIS has undertaken peace-
keeping operations in several of the new states torn by ethnic conflict.
According to Ambassador Vladimir Zemskii (Secretary-General of the
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Collective Security Council in the CIS), ‘‘[old] seats of conflicts remain
and new ones are emerging on the perimeter of the member states bor-
ders on the regional level.’’ Furthermore, the use of force based on ideo-
logical and military confrontation has been renounced, but military-bloc
relapses have not been barred or averted. The region has not been freed
from such menaces as the proliferation of weapons of mass destruction,
international terrorism, illegal arms trafficking, aggressive nationalism,
and ethnic and religious extremism (Zemskii 1999: 102). The CIS has
sought to end civil wars between two minorities (the Ossetians and the
Abkhaz) in the Republic of Georgia. Along with the OSCE, the CIS has
tried to ‘‘make a considerable contribution to ensuring that there is no
accidental resumption of hostilities’’ and thus ‘‘has allowed a degree of
normalization in Georgia’’; however, there was little movement toward a
settlement of the dispute in South Ossetia (MacFarlane 1998: 121, 122),
neither was there much progress towards a political settlement allowing
the return of refugees and the restoration of Georgian jurisdiction in
Abkhazia. The hostilities remain unresolved.

In Africa, (sub)regional organizations have also met with fewer suc-
cesses. The major regional organizations have poor records. The OAU
has a history of failure: it chose not to intervene in several conflicts, such
as the Nigerian civil war in 1966. When the OAU decided to intervene in
Chad between 1980 and 1982, its operation failed. It initially declined the
request of the United Nations to intervene in Rwanda, on the grounds
that the latter could do better. Although it finally sent military observer
missions to Rwanda in the early 1990s and managed to send in 6,000
troops, it failed to prevent the large-scale massacre that occurred there in
1994. Troop deployment was delayed for almost five months. In early
2000, some 16 million people (half of them were in Ethiopia) in 16 states
in East Africa still faced starvation. The OAU also failed to prevent or
terminate the war between Ethiopia and Eritrea, which has sapped the
strength of their impoverished economies. However, this is not the only
war in Africa. The civil war in the Democratic Republic of the Congo
involved about 10,000 troops from Zimbabwe, Angola, and Namibia
supporting Congolese President Laurent Kabila’s armed forces against
rebels backed by Uganda and Rwanda. US Secretary of State Madelaine
Albright even described the war as ‘‘Africa’s first world war.’’

Other subregional organizations in Africa have not fared better. The
ECOWAS in Liberia (a mission known as the ECOWAS Monitoring
Group or ECOMOG) managed to create a political environment condu-
cive to substantially free and fair elections (held on 19 July 1997). Nev-
ertheless, this came at a very high price: during the course of a seven-
year intervention, the security situation deteriorated considerably. At the
time of ECOMOG’s arrival, the civil war had already produced 5,000
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deaths and 250,000 refugees. The next seven years, however, witnessed a
dramatic rise of casualties – some 150,000 deaths and 700,000 refugees.
According to Eric Berman, ‘‘[not] only did ECOMOG exacerbate the
Liberian civil war, it also undermined regional peace and security’’ in
that it ‘‘contributed to the civil war in neighboring Sierra Leone’’ (Ber-
man 1998: 9). In his view, ‘‘Liberians and the region would have been
better off without ECOMOG’’ (Berman 1998: 8). The newest of Africa’s
seven major subregional organizations, the Southern African Develop-
ment Community (SADC) – formed in 1992 and whose security and de-
fence commitments can be seen through the 1994 establishment of the
Inter-State Defense and Security Committee (or ISDSC) – has not per-
formed effectively. These African institutions have had some positive
impact on the region. In 1994, for instance, SADC managed to bring
pressure to bear on Lesotho when the military intervened to overthrow a
recently elected civilian government. In the mid-1990s, the SADC and
the OAU helped to prevent the genocide in Rwanda from spreading into
Burundi. The ECOWAS also improved its record when it launched its
ECOMOG operation in Sierra Leone at the beginning of February 1998
and ousted the Armed Forces Revolutionary Council/Revolutionary
United Front (AFRC/RUF) junta. Unfortunately, these success stories
are far too few and may not have a lasting effect.

The OAS as the most successful non-Western security community

In comparative terms, as is described later, the OAS’s security-
community building efforts have borne more fruit than those of most of
the non-Western organizations. The earlier failures of the OAS can be
easily explained in terms of its inability to meet most, if not all, of the
aforementioned four criteria. These include limited experience in con-
flict management (criterion 1),8 large membership size (32 states in the
late 1980s; criterion 2), lack of commitment to democratic institutions
(criterion 3),9 and a general unwillingness of member states to endorse
American political leadership (criterion 4).10

The relative successes of the OAS in recent years seem correlated to its
growing ability to meet more of the four criteria. Its relatively successful
interventions in member states, such as Guatemala in 1993, reveal that,
with more experience in conflict management and democratic interven-
tion, this old organization (formed as the International Union of Ameri-
can Republics in 1890) could better meet criterion 1.

More and more states in the region have also adopted similar policies,
based on economic and political liberalism (meeting more of criterion 3).
They have gradually implemented liberal market policies. South Amer-
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ica’s principal rivals – Brazil and Argentina – have become more co-
operative after a shift toward market liberalism and the process of demo-
cratization has taken root. Every country in the region except Cuba has
had democratic elections. In 1977, 14 of the 20 Latin American states
were under military rule. In 1997, the number of countries believed to
have made their way to democracy was 19. According to Peter Hakim,
‘‘[nowhere] in Latin America today is democratic rule threatened by
military takeover, as it has been through most of the region’s history’’
(Hakim 1999/2000: 113). Brazilian President Henrique Cardoso, once a
leading dependency theorist, converted to economic liberalism. He also
calls for ‘‘a bolstering of international democratic solidarity among
states,’’ as they face ‘‘threats of praetorian coups, bigotry, and all kinds
of intolerance’’ (Cardoso 2000: 40). This came at a time after the OAS
had come to favour democracy and human rights as liberal norms. In the
Santiago commitment of June 1991, for instance, the OAS member states
declared their intention to ‘‘internationalize issues of domestic gover-
nance’’ and stated that ‘‘democracy and human rights are essential to re-
gional identity.’’ In December 1994, the Summit of the Americas further
adopted a Declaration of Principles reaffirming the OAS commitment to
the active pursuit and defence of democratic institutions in the hemi-
sphere. However, the small number of mature democracies in the region
still plagues the OAS. The year 2000 saw worrisome democratic set-
backs. The Washington Post now bemoans ‘‘democracy’s decay in Latin
America’’ (Japan Times, 6 June 2000: 16). Others also fear a ‘‘return of
Latin America’s strongmen’’ (Japan Times, 5 June 2000: 10).

Fortunately, the OAS region has not openly challenged the leadership
of the United States (criterion 4). Unlike the period during the cold war
when the unilateral actions of the United States offended OAS members,
the last decade has seen better cooperation between them. The adoption
of the liberal market model by most Latin American states ‘‘has removed
many sources of friction that have traditionally set the United States in
opposition to Latin America’’ (Eguizábal 1998: 361). In recent years, the
United States has also seemed more determined to uphold human rights
and democratic institutions. Mexico, for its part, had been sceptical about
using multilateralism to impose such liberal values on states in the re-
gion. At the Santiago meeting in June 1991, Mexico successfully opposed
a resolution proposing the automatic expulsion from the OAS of any
member state whose democratic system was abolished by a coup d’état.
In 1992, it resisted the attempt to remove the Fujimori government of
Peru from the OAS, contending that such a measure would not help to
restore democracy. Although Mexico continued to challenge the idea of
democratic imposition, its leaders have made a subtle change and soft-
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ened their stance. In 1993, for instance, the Mexican government sup-
ported the OAS’s diplomatic role during the constitutional crisis in Gua-
temala (Gonzalez and Haggard 1998: 316–317).

Had the United States not intervened militarily in Haiti, the ousted
President Aristide would not have been restored to power in 1994. Prior
to the US intervention (backed by 20,000 US troops), the UN Security
Council had instituted an embargo and frozen funds against the military
leadership in Haiti; almost all Latin American countries, as well as
France and the United States, violated the embargo, however. The at-
tempt to restore President Aristide to power was eventually successful,
mainly because the United States was both willing to take unilateral
action (with the blessing of the OAS) and able to accomplish the mission
by military means.

Reasons for lack of success in other non-Western regions

Regional organizations in Asia, such as ASEAN (Asia’s oldest), appear
to be less successful than the OAS in security-community-building
efforts. The grouping has met few key criteria. ASEAN is a relatively
young organization; although it is only 10 years younger than the EU, its
members have not accumulated experience in security matters (criterion
1). During their first ten years together, ASEAN states made few efforts
to promote regional cooperation; this came to be known as a ‘‘getting-to-
know-each-other’’ period. As discussed later, extraregional powers have
done more in helping resolve major security problems in the region.

Although there were only 5 ASEAN members in 1967, this number has
since grown to 10, now with a strong possibility of increasing to 11 when
newly independent East Timor decides to join the fold (thus meeting less
of criterion 2). Regional coordination has been another of ASEAN’s
problems. Although it is known to be second only to the EU in terms
of its success in promoting cooperation among member states, ASEAN
has yet to become a defence community capable of conducting joint mil-
itary operations. The Vietnamese occupation of Cambodia exposed the
group’s lack of military capabilities and coordination. ASEAN has so far
failed to undertake peacemaking, peace-keeping, and peace building op-
erations in its own region. Its members did not even coordinate the na-
tional forces they contributed to the UN Transitional Authority in Cam-
bodia (UNTAC) from 1991 to 1993 (Peou 1998). The ASEAN members
continue to disagree on what to do with the principle of non-interference
in the domestic affairs of states and that of consensus-based decision-
making. Adherence to decision-by-consensus has meant that collective
action still proves elusive: they did not even agree on the need to inter-
vene in East Timor (formerly part of Indonesia).
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Moreover, ASEAN has met less of criterion 3. Amitav Acharya is
partly correct in stressing that a community project in ASEAN has been
undertaken without liberalism and in questioning whether liberalism is a
necessary condition for security communities (Acharya 1998). His argu-
ment overlooks two factors. Economic liberalism has become a common
ideology shared to varying degrees by the ten members (Solingen 1999),
including communist Viet Nam and the military in Myanmar. It is worth
recalling that the new ASEAN members joined the group after the heads
of ASEAN states at the Singapore Summit 1992 agreed to establish the
ASEAN Free Trade Area (AFTA) by the year 2008. Now with ten mem-
bers, ASEAN may have become a two-tier institution, divided along eco-
nomic and ideological lines between the rich and poor as well as between
democratic and autocratic members.

If ASEAN has yet to become a security community, it only proves that,
without democratic norms fully shared by the members, the possibility
that they may be transformed into such a community is limited. Only two
of the ten ASEAN member states, Thailand and the Philippines, can be
considered to be newly emerging democracies, but they are still ridden
with unresolved economic problems. Cambodia and Indonesia have made
precarious transitions to democracy, because they remain among the
poorest states in the region; the rest are either semi-democracies or full-
blown authoritarian states. ASEAN also has two stable illiberal demo-
cracies with strong economies: these are Singapore and Malaysia. Three of
its members still maintain near-totalitarian rule. The Communist Party in
Laos dominates every aspect of political and social life. Viet Nam’s sys-
tem is also similar to that of China, based on Leninism. Myanmar has
been ruled by a group of generals who have refused to transfer power to
the winner of the election of 1990. The recent economic crises have re-
duced the progress of most of these countries. If current trends continue,
the number of poor people in East Asia is likely to jump from only 40
million to more than 100 million in 2002.

Most importantly, ASEAN has been unable to meet criterion 4: it has
never had a competent regional democratic leader. This is not to suggest
that ASEAN never had a leader; from the beginning, Indonesia provided
de facto leadership. In fact, one leading Asian scholar argues that it was
the initiator of ASEAN creation (Anwar 1994). However, since Indone-
sia became mired in economic and financial crises, ASEAN has been
adrift. No one within the group seems willing or able to provide effective
democratic leadership. Indonesia, still in transition toward democracy,
remains overwhelmingly self-absorbed. Neither democratic Thailand nor
the democratic Philippines has played this role. One leading Thai scholar
has admitted that ‘‘Thailand has been burned on various fronts [when it
tried to take a leadership position]’’ (Asiaweek, 1 September 2000: 46).
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Wealthy Singapore was both unwilling and unable to take the lead dur-
ing the Asian economic crisis; Malaysia has turned inward; other auto-
cracies objected to any form of intervention in the domestic affairs of
states.

However, the absence of a regional democratic leader in the ASEAN
region has been compensated by extraregional democratic states, such as
Australia, France, and the United States. During the 10-year Vietnamese
occupation of Cambodia, the latter enjoyed enormous diplomatic sup-
port from the West. The moderate successes of conflict management
in the ASEAN region have resulted largely from the work of demo-
cratic powers outside the region. The absence of democratic leadership
in South-East Asia has constrained its role in conflict management. The
UN intervention in Cambodia from 1991 to 1993 stemmed from the new
unity of the five Permanent Members (P-5) of the UN Security Council
and their active support (Peou 1997, 2000). Between 1991 and 1999, for-
eign powers (most of which were liberal democracies) spent more than
$4 billion on Cambodia. The United Nations has also been actively
involved in East Timor. Australia (a mature liberal democracy not in
South-East Asia) sent its forces into East Timor with the active support
of the P-5 of the UN Security Council. Community-building efforts in
East Asia have not taken place in the total absence of a democratic
leader. In South-East Asia, no state has ever seriously ignored the need
to keep the United States’ military presence in the region. ASEAN states
have sought to keep the United States in the region by offering naval
access agreements.

Much more can be said about less-successful regional organizations in
the Arab region. The GCC has not emerged as a security community: its
members have failed to meet several key criteria. Although there are few
members (only six, thus meeting criterion 2), they have resisted the idea
of turning themselves into a security organization. One major problem
is that the GCC is younger and less experienced than ASEAN (it was
established in the 1980s in response to the Iran–Iraq war). The member
states are all oil-rich, Islamic, and share several common historical fea-
tures (which helped bring them together); these member states remain a
club of staunch autocracies (failing criterion 3). They ‘‘all are monarchies
developed out of tribal political structures, differentiating them from
their larger republican neighbors (Iraq, Iran, and Yemen)’’ (Barnett and
Gause 1998: 166–167). Despite its efforts to get into the GCC, North
Yemen was turned down, simply because of its republican character.

Another main obstacle to Arab regionalism is that there is no demo-
cratic leader capable of leading the region or the council (failing criterion
4). Saudi Arabia is said to be ‘‘the logical candidate to be a core state’’;
however, ‘‘to other GCC states it looks less like a core state in a po-
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tential security community than it does a hegemon in classical realism’’
(Barnett and Gause 1998: 191). Saudi Arabia is not a regional demo-
cratic leader and is also believed to have even worked against democrat-
izing trends in Kuwait, thus causing other GCC members to distrust it
and to regard its potential leadership in the context of power alone.

It is also not difficult to discern why the CIS has been less impressive
than ASEAN. The CIS has also failed to meet criterion 1: formed as re-
cently as 1991, the CIS remains a very young organization and still lacks
experience in conflict management. It comprises a large number (12) of
member states, which are Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Georgia, Kaz-
akhstan, Kyrgyztan, Moldova, Russia, Tajikstan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine,
and Uzbekistan, and thus meets less of criterion 2. Moreover, CIS mem-
ber states have been unable to act in concert: although they signed the
Collective Security Treaty in 1992, the CIS lacks institutional cohesion
(Zemskii 1999). The CIS has weakened to the point where one Russian
scholar called it ‘‘a paper organization.’’11 As former communist states,
the CIS members still struggle painfully with democratic values. Russia
has become more of an illiberal democracy (thus failing criterion 3)
(International Herald Tribune, 26 June 2000: 8).

The CIS region is fortunate inasmuch as Russia has been both willing
and able to play some leadership role in helping to manage civil wars in
the region. CIS peace-keeping forces have been predominantly com-
posed of Russian troops and commanded by Russian officers, without
whom peace-keeping would not have been possible. Unfortunately, Rus-
sia is not a capable regional democratic leader (failing criterion 4). Since
the Soviet Union collapsed in 1991, Russia has taken the lead in regional
peace-keeping only with the aim of promoting its own strategic interests
(MacFarlane 1998). Moscow has been widely perceived as having even
encouraged some of the regional conflicts, having done little to promote
international norms, and having made little effort to help the adversaries
in the CIS reach political compromise. As a leading contributor to peace-
keeping in the CIS region, Russia has apparently become less effective.
According to Dov Lynch, Russia has shifted from picking sides and
meddling with military force to the realization that conflicts in the region
have become ‘‘costly and dangerous’’ (Lynch 2000). As an emerging
illiberal democracy, Russia has helped dictators to stay in power. Like
China, it has routinely defended both Iraq and Serbia in the UN Security
Council (International Herald Tribune, 26 June 2000: 8).

If Africa appears to be the unlikeliest potential candidate for security-
community building, it is mainly because regional organizations in Africa,
such as the OAU and ECOWAS, have also met few of the requirements
for promoting effective peace-keeping and peace building. Formed in
1963, the OAU is older than ASEAN but younger than the EU. The OAU
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seems unable to meet criterion 1 (experience in conflict management/
resolution). Before the 1980 OAU intervention in Chad, for instance, the
organization had no experience in humanitarian actions.

Moreover, the OAU membership size is very large. The original mem-
bership was 30 and has grown to include about 50 states by the early
1990s, almost as large as the OSCE (thus not effectively meeting cri-
terion 2). The OAU has not been up to the task of coordinating military
activities. Its role in Chad was hampered by lack of ‘‘an institutional and
legal structure for an armed intervention’’ (May and Massey 1998: 51).

Africa has definitely failed to meet criteria 3 and 4. Few states, if any,
can be considered mature liberal democracies. The absence of capable
democratic leaders in subregions also poses another major problem to
any community-building efforts. When a regional leader is willing to play
a leadership role, it does not prove to be effective. Nigeria played the
role of a regional leader (which made interventions in Chad on behalf of
the OAU possible) and took the lead in the Liberian peace operation
(contributing 80 per cent of the multinational force, when ECOMOG’s
strength finally reached 12,000 during ‘‘Operation Octopus’’ in October
1992). Without Nigeria (and, to a lesser extent, Ghana, with the second-
largest number of troops), no intervention would have been possible.
Because of their relatively small armies, other members were reluctant to
contribute their troops: Senegal pulled out its troops immediately after
nine were massacred by the National Patriotic Front of Liberia. The
troops from East African states also left Liberia after having realized
that they were exposed to too much danger.

Nigeria has not been a capable democratic leader. Although the cur-
rent government was democratically elected, it is unclear whether the
democratic process will grow stronger. Although the country claimed to
have spent $10 billion in the last ten years on peace-keeping, it is also
unclear whether the claim is accurate or if the country would have that
kind of money to spend on peace-keeping in the future. Nigeria itself had
previously experienced political crises at home (for example, its civil war,
which started in 1966, was probably the most extensive in the region
at the time) and has since continued to struggle with limited resources
(Adibe 1998). The country has a legacy of nearly 16 years of military dic-
tatorship. Although it is potentially one of Africa’s wealthiest countries,
the economy has been in a shambles. The late military dictator Sami
Abacha and his cronies are alleged to have stolen as much as $6 billion in
official funds from the country over his five-year reign. The country now
bears a heavy debt burden of more than $30 billion.

Unlike ASEAN, Africa has not received as much attention as it should
have from leading members of the United Nations. To be fair, the region
has seen several UN peace missions in the last ten years, but they came
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in either too late or not well equipped to deal with the crises. During the
OAU intervention in Chad, for instance, the United Nations not only
failed to authorize the interventions but also ‘‘appeared unwilling to ap-
prove an unprecedented subvention for an operation not under UN con-
trol.’’ Neither did the Western states or members of the Council offer
any support for funding (May and Massey 1998: 59).12 Nothing is closer
to the truth than the failure of the United Nations to prevent the slaugh-
ter of more than half a million civilians in Rwanda. In April 2000, the
Security Council accepted responsibility for having failed to stop the
massacres and vowed to do more to prevent such atrocities – a vow re-
maining to be fulfilled. Although the Council has now tried to put the
peace process in the Congo back on track by authorizing a 5,500-member
peace-keeping force, its commitments remain far less than desirable.

Conclusions

This study has pointed to variation in regional peace and stability. North
America and Western Europe have become the most stable regional
security communities in the world, whereas regions in the non-Western
world have not experienced the same levels of stability and peace. In
terms of security-community-building potential among non-Western re-
gions, Latin and Central America have generally become more peaceful
and stable than Asia, which has become slightly more stable and peaceful
than the GCC and the CIS areas, which in turn have achieved greater
stability than Africa.

Variation in regional stability and peace depends on the number of
criteria for success in community building that the member states of each
region have attained over the years. Table 3.1 shows that North Amer-
ica, the EU, and NATO as security communities have met the most
criteria, followed by the OSCE, OAS, ASEAN, GCC, CIS, and African
organizations.

Among the four criteria identified in this study, democratic values/
performance within a regional organization (criterion 3) and the pres-
ence of democratic leadership (criterion 4) are most fundamental to
security-community building. Although experience in conflict manage-
ment (criterion 1) matters, it is, in itself, not the best answer to regional
instability. Membership size (criterion 2) is much more important to
regional community building, but not the most decisive one: neither
ASEAN nor the GCC has developed into a stable security community,
despite the fact that each has a small number of members compared with
the other regional organizations. Where there is only an attempt to build
a regional security community whose members do not share democratic
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values, the prospect for success is slimmer (criterion 3). Non-Western
regions have not fully met criterion 4.

Where there are democracies without a capable democratic leader,
nascent security communities will not prosper. Not surprisingly, only
North America and Western Europe have fulfilled this criterion. The
question of leadership has now been recognized by UN Secretary-General
Kofi Annan, who made it clear that ‘‘unless the Security Council is re-
stored to its pre-eminent position as the sole source of legitimacy on the
use of force, we are on a dangerous path to anarchy’’ (International Her-
ald Tribune, 22 November 1999: 10). This implies a need for effective
leadership and (more importantly) one to be provided by stable liberal
democracies. To help promote global governance, the Council will need
to have more permanent members that are liberal democracies, to ensure
more effective collective action.

Table 3.1 Comparison of the community-building criteria of regional organi-
zations

Regiona

Criteria Western Non-Western

NA EU NATO OSCE OAS ASEAN GCC CIS OAUb

Experience in
conflict
management

XXXc XXX XX(X) XX XX XX X X X

Membership
size

XXX XX XX X X XX XX XX X

Democratic
values/
performance

XXX XXX XXX XX XX X X X X

Democratic
leadership

XXX XXX XXX XX XX X X X X

Total no. of Xsd 12 11 10 7 7 6 5 5 4

a. NA, North America; EU, European Union; NATO, North Atlantic Treaty
Organization; OSCE, Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe;
OAS, Organization of American States; ASEAN, Association of South-East
Asian Nations; GCC, Gulf Cooperation Council; CIS, Commonwealth of In-
dependent States; OAU, Organization of African Unity.

b. This includes other African subregional organizations, such as the Southern
African Development Community (SADC) and the Economic Community of
Western African States (ECOWAS).

c. XXX ¼ very strong; XX ¼ strong; X ¼ weak.
d. The more Xs for a region, the better the quality of security community the

region is likely to experience.
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To promote global governance through security-community building,
the United Nations and stable liberal democracies in the Western regions
may have to think creatively about how to help transform powerful re-
gional states – such as China (in Asia), Russia (in the CIS region), and
Nigeria (in Africa) – into stable democracies. (This is not to promote lib-
eral imperialism or excessive military intervention by powerful liberal de-
mocracies.) Until that happens, however, leading Western democracies
need to engage and/or restrain potentially aggressive non-democratic
states and should stay closely involved by doing more to encourage the
growth of small non-Western organizations.

Notes

1. See ‘‘An Agenda for Peace, Preventive Diplomacy, Peacemaking and Peace Building.
Report of the Secretary-General pursuant to the statement adopted by the Summit
Meeting of the Security Council on 31 January 1992.’’ UN Document, A/47/277-S/
24111, 17 June 1992, para. 21. ‘‘The Causes of Conflict and the Promotion of Durable
Peace and Sustainable Development in Africa. Report of the Secretary-General to the
United Nations Security Council.’’ UN Document A/52/871-S/1998/318, 16 April 1998,
para. 63.

2. ‘‘Report of the Panel on United Nations Peace Operations.’’ UN Document A/55/305,
S/2000/809, 17 August 2000, p. viii.

3. As of 15 June 1999, 24 member states were in arrears under the terms of Article 19 of
the UN Charter, which states that any member with arrears equal to two years of as-
sessments will automatically lose its vote in the UN General Assembly. The USA still
owed the United Nations over $1.3 billion.

4. Some scholars, such as Amitav Acharya, adopt a sociological perspective in their con-
tention that security communities can also be built on a non-liberal foundation. This
point is discussed later in the chapter.

5. The role of political leadership is acknowledged in this study. Not all realists believe
that states always balance against power. Stephen Walt argues that states balance
against threats and ‘‘bandwagon’’ with any power that does not threaten them (Walt
1995). Randall Schweller argues that states bandwagon with powerful states when they
are opportunistic as well as when they are threatened (Schweller 1995). Even Kantian
internationalists such as Michael Doyle recognize the importance of power distribution
and leadership. According to Doyle, ‘‘independent and more substantial European and
Japanese military forces pose problems for liberal cooperation’’ (Doyle 1996: 28). Con-
structivist thinking is not free from power considerations, either. Alexander Wendt, for
instance, accepts that the impact of great powers remains fundamental in international
politics: ‘‘[I]t is the great powers, the states with the greatest national means, that may
have the hardest time learning this lesson,’’ whereas ‘‘small powers do not have the
luxury of relying on national means and may therefore learn faster that collective rec-
ognition is a cornerstone of security’’ (Wendt 1995: 153). In their book Security Com-

munities, Emanuel Adler and Michael Barnett also argue that ‘‘the study of security
communities offers a blend of idealism . . . and realism’’ (Adler and Barnett 1998: 14)
(italics original). More importantly, constructivists are pro-status quo in the sense that
their understanding of peaceful change does not rest on a vision based on the idea of
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equalizing power asymmetries among the member states of a particular security com-
munity. Mutual trust and collective identity do not negate the fact that some of their
members are more powerful. In this context, trust- and identity-building processes are
not independent from power relations. As Adler and Barnett put it: ‘‘[P]ower can be a
magnet; a community formed around a group of strong powers creates the expectations
that weaker states will be able to enjoy the security and potentially other benefits that
are associated with that community.’’ In other words, ‘‘those powerful states who be-
long to the core of strength do not create security per se; rather, because of their posi-
tive images of security or material progress that are associated with powerful and suc-
cessful states, security communities develop around them’’ (Adler and Barnett 1998:
40). They further contend that ‘‘the development of a security community is not antag-
onistic to the language of power; indeed, it is dependent on it’’ (Adler and Barnett 1998:
52) (italics added).

6. James Meernik (1996), for instance, found that if the US President declares democracy
as a goal of the intervention and if the US government is opposed to the targeted re-
gime, democracy is likely to be promoted.

7. Cf. Table 3.1.
8. According to Neil MacFarlane and Thomas Weiss, its ‘‘main experience was as an

American surrogate in 1968 for the so-called peacekeeping operation in the Dominican
Republic.’’ Neil MacFarlane and Thomas Weiss, ‘‘The United Nations, Regional Orga-
nization and Human Security: Building Theory in Central America,’’ (MacFarlane and
Weiss 1994: 289).

9. In the early 1980s, the OAS General Assembly refused to comment on human rights
abuses in Chile and Argentina. Later, the OAS condemned General Manuel Noriega
and his regime for ‘‘grave events and abuses’’ and urged him to transfer power ‘‘with
complete respect for the sovereign will of the Panamanian people.’’ However, most
members were not committed to the defence of human rights and democratic insti-
tutions. As described later, it was not until June 1991 that they began to accept human
and democratic rights as liberal norms to guide their action.

10. This was the case for Panama, where the OAS Permanent Council condemned the US
invasion in 1989.

11. Professor Sergei M. Plekhanov of York University, Toronto; personal discussion, 30
July 1999.

12. Generally, (sub)regional institutions in Africa do not enjoy high degrees of interna-
tional legitimacy or credibility. They often act or intervene in other countries without
authorization from the Security Council. This was also the case with the Great Lakes
region, where the military involvement of Angola, Rwanda, and Zimbabwe in the
Democratic Republic of Congo’s domestic conflict received no active responses from
the Security Council.
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4

Economic globalization and
global governance: Towards
a post-Washington Consensus?1

Richard Higgott

Introduction

At first glance, a chapter focusing on the relationship between market
forces and governance seems like an exercise in confusion, if not contra-
diction. For many observers, ‘‘the market’’ implies the opposite of ‘‘gov-
ernance.’’ This at least has been the credo of the ‘‘free’’ market during its
intellectual-cum-ideological hegemony of the last two decades. Yet even
at the height of a neo-liberal understanding of economic globalization
that characterized the post-cold-war world of the first half of the 1990s,
such a stark polarization was always misleading. Markets, as Karl Polanyi
(1994) told us a long time ago, have always been socially constructed.

Only since the rapid expansion and deregulation of the global financial
markets over the last decade, driven by advances in technology and
communication, which saw daily financial flows grow from something like
$200 million per day in the mid-1980s to $1.5 trillion per day in the late
1990s (Beddoes 1999: 16), have we begun to assume that market power
has totally escaped the jurisdiction of state authority.2 Furthermore, only
since the financial crises of 1997 have influential policy makers (as op-
posed to largely uninfluential scholarly analysts of a ‘‘market-sceptical’’
persuasion) begun to think that this might be functionally problematic
and in need of serious political (as opposed to economic) attention. The
early twenty-first century is a period of intellectual rethinking about the
relationship between the market and the state.
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A major dynamic of this rethinking is to be found in the relation-
ship between the imperative to preserve the openness and continued lib-
eralization of markets and provide for stable governance of the inter-
national economy to ensure this continued openness while at the same
time mitigating the worst excesses and inequality-generating activities of
markets under conditions of globalization. For, in the wake of the post-
1997–1999 ‘‘globalization backlash’’ it is recognized, even in some of the
most market-zealous circles, that without some governance of its worst
excesses, market liberalization under conditions of globalization might
contain within it the seeds of its own downfall.

Globalization is the most overused and underspecified concept in the
lexicon of the social and policy sciences since the end of the cold war.
Its many meanings – be they economic, political, cultural, sociological,
or anthropological – cannot be reviewed in this chapter.3 However, the
brief of this chapter is to examine the relationship between ‘‘market
forces and global governance,’’ so a simple definition must prevail. Glob-
alization is thus defined as the tendency towards international economic
integration, liberalization, and financial deregulation beyond the sover-
eignty of the territorial state. Again in equally simple terms, governance
is seen as those arrangements – across a spectrum from weak to strong in
influence – that various actors attempt to put in place to advance, man-
age, retard, control, regulate, or mitigate market globalization.

This chapter looks at the dynamics of this relationship between the
market and the theory and practice of governance beyond the territo-
rial state under conditions of globalization in three contexts: (1) the
ideological contest to define the nature of this relationship – especially
the struggle between liberalization and demands for some international
re-regulation of the liberalization processes that developed after the cur-
rency crises from July 1997; (2) the increasing interplay of intergovern-
mental actors and powerful states with some governmental and non-state
actors (the weaker states and the stronger non-governmental organiza-
tions [NGOs]); and (3) a recognition that the core of the coming struggle
over the continued pace of liberalization is the political struggles about
the distribution of global wealth, not merely technical economic struggles
about how best to produce that wealth.

We are witnessing an emerging contest in the domain of international
economic governance between ‘‘winners’’ and ‘‘losers’’ under conditions
of globalization. The transnationalization of market forces, notwithstand-
ing its ability to increase aggregate wealth, is widely thought to exacer-
bate inequality. In so doing, it is reducing the capacity of international or-
ganizations, in particular those of the UN system, to generate acceptable
institutional processes of extraterritorial governance that might mitigate
this growing inequality and accompanying political resentment. Global-
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ization not only is perceived to be enlarging the gap between rich and
poor, it is also increasing the political tensions between states that have
international political influence and states that do not.

The institutions of international economic governance as currently con-
stituted (G-7, the Bretton Woods institutions, the World Trade Organi-
zation [WTO]) represent the interests of the powerful, not the poorer
states. Those global norms and rules that underwrote the institutional
architecture of the last decade of the twentieth century (the Washington
Consensus [WC]4), and attempts to reform these norms and rules in the
domains of trade, investment, labour standards, the environment, trans-
parency, capacity building and, yes, ‘‘governance’’ (what I call here at-
tempts to develop a post-Washington Consensus [PWC]) are still driven
by ‘‘northern agendas.’’ The less powerful states remain ‘‘rule takers’’
within international economic institutions. However, a process of politi-
cal contest and transition is under way (or so it is argued in this chapter).
It is too early to know the outcome of this process, but it may be that
either the rules on offer will lack legitimacy and/or not be enforced by
the poorer states or (as is also possible) the states concerned may lack
the necessary governmental effectiveness to enforce them, should they
wish to do so.

Either way, these processes have negative implications for a consensus-
based evolution of global governance norms. The ‘‘top down’’ global
governance agenda of the late 1990s is driven by an understanding of
governance as effectiveness and efficiency, not by one of democracy, ac-
countability, and justice. Rather than these reforms creating a new array
of global public goods of a reformist nature (their avowed goal), the pos-
sibility is that they might generate new forms of resistance. Without a
normative and practical commitment to stem the globalization of in-
equity, international politics may be on the verge of a call for a New
International Economic Order of the kind that stalemated North–South
economic relations in the 1970s.

In the second section of this chapter (pp. 130–134), some relevant as-
pects of the evolution of contemporary globalization and their relevance
for an understanding of its relationship to governance questions are set
out. It asks why, despite its success as a generator of aggregate wealth,
has international economic liberalization’s triumph not been total? The
third section (pp. 134–144) looks at the issue of ‘‘global governance.’’
While recognizing the problematic and contested nature of the term, it
argues that, in the move from a WC to a PWC, there is an international
institutional exercise in train to see in what ways the collective provision
of global public goods (the Washington policy community is not yet ready
for the concept of ‘‘global governance’’!) might be advanced in order
to stem the worst excesses of globalization. The fourth section (pp. 144–
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147) offers some pointers towards the emerging reform agenda on offer
at this historical juncture. The chapter’s Conclusion (pp. 148–152) is,
however, pessimistic. Success is unlikely, given the limited nature of the
exercise and its unlikely acceptance in the developing world.

The ‘‘triumph’’ of market globalization

Early understandings of globalization, especially economic ones, were
primarily ‘‘process’’ or ‘‘flow’’ definitions – identifying the increasing
mobility of factors such as capital, labour, information, and technology
brought about by liberalization, privatization, and deregulation. These
activities are not historically ‘‘new’’ (Polyani 1994); rather, it is their vol-
ume, scope, depth, speed, and clustering that is unprecedented. Market
reform and the retreat of the state may have occurred in previous histor-
ical eras, but not in combination with a rapid growth of foreign direct
investments (FDI) and of multilateral institutions and the spread of a
single ideology. This definition also assumes that globalization leads to
convergence, through market pressures that emphasize ‘‘best practices’’
(Williamson 1996: 278). While there is evidence to demonstrate recent
major change in the international economy, especially in the deregula-
tion of global capital markets, the degree of convergence of macroeco-
nomic policy around a single neo-liberal model is overstated.5

Early definitions also demonstrated an optimistic, progressive, mod-
ernist teleology of a (now clichéd) borderless world in which the nation-
state becomes irrelevant6 and in which globalization becomes a ‘‘nor-
malizing discourse’’ of power conditioning the policy responses of
governments to the perception, if not always the reality, of global market
integration. Nowhere was this better exemplified than in analyses that
see a revolution taking place not only in relations between the state and
the economy but also within civil society. In its most bullish form, pro-
ponents of this view contend that:

[N]ew technology will lead to big productivity increases that will cause high eco-
nomic growth – actually, waves of technology will continue to roll out through
the early part of the 21st century . . . and a new ethos of openness . . . will trans-
form our world into the beginnings of a global civilisation, a new civilisation of
civilisations, that will blossom through the coming century. (Schwarz and Leyden
1997: 116)

This view is influential amongst representatives of the ‘‘networked
economy’’; that is, those members of the international managerial and
policy élite, vertically linked into the global economy in a flexible fash-
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ion, who travel easily between the corporate worlds of New York and
the major European financial hubs and their counterparts in the foreign
and finance ministries of the major countries of the Organization for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the interna-
tional financial institutions. As this chapter argues, they were the key
players in the construction of Williamson’s ‘‘Washington Consensus.’’7 It
is a technological–economistic definition, but it is bereft of any sense of
the limits of liberalization or any serious political theory that might lead
to a realization of the problematic nature of the teleology espoused.
Prior to the economic downturns of 1997 it demonstrated little apprecia-
tion of any of the downsides of globalization or, indeed, the counter-
vailing pressures it called forth; it was a triumphalist view of globalization
(see Zuckerman 1998: 18–31).

In short, the neo-liberal approach to globalization seemed everywhere
predominant. The secular case for liberalization and open markets as
generators of wealth had been won at both evidentiary and intellectual
levels. Between 1950 and 1996 the volume of world output rose 6-fold,
world merchandise trade expanded 16-fold, output of manufactures grew
9-fold, and trade in manufactures grew 31-fold (Financial Times, May 18
1998: 4). Open trade benefited consumers, and protection dulled incen-
tives for innovation. The commitment to liberalization spread geographi-
cally from Europe and North America to other parts of the world, nota-
bly East Asia and the other parts of the Americas and, since the end of
the cold war, to East and Central Europe and even China (albeit in the
context of China’s two-systems logic). Experiments with protectionism
and import substitution had been progressively abandoned by those
states that had pursued them in the past. The empirical record on the al-
leviation of human suffering in the late twentieth century, notwithstand-
ing remaining human hardship, was, according to Richard Cooper, ‘‘. . .
unambiguously positive . . . the fraction of the world’s population living in
poverty has gone way down’’ (Hoagland 1999: 8).

So, with such a track record for success, why has market liberaliza-
tion’s victory not been final? The answer is political and theoretical. At a
political level, globalizers are not winning all the arguments. With two
billion people living on less than US$2 a day, and as many without ac-
cess to clean water, the benefits of liberalization are not unambiguous.
Further, there is a strong and growing body of non-state actors (NGOs
and Global Social Movements [GSMs]) increasingly capable of articu-
lating the case against globalization. The information revolution may en-
sure that the rich get richer, and do so faster, but it also connects the
dispossessed in a more articulate fashion than in the past. The nature
of the global political dialogue on globalization changed at the end of
the century, especially after the ‘‘Battle of Seattle’’ of November 1999.
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The poor and the dispossessed are unlikely to remain passive actors in
the face of what they see as growing inequalities wrought by liberaliza-
tion.

At the theoretical level, the strength of liberal economics is also a
weakness. Far from being the ‘‘dismal science’’ when it examines glob-
alization, economics appears to be an excessively optimistic science. Its
concentration on the goal of openness and growth at the expense of non-
economic factors has led to a parsimony of theorizing in economics that
no other social science can match. This theoretical parsimony has paral-
lels in practice, the effect of which is to minimize the salience of other
aspects of the policy process and make it especially analytically unre-
sponsive to combative politics that constitute the downside of economic
liberalization. In this regard, the ability of economic theory to under-
stand how to create wealth is surpassed only by its limited moral sense
and an inability to understand social relations. Rapid increases in aggre-
gate global wealth and production have been accompanied by a corre-
sponding political and social naı̈veté as to the effects of these processes
on the civil polities of developed and developing societies alike (Higgott
1999: 23–26). Further, initial post-Asian crisis Western hubris has given
way, at a practical political level, to a feeling that 1997–1999 represented
‘‘. . . a historic setback to the advance of Western style capitalism’’
(Bluestein 1998: 13).

In short, the window of opportunity closed and the first backlash
against globalization began. At the very least, the closing years of the
twentieth century saw US and International Monetary Fund (IMF)
dreams of ever more open capital markets put on the back burner, re-
placed by fears that the anti-globalization sentiments, already strong in
many ‘‘emerging markets’’ and growing in the USA, could spread to
other OECD countries. In effect, the closing years of the second millen-
nium hosted the first post-cold-war ‘‘crisis of globalization.’’ Economic
analysis alone was ill-equipped to deal with this crisis. Such a view gained
currency, not simply amongst third world economic nationalists and
radical academic critiques of the neo-liberal agenda8 but also within the
mainstream of the economic community and the international policy
community.9

If the urge for free markets and lean government created asymmetries
in the relationship between the global economy and the national state
that undermined John Ruggie’s ‘‘embedded liberal compromise’’ (Rug-
gie 1995), then these changes have come gradually to be resisted. More
groups now recognize that, when pursued in combination, free markets
and the reduction of compensatory domestic welfare generate radical
responses by the dispossessed.10 The standard neo-classical economic
response – that globalization enhances aggregate welfare overall – might

132 HIGGOTT



well be correct, but irrelevant. The internationalization of trade and
finance ceases to be simply sound economic theory; it also becomes con-
tentious political practice. Globalization is thought to have negative
redistributive consequences that disturb prevailing social structures. In-
creasingly articulate NGOs voice objections to the side-effects of liberal-
ization. This is not the simple protectionist view of many narrow-interest
groups; rather, in contexts where communities attach value to means as
well as ends, these groups exhibit genuine concerns about the socially
disintegrative effects of liberalization.

As is now recognized within international economic institutions and
even corporate boardrooms, securing domestic political support for the
continued liberalization of the global economy requires more than just
the assertion of its economic virtue. If the benefits of the rapid economic
growth of the last several decades are not to be jeopardized, then how
social cohesion is maintained in the face of liberalization will represent a
major question for governments and international institutions in the
twenty-first century. Embedded liberalism is probably more important to
political stability and economic prosperity in the contemporary period
than it has ever been (Garrett 1998), but can it be maintained or revivi-
fied? More importantly, can it be globalized? Economic theory has al-
ways demonstrated a myopia to the stabilizing political and social pro-
cesses of the civil polities of developed societies.

Its views of the state were also simple. From a neo-classical economic
perspective, government – especially the welfare state in the post-Second
World War era – is inefficient. Thus, beyond the provision of basic public
goods – the rule of law and external security – the dismantling of the
public economy would come, sooner or later, in an era of globalization.
As the next section shows, the debate in the 1990s focused on the ques-
tion of good governance, largely with a limited neo-classical economic
and neo-liberal political ‘‘night watchman’’ view of the state. Moreover,
there is still now only a reluctant willingness in the international eco-
nomic policy community to recognize the manner in which markets are
sociopolitical constructions, that their functioning depends on their legit-
imacy and support within civil society, and that the welfare state might
be important for the stability of an open international economy.

This myopia has been unfortunate, to say the least. Much modern eco-
nomic analysis has ignored the degree to which domestic compensation –
Ruggie’s embedded liberal compromise – has been an important factor
in enhancing international openness. It mitigated the tensions inherent in
the relationship between capitalism as a system of economic production
and exchange, on the one hand, and democracy as a process of legit-
imation of this system, on the other. The problem with the neo-liberal
agenda, especially prior to the 1997 economic crises, was that economic
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liberalization became an end in itself. Little consideration was given to
its effect on prevailing values and norms within societies and polities.

Managing globalization: Governance without politics?

The preceding discussion of the dynamics of global economic liberaliza-
tion supports three explanations as to why the issue of governance has
become so important in the international policy community. First, and
bluntly, a move to flag up ‘‘governance issues’’ allows the international
financial institutions to dig themselves out of the intellectual corner into
which their adherence to unfettered free market ideals had forced them.
The financial crises since 1997 have provided a way out of the ‘‘econo-
mism’’ that had dominated policy-making throughout the 1980s and
1990s.11

Second, if governance is about the conditions for ordered rule and
collective action, it differs little from government in terms of output. The
crucial differences become those of process, structure, style, and actors.
In the recent public-policy literature, governance refers to ‘‘. . . the de-
velopment of governing styles in which boundaries between and within
public and private sectors have become blurred’’ (Stoker 1999). But this
definition fails also to note how globalization has blurred the domestic–
international divide as both material fact and the development of systems
of emerging international norms and regimes (both public and private)
that represent the elements of a framework of ‘‘governance without gov-
ernment’’ under globalization.12

Third, given the impact of globalization, ‘‘governance’’ becomes an es-
sential term not only for understanding transnational processes that re-
quire institutional responses but also for identifying those non-traditional
actors (third and voluntary sector non-state actors such as NGOs, GSMs,
and networks) that participate in the governance of a globalized econ-
omy beyond the traditional confines of government. Thus the concept of
‘‘global governance’’ becomes a mobilizing agent for broadening and
deepening policy understanding beyond the traditional international ac-
tivities of states.

It is in this evolving theoretical context that the WC, which governed
international economic thinking throughout the 1980s and 1990s, became
a moving feast as the major financial institutions, at odds with each other
over the appropriate policy responses to the 1997 financial crises, sought
a new approach – paradigm even – the contours of which are now emerg-
ing. The original well-known buzzwords of the WC were liberalization,
deregulation, and privatization. To these, the PWC has added civil soci-
ety, social capital, capacity building, governance, transparency, a new in-
ternational economic architecture, institution building, and safety nets.
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These themes had, of course, been emerging in the World Bank
for some time,13 where Joseph Stiglitz, its then chief economist, helped
to move the Bank beyond the initial consensus (Stiglitz 1998, 1999).
From the time of the Asian crisis, even the IMF and the World Trade
Organization (WTO) have begun to take these issues more seriously
(cf. Scholte, O’Brien, and Williams 1998). Add to the PWC the United
Nations Development Programme (UNDP) initiatives on ‘‘governance’’
and ‘‘global public goods’’14 and the United Nations’ ‘‘global compact’’15
with the private sector to promote human rights and raise labour and
environmental standards and we have, as we enter the next millennium,
a new rhetoric of globalism to accompany globalization as process. That
the ‘‘global compact’’ reads like an attempt to globalize embedded liber-
alism is hardly surprising: the intellectual architect of this agenda was
John Ruggie in his capacity as Chief Adviser for Strategic Planning to
UN Secretary General Kofi Annan (1997–2001).

The details of the PWC, especially its emphasis on governance, civil
society, and safety nets, cannot, and need not, be spelt out here, save
to note that it is an understanding of governance underwritten by (a) a
managerialist ideology of effectiveness and efficiency of governmental
institutions and (b) an understanding of civil society based on the mobi-
lization and management of social capital rather than one of representa-
tion and accountability. In the context of the PWC, civil society is not, in
contrast to Robert Cox’s recent reformulation, a site of resistance (Cox
1999). However, the PWC understanding of governance does represent
a departure from the narrowly economistic and technocratic decision-
making models of the WC. The PWC does not reject the WC emphasis
on open markets: rather, the PWC is an attempt to embed institutionally,
and even maybe, as the UNDP would have it, ‘‘humanize,’’ globalization
and (by extension of the argument presented here) the earlier techno-
cratic, prescriptive elements of the WC (UNDP 1999).

Given that the PWC holds a sanitized view of the sociopolitical di-
mensions of the development process, why is it an important break with
the past? Because it is a recognition that politics matters – a recognition
that has been absent from the economistic analyses of the impact of glob-
alization over the last two decades. Along with the works of the more
astute economists such as Stiglitz, Rodrik, and Krugman, it demonstrates
a sensitivity to some of the political complexities inherent in the reform
processes (although it has to be said that the PWC and the economic lit-
erature show little understanding of politics). Nevertheless, conceptual
understandings of power and interest, although underdeveloped in the
PWC, offer a starting-point for thinking about justice under conditions of
globalization that did not exist until the end of the twentieth century.

Theorists are still groping for a universally acceptable definition of

ECONOMIC GLOBALIZATION AND GLOBAL GOVERNANCE 135



‘‘social and economic justice.’’ However, while that continues, we are
now fairly sure that globalization, in its unadulterated form, results in
unequal treatment for some states and, more importantly, exacerbates
poverty for many sections of the weakest members of international soci-
ety, and thus puts justice at risk. Poverty alleviation seems to have a
stronger claim than equality in prevailing definitions of justice.16 Thus
the important normative questions are those that ask to what relevant
community or society ‘‘social justice’’ pertains and in what domains the
question of justice should be addressed. These questions have tradition-
ally been understood in the contexts of the values that actors attach to
their behaviour within market structures. However, markets are not the
only sites of action; the domain issue is at the core of the ‘‘global gover-
nance’’ question. As the next section suggests, governments are no longer
the only domain of policy-making or implementation.

Politics, domains, and actors in a post-Washington Consensus era

NGOs, GSMs and international organizations play important roles. They
form part of a wider global governance agenda that, both in theory
and practice, trails the integrated and globalizing tendencies in the world
economy. As a consequence, the prevailing anarchical order of the state
system is inadequate to the task of managing most of the agenda of glob-
alization. While this may be well understood, the prospects of a post-
anarchical, yet non-hierarchical, order remain more aspirational than real
at this time.

As global governance is an imprecise term, one normative question for
students of international relations over the next few years must be how
much authority we should invest in the concept, given the wide-ranging
way in which it is used. Currently, understandings of global governance
can range along a continuum from basic, informal processes to enhance
transparency in interstate policy coordination through to the somewhat
grander, although still essentially liberal, visions of a rejuvenated system
exhibited in the Commission on Global Governance’s publication Our
Global Neighbourhood (1995).

However, if we accept the argument that the transnationalization of
market forces is exacerbating inequality, then the avenue for mitigat-
ing this gap lies with a reformist agenda for the global rules and norms
that underwrite the current international institutional architecture. Cur-
rently driven by ‘‘northern’’ agendas, it is those states most disadvan-
taged by globalization that are ‘‘rule takers’’ (Hurrell and Woods 1999).
As a result, such rules lack legitimacy even where states actually possess
the necessary governmental effectiveness to enforce them, should they
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wish to do so. Either way, these processes have negative implications for
a consensual evolution of global-governance norms.

A starting assumption for the analysis of global governance is that it,
and the continuance of a state system, are not inimical. Nevertheless, to
recognize that state power will not go away is not to cling to some West-
phalian legend; rather, it is to recognize that states, and interstate re-
lations, remain the principal sites of politics. As a result, the research
agenda on global governance is complex. Before proceeding to think of
global governance as the development of a PWC, it may help to identify
those three interconnected elements of the debate that have developed
to date and that are essential precursors to understanding the develop-
ment of the PWC.

Global governance as the enhancement of effectiveness and efficiency in
the delivery of public goods

This is a fashionable policy concept, especially in the international in-
stitutions which see their role as consolidating or institutionalizing the
‘‘gains’’ made by the processes of global economic integration. However,
it fails to recognize that the successful internationalization of governance
can, at the same time, exacerbate the ‘‘democratic deficit.’’ This approach
forgets that states not only are problem solvers but also the members of
their policy élite are strategic actors with interests of, and for, them-
selves. Thus, much collective action problem-solving in international re-
lations is couched in terms of effective governance; it is rarely posed as a
question of justice, responsible or accountable government, or demo-
cracy. These latter questions are the stuff of political theory, but it is the
political theory of the bounded sovereign state. Thus, we need to think
beyond these confines. It is central to the understanding of the relation-
ship between the PWC and global governance, but it also leads to a
wider, second understanding of the concept of global governance.

Global governance as enhanced democracy

Paradoxically, the language of democracy and justice takes on a more
important rhetorical role in a global context at the same time as global-
ization attenuates the hold of democratic communities within the con-
fines of the territorial state. Indeed, as the role of the nation-state as a
vehicle for democratic engagement becomes more problematic, the
clamour for democratic engagement at the global level becomes stronger.
However, these are not stable processes. Understanding of, and atten-
tion to, the importance of normative questions of governance and state
practice as exercises in accountability and democratic enhancement must
catch up with our understanding of governance as exercises in effective-
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ness and efficiency. The debate is largely divided between theorists and
practitioners.

The current theoretical debate over what Tony McGrew calls the pros-
pects for ‘‘transnational democracy’’ is fought between sceptics and pro-
tagonists. It is lively and, in parts, very sophisticated; however, it cannot
be discussed here, save to note that it mirrors many of the wider debates
in contemporary political theory over the nature of democracy in the
twenty-first century.17 Unsurprisingly, the debate within the policy com-
munity (and the principal focus of this chapter) is more narrowly fo-
cused. A key issue in the policy community is the identification of those
agents who can advance the cause of greater accountability and trans-
parency in the management of the international institutions while not
undermining the overriding goal of effectiveness and efficiency. In this
context, the greater incorporation of selected non-state actors into the
deliberative process of these organizations is the principal instrument of
contemporary policy reform.

Certainly, the incorporation of civil society actors into the policy pro-
cess is a necessary condition for the legitimation of the liberalizing agenda.
Despite increasing efforts, most international institutions are not good at
reaching out to NGOs and GSMs and often see these non-state actors as
both boon and bane (Simmons 1998). Once they are accepted as legiti-
mate actors in the policy process, these organizations may well behave
in a manner that challenges the global governance functions of these
institutions. Thus, there is still a reluctance in the economic policy com-
munity to recognize the manner in which markets are sociopolitical con-
structions whose functioning (and legitimacy) depends on their possess-
ing wide and deep support within civil society.

Global governance as the emergence of an international managerial class

Although often using different terminology, realists, liberals, construc-
tivists, and Marxists alike identify individuals or groups of individuals
from the corporate, bureaucratic, and intellectual-cum-research commun-
ities as increasingly significant strategic actors in transnational relations.
For those of a critical Gramscian persuasion, these groups represent the
key players in the development of a global market civilization (cf. van
der Pijl 1998). Alternatively, representations of this phenomenon can be
seen in the burgeoning literature on epistemic communities and policy
networks.18

The globalization of the informational and technological élite is seen
as an essential part of the process of economic globalization more gener-
ally. Without the advances in communications and technology and the
development of these sources of knowledge and information it would be
impossible to talk of a notion of global governance. Global data are a
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prerequisite of global governance structures. Multilateral and regional
institutions identify enhanced policy coordination as one of their major
goals, and this can be undertaken only if knowledge is enhanced and
available for sharing. The role of international institutions as instruments
of coordination for the mitigation of the risks attendant on a more open
and deregulated global economy – especially in the financial domain – is
becoming increasingly important.

Financial crises have demonstrated how feeble these instruments have
been in some areas. International regimes and regional organizations, of
greater or lesser effectiveness, are the obvious indicators of global gov-
ernance of this kind. However, not only have the managerial class or
transnational policy communities (pick your metaphor) flourished with
the development of these technologies (especially Internet technologies),
so, too, have NGOs and GSMs. The prevailing top-down view is far too
technocratic and misses the major normative questions about how to re-
verse the inequality that is perceived to have been generated by global-
ization over the last few decades.

Global governance: From the WC to the PWC

If the WC was an attempt by an international managerial-cum-policy
élite to create a set of global economic norms to be accepted by entrants
to the global economy under the guidance of the existing international
institutions, is the PWC an attempt to induce support for a new set of
sociopolitical norms to legitimize globalization by mitigating some of its
worst excesses? If so, then there is some danger in seeing global gov-
ernance as a ‘‘progressive’’ concept. If captured by the existing inter-
national institutions (claiming that they are the only available sites of
global governance) then, reflecting the ideology of globalization in its
neo-liberal guise, the first definition (effectiveness and efficiency) will
become the dominant mode of understanding global governance. Demo-
cratic accountability, the second definition, will be, at best, a secondary
component.

Democracy in global governance systems

Given the open, loose, and institutionally deficient nature of a ‘‘global
community’’ in which the agents of global governance might be held ac-
countable, prospects for increased cosmopolitan democracy of the kind
espoused in the works of Held and Linklater, for example, do not, at
present, offer much encouragement.19 The principal impediment to cos-
mopolitanism is that its liberal conception of the individual is unlikely to
flourish in the absence of a constructed common civic identity. Global-
ization may have rapidly generated a set of technological and economic
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connections, but it has yet to generate an equivalent set of shared values
and sense of community, even amongst those agents actively involved
in discussions about greater global participation. Indeed, much of the
policy-prescriptive work on governance currently being undertaken in or
around the international institutions treats governance as a neutral con-
cept in which rational decision-making and efficiency in outcomes, not
democratic participation, is privileged.

In this regard, the debate on global governance within the interna-
tional institutions (the United Nations, World Bank, IMF, and WTO)
remains firmly within a dominant liberal institutionalist tradition; discus-
sions about democracy beyond the borders of the territorial state are still
largely technocratic ones about how to enhance transparency and, in
some instances, accountability. They fail, or in some instances still refuse,
to address the asymmetries of power over decision-making that charac-
terize the activities of these organizations. The essence of the liberal
institutionalist view remains avowedly state-centric and pluralist and is,
perhaps not surprisingly, captured nicely by an American institutionalist,
Robert Keohane, who would define global democracy as ‘‘voluntary plu-
ralism under conditions of maximum transparency.’’20

The liberal institutionalist view is also essentially the reformist view
held for the international institutional leaders by senior global decision
makers from US Treasury Secretary Lawrence Summers to UN Secretary-
General Kofi Annan. Annan called for better accountability to improve
global governance after the abortive multilateral trade negotiations
(MTN) ministerial meeting in Seattle in November 1999, and Summers
called for greater transparency and accountability for the IMF at its
Spring 2000 meeting.21

Global public policy versus global governance

Indeed, the preferred term in international policy circles is ‘‘global public
policy’’ (Reinicke 1998), not global governance. The aim is to make pro-
vision for the collective delivery of global public goods (Kaul, Grunberg,
and Stern 1999). ‘‘Public policy’’ has none of the ideological and con-
frontational baggage present in the notion of ‘‘politics.’’ Institutional
analysis, with its concerns for understanding the mechanisms of collective
choice in situations of strategic interaction, is similarly ‘‘de-politicized.’’
This is not to deny that recent rationalist theorizing of cooperation has
not been a major advance on earlier realist understandings.22 However,
the problem with rationalist and strategic choice approaches is not what
they do, but what they omit: they make little attempt to understand gov-
ernance as an issue of politics and power. This has implications for the
operational capability and intellectual standing of the international in-
stitutions.
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In essence, the governance agenda as constructed by the international
institutions in the PWC era has largely stripped questions of power, dom-
ination, resistance, and accountability from the debate. To the extent
that the international institutions recognize that resistance is a legitimate
part of the governance equation, it is something that is to be overcome
by governance, not something that is a perpetual part of the process. In
this regard, for many key players, global governance is not about politics.
There are no problems that good governance cannot contain or ‘‘govern
away.’’ In effect, governance, in its effectiveness and efficiency guise, is
‘‘post-political.’’ Agendas are set and implementation becomes the name
of the game. Notwithstanding the fragmented and disaggregated nature
of political community in a global era, there is no place outside the rubric
of the existing formal governance structures for autonomous action on
global policy issues.

The PWC view of ‘‘good governance’’ implies the universalization of
an understanding of governance based on efficiency and effectiveness,
in which democracy is a secondary component. Indeed, much of the pre-
scriptive work on governance currently being undertaken in or around
the international institutions treats governance as a neutral concept in
which rationality in decision-making and efficiency in outcomes is upper-
most. Nowhere is this better illustrated than in the efforts of those
around the World Bank and the UNDP to develop public–private part-
nerships and policy networks for the collective provision of public goods
(cf. Reinicke 1998). Such work is innovative, certainly by the standards
of the international institutions, but it is also limited by the political im-
plications of its ‘‘top-down’’ intellectual origins.

As a consequence, a case can be made that the PWC is likely to be as
challenged in the long run as the WC. It cannot constitute a template for
an emerging ‘‘global governance’’ agenda, nor even an emerging policy
agenda. It suffers from the same failings as its predecessor. The PWC is
no less universalizing, and attempts to be no less homogenizing, than the
WC itself. Global policy debates, in this way, remain reliant on a set of
‘‘generalizable,’’ but essentially Western and liberal, principles and pol-
icy prescriptions. Even while they offer a more subtle understanding of
market dynamics than in the early years of global neoliberalism, these
prescriptions still demonstrate a penchant for earlier hyper-globalist uni-
versalizing notions of a ‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ convergence for policy reform
under conditions of globalization. Such prescriptions may well be resisted
in the developing world as but a new form of Western hegemony.23

The participatory gap in global governance

To deny the governance implications of a strategy to develop the collec-
tive provision of global public goods is clearly an exercise in semantics.
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To date it has allowed little or no provision for the extension and ex-
pansion of ‘‘democratic’’ participation. As is also apparent from activities
within the various international institutions – such as the World Bank’s
‘‘Global Development Network Initiative’’ (GDNI) and other efforts to
engage civil society in the global policy debates – this situation cannot
long prevail (cf. Stone 2000). Civil society in this sense is becoming to
global governance what international markets are to economic global-
ization. However, for a range of reasons, closing the ‘‘participation gap’’
(Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999) by incorporating non-state agencies
into this process is not without its own problems. Nor does it corrode the
importance of sovereign states, with their resources and rule-making ca-
pacities, at the base of any strategy to develop the provision of a public
goods agenda. This is for at least three reasons.

The first is that, despite their visibility, NGOs and other non-state
actors cannot approximate the legitimacy of the national state as the re-
pository of sovereignty and policy-making authority, nor its monopoly
over the allegiance of the society(ies) it is supposed to represent. Second
and related, despite the appeal of expanding the parameters of partici-
pation to include these important actors, it is widely recognized that they
are often less democratically accountable than the states and interstate
organizations they act to counter and are invariably less democratic
in their internal organization than their outward participatory activities
would suggest.24 Third, implementation of resolutions taken in ‘‘global’’
negotiations, or often by international organizations, remains primarily
the function of national states, or at the very least depends on their com-
pliance and complementary activity at the national level for their imple-
mentation (Higgott 1996).

These observations point to significant anomalies in the system. The
expansion of participation to non-state actors such as NGOs and GSMs
does not solve the problem of the under-representation of developing
states in the more formalized policy processes. ‘‘Global’’ governance is-
sues are dominated by the powerful states and alliance constructions and
interest representations which feature in the structures of international
organizations and groupings such as the G-7. Various calls for the ex-
pansion of the G-7 into the G-16, G-20, or similar, recognize that, in
order to be effective, global economic leadership needs diversification,
and that collaboration in the provision of public goods depends on an
extended participation. There is a widespread recognition that the in-
stitutional constructions of key global policy forums are insufficient for
the generation of meaningful ‘‘global’’ collaboration on a range of policy
issues. Most importantly, the provision of those public goods identified as
crucial to the construction of a fairer global order is complicated by the
unequal nature of the negotiation processes and, as seen in Seattle, by
the marginalization of developing states within these processes.
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The roles of states in global governance systems

What the ‘‘global governance’’ agenda associated with the PWC implies
(in theory at least) is an understanding of governance that transcends the
national state. However, the practice of the PWC governance agenda
builds, at first sight, on the idea that states have important functions in a
market-based economy, especially when the concerns for governance
centre on social equity and justice questions. If we accept that states con-
tinue to engage in (at least) two-level games (Putnam 1988), then effec-
tively these conceptions of governance marginalize the international bar-
gaining role of developing states (through the privileging of civil society
and the structures of international organizations) while attempting to
enhance the position of states as mediators between the forces of global
change and the societies they are supposed to represent. For many mem-
bers of the policy élite in the developing world (representative of their
populations or otherwise), attempts to introduce a dialogue with non-
state actors represent an alternative to giving them a larger voice in the
global policy debates and are thus something to be resisted.

Thus, the international institutions may find themselves in some sort
of wasteland between market economics (in which the state is inactive)
and a raging debate about the significance and appropriate functions of
state institutions. For example, in the ‘‘good governance’’ and the social
capital state debates, the World Bank seeks, on the one hand, to plug the
‘‘developmental gaps’’ and close the ‘‘participation gaps’’ by engaging
civil society. On the other hand, it seeks to dictate what states do and
how they do it, as it attempts both to downplay the centrality of the state
in global bargaining and to offset societal opposition to the state’s con-
tinued pursuit of neo-liberal economic coherence. A similar disjuncture
can be seen in attempts by the WTO to secure greater NGO input into
the deliberations on the continued reform of the trading system, while
at the same time fearing the potentially disruptive effect that any such
widening of the deliberative process might have on the traditional highly
structured nature of trade negotiations.

These fears were realized at Seattle, where members of the Asian and
Latin American policy élite were not in accord with their counterparts
in the developed world as to what are mutually agreed public goods.
Whereas there is a widely held view amongst the economic policy and
corporate élite of the developed world that the WTO and extension of its
remit is a public good, this was not a view widely shared in the develop-
ing world at the end of the twentieth century. Many developing countries
do not have the technical ability to keep pace with the current WTO
‘‘Built-in Agenda’’ from the last round, let alone the desire and political
conviction to take on board a range of new agenda items (in the areas of
investment, competition policy, labour standards, transparency) currently
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being pushed by the developed countries in general and the United
States in particular. This lack of enthusiasm for further liberal reform of
the global economy has been exacerbated by the crises at the close of the
twentieth century.

A new normative agenda?

The critique of the preceding sections is not a plea to reject a major role
for the agents of global governance (international organizations and re-
gimes) in developing a global justice agenda; rather, it is a suggestion
that we need to look beyond an understanding of these simply as agents
of order. Notwithstanding their critics, and the ups and downs in their
fortunes, international organizations and regimes are not faddish, but
represent a continuous theme of development in international gover-
nance within the context of an international system of states throughout
the twentieth century (cf. Kratochwil and Ruggie 1986; Rittberger 1993).
The key characteristic of regimes as instances of international gover-
nance is that they are invariably issue specific in their agendas. In this
regard, they contrast with domestic systems of government which, al-
though having issue-specific competencies, also have overarching briefs
of national welfare and order within confined, territorial contexts.

Under realist conceptions (or, indeed, international relations in gen-
eral), international regimes and organizations have ‘‘no independent
effect on state behaviour’’ (Mearsheimer 1994: 7). Through neo-liberal
lenses they have had slightly more room for manoeuvre, but are still
contained by the preferences of states. Their role is to act as agents of
transparency, reducers of transactions costs, and mitigators of market
failure. Nevertheless, this does not give them an independent capability
to bring about change. We need to look beyond these explanations in an
era of globalization. It is here that a constructivist agenda offers impor-
tant normative (if not necessarily explanatory) lessons for scholars and
practitioners of global governance under conditions of globalization.

If, as in a constructive perspective, social and strategic relationships
are not merely the aggregate of self-interested calculation (as both realist
and neo-liberal approaches would affirm), then international institutions
will not simply reflect the preferences of states; they must also be
vehicles for moulding and adapting state preferences. If this is the case,
then they will become much more important actors under globalization
than in the past. This is not to suggest that international organizations
will become more important than states or, indeed, than multinational
corporations; this is unlikely. In contrast to states or, indeed, firms, inter-
national organizations (be they international financial institutions [IFIs],
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the WTO, or functional organizations of the United Nations such as the
World Health Organization) have no natural constituencies with primary
loyalties. Economic life may be increasingly global, but everyday socio-
political life for most people, as proponents of ‘‘glocalization’’ tell us, re-
mains firmly embedded in national and local settings.

However, we must focus on the major international organizations and
regimes as potentially greater sources of the promotion of social justice
than may have been the case in the past. For example, while the principal
aim of the IFIs has been, and remains, the promotion of economic liber-
alism, it is quite clear that there is now an understanding in even the
most hawkishly liberal corridors of the IMF about how not paying atten-
tion to the question of social justice on a global scale could bring the
whole edifice down. Furthermore, at the World Bank, with the greater
attention it now pays to the development of civil society, it is clear that a
‘‘justice’’ agenda is an increasingly important aspect of its remit. Given
that it has been traditional to see these organizations (especially the
IMF) as nothing other than the promoters of free market liberalization,
this represents a degree of change.

Mood swings are important in international politics, and we may be
seeing one occasioned by the financial instability of the late 1990s. James
Wolfenson at the World Bank, and even Michel Camdessus towards the
end of his period at the IMF, regularly (if somewhat rhetorically in
Camdessus’ case) acknowledged the dangers of globalization without
equity. As Wolfenson noted in an address to the Board of Governors of the
Bank (October 1998) ‘‘. . . [i]f we do not have greater equity and social
justice, there will be no political stability and without political stability no
amount of money put together in financial packages will give us financial
stability.’’ As Ethan Kapstein has recently demonstrated, an economic
system widely viewed as unjust will not long endure (Kapstein 1999).

Even Washington at the end of the century recognized that the push
for capital liberalization, as part of its wider ideological shift in favour of
freer markets, fostered the vulnerabilities that were the underlying cause
of the economic crisis in Asia and Latin America. Senior figures in the
first Clinton Administration (Mickey Kantor, the former United States
Trade Representative and Commerce Secretary, and Laura Tyson, the
former chair of the Council of Economic Advisers) conceded that they
were insensitive to ‘‘the kind of chaos that financial liberalization could
provoke’’ (International Herald Tribune, 16 February 1999). Perhaps more
important in the longer term, economic theory is beginning to accept that
early capital-account liberalization has been a mistake and that crisis
prevention requires the minimization of short-term lending to poorer
countries (Eichengreen 1999). Moreover, other post-crisis theoretical
work, from within the IMF, demonstrates the manner in which short-

ECONOMIC GLOBALIZATION AND GLOBAL GOVERNANCE 145



term capital controls not only are effective in reducing the vulnerability
of emerging markets to financial crises but also may even increase capital
inflows (Cordella 2000).

Unlike the more zealous free-marketeers of the last two decades, the
scientific communities that currently walk the corridors of the IFIs may
be developing a more sensitized understanding of the manner in which
markets need to be socially and institutionally anchored and how, if they
are not, they may undermine any chances of legitimate recognition from
within the wider reaches of global civil society. It is not impossible to
envisage a situation in the future where even their role becomes increas-
ingly challenged by the more aggressive elements of hyper-globalization.
I do not want to oversell this case. We may not be witnessing a revolu-
tion in thought but we are seeing a stylistic and policy change from the
assertiveness and hubris characteristic of WC days. In short, the financial
crises shook, however briefly, the IMF’s belief in the idea that there may
be some ‘‘universal knowledge’’ of best practice in macroeconomic and
financial management.

The PWC that is emerging from the end-of-century crises may not rep-
resent radical reform but it does represent a recognition of the limits of
the market fundamentalism of the 1980s and early 1990s. It is a recogni-
tion that global markets are likely to remain open only in the context of
an efficient regulatory environment. Nevertheless, there is no common
shared global morality or sense of value underlying the PWC; indeed, it
may turn out to be nothing but a sticking-plaster with no alternative
shared global discourse – despite, for example, the best efforts of many
to globalize a ‘‘sustainable development discourse.’’ In such a context,
the prospect of transformation is slight.

It is in this context that the development of an understanding of global
governance as a mobilizing agent has important normative implications.
It offers the best opportunity of reinstating a Keynesian compact (albeit
by another name, certainly) or globalizing ‘‘embedded liberalism’’ as a
way of recivilizing capitalism after the period of a neo-liberal hegemony
that shattered it. Why is this important? Because the renewal of such a
compact appears to be the most progressive economic system of wealth
production, distribution, and exchange that is compatible with the pre-
vailing realities of an international political system in which, notwithstand-
ing the increasing role of new actors, the state remains the key decision-
making actor.

This leads to two ironies. The first is that, in rejecting the Keynesian
compact in the first instance (and especially the role of governments in
fighting recession and stimulating demand when necessary), free-market
fundamentalists attacked and reduced the effectiveness of those very
structures that have allowed them to operate so successfully and profit-
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ably over the last quarter of the twentieth century. Second, in calling for
the development of a new global Keynesian compact, reformers may be
trying to reinstate a system that may well be necessary to ensure the sur-
vival of open liberalism, thus saving free markets from their own excesses.

Let us not forget that, at the time of its inception, the initial Keynesian
compact was not just the current state of economic theorizing; it was
also an exercise in normative political theory. It represented a bargain
struck between the state and capitalism that would allow for the contin-
uance of free markets accompanied by mechanisms that would prevent
repeats of the Great Depression of the interwar years and provide com-
pensatory support systems for those most dispossessed by free markets.
The policy instruments for managing recessions in the developed world
under this system were invariably stimulatory and consisted of dropping
interest rates, cutting taxes, and raising government spending if neces-
sary. By and large they worked; however, they were the policies of a pre-
neo-liberal market fundamentalist, state-centric (essentially embedded-
liberal) era.

The ideology of the 1980–1990s was increasingly ill-disposed to such
measures and strongly in favour of the global financial market dereg-
ulation. However, what the crises of the late 1990s demonstrated was
that the international financial system cannot be left to its own self-
correcting devices. Inadequacies in individual domestic economies (usu-
ally identified as ‘‘crony capitalism’’) do not alone provide satisfactory
explanations of the financial crises of the latter part of the 1990s. To pre-
vent these crises recurring we must also start with a recognition that the
global system is also a factor, especially to the extent that it does not
treat all actors equally. Markets, as Paul Krugman (1999) has noted,
‘‘operate double standards.’’25 Rich countries, when they stray from the
straight and narrow of ‘‘market fundamentals,’’ tend to get the benefit of
the doubt that allows them to pursue reform policies at a pace, and with
a freedom, that is never extended to the developing world by the global
markets – or, indeed, the IFIs, for that matter.

As a consequence, a key normative goal must be an agenda for miti-
gating the market vulnerabilities of the weaker members of the interna-
tional system. This might seem a reformist agenda but, in the context of
a neo-liberal hegemony, it is a radical one. The globalization of modern
financial markets, especially ‘‘innovations’’ such as hedge funds, have
raised again the spectre of financial panics of the type associated with the
interwar depression. A normative agenda that has any chance of being
taken seriously must focus on building institutions and regulations – in
short, on constructing an architecture of global governance that is more
than simply a new financial architecture, but one that minimizes the pros-
pect of a return to such crises.
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Conclusions: Putting ‘‘politics’’ into global governance

This chapter addresses the relationship between globalization and gov-
ernance by focusing on globalization defined, in a narrow sense, as
the process of global economic liberalization and the emergence of an
agenda for global governance as a response to this process. The chapter,
somewhat artificially, attempts to capture the flavour of this relationship
in an examination of a shift from the WC to the PWC. In the former,
market-dominated consensus, no conception of governance was present;
in the latter, it is argued, a limited understanding of governance is emerg-
ing. For obvious reasons, the trigger point in this transition was the fin-
ancial crises of 1997.

The approach adopted in this chapter is, of course, restricted. Global-
ization is more complex than simply economic liberalization and global
governance. It is not suggested that the PWC and global governance
are synonymous; rather, it is suggested that the development of the PWC
reflects the current way of thinking about economic governance ques-
tions within the mainstream of the international economic policy com-
munity. More generally, global governance has a much wider intellectual
history and policy agenda than merely the management of the interna-
tional economy at the close of the twentieth century. Throughout the
twentieth century, notwithstanding failed attempts to build institutions
such as the League of Nations, the growth of multilateral and regional
institutions reflects an evolving ‘‘constitutionalization’’ of world order
(Elazar 1998). However, enveloped in the language of a PWC, the new
global-governance agenda is clearly a response to the backlash that fol-
lowed the financial crises that have hit the emerging markets of Asia,
Latin America, and Central Europe since 1997.

It stems from a recognition within the international policy community
that, without a more humanized and equity-driven development strategy
for the world’s poorer countries, global economic liberalization may
contain within it the seeds of its own demise. Although this agenda rep-
resents a qualitative change from the pre-crisis days of the WC era, the
chapter argues that it is, nevertheless, likely to be constrained in the suc-
cessful provision of what it sees as the collective provision of global
public goods such as enhanced transparency, a continued liberalization of
the international trading regime, and so on. In capsule form, at least four
reasons were advanced to explain this judgement.

First, there is no settled view on what constitutes an agreed basket of
public goods. It is quite clear that their identification is driven from the
North. Southern policy communities involved in the global-governance
debates, consisting of the state and regional policy élite as well as the
increasingly articulate and forceful NGO communities, feel that the in-
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terests of their societies are deemed secondary to northern corporate
interests. The question is about how to reverse the inequality that is
perceived to have been generated by globalization over the last several
decades. This was a point recognized within international institutional
circles of Washington prior to the Seattle Ministerial Meetings of late
1999 (Wolfenson and Stiglitz 1999) if less so in the corporate world at the
other end of the Washington–Wall Street corridor.

The obvious response of those who advocate modest issue-specific
definitions of public goods has been that there has to be a reality check
on what is feasible and what is practical. This response is not without
value, but it misses the larger political point. For developing countries
buffeted by the financial markets, any strategy that attempts to cope with
lesser-order problems while leaving the fundamental structures that they
deem responsible for their plight untouched is unlikely to secure their
tacit acceptance, let alone their positive support. Transformation, not re-
formism, is what they seek. Moreover, if the policy élite in those coun-
tries badly affected by the financial crisis have a conception of public
goods, it is a reactive one, aimed at the mitigation of public bads rather
than a proactive one for the advancement of public goods. In addition,
any approach adopted by the policy élite of Asia and Latin America is,
in the current climate, likely to be atomized and fragmented on a state-
by-state basis rather than collective or coordinated at the regional (let
alone interregional) level. The financial crisis has rendered ineffective
many of the nascent exercises in regional policy coordination that had
appeared to be developing throughout the 1990s prior to the crises.26

Second, the top-down agenda has been driven by a limited under-
standing of governance as simply the effective and efficient provision of
public goods. Although this is no bad thing of its own, it denies the lim-
ited nature of such a strategy. The improved provision of public goods
via enhanced transparency and reduced transaction costs is a necessary,
but not sufficient, condition for improved global governance. Insufficient
attention is paid to the democratic deficit inherent in this approach and
the absence of legitimacy of the approach in the eyes of would-be recipi-
ents. This is, in large part, attributable to the limits of a liberal institu-
tional approach to understanding global governance, with its emphasis
on process and procedure, that currently dominates the international
policy agenda.

Moreover, the chapter argues, a weakness with a liberal institutionalist
approach, driven by rational actor models, is that it frequently exhibits a
deficient understanding of the way in which politics can derail such pro-
cesses. In effect, governance, defined as effectiveness and efficiency, op-
erates with a very old-fashioned understanding of the distinction between
politics and public policy. It aspires to governance without politics and,
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as such, appears doomed to failure. To ‘‘depoliticize’’ – that is, to place
at one step remove the effects of globalization on the world’s citizenry –
is to misunderstand the manner in which it is the practice of politics that
creates the structures of communities (cf. Crick 1962: 24). The current
governance agenda emanating from the international policy community,
largely because it is driven by members of a de-territorialized transna-
tional policy élite, has no conception of the residual strength of identity
politics, the importance of social bonds within communities, and, indeed,
the manner in which globalization appears to be picking many traditional
social bonds apart without creating new sources of solidarity (cf. Higgott
and Devetak 1999).

In this context, effective and legitimate global governance, without a
sense of global community, would appear a remote prospect. This is sham
governance. Real governance is about political contestation over issues
such as distribution and justice; it is concerned with the empowerment
of communities from the bottom up rather than just the top down in the
promotion of the public good. Both of these issues, in other than rhetor-
ical fashion, still fall into the ‘‘too hard box’’ for the international policy
community. They are either ignored, or assumed away as ‘‘policy ques-
tions’’ in which the global distribution of wealth and poverty, as currently
constituted, is not part of the agenda for consideration. Nevertheless,
governance is about making choices, while most specialists at the inter-
national institutions advancing a governance agenda have a conception of
international relations that sees the global economy in de-contextualized
fashion and their tasks as de-politicized and technical.

This is not an argument against the importance that liberal institu-
tionalism places on international institutional reform; it is, rather, a rec-
ognition of the need to move beyond this to create a global public do-
main in which a deliberative dialogue between rule makers and rule
takers, of the kind envisaged by cosmopolitan theorists, can take place.
As we know well, politics within states would not function if the same
rules and styles of operation applied in the domestic public sphere that
institutional actors are trying to put in place in an emerging global public
sphere. However, the scaling-up of a democratic system from the na-
tional to the global level is not going to be easy. It is difficult enough for
citizens to contest governmental decision-making within states. As per-
haps the leading theorist of (pluralist) democracy has recently argued, it
is always going to be harder beyond territorial borders (Dahl 1999; see
also Höffe in this volume).

The key difference between the domestic and international levels is
that important background norms and private arrangements that are the
stuff of politics and that lead to difficult issues and questions being placed
in the ‘‘too hard box’’ at the international level, are more difficult to
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avoid at the domestic level. The Laswellian questions of who gets what,
when, and how (Laswell 1958) have been removed from the international
politics of the global economy and this is occurring at the very time when
the disaggregation of the state and the geographical expansion of the
economy is creating new intersecting relationships between local and
global actors that will make these issues and questions the stuff of inter-
national politics in the next century. In denying them, or at least in fail-
ing to address them seriously, the international institutions, as significant
sites for policy-making, are merely staving off the day when they will have
to be confront them in other than token fashion. As one critic notes:

We should judge the global market, like the global political order, by the distri-
bution it affects among today’s overlapping cultural, political and economic
groups. The issue is not how to repress or manage . . . claims, containing them
within the private or national domain, but how we can engage them internation-
ally.27

Third, there is a further way in which the drive for effectiveness and
efficiency is a politically inadequate strategy. This drive is, of course, ac-
companied by a range of devices to engage users – especially concerted
and, indeed, genuine attempts to incorporate civil society into the policy
process. But these are also problematic; they, too, are driven by a facile
understanding of politics as ‘‘anti-politics,’’ the prevailing assumption of
which appears to be that resistance and opposition will be ‘‘managed
away’’ by incorporation. As protests at international meetings such as the
Seattle Ministerial Meetings and the joint meetings of the IMF and the
World Bank attest, this is an untenable reading of the emerging rela-
tionship between civil society and the international policy communities.

Although the policy communities located within the various interna-
tional institutions have clearly had no choice but to engage with NGOs
and GSMs in current times, they have unleashed a series of tigers that
will not remain easily within their control. The increasingly articulate and
forceful critiques of globalization that emanate from these non-state ac-
tors are changing the nature of negotiating processes and the agendas of
multilateral bodies such as the WTO, the World Bank, and regional
bodies such as the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC). Strat-
egies range from besuited, brief-cased experts striding the corridors of
the institutions to the organization of the massive ‘‘off-Broadway’’ pro-
ductions and festivals or resistance that now accompany these annual
meetings. It is too early in the life of these interactions to tell how they
will develop. The scenarios range across those of positive and fruitful
engagement that legitimizes and advances the global policy agenda of the
international institutions, at one end of the spectrum, through to a sce-
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nario where the international policy process finishes with the worst of
both worlds – paralysis and an absence of legitimacy – on the other.

As even some influential economists now note, it may well be nec-
essary to constrain the free market to save it. Scholars of international
politics with a feel for governance and questions of accountability, legiti-
macy, and sovereignty have understood the importance of these senti-
ments for a long while. The softening and widening of the WC to include
those elements of a PWC might represent one step on the learning curve
for the international policy community, but it does not address the justice
and poverty questions on the international agenda. The absence of a
wide-scale acceptance of the ‘‘legitimacy’’ of any top-down agenda in the
developing world remains, for quite appropriate reasons, a major chal-
lenge for the international policy community under conditions of global-
ization. These are issues of politics, not just of governance.

Notes

1. Thanks go to Professors Volker Rittberger and Michael Zürn for their helpful com-
ments on a first draft of this chapter. Special thanks go to Professor Rittberger, Tanja
Brühl, and Dr Albrecht Schnabl for their unfailing patience in the revision process.

2. Nowhere is this argument more forcefully articulated than in the work of Susan
Strange. See especially Strange (1996, 1998).

3. Perhaps the most comprehensive text on the subjects is Held et al. (1998); a good defi-
nition is to be found in Scholte (1997).

4. A term originated by John Williamson to reflect shared opinion within the Washington
international financial community that included not only the US administration, but also
the major international financial institutions and think-tanks such as the Institute for
International Economics, see Williamson (1990); for a discussion see Paul Krugman
(1995): 28–29.

5. For critical reviews of the convergence hypothesis see the essays by Suzanne Berger
and Ron Dore (1996).

6. Kenichi Ohmae (1995), cf. also Ohmae (1990). Nor is there anything new about this
point: Charles Kindleberger (1969) argued a similar case.

7. To be fair to Williamson, he merely described a set of policy prescriptions for financial
adjustment in developing countries and called it the ‘‘Washington Consensus.’’ He can-
not be held accountable for the pejorative connotations that have been attached to the
epithet by other observers of these processes.

8. For a review of this literature on the Asian crisis see Higgott (1998).
9. See, for example, Dani Rodrik (1998), Paul Krugman (1999), Jagdish Bhagwati (1988),

and Joseph Stiglitz (1998, 1999).
10. Cable (1994); see also Wes (1995).
11. For an elaboration, see Higgott (2001).
12. See the pioneering essays in Czempiel and Rosenau (1992); see also Rittberger (1993).
13. See Cynthia Hewitt de Alcántara (1998).
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14. See UNDP (1997) and Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern (1999).
15. ‘‘Business Leaders Advocate Stronger UN and Take up Secretary General’s Global

Compact.’’ New York, UN Press Release, 5 July 1999; ‘‘The Global Compact: Shared
Values for a Global Market.’’ New York, The United Nations, Department of Public
Information, DP1/2075, October 1999. See also Ruggie and Kell (1999).

16. See the excellent paper by Ngaire Woods (1999).
17. But see the excellent review by Anthony McGrew (2001).
18. Most notably see Peter Haas (1992).
19. See David Held (1995) and Andrew Linklater (1998).
20. Robert Keohane (1998): ‘‘International Institutions: Can Interdependence Work?’’

Cited in McGrew (2001).
21. See Kofi Annan (1999) and Lawrence Summers (2000).
22. See Robert O. Keohane (1984) and Helen V. Milner (1997).
23. For an elaboration on this point see Richard Higgott and Nicola Phillips (2000).
24. See Cecilia Lynch (1998), Leon Gordenker and Thomas G. Weiss (1995), and the es-

says in Higgott, Underhill, and Bieler (1999).
25. For a discussion of what he calls the ‘‘double standard’’ and the ‘‘confidence game’’ in

international financial markets, see Paul Krugman (1999), 104–117.
26. On the limits of Asian regionalism exposed by the financial crises, see Richard Higgott

(1998); on Latin America see Nicola Phillips (1999).
27. This is well discussed in David Kennedy (1999): 57.
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5

Pressing ahead with new procedures
for old machinery: Global
governance and civil society1

Diana Tussie and Maria Pia Riggirozzi

Introduction

Rising international citizen activism seems to be posing a serious chal-
lenge to the essentially intergovernmental patterns of international rela-
tions. Old questions regarding state–market relations are re-emerging in
a new context. Two decades ago, however, the object of concern was to
see how transnational corporations clipped at the borders of the inter-
state system (Keohane and Nye 1972). The analytical framework today
is much less monistic, emphasizing the interplay of governmental and
non-governmental forces in meeting economic, political, and social chal-
lenges. Approaches to international organizations have veered from the
study of formal institutions focused on state power and national interest
(Krasner 1983; Keohane 1984) to the study of collective action dilemmas
(Baldwin 1993). Not only the boundaries between state and market but
also those between state and civil society have shifted. The nation-state
no longer has a monopoly of legal force over its subjects nor does it seem
to command people’s loyalties at all times. Global activism demands
global representation bypassing traditional nation-state politics. More-
over, global markets are challenged more by a set of oppositional social
forces identified as ‘‘globalization from below’’ (Falk 1998) than by gov-
ernments. The endemic problem of cooperation and coordination in in-
ternational policy-making has increased in both frequency and intensity
and has become all the more difficult.
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In this context, global governance has come under severe strain. Polit-
ical and social activists vigorously advocate the democratization and
accountability of international organizations, seen as instruments of US
dominance during the cold war. International organizations born of the
interstate system have picked up the glove, making efforts to deflect the
pressure and reform their practices. In short, as was rather tempestu-
ously expressed at the 1999 World Trade Organization (WTO) minister-
ial meeting in Seattle, multilateralism is no longer the sole result of in-
terstate interests, or can no longer be seen as the sole preserve of states
huddled under a technocratic mantle. The relationship between global
governance and multilateralism requires deeper rethinking.
The concept of governance implies the making and acceptance of

formal and informal norms, which apply to decision-making as well as
policy implementation. Borrowed from American business studies, it
owes its recent surge in international relations to its ability to bring non-
governmental actors to centre stage and to explain patterns of inter-
action among governmental and non-governmental actors. Governance
implies a system of checks and balances in which stakeholders, both
public and private, cooperate and compete both vertically and horizon-
tally to achieve a collective decision. The thrust of the concept lends
itself to examine three configurations or spheres of interrelated author-
ity defined by different norms, rules, and decision-making processes:
these are global governance (encompassing the relationship among mar-
kets, intergovernmental organizations, and individuals as active citizens
rather than as subjects of the state); institutional governance (encom-
passing relations between the bureaucracy and the stakeholders within
international organizations); and, finally, governance at the national
level (encompassing interactions between governmental agencies, non-
governmental actors, and civil society organizations at the national level
of policy-making) (Tussie and Casaburi 2000). All three are undergoing
a process of radical change in relation to the activism of civil society.
Economic and political interdependence complicates the issue of drawing
clear boundaries between each level, but at the same time these spheres
of authority create a range of opportunities for civil society organiza-
tions to undertake multilayered action. In effect, transnational social
movements are contributing to redefine norms and patterns of collective
action and consensus-building at the three levels of governance. A wide
range of activities carried out by NGO campaigns have opened many
opportunities for success in terms of agenda-setting, raising new issues,
influencing standard-setting on human-rights norms, and providing sur-
veillance and enforcement capabilities (Keck and Sikkink 1998; Smith,
Chatfield, and Pagnucco 1997).
Against this backdrop, this chapter is an attempt to address the ques-
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tions posed by emerging tensions and the readiness of international or-
ganizations to respond to new demands for participation, transparency,
and accountability in global policy-making, raised by global citizen activ-
ism. Key international organizations such as the United Nations system,
the World Bank, the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB), the In-
ternational Monetary Fund (IMF), and the WTO, were selected to ana-
lyse how they have responded to these challenges. Ultimately, we hope
to use our analysis to cast light on a number of empirical and normative
questions related to the way in which the responses of international or-
ganizations and the rearrangement of actors provides a genuine contri-
bution to global governance.
This chapter first examines the prospects of Northern non-govern-

mental organizations’ (NGOs’) demands for democratizing global poli-
tics; it focuses on how these demands have discreetly targeted interna-
tional organizations in a one-by-one procedure and have reduced the
issue of global governance to the treatment of issues with an antistate
bias. In the second section, following the seminal work of Cox and Ja-
cobson (1973), selected international organizations have been gathered
into two broad categories – service organizations and forum organiza-
tions. This framework was chosen to analyse how the international or-
ganizations perform their functions according to their missions and man-
dates, as well as the way in which they relate to each other. Stemming
from this categorization, the third and fourth sections analyse how ser-
vice organizations – the World Bank, the IDB, and the IMF – and forum
organizations – the United Nations and the WTO – have reacted to the
new challenge by opening channels of dialogue with civil society. These
sections focus on the organizational and conceptual differences that mark
the nature of NGO involvement. Finally, some concluding remarks are
offered to address questions not only of institutional governance but also
of global governance more broadly.

Global civil society and international organizations:
Building new ties

The end of the cold war has not meant a mere adjustment of East–West,
North–South relations. Together with the turn to market-oriented poli-
cies and democratization in many parts of the world, the interaction be-
tween state, market, and civil society is caught up in a process of transi-
tion. This process has several implications, not only at the domestic level
but also at the global level, where social movements, mostly originating
in the developed world, have stepped-up demands for more inclusive and
democratic global governance. International organizations are adjusting
their modus operandi to cope with these pressures. The IMF, the WTO,
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the United Nations, the World Bank, the regional development banks
(including the IDB), have all undergone a paradigmatic shift that affects
mandates, procedures, and decision-making processes. In fact, within the
constraints of their intergovernmental character, these organizations have
instituted new mechanisms for opening a dialogue with non-state actors
who claim to represent the interests of losers in the globalization process
(Higgott and Reich 1999). These procedural reforms are part of the
aggiornamiento of the traditional state-centred accountability towards an
increasing acknowledgement of civil society actors as legitimate global
players. In fact, international organizations have been inclined to reform
the conditions attached to their operations in a broad array of policy
arenas. As large bureaucratic structures, international organizations are
also under siege as to whom they are accountable. In many quarters the
idea that the nation-state is the ultimate actor in development-related
arenas is no longer tenable. UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan has prob-
ably gone furthest at the 1999 General Assembly, telling his audience
that ‘‘states must serve their peoples. If they fail to do so and permit ser-
ious human rights abuses,’’ he said, ‘‘they open themselves to justified
intervention by the international community in the form of the UN it-
self’’ (Financial Times 1999: 4).
The increasing role of non-state actors – firms, business associations,

NGOs, social movements – in the international scene is certainly the
consequence of the impetus of NGO networks for democratizing global
policy-making (Weiss and Gordenker 1996). Global activism has suc-
ceeded in incorporating protective labour conditions, and environmental,
consumer, and gender considerations into international negotiations. In
the same vein, many NGOs have attacked the operational procedures of
international organizations, demanding more participation in proceed-
ings and decisions, and greater public release of information (Scholte
1998a). However, the scrutiny of civil society has taken a one-by-one
approach to international organizations without seriously questioning the
division of labour among them. For example, since the 1990s, the dis-
tinctive character of the agenda of the international organizations to-
wards developing countries is closely associated with ‘‘good governance’’
(modernization of the state, consolidation of democratic institutions,
strengthening of local governments, protection of human rights and the
environment, and reform of social policies), which, in turn, imply a pro-
found transformation in societal relations at the national level. These
new areas of intervention give rise to interwoven conditionalities and a
new division of labour among the organizations. Illustrative is the case of
Argentina’s Judicial Reform, in which the IDB and the World Bank set
the agenda for long-term judicial reform and disbursements, while the
IMF tied its macroeconomic targets to those sectoral reform exigencies
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(Acuña and Tuozzo 2000). Likewise, but in the issue area of labour
rights, little has been said about the flexibilization of labour markets
which comes as part and parcel of the conditionality in World Bank and
IMF lending programmes and tends to pull labour standards and wages
down. In contrast, the increasing of labour standards in developing
countries is a core claim vis-à-vis trade agreements and the WTO. Ironi-
cally, when a trade agreement is finalized, this is the end of the process;
very often, labour market flexibilization is already under way as part of
financial packages. The demand of northern civil society is blind to the
quiet ex ante transformation – if the dogs don’t bark, the flock is well
managed. The issue reaches the radar screen of international civil society
when the after-effects spill onto Northern markets, in the form either
of competing exports from developing countries or of capital moving
abroad in search of lower labour costs. This discreet approach to issues
has allowed each organization to respond by taking up a path and pace
of its own. Global civil society has reduced the issue of governance to the
provision of social and environmental public goods by international or-
ganizations. Lobbying is undertaken vis-à-vis the global system in order
to shape an agenda that is, on the one hand, issue oriented and, on the
other, self-defined as representative of the needs and aspirations of the
dispossessed and the oppressed.
The contribution of transnational actors through mobilization and cam-

paigns in promoting compliance with international norms by state actors
should not be underestimated. At the same time, the thrust of an overly
people-centred agenda might carry a bias against domestic policy pro-
cesses and national institutional arrangements that are the context in
which decisions are taken. The tendency to bypass national politics runs
the risk of dismissing too lightly the role of the state in national policy
processes. Through this lens, two key issues of global governance are
overlooked. First, short-term capital flows, which are an essential and
increasingly important element of the global economy, move in a rather
ad hoc and footloose fashion. As long as capital flows remain largely un-
controlled by national governments as well as by international financial
institutions, ‘‘the international economy will be hostage to spectacular
boom and bust cycles’’ (Rodrik 1999: 3). Indeed, complacency on short-
term capital flows, while focusing instead on internal structural reforms
in the developing world, runs the risk of increasing rather than reducing
systemic risk. As put by Rodrik, an unappreciated irony is that the con-
ditionality of the international financial institutions is being propped up
at precisely the moment when these flows are out of the reach of gov-
ernment control (Rodrik 1999). How to bring more of the global econ-
omy into the ambit of the international financial institutions cannot be
ignored (see Higgott in this volume).
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Second, another neglected issue of concern regarding how developing
countries fare in the global economy is connected to the distribution of
power and, specifically, to the decision-making processes in the organi-
zations themselves. Currently, the G-7 countries hold a combined total
of 45 per cent of the votes in both the IMF and the World Bank. In
practice, these shareholding structures have had the effect of inhibiting
the discussion of issues that are clearly in the interest of developing
countries, such as the conditions attached to access to international li-
quidity and the consequences for democratic governance (Buira 1995).
The new environment inclined to opening up participation to non-state
actors irrespective of the distribution of power within these international
organizations is a quicksand. It risks increasing the influence of US- and
European-based groups. Surely (some) governments still have a role to
avoid personal preferences masquerading as core thrusts (Woods, 1999)?
If international organizations are to become democratic, the rules of

representation are the cornerstone. Creating a balanced representation
of the global civil society requires the incorporation of Southern NGOs
in addition to Northern NGOs. This view is not shared by all Northern
NGOs, some of which argue that they are entitled to speak on behalf of
Southern civil society at all times, since the latter cannot become en-
gaged in the international arena – a tendentious argument, no doubt.
True, some Northern NGOs have offered invaluable help in humanitar-
ian relief, debt relief, and rectification of human-rights abuses; however,
in the longer term, such intervention must be seen as a ‘‘fire brigade’’
that, in due course, should give way to proper empowerment of Southern
NGOs.
Since global governance encompasses a wider range of actors – govern-

mental and non-governmental – and is defined by multiple and hetero-
geneous agendas, the central question discussed in this chapter is how
international organizations are adapting their own governance struc-
tures to the new requirements of global governance. The following sec-
tions paint in broad brushstrokes how key multilateral organizations
have reacted to the pressure and interests of organized civil society in the
North without changing the terms in which the problems of global gov-
ernance are framed.
The evidence is that international organizations have initiated a pro-

cess of opening-up toward NGOs with varying implications both for the
involvement of global (mainly Northern) civil society and for global gov-
ernance. The path, quality, and degree of openness, however, are all a
product of each organization’s mandates, constituencies, practices, rules,
and norms – in short, the nature of its own institutional governance
(Woods 1999), which now reflects contradictions in terms of to whom
they are accountable. Although all international organizations are still
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constrained by their formal structure of state-centred ownership, not all
of them have followed the same pathway towards civil society. This di-
lemma of accountability is overcome in different ways according to the
character of the organization.

Sketching patterns of openness to civil society: Service and
forum organizations

To analyse the patterns of decision-making within international organ-
izations and their openness towards civil society, it is helpful to group
these international organizations into the two broad categories that,
nearly thirty years ago, Robert Cox and Harold Jacobson applied to dis-
sect the anatomy of influence – namely, service organization and forum
organization. On the one hand, service organizations, exemplified by the
international financial institutions, provide specific in-country services
and disburse funds to ‘‘clients.’’ On the other hand, forum organizations
are established to provide a venue or framework for negotiations and
collective decision-making, ranging from consultation to binding com-
mitments. Governments also often use forum organizations for the col-
lective legitimization of their individual policies. Paradigmatic among
these are the WTO and the UN system. In short, this distinction among
organizations relates to the way in which multilateral organizations per-
form their functions (Cox and Jacobson 1973). It offers a conceptual
framework to study the approaches of international organizations to civil
society as well as the way they relate to each other. As a classification, it
will not allow for blurred boundaries and hybrid forms of international
organizations, but it provides a useful frame to highlight differences in
organizational principles, core mission, and mandates, as well as the re-
sources that each organization has at hand to cope with civil society par-
ticipation.

Service organizations

The first to reach the radar screen of global civil society were service or-
ganizations as the prime movers of economic adjustment with the neglect
of effects on the poor. The World Bank and the IMF came under siege in
the ‘‘Fifty Years is Enough’’ campaign in the early 1990s. With funds to
disburse, the World Bank began to set up liaisons not only with global
networks but also with NGOs on the ground as managers of projects and
consultants. The regional development banks and, very particularly, the
IDB followed suit. Here, the NGOs serve as intermediaries, deliverers of
services, and consultants in the joint implementation of programmes at
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the national level. Hence the basis for cooperation and even co-optation
in service organizations is quite broad and fertile in comparison to that in
the forum organizations. Funds always allow a measure of co-optation
and provide opportunities for ‘‘clientelism’’ by engaging a wider range of
actors in the delivery of services as well as room for adaptable bargaining
strategies with those affected by the implementation. International finan-
cial institutions seek to lower the risk of their loan portfolio and to max-
imize the impact of their projects. Although this is to be expected from
the start, the fact that the World Bank, the IDB, and, to a lesser extent,
the IMF are considered to be service organizations leads to some partic-
ular considerations that, in turn, mark their specific differences from
forum organizations.
As Miles Kahler has pointed out, ‘‘since agreements with the inter-

national financial institutions do not have the status of international
treaties, either internally or externally, breaches of such agreements do
not carry the same reputational consequences as do the breaches of other
international agreements’’ (Kahler 1993: 364). However, the fact that
disbursements of funds are attached to specific conditions allows global
civil society an opportunity to inject social or environmental considera-
tions into such agreements, which in turn opens a window for domestic
civil society. In contrast to forum organizations, conditionality results in
a different balance of power between member states and affected civil
society.

The World Bank and IDB: Championing the agenda of civil society

Development banks and, in particular, the World Bank and the IDB ap-
pear to be the standard-bearers of a strategy promoting civil society par-
ticipation in the field through lending operations that target minorities
and vulnerable groups. The inclusion of NGOs has been an iterative
process initially undertaken to improve the poor performance of their
portfolios.2 However, the trickle became a flood, and, since the early
1990s, multilateral development banks (MDBs) have undergone a para-
digmatic change in their missions, mandates, and operations including
new mechanisms to engage civil society in a wide array of operations.
Implicit in this shift is the idea that sustained economic development

cannot be achieved without compensating the effects of adjustments
with social programmes, political legitimacy, an adequate institutional
and regulatory framework, and political and economic decentralization
(Casaburi and Tussie 1997). In this view, the task of development is seen
more and more as a participatory endeavour rather than a simple trans-
fer of capital to developing countries (Tussie 1995). There are two strands
to this shift. First, the focus of lending is placed on government interven-
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tion and public administration, which require a massive overhaul. Promi-
nent issues on the agenda are state reform and modernization of public
administration, consolidation of democratic institutions, decentralization,
reform of social welfare policies, and protection of human rights and the
environment. Second, the development banks have made great strides
toward self-reform by adopting new procedures to enhance transparency,
accountability, and participation as part of their operational guidelines.
The mechanisms that were adopted sought to involve civil society through
consultations and the joint implementation of social projects.
Within this common overall approach, there are noticeable differences

in the thrust of the World Bank and the IDB. The discrepancy stems from
their institutional cultures and characteristics – that means, their institu-
tional governance. Whereas the World Bank’s engagement with civil so-
ciety is market-centric, the IDB’s participatory agenda dovetails with the
reform of the state. In fact, the World Bank leans on an ‘‘apolitical’’
(Nelson 2000) and ‘‘technocratic’’ conception of civil society, biased to-
ward voluntary associations. The World Bank has often treated NGOs as
a proxy for civil society. Consultation with an NGO or contracting with
an NGO to implement a project is often assumed to promote effective
participation – an assumption that can be interpreted as an effort to un-
dercut, rather than support, the state. In contrast, the IDB views civil
society within the context of the need to modernize the state. The World
Bank contends that the strengthening of civil society will ultimately lead
to improvements in the quality and efficiency of government. In contrast,
the regionally rooted IDB has explicit commitments to borrower gov-
ernments as part of a more complex strategy that views the state as a
necessary pillar to strengthening civil society (Nelson 2000). These con-
trasting strategies stem from their respective institutional governance.
The IDB’s institutional governance, and thus its decision-making pro-

cedures, is shaped by a voting structure in which the Latin American
governments represent 50 per cent of the votes. Management can thus
find nourishment not only in the Anglo-Saxon tradition of political par-
ticipation and collective action based on voluntary associations that in-
spires the World Bank; the IDB struggles with a state-centric approach
to civil society more akin to the regional traditions, advancing the liberal
economic agenda but not totally buying into the liberal political agenda
(Higgott and Reich 1999). To put it crudely, the World Bank sees the
market as the defender of civil society and the state as the ‘‘oppressor.’’
It promotes civil society to provide checks and balances to state intru-
siveness and it pursues reform of the state to allow free markets to func-
tion. The IDB promotes the modernization of the state in order to open
up spaces for the strengthening of civil society. The IDB is much more
closely scrutinized by the governments of Latin America, which have a

166 TUSSIE AND RIGGIROZZI



significant control over decision-making. This makes the IDB’s overtures
to civil society apparently more timid or cautious than those of the World
Bank. At the very least, the nature and the extent of consultations vis-à-
vis governments are still much greater.
These institutional and conceptual differences mark the nature of the

dialogue with NGOs. In addition, the IDB is not in the line of fire of
NGOs as is the WB. Global (Northern) civil society, having by nature a
telescopic view of the field, takes it for granted that changes in the World
Bank will in turn lead to changes in the regional development banks.
Thus the World Bank has been hit harder and has become in the process
more permeable to global civil society. Collaboration with NGOs covers
broadly defined demands in consultations, meetings, and conferences
carried out by working groups that discuss policy frameworks and oper-
ational strategies. The WB–NGO Committee, a joint forum for dialogue
on World Bank policy, allows global civil society to establish a critical
dialogue with the World Bank and to engage in lobbying activities con-
cerning projects and procedures. This liaison poses challenges to national
political authorities as many NGOs work hand in hand with the World
Bank to push policy guidelines in ‘‘pet’’ issues. Thus, the receptiveness of
the World Bank to global civil society in the policy process risks becom-
ing more rather than less complex over time, rekindling North–South
cleavages in a new guise. Conversely, the approach of the IDB, opening
up to civil society by modernizing the state, may do little to enhance
meaningful and autonomous citizen participation in order to put limits to
the realm of necessity (Walzer 1980) and to curtail an absolutist tradition
of state power in Latin America. Both MDBs, however, skirt contracts
with trade unions and interest groups with long-standing presence in the
region. This feature of the relationship between MDBs and civil society
raises questions of representativeness and thus of the restricted nature of
the participatory schemes. Even leaving aside the issues of NGOs repre-
sentativeness, it is still important to indicate the bias, and to bear in mind
the inclination to narrow down the dialogue to NGOs’ constituencies.
Ultimately, participatory mechanisms are used in a selective way and
their application depends, largely, on the political sensitivity of the loans
or on the ability to use the loans for electoral purposes (Tuozzo 1999:
15–16), reinforcing embedded patterns of ‘‘clientelistic’’ relations. How-
ever, national experiences reveal that the incorporation of mechanisms
of transparency, accountability, and participation has opened, at least to
some extent, the nature of the operations of the MDBs. The implemen-
tation of participatory projects in the region shows a very irregular pic-
ture characterized by islands of participation in social projects. None the
less, negotiations restricted to governments and the MDBs belong to the
past.
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The IMF: Still an outlier

The fiscal crisis of the welfare state followed by the financial crises in
emerging markets placed the IMF at the centre of the stage. NGOs, es-
pecially those based in Washington, demanded greater transparency and
accountability in the implementation of adjustment. Unprecedentedly,
the demands found an echo in conservative or orthodox groups in the
United States. The opportunity for action was provided by the need to
obtain congressional approval for a capital increase. This ‘‘unholy alli-
ance’’ has led to a pragmatic response from the IMF which, despite in-
ternal resistance, has adopted access to information policies and initiated
contacts with civil society organizations.
As in the case of World Bank and IDB reforms, the transformation of

the IMF’s operations was carried out by incorporating new guidelines
and policy recommendations under the label of good governance. Good
governance requirements were defined by the IMF, as in the case of
MDBs, as necessary conditions for economic growth and equity in those
national contexts characterized by weak judiciaries, obsolete legal norms,
and highly corrupt and inefficient systems of public administration (Cam-
dessus 1997). In this vein, recommendations of a wholly political nature
for institutional modernization, administrative transparency, and sectoral
reforms at the national level were added to the traditional objectives of
macroeconomic stability and adjustment.
However, unlike the World Bank and the IDB, the IMF does not have

participatory operations, even when IMF programmes directly or in-
directly affect society at large. In contrast to the World Bank and IDB,
the IMF is not tied by operational directives calling for civil society par-
ticipation. In any case, the IMF’s operational agenda leans toward mak-
ing markets work, and its approach to civil society favours business asso-
ciations above other forms of association. Although informal contacts
have been developed with organizations traditionally neglected, they are
centred on business and academic groups that share the IMF’s broad
philosophy.
Nevertheless, in recent years there has been evidence of increasing ties

between the IMF and labour organizations. Since 1992, the IMF has held
several meetings with labour groups, at the same time that trade union
representatives have visited the IMF headquarters. More concretely, in
1995 the IMF’s staff and resident missions received instructions to estab-
lish contacts with labour organizations in the countries where they were
assigned. Even though these contacts are pragmatic in nature, they con-
stitute an advance in terms of opening up to new international actors
(Scholte 1998b).
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Relations with other social organizations are generally lacklustre.
Global NGOs, for their part, seem better equipped to deal with the
World Bank than the IMF, although recently they have raised demands
for substantive and operational reforms at the IMF. These ‘‘reformist’’
NGOs articulate themselves primarily in networks based in Washington
and are demanding transformation of the IMF’s rules, procedures, and
policy direction. Their demands and lobbying activities are aimed at ob-
taining greater transparency in programmes negotiated between the IMF
and governments, as well as in the design and implementation of the con-
ditionality that accompanies these programmes. These demands are com-
plemented by parallel activities such as the lobbying of legislatures in
donor countries. The NGO movement shows two strands: one is mainly
focused on human rights, the social impact of macroeconomic reforms,
and the role of the IMF in highly indebted countries; another segment
calls for drastic reductions in the activities of the international organi-
zations or their abolition (Scholte 1998b).
Neither the new contacts nor the instances of opening described here

modify the decision-making structure of the IMF, the priorities of its
agenda, and conditionality, which continue to be negotiated with gov-
ernments. Measures to increase openness and transparency show only an
interest in addressing the contradiction between the confidentiality em-
bedded in its institutional governance and the need for providing greater
legitimacy to its operations. Conditionality has not been modified with
compensatory mechanisms to take care of the ‘‘good causes,’’ as in the
case of the MDBs. Nevertheless, there are strong incentives within the
IMF bureaucracy to open a policy dialogue with determined civil society
organizations. The need for consensus building as a condition for suc-
cessful implementation of programmes follows the logic of other service
organizations, thus auguring well for further institutional changes.

Forum organizations

In contrast to service organizations, the approach towards civil society
in forum organizations has so far been a piecemeal process couched in
technocratic language and conditioned by the fact that operational agen-
das do not directly engage or benefit civil society with funding. More-
over, the resemblance of ‘‘parliamentary’’ negotiations in the UN Gen-
eral Assembly and WTO placed states as the main actors, leaving civil
society organizations with a secondary role in the process of negotiations
and decision-making. None the less, piecemeal ‘‘dialogues’’ consisting of
informal contacts with certain citizen groups on specific issues have been
stepped up in both organizations.
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The United Nations system

The United Nations as a whole was established to provide a venue
for interstate negotiations and decision-making, subordinating interests
and procedures to a government-driven agenda. However, special pro-
grammes, such as the UN Development Programme (UNDP), provide
funding for in-country (technical assistance) projects in a way similar to
that of service organizations. In effect, while core policy debates in the
General Assembly are conducted by government representatives, global
UN conferences and programmes tend to amalgamate government inter-
ests and citizens’ agendas.
This twin role of being both a forum and a service organization is re-

flected in a multiple agenda towards civil society participation. In other
words, the UN system has moved on two tracks to engage civil society.
Whereas the UN specialized agencies and special programmes, which fi-
nance and carry out projects in developing countries, call for the direct
involvement of civil society in consultations about, and the joint imple-
mentation of, social and development programmes, in the General As-
sembly the involvement of non-state actors is either ad hoc or indirect,
mainly as observers. Therefore, whereas the UN specialized agencies and
special programmes share some features with service organizations, the
General Assembly is a forum in which the main players are the member
states.
The first interaction with NGOs took place at an early stage, at the

time of foundation of the United Nations. The San Francisco conference
was attended by several NGOs as observers. Their calls for incorporating
human rights concerns were translated into the UN Charter, so that it
encompasses the pursuit of human rights in addition to world peace and
development.
There is no single UN agenda for interaction with civil society or-

ganizations. Instead, the different specialized agencies and special pro-
grammes have established their own arrangements, although the starting
point for all has been Article 71 of the UN Charter. Article 71 states that
the Economic and Social Council (ECOSOC) may make suitable ar-
rangements for consultation with NGOs to pursue matters of its compe-
tence. A 1948 resolution established three different categories of NGOs,
with special rights to interact with the UN system. Modifications over
time notwithstanding, this threefold categorization remains in force
today. A committee of ECOSOC consisting of 19 members (five repre-
sentatives from African countries, four from Asia, two from Europe, four
from Latin America and the Caribbean, and four from other countries)
decides on the accreditation of NGOs and their respective consultative
status (Willetts 1999).
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The relationship between the United Nations and civil society has been
neither linear nor progressive. Rather, it has been marked by cycles of
greater and lesser tension in the context of the cold war. Not until détente
in the 1970s did NGOs become real protagonists in defining programmes
other than those of ECOSOC, at which point arms control and decoloni-
zation also came under their purview. The efforts and campaigns of the
various NGOs – particularly those related to feminism, nuclear disarma-
ment, and the environment – came of age at that time as well. In this
context, the United Nations opened its agenda further to include new
topics being thrust upon it by the NGOs. Meanwhile, the specialized
agencies and special programmes – especially those associated with de-
velopment and human rights issues such as the Food and Agricultural
Organization (FAO), the UN Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Orga-
nization (UNESCO), the International Labour Organization (ILO), the
UN Children’s Fund (UNICEF), and the UN High Commissioner for
Refugees (UNHCR) – were also admitting NGOs as consultants and im-
plementers of programmes. More importantly, various NGOs and mi-
nority representatives, such as indigenous peoples, took advantage of
UN agencies to make demands and expose the abuses of the states.
A turning point was marked with the prominent role of NGOs at the

1972 Conference on the Human Environment in Stockholm. The confer-
ence offered new opportunities for NGO participation. The goals of the
250 NGO participants included not only the broad incorporation of hu-
man development concerns but also the granting of observer status for
NGOs at future UN conferences.
In many respects, there is a ‘‘before and after Stockholm.’’ First, the

conference laid the foundation for widening the participation of civil
society in global policy arenas. Second, it redefined relations among the
NGOs themselves, which, at the same time, were asserting more encom-
passing demands. As the NGOs formed international networks they
emerged as new forms of global activism. Feminists set an important
precedent by forging North–South linkages. Although the resurgence of
bipolar hostilities in the 1980s slowed down such initiatives, it did not
hold it back. NGOs began to direct their exhortations at the closed na-
ture of debates and decision-making processes within the UN General
Assembly and the Security Council, two bastions of state power. De-
mands for democratization of the UN system were translated into efforts
to monitor the activities of the General Assembly, although it was not
possible to acquire and exercise the kind of effective influence that had
been achieved with the specialized agencies (Donini 1996).
With the waning of the cold war, a global agenda with real influence

on international organizations was born. In successive global conferences
– on environment and development in Rio de Janeiro in 1992, on human
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rights in Vienna in 1993, on population in Cairo in 1994, on social devel-
opment in Copenhagen in 1995, on women in Beijing in 1995, and on
habitat in Istanbul in 1996 – active NGO participants regained their for-
mer ground and expanded it further (Clark, Friedman, and Hochstetler
1999). Partly as a response to the importance of the NGOs as interna-
tional actors, almost all the organizations of the UN system augmented
the scope of their External Relations departments and NGO-liaison
officers.3
These actions became trend-setters. Many NGOs began to turn their

efforts toward opening and reforming the international financial institu-
tions, which attach conditionality to their lending programmes in devel-
oping countries. This opened up a whole new chapter in relation to the
in-country governance structures and the use of a controversial instru-
ment for a ‘‘good cause.’’
In stark contrast to the international financial institutions, the UN sys-

tem has remained less questioned. Not besieged as the World Bank and
the IDB, the UN system has used its double nature as a forum and a
service organization to incorporate civil society in a double movement.
On the one hand, the activism of NGOs was oriented towards attaining a
place in international conferences, which in turn contributed to an open-
ing of the General Assembly to new voices, if not to new votes. The UN
General Assembly is quickly becoming citizen-oriented, but states and
citizens still compete for primacy. On the other hand, the UN specialized
agencies and special programmes implement projects in much the same
way as the service organizations described above.

The WTO: The failure of public relations

With regard to public relations the WTO, a club-like organization with-
out access to hand-outs, is in a particularly vulnerable position vis-à-vis
the demands of NGOs. An ironic circle of deceit occurred with the trade-
opening processes in both developing and former communist countries
associated with globalization. These processes were not negotiated, and
hence cannot genuinely be attributed to the organization; nevertheless,
WTO bureaucrats hailed them as an accomplishment and the begin-
ning of a new era of global reach extending beyond Europe and North
America. NGOs reacted accordingly and cast the WTO as the nerve-
centre of globalization. Turning it into their object of anger was just the
next small step ahead, as if there were a single recognized world author-
ity for the world market economy. In response to civil society demands,
the WTO has not been able to adopt a new guise to ‘‘seduce’’ civil soci-
ety in the way that service organizations do with funding. Caught without
money for projects, and hence deprived of hand-outs to co-opt NGOs,
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and at the same time providing a revenue for trade agreements leading
to winners and losers, the WTO has quickly come under siege.
The transformation of the General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade

(GATT) from a low-key ‘‘traders club’’ (Curzon and Curzon 1973) into a
grander construction changed the agenda of trade negotiations and, at
the same time, put the institution ‘‘on the spot.’’ Although NGOs have
been interested in the GATT since its inception in 1947, since the cre-
ation of the WTO the multilateral trading system has come under un-
precedented scrutiny to the point of vociferous attack. Less obvious is
whether NGO demands will lead to a more participatory and transparent
negotiation process.
The WTO today covers a wider range of themes than those tradition-

ally associated with lowering tariffs and dismantling non-tariff trade bar-
riers. The agenda of the Uruguay Round (1986–1994) made room for the
consideration of new issues such as intellectual property, services, and
trade-related investment measures (TRIMs). More recently, following
the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) precedent, the
WTO has been asked to include discussion of labour standards, the en-
vironment, and human rights.
With an apparently politically less-sensitive agenda and narrower

membership, the GATT never established formal channels of interaction
with civil society groups. It was taken for granted that the fundamental
responsibility for responding to public interest demands lies at the na-
tional level and that national governments should bear the task of devel-
oping greater ties with civil society groups in the formulation of trade
policies. None the less, after the wave of internal reforms carried out by
other international organizations, the WTO’s incipient contacts with civil
society established grounds for cooperation, primarily with NGOs and
labour organizations that focus their demands on two fronts: these are,
on the one hand, certain issues of substance such as the impact of trade
on the environment, or labour standards; on the other hand, there is the
process of trade dispute settlement itself. The WTO’s intergovernmental
structure and the nature of its operations have made for a half-hearted
process of opening. Demands were articulated almost exclusively by
Northern-based NGOs that have also incorporated gender and equity
concerns. For their part, Southern civil society organizations share simi-
lar concerns but place priority on the income-distribution effects of trade
liberalization, targeting what they perceive to be excessively rapid pro-
cesses without reciprocity of access to Northern markets and safety nets
for losers, be they poor countries or poor people.
On a short leash from member states, the WTO’s initial response to

civil society has been technical rather than political. In contrast to service
organizations, the WTO has no services to deliver; thus, participation
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was narrowed to the disclosure of information rather than extended to an
effective incorporation of civil society actors into WTO policy processes
(O’Brien et al. 2000). The WTO’s Guidelines for the Adoption of Ar-
rangements on Relations with Non-Governmental Organizations, adopted
by the General Council in 1996, outlined the function and roles that
NGOs were allowed to play as observer without voice or vote. The
arrangements are an excessively timid and overcautious framework for
opening up the institution in the new scenario. Although accepting the
need for increasing the dissemination of information about activities in
order to improve transparency and dialogue, member states wished the
demands away and did not seriously consider a strategy for the incorpo-
ration of civil society into its policy debates beyond some confidence-
building measures. Prominent among these was the convening of five ad
hoc symposia since 1996 on topics of concern to civil society: of these,
three were on trade and the environment, one was on trade and devel-
opment, and one was on trade facilitation. These symposia provided
NGOs with the opportunity to hold informal discussions on specific
questions with representatives of WTO member states.4 Similarly, con-
versations and meetings were held with the councils and committees of
the WTO. These meetings remained unofficial unless the corresponding
council or committee chose otherwise.5
In sum, the WTO felt besieged, but civil society participation was

largely confined to an exercise in public relations. The centralized bur-
eaucratic structure of the WTO and the more government-driven dy-
namic contrasts sharply with the requirements for accessibility. Whereas
the nature of programme delivery in service organizations of necessity
involves other key members beyond governments, the agenda and pro-
cedures of the WTO rest squarely on governments. This cautious strat-
egy backfired in the Seattle ministerial meeting where, for better or for
worse, the tightly closed compartment of trade negotiations was seriously
challenged; what this may mean in terms of democratizing the WTO in
favour of levelling the market-access problems of developing countries
remains uncertain. However, ignoring ethical claims such as labour stan-
dards, environment, and human rights may lead to the standstill of mul-
tilateral negotiations, and even to institutional paralysis and decay.

Implications for global governance

The picture we have drawn shows that the undertow has become a tide.
Nevertheless, we are caught today between two modes of thinking about,
and of handling, many international problems, gradually and erratically
moving from one to the other and back. None the less, the era of re-
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stricted state-driven negotiations is seriously challenged. The enthusiastic
arrival of civil (mainly Northern) society as new players at the table of
global governance will draw welcome new lines of accountability in in-
ternational policy-making. NGOs have kicked at the doors and wriggled
deftly into the closed rooms of international negotiations. Chipping in at
the sides of state power, in many instances they have altered daily oper-
ational procedures and priorities. Moreover, the ‘‘core issues of the lib-
eral internationalist agenda’’ (Murphy 1994: 222) are now more widely
accepted by different actors all along the ideological spectrum. However,
the movement faces many weaknesses, not least of which is the question
of representation. Moral absolutism leads to exhortative encounters,
where NGOs in beguiling or condemning tones make efforts to be heard
for the greater good of humanity, issue by issue.
The agendas and procedures of international economic organizations

now combine the persistence of old, top-down practices with the new de-
mands of transparency, participation, and accountability hailed by or-
ganized civil society. It is in this context that international organizations
manage to capture an almost monopolistic role in development issues
and policy recommendations. This gives them an unparalleled capacity to
coach economic and social policies in a myriad of developing nations,
shaping the way that they participate in the global economy.
Norms and rules in international organizations impose limits on their

civil society agendas; these limits are in the process of erosion, no doubt.
In service organizations analysed in this chapter, the existence of funded
projects, as well as the more decentralized processes that flow from the
executive board via the chief executive to the resident representatives in
field offices, allows greater receptiveness to the interests and demands of
civil society organizations. Thus, after years of closed negotiations and
neglect of Northern NGOs’ calls for reforms aimed at greater opening
and accountability, and at more equitable and less environmentally dam-
aging development strategies, by the 1990s the World Bank, the IDB,
and the IMF have adopted mechanisms for including NGOs in their pol-
icy dialogue and procedures. This last point appears central to the exe-
cution of poverty alleviation and development programmes (World Bank
1996; Inter-American Development Bank 1996). However, resource allo-
cation still remains, at worst, highly discretionary and, at best, subject to
the needs of the iron-clad external financing gap which, in turn, requires
measures of austerity. Although the World Bank and the IDB – and, to a
lesser extent, the IMF – have adapted their institutional procedures to
consider civil society to be clients and direct beneficiaries, similar results
cannot be reached in forum organizations without altering forms of rep-
resentation.
In comparing the two forum organizations addressed here, the United
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Nations has been able to go further in reforming its traditional proce-
dures. In fact, there is an official inclination to enhance NGOs’ legal status
beyond the currently consultative status enjoyed in ECOSOC. NGOs
have been widely recognized by UN organs and programmes as vital to
the work of the United Nations.6 However, as in the case of the WTO,
the character of these political debates is still subordinated to the interest
of the member states. Although NGOs have demonstrated that the mul-
tilateral trading system is being scrutinized by public opinion as never
before, the prospects of NGO demands for democratizing the WTO are
less obvious. In fact, the WTO has no means to co-opt them as in the
case of the international financial institutions, which made dialogue with
NGOs a central component of their institutional governance. In fact, the
WTO and the UN system still attribute an auxiliary instrumental role to
civil society in their policy negotiations. In these instances, the opening
up to civil society is more an exercise in public relations.
In short, the relationship between civil society groups, on the one

hand, and the World Bank and the IDB, on the other, is characterized by
cooperation and coexistence; relations with the IMF reveal distrust and
misgivings on both sides. It is important to note that, by and large, de-
mands from NGOs that operate in developing countries target not the
procedures of the international financial institutions but, rather, the con-
sequences of economic adjustment programmes. In this case, the agenda
of the organizations of civil society in the South partially diverges from
the priorities of Northern NGOs. All in all, the relationship between
Southern civil society organizations and international organizations re-
mains undeveloped for at least two reasons: first, international organi-
zations are sometimes seen as a ‘‘tool of imperialism,’’ particularly be-
cause of the asymmetrical voting structure; second, Southern NGOs
also criticize the NGO movement itself, in which Northern NGOs tend
to control the funds, set the agendas, and move the processes (Vianna
2000).

The governance conditionality advocated by foreign NGOs can raise sensitive
foreign and domestic policy and security issues and create obstacles to imple-
mentation inside the borrowing country ( . . . ) Often such NGOs seek to super-
impose their own cultural values on societies subscribing to different ethical and
spiritual values. Consequently, such governance conditions are seen as imposing
the ideological or cultural preferences of advocacy groups in the industrial coun-
tries on borrowers, thereby inviting the charge that the MDBs are being made to
serve as instruments of rich-country paternalism, specially in their dealings with
poorer member countries, who must depend on concessional windows of the
MDBs for funding. (Aziz Ali 1996: 4)

Participation of Northern civil society may have been a good spark to
ignite the process of making international organizations more account-
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able but it cannot substitute participation of organized civil society from
the South. If the process of expanding global participation in global gov-
ernance is to be successful, the initial advocacy of ‘‘the proxy’’ must con-
tribute to building the stage for its own gradual demise. At the very least,
‘‘the proxy’’ must retreat into the safeguard of last resort that intervenes
only when gross abuses must be stopped or avoided and national civil
society is muted.
Democracy is, in essence, a way of distributing responsibility. Global

governance, institutional governance, and national governance have a
common normative and political denominator: extending the scope of
inclusiveness depends on a political decision, which in turn relies on em-
bedded structures of state-centred ownership. Thus, the challenge ahead
is twofold: first, to move beyond an incremental incorporation of issues
that affect the dispossessed; second, to shape intergovernmental relations
in a democratic way. This approach to global governance does not re-
quire that we abandon citizen movements in favour of governments, but
it does suggest the importance of placing governments within a wider
political and economic context. To what extent have international or-
ganizations and the rearrangement of international actors – both gov-
ernmental and non-governmental – contributed to global governance
processes? The answer is Solomonic. The recent dialogue with civil soci-
ety organizations has opened up wider interaction with unheard or pre-
viously silent voices, thus increasing the range of actors involved in the
broad issues of international bargaining. Although the process has be-
come more complex, little has been achieved to institutionalize these
new avenues and modes of intervention properly. Moreover, how much
global market forces have come under control, or how much these ac-
tions benefit the losers of globalization, remains open to question. While
we muddle through without taking an overly pessimistic stance, an ana-
lysis of the relationship between global markets and international org-
anizations remains on the ‘‘to do’’ list of our theoretical enquiry in inter-
national political economy.

Notes

1. This chapter draws inspiration from the seminal book edited by R. Cox and H. Jacobson,
The Anatomy of Influence: Decision-Making in International Organizations (1973). This
study was for long overshadowed in mainstream international relations. It was one of
the first attempts to open up the ‘‘black box’’ of international organizations with a deci-
sion-making approach. By the time that the book was published, however, the discussion
on influence within international organizations in international relations changed focus
to the study of the influence of international organizations on states’ behaviour and, by
extension, to the study of international regimes as part and parcel of US hegemony/
imperialism. The study of decision-making in international organizations, then, fell into
the ‘‘black box’’ again. The recent ‘‘discovery’’ of international organizations by civil
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society movements brought back the significance of Cox and Jacobson’s insights. (See
Global Governance, Special Issue, October 2000).
The authors gratefully acknowledge inputs from Nora Rabotnikof, William C. Smith,

and Maria Fernanda Tuozzo.
2. Two internal evaluations, the Wapenhans Report (World Bank 1992) and Tapoma Re-

port (Inter-American Development Bank 1993), reveal the difficulties of implementing
MDB programmes and the low rate of returns on their loans. See Paul Nelson, 1997.

3. See United Nations Non-governmental Liaison Service, NGLS Handbook at http://
ngls.tad.ch/english/pubs/hb/hb1.html (retrieved 10 August 2000).

4. See http://www.ictsd.org/html/review2-3.7.html (May 1999).
5. See WTO Guidelines for the Adoption of Arrangements on Relations with Non-

governmental Organisations, at http://www.org/wto/spanish/ngosp/162.html (May 1999).
6. See United Nations Non-governmental Liaison Service, NGLS Handbook at http://

ngls.tad.ch/english/pubs/hb/hb1.html (retrieved 10 August 2000).
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6

A subsidiary and federal world
republic: Thoughts on democracy in
the age of globalization

Otfried Höffe

The challenges of our time

Most of the time, only economists and political scientists or specialists of
international law and demographic specialists deal with the question of
global governance. Yet their predominantly empirical considerations lack
a normative counterpoint that, in many cases, should represent a tacit
prerequisite: according to which criteria may we consider global gover-
nance as successful or even legitimate? Furthermore, do not these crite-
ria require an extension of what has thus far been achieved with respect
to global governance? Moral philosophy and, more precisely, the philos-
ophy of law and political philosophy are required to answer such ques-
tions while avoiding either moral prejudices or even moral infantilism.
Social scientists fear that such a philosophy, being disconnected from ex-
perience, constructs an unrealistic utopia which not only does not exist
but, more significantly, could never exist at all. I reply to this fear with a
normativism that is at once constructive, open to experience, and realistic.
This normativism observes that there is a lack of law, democracy, and
justice in today’s global political reality and provides a constructive al-
ternative model. Moreover, far from adjusting normative criteria to con-
form to reality, the issues concerning the economic and social sciences
(i.e. the issues concerning efficiency and practicability) require a norma-
tive idea as premise.
Any political philosophy that is truly political addresses the challenges
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of its time. In public opinion and at first sight, one of today’s most im-
portant challenges seems to be globalization. The word ‘‘globalization,’’
however, has become so amorphous from overuse that a new definition
is now called for. To this end, I propose three perspectives by means of
which I redefine the term ‘‘globalization.’’

Plural globalization

The word globalization is usually employed in the singular, as a term rela-
tive to economic changes in the contemporary world. If this picture were,
indeed, accurate, economics would certainly be of primary relevance to
any account of globalization, when supplemented by international law,
the theory of international relations, and sociology. Yet, for at least two
reasons, philosophy has also been brought into the arena. First, philos-
ophy generally works on the very prerequisite for any form of global-
ization – the faculty of language and of reason shared by all human be-
ings. Second, philosophy, being exclusively concerned with these very
capabilities, rapidly became a global success story. After beginning in
Asia Minor and then flourishing in the Athens of classical antiquity,
philosophy spread across the Mediterranean area, from whence it ex-
panded worldwide. Consequently, the classic masterpieces of philosophy
– those of Plato and Aristotle, Hobbes and Descartes, Kant and Hegel –
were read everywhere long before one could even imagine a situation of
financial and economic globalization. Furthermore, long before com-
puters belonged to the effects of educated households, Nietzsche, Hei-
degger, and Wittgenstein were already there.
The common notion of globalization as a mere economic process is

based on a wider economic reductionism that reconciles two groups oth-
erwise bitterly opposed to one another – orthodox Marxists and ortho-
dox Liberals. Although both groups believe that the major forces at work
in the world are economic, in fact even changes in this area are not ex-
clusively economic: they are also based on political decisions – consider,
for example, Bretton Woods, the World Trade Organization (WTO), and
the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development – as well
as on technological innovation, whether military or civil. In addition,
globalization is not confined to the world of economics and labour, sup-
plemented by global leisure and tourism: in fact, in addition to these,
there are many phenomena that have little or nothing to do with eco-
nomics. The totality of globalization, including its economic components,
may be subsumed under three dimensions.
A first dimension of globalization consists of a multifaceted ‘‘society of

violence,’’ namely in (a) war, which threatens to assume global propor-
tions as a consequence of new weapons technology, (b) internationally
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organized crime (drug smuggling, traffic in human beings, terrorism), and
(c) transnational environmental damage. However, this society of vio-
lence also shows an anamnesic side: a ‘‘critical world-memory’’ reminds
us of all the significant outrages that have been committed, and if this
world-memory were to show justice, reminding us of these atrocities in a
non-selective way (contrary to what has hitherto been the case), it would
help to prevent future disasters.
Fortunately, this widespread society of violence is complemented by a

still wider-spread ‘‘society of cooperation.’’ Even here, the economy and
the financial world, the labour market, and the transportation and com-
munication network play an important role, although not an exclusive
one. Philosophy and all the sciences (not only the natural sciences, med-
icine, and technology but also human sciences), major aspects of culture
and, finally, colleges and universities are also becoming global. Even our
liberal democracy belongs to this second dimension, since it exerts pres-
sure on globalization (as is shown by the fact that, even though human-
rights violations are not yet punishable on a worldwide scale, at least
they are forced to confront worldwide protest). A common – in fact,
global – public opinion is emerging and can join the critical ‘‘world-
memory.’’ The development of international law (particularly the devel-
opment of the international jurisdiction, which began with the permanent
International Court of Justice founded in 1920 which has been followed
by the International Court of Justice in the Hague after the Second
World War and which development is continuing with the newly in-
stituted International War Crimes Tribunal) and the growing number of
globally active governmental and non-governmental organizations make
this public opinion still stronger. In addition to such newcomers as the
World Bank and Amnesty International, older examples should not be
forgotten, such as international sports organizations, the Universal Postal
Union (founded 1875), the International Labour Organization (founded
1919), the World Health Organization (founded 1948), and last but not
least, the much older churches and other religious communities.
One ought not to confuse this global society of cooperation with ‘‘pure

love and friendship’’; on the contrary, competition predominates in all
these domains. Competition not only stimulates the forces from which we
expect collective wealth, effort, risk-taking and creativity, it also involves
costs that are sometimes internal to the economy (e.g. unemployment)
and sometimes external to it (e.g. environmental pollution). It introduces
us to the third dimension of globalization, the ‘‘community of shared
destiny,’’ in a narrower sense – the community of need and pain. This in-
cludes natural catastrophes, famine, poverty, and economic as well as cul-
tural and political underdevelopment. It also includes civil wars, which
are often not only the later consequences of colonization and decoloniza-
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tion but also the explosive answer to corruption and mismanagement. Fi-
nally, there are numerous immigrants and refugees with their sometimes
religious, sometimes political, and sometimes economic background.
My first perspective on globalization is that all three dimensions an-

nounce a global need for action which, in turn, qualifies the dominant
paradigm of political philosophy from Plato and Aristotle through Hobbes
and Hegel – the nation-state or, more generally, the individual political
community.

Two qualifications

Even understood as in this extended diagnosis, globalization does not
qualify as the sole distinguishing mark of our time. There are actually
important counterpoints – the growing self-confidence of certain regions
and the formation of new territorial authorities, as well as the fragmen-
tation of some mega-cities into separate ethnic and cultural groups and
the strengthening of national sentiment among young democracies. In any
case, a variety of languages, customs, morals, and religions exist. Even if
humankind develops into a global community of fate, fate itself occurs in
many respects at the regional, local, or completely individual level. This
provides sufficient reason to consider the expression ‘‘global village’’ as
an oversimplification and also to think that it is possible to escape the
frequently conjured danger of an unavoidable uniformity of our way of
life.
A closer diagnosis proceeds to a second qualification, which is a his-

torical one. International trade routes such as the Silk Road were devel-
oped long before the modern era. In Hellenistic times there emerged
what may be considered an approximation to a world trade area with
world market pricing and even world trading centres such as Alexandria
and the Mesopotamian city of Seleucia. Further, certain religions – such
as Buddhism, Christianity, Islam, and Judaism – began to spread; thus
they are called world religions, in which international pilgrimages to holy
cities, such as those to Bodh-Gaya, Rome, Mecca, and Jerusalem have
developed. Besides the religious pilgrimages there are also ‘‘epic’’ pil-
grimages. The fables and tales of the sort depicted in Boccacio’s Decam-
eron are, in fact, a kind of international flotsam and jetsam coming from
oriental and occidental influences, much of which can be traced back
over Persia to India. But first of all, globalization concerns the forms of
natural reason, i.e. philosophy, science, medicine, and technology.
Inventions such as the compass, telescope, gunpowder, and printing

press preceded a second phase of globalization, the early and mid-modern
period, i.e. the era of discovery and then later colonization, as well as the
age of enlightenment.
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The third historical phase of globalization, that in which we live at pres-
ent, is similar in this respect. Both peaceful inventions (such as radio-
technology and electronic media) and military inventions (first the long-
range bomber, then the intercontinental ballistic missile) play a role.
Political decisions come into play with respect both to the liberalization
of financial and trade markets and to international organizations such as
the United Nations or the World Bank. These practical and historical
qualifications constitute the second of my three perspectives on global-
ization. They show us at once a twofold overvaluation of the notion of
globalization: it is neither the only characteristic of our time nor is it an
absolutely new phenomenon; it is a dominant feature with some fairly
new aspects. Globalization is a strong force that requires us to qualify the
nation-state as the only object of political philosophy.

Two touches of scepticism

Before attempting to respond to the realities of globalization, I would
like to add two touches of scepticism to the usual contemporary discus-
sions.
My first touch of scepticism consists in the observation that today’s

globalization is actually nothing especially new. Indeed, from the histori-
cal perspective, the element of today’s globalization considered espe-
cially impressive (i.e. the internationalization of finance and currency
markets) in part appears as mere repetition. In other words, European
modernity seems content to indulge in the illusion that every generation
surpasses the preceding one. However, at the time that the gold standard
was still in place (i.e. from 1887 to 1914), trade between developed
countries was on a level similar to the one we know today. In this re-
spect, it is only today that we are returning to the status quo of the pe-
riod prior to the First World War, the financial crises of the 1930s, and
the Second World War. The fact that information is transmitted by cable
under the ocean or by digital electronics is certainly not trivial, but the
overall impact on global trade has been less extensive. With respect to
the politics of peace, its impact is hardly discernible. Consider, for exam-
ple, the peace treaty of 1648 which ended a period of great terror for
Germany – the Thirty Years’ War. Because it took a month for a letter
to reach Madrid, the addressee had to wait about three months for new
instructions from Spain, which is one reason why peace came only after
four years of negotiations. Yet neither aviation technology nor electronic
information transfer have been able to speed up the peace process in the
Middle East or in the former Yugoslavia.
The second touch of scepticism results from the fact that even today’s

global economy is global only in a limited sense. Statistically, global
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trade occurs primarily (in fact, almost exclusively) between the European
Union, Japan, the United States, and a couple of the so-called ‘‘emer-
gent’’ countries. For the first three, exports do not amount to an exces-
sively high share of commerce; exchange is probably more important in
other areas. Again, globalization in the fields of science and culture is no
less important than that in the economic sphere.

Two visions

How should humankind best respond to the challenges of globalization?
In general, humankind knows of two fundamental models of social orga-
nization. Both contain a certain visionary power; some might call them
utopian. On the one hand, common rules and public powers remove sub-
jective will and privately held power. We consider it a moral imperative
to replace violence by the rule of law and justice and, for this purpose, to
establish public powers and to organize them within a democratic struc-
ture. Let us call these universal legal and political imperatives and an
equally universal democratic imperative.
Liberal democracy, in particular, provides the conditions for the free

play of human capacities, which, in reality, leads to hard competition. In
return, it expects the greatest wealth in the form of goods and services as
well as the highest results in the fields of science, medicine, technology,
music, literature, and art. This second vision of a multidimensional well-
being, the vision that a very old dream of humankind will become reality,
complements the vision of peace and justice. Consonant with the words
of the prophet Isaiah – ‘‘They shall beat their swords into plowshares,
and their spears into pruninghooks’’ (Isaiah 2: 4) – physical violence
should be transformed into economic and cultural forces and, wherever
there is peace, something more than mere material well-being also ought
to be achieved.
In both visions we have a situation in which everyone stands to gain.

In a less ideal situation collective gain can be accompanied by individual
or group loss. If this should be the case, it is necessary to do more than
merely compensate for such loss. However, this is a secondary problem.
First, we must ask whether that which is true within a political commu-
nity may also be valid on a global scale? Should there not (1) be an order
of peace and law, in which (2) by means of economic, scientific, and cul-
tural competition the societies and, above all, the individuals flourish?
For no society is an end in itself: what ultimately counts is the individual,
and not the isolated human being.
Although legal and political philosophy endorses the second vision, it

opposes its being made absolute by a second kind of economism that
ousts politics through the market. We sometimes hear the opinion that
politics has not been ousted at all but ‘‘only’’ transferred from demo-
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cratically elected officials to international corporations and entrepren-
eurs. In many places a form of economic fatalism predominates, which
maintains that ‘‘the economy decides both the means and ends’’ of polit-
ical action. With its means, the economy determines the goals to which
politics can do nothing but react, so that, instead of organizing, politics is
committed to adaptation.
In truth, no anonymous fate is at work. Globalization has its names,

such as the previously mentioned political agreements concerning the
liberalization of world markets. As the domestic market is submitted to
general frameworks, an analogous frame for the global market is likewise
not excluded a priori. It is politics itself – in this case, hardly national
politics and, indeed, a truly international politics – that either submits to
the powers of market forces or compels them to establish fair regulations
for competition as well as to enforce minimum standards for social and
environmental matters.
The world community should, and must, leave many matters to happen

on their own: these include the creativity of individuals and groups, free
competition, and contingent evolution. In many instances, however, the
power of the global community is required. We must, therefore, ask the
following question: if law and justice, instead of violence, are to govern
the relations between individuals and groups, and both are to be or-
ganized democratically, must not the same be true at both a suprana-
tional and an international level? Is there not, then, a need for a global
legal system committed to law and justice and grounded in a democratic
organization? Does not the best political response to the age of glob-
alization lie in the extension of democracy from the level of the single
state to a world democracy (one might also choose to call it a ‘‘world re-
public’’)? A world republic is a qualified world state that has democracy
as a necessary qualification, at least at the global level, while, at the same
time, reserving the possibility for non-democratic states to participate
at the level of the world state, at least for a transitional phase (unlike
the United Nations, which does not put as a condition for membership
a gradual process of democratization). Given the three dimensions of
globalization mentioned above, any such world republic should be re-
sponsible even for all three dimensions: (1) against the global ‘‘commu-
nity of violence,’’ (2) for establishing the framework of a ‘‘global com-
munity of cooperation,’’ and perhaps (3) for the community of need and
pain, for a ‘‘community of shared destiny.’’

Five objections

This response to the age of globalization seems compelling. However, it
entails such a radical break with political reality that objections must be
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raised. I now consider five of these which seem especially significant. All
of them represent serious hindrances and formidable obstacles which
either obscure the ideal of a global legal order or obstruct its path. By
overcoming the objections, we obtain a more attractive and more realistic
model. It concentrates on the basic idea of a global order and leaves the
further task of defining a global civic society to further consideration
(cf. Höffe 1999b, chap. 12).

Ungovernability?

The first objection was presented by none other than Immanuel Kant,
the philosopher of a global order of law and peace: a world republic
(Kant suggested) is a monster impossible to govern owing to its sheer
bulk and the impossibility of supervising it efficiently. Is this a reasonable
objection?
To the citizens of Liechtenstein with its 28,500 inhabitants, Switzerland

with its 6.5 million inhabitants is gigantic, while the USA with 265 million
is truly gargantuan (to say nothing of the 950 million in India and 1.3
billion inhabitants of China). If a political community of the size of the
USA – almost 10,000 times the size of Liechtenstein and approximately
40 times that of Switzerland – can, none the less, be in some ways gov-
erned, the first objection may be right, but it does not represent a devas-
tating or even final argument against the idea of a world republic.
Instead of an absolute veto, we find a relative and at the same time a
constructive one: the world republic is permissible, even morally re-
quired, provided that it is able to prevent its own ungovernability as well
as an overcompensation of this ungovernability – namely, too much
bureaucracy or even a police state.
At this stage, we remain content to make one constructive point. A

world republic must not follow the pattern of the United Nations, bring-
ing together vast countries such as India or China with tiny or miniature
states such as Liechtenstein. Ought we not first to introduce political
unities of continental or subcontinental size? According to the model of
the European Union, most problems could be dealt with ‘‘domestically,’’
leaving the few remaining problems for a global government. Let us call
this the ‘‘principle of large intermediary regional unities.’’

The principle of subsidiarity

According to a second objection, a world republic places the great accom-
plishments of civilization at risk – namely, human and civil rights – for,
so far, only single states have successfully guaranteed these rights. With
this objection, not only the normative presupposition (i.e. the commit-
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ment to human and civic rights) but also the empirical statement is right,
although only a third of the objection itself is true: undoubtedly, in
countries of the West, human and civil rights are mainly protected by the
respective states (in Europe, of course, these rights are also guaranteed
by the European Human Rights Convention), whereas citizens of other
countries, who at present can rely only on international organizations for
this protection, are far worse off. The second third of the truth is that
Western states first endangered these rights: France persecuted the Hu-
guenots; the United States of America were founded because of a lack of
religious tolerance in Great Britain; and, in the USA itself, slavery was
an institution far into the second half of the nineteenth century. The last
third of the truth is that, where human and civil rights are already pro-
tected (partly through the state and partly thanks to regional human-
rights conventions based on the European model), the world republic
remains in the background. Where enormous violations of human rights
have been committed, however, the world republic should restrain itself
only when intervention on humanitarian grounds would cause even
greater damage. In principle, though, simply to stand by and do nothing
is neither acceptable nor justifiable.
As with the first objection, the second objection to a world republic

amounts not to an absolute refutation but to a constructive veto. The
individual states remain accountable for enforcing the law. Only indi-
vidual states have the rank of first-order states, while the world republic
is no more than a second-order (or, in such cases in which there are
intermediaries – continental or subcontinental unions – even a third-
order) state. We shall call it the principle of world state subsidiarity (on
the general principle of subsidiarity, cf. Höffe 1996). This principle is
twofold. First, the world republic should not be established ‘‘from the
top,’’ but rather democratically (i.e. built by citizens and individual
countries). It is not a centralized world government but rather a world
federal government or republic. Second, the scope of its tasks is limited
to issues that are not to be dealt with by the individual state. The federal
republic is a complementary world republic that does not relieve the
states of their authority. The issues related to civil and criminal law; to
labour and social law; the law governing the right of languages, religion,
and culture; and other such tasks remain within the jurisdiction of the
first-order governments of the individual states. However, this is true
only as a first step. Owing to the many aspects of globalization, the pri-
mary states must work with their fellow primary states. It is better for
them to pass on certain responsibilities to the top, such as the coordina-
tion of the transnational war on crime and the adoption of a social and
environmental regulation of the international market. As for subsidiarity,
the relevant model is not the United Nations (although they include al-
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most all countries) but the European Union, a continental entity that ex-
plicitly commits itself to the principle of subsidiarity as a binding guiding
principle.
The world republic has not merely subsidiary, but also primary, re-

sponsibility for peace between nations and for its precondition, disarma-
ment, the begining of which is the non-proliferation of atomic, biological,
and chemical weapons. The United Nations have actively promoted
treaties on the non-proliferation of such weapons, as well as a ban on at-
mospheric nuclear tests and on underground tests over a low level. Nev-
ertheless, the United Nations should receive more enforcement powers if
it is ever to become a true world republic.
The principle of subsidiarity is complemented by a principle of caution

and prudence. The individual states and regional units are not authorized
to place the degree of liberal democracy that they have already achieved
in jeopardy. Besides subsidiarity, the world republic must develop grad-
ually, so that one can try new possibilities, gather experience, and, first
and foremost, develop such important preconditions of a world republic
as a global public sphere in politics. It is well known that Europe is al-
ready experiencing difficulties with regard to the establishment of a pub-
lic sphere, which suggests that there would be even more difficulties in
the case of a world state. To achieve such a worldwide public sphere it
is important (though not sufficient merely) to become outraged about
human-rights violations occurring on some distant shore (Kant already
calls attention to the fact that ‘‘a violation of right on one place of the
earth is felt in all’’; Kant 1795). We must also – as already happens all
too infrequently in the case of European Union legislation – lead the
type of debate common within each state that prepares parliamentary
discussions and legislation, accompanies them, and comments on them
afterwards – and, if necessary, introduces amendments. There should
even be a clear connection between a common public sphere and com-
mon institutions; for as long as a global public sphere is not in place, the
establishment of a complementary and federal world republic would be
unreasonable and even dangerous. In any case, a global legal system
should be established neither by surprise nor blindly. In this perspective,
the United Nations, as the sole international institution of which nearly
all states are members, has here a decisive role to play if it is able fun-
damentally to reform its institutions and procedures.
During the period of transition involving a provisional world legal sys-

tem, international organizations as well as international law will be in
demand. This is because international institutions provide international
cooperation with structure and permanency (cf. Rittberger 1993), some-
thing that a world system with rudimentary elements of statehood would
also create.
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The school of political science sees international institutions as mere
instruments of state diplomacy: individual states jump into the foray with
and against each other in pursuit of influence and resources (cf. Keohane
1986). The truth is that these international institutions are not only an
arena for a power struggle but also a political forum for states. Moreover,
international organizations themselves have some power to set agendas
and are even able to persuade reluctant states to participate in negotia-
tions. In the best of cases, they even become an arbitration authority:
states use them when the costs of a military solution to conflicts are too
high. Their significance as organs of coordination suggests an anticipa-
tion of a world republic. Indeed, they help member states to articulate
and realize their interests (within certain limits).
International organizations supplemented by corporate actors and

functional units are capable of impartiality (which is the central, formal
duty of public authorities) only to a certain extent. For instance, small
countries try to do with their superior number what the great powers
achieve with their power: they attempt to make international organiza-
tions the instrument of their interests. For years, the movement of the
non-aligned countries, for instance, formed the largest group in the UN
General Assembly. For this reason, international institutions (although
they can prepare the organizations and the rules that provide for a pro-
gressive taming of naked power) help to establish a system of global gov-
ernance in the sense of a horizontal self-coordination. However, in the
long run, they cannot be a substitute for a world republic.

Are democracies inclined towards peace?

According to a third objection, there is a much simpler way to protect
human rights – namely, the democratization of all states. In accordance
with the thesis of ‘‘global peace through global democratization,’’ a
worldwide peace policy can be content with a worldwide policy of de-
mocratization, and a world republic becomes superfluous. In fact, liberal
democracy already protects human rights within states. Certainly, there
are many more arguments in favour of democracy. However, just as the
European Human Rights Convention already controls the protection of
human rights through the single states, it is advisable to establish a global
human rights commission that has authority even over regional author-
ities. (The United States, for example, would not pass muster because of
its death penalty, even in peacetime.) Nevertheless, first of all, individual
states (more precisely, their territorial integrity and their political self-
determination) are to be protected.
With regard to the danger threatening the latter, contemporary politi-

cal science has taken up Kant’s famous thesis that liberal democracies –
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or republics, as Kant called them – have little proclivity towards wars of
aggression (cf. Doyle 1983; Singer and Small 1972). Kant does not as-
sume that citizens have a genuine propensity towards peace but, rather,
refers to their enlightened self-interest. In a democracy ‘‘the consent of
the citizens of a state is required in order to decide whether or not there
shall be war’’ (Kant 1795). And ‘‘since they would have to decide to take
upon themselves all the hardships war entails (such as doing the fighting
themselves and paying for the costs of war from their own resources,
painfully making good the devastation such a war leaves behind [ . . . ])’’
they will hardly ever begin ‘‘such a bad game.’’
Nevertheless, history calls for scepticism: the new French republic mil-

itarily overran Europe and persisted with its own imperial interests; a
still older republic, the United States of America, spread itself westward,
acting ruthlessly towards the native peoples. Moreover, the USA first
annexed Texas and then incorporated the states of Arizona, Utah, and
Nevada, as well as California and New Mexico. Similarly, Great Britain
was not hindered from realizing its plans as a world power – namely, the
extension of the Commonwealth – by its internal evolution towards a
more democratic government. For this reason political scientists were
obliged to weaken their thesis: democracies are not, in principle, peaceful
and are so only when fulfilling additional conditions; their propensity to-
wards peace exists only towards other democracies.
Yet, even with this moderate thesis, a number of doubts remain. On

the one hand, it is right that early democracies were lacking important
elements such as equality of rights for the working classes and women, a
higher level of education for the general population, as well as parlia-
mentary decision-making procedures for declaring war and preparing
public debates. The decision to go to war often enjoyed such broad sup-
port among the population that ‘‘more democratic democracies’’ would
have hardly decided the matter otherwise. On the other hand, enlight-
ened self-interest certainly does not always speak out against war. Where
the proximity of war is not felt, citizens experience fewer hardships, and
even fewer hardships if the enemy is clearly at a disadvantage. Moreover,
remote wars can distract from domestic political difficulties, and some-
times there is mass hysteria. Furthermore, wars outside the country can be
very profitable. Moreover, the inclination towards peace could weaken as
soon as most states become democracies. The potential for conflict has
arisen today in relation to commercial policy and environmental ques-
tions, a potential that could intensify in the event of serious economic
and social problems. Although liberal democracies are hardly aggressive,
they must not become the opposite – namely, pacifist. The best they can
become is enlightened rationalists, for whom, in general, military under-
takings do not pay dividends, especially not at the price of ‘‘human
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lives.’’ Last but not least, there are numerous legal problems below the
level of war.
Consequently, the universal legal and political imperative remains the

task of contemporary society, again in the form of a constructive veto.
The protection and maintenance of rights and peace, which has already
been achieved by a worldwide democratization, should be recognized. In
the same way, we must assume that states suffering under either an au-
tocratic or a semi-autocratic hegemonic regime would be happy if they
were, at least, liberal hegemonic regimes. However, one cannot expect
that the degree of liberty existing within the state also extends to the re-
lations between states. At least, liberal states attempt to find a certain
correspondence between their internal self-dignity and their external
actions. This implies neither that this attempt is always taken seriously
enough nor that it is always successful. Here, one may be sceptical. A
prudent global governance cannot be confident that a liberal hegemonic
regime is completely innocent of abusing democratic principles in its ex-
ternal relations – even at times significantly – and of employing its power
to enforce its own self-interests or, at least, its own particular interpreta-
tion of international law and the global common good. But individual
states have a right (just as individuals do) for possible conflicts not to be
resolved by force but by law. Hence, in fact, a world legal system and,
ultimately, a world republic, is needed.

A worldwide sense of law and justice

According to a fourth objection, a world legal system would be possible
only if a certain precondition were fulfilled – namely, a sensitivity to the
law common to all human beings – a worldwide sense of law and justice.
We all know that such a common sense of law and justice is already
lacking within the same legal sphere (e.g. among Western countries). Let
us take a small example: those who read about US legal compensations,
multimillion dollar pay-offs in cases in which, at best, German courts
would pay US$10,000, must ask themselves if, in legal terms, they are
actually living on the same planet. Greater differences appear in the atti-
tude towards the death penalty, and even greater discrepancies with re-
gard to corporal punishment in some Islamic states or treatment of dis-
sidents in China, Cuba, and North Korea.
On the other hand, there are important things in common: the duty of

equality and impartiality is as globally recognized in the application of
law as are procedural rules such as audiatur et altera pars (to hear both
parties) and the presumption of innocence or the burden of proof, in
dubio pro reo (doubt must benefit the accused). Further, nearly every
legal system recognizes the same basic object of legal protection: life and
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limb, property, and dignity. The United Nations human rights conven-
tions provide further evidence of commonalities. The ‘‘only’’ thing lack-
ing is the willingness to enforce these standards in an unbiased and ef-
fective way. For this reason, our constructive veto seems simple, almost
trivial: it is true that more time is needed for a worldwide sense of law
and justice to unfold. Here, the already emerging common ground is re-
markably developed. After all, this common ground has already made
world courts possible, including the International Court, the Maritime
Court and, most recently (even though it is not yet ratified), the Interna-
tional Criminal Court.

A right to difference

According to the fifth and final objection, we are threatened in today’s
age of globalization – threatened by a cultural levelling, against which a
strong counterpoint is needed. This counterpoint would consist in such a
strengthening of peculiarities that the social and cultural wealth of the
world – and, most importantly, the identity of the individual human be-
ings who depend on it – are protected and preserved. The Communi-
tarians, who recently became so prominent, plead for ‘‘good fences’’ and,
thus, for national separateness instead of global unity. Clearly, Commu-
nitarians are not stubborn nationalists. Nevertheless, according to phi-
losophers such as Alisdair MacIntyre (1981) and Michael Walzer (1983),
for example, the state is the highest social unity in which moral and po-
litical concepts such as justice and solidarity still make sense and have
any significance.
Indeed, the patrimony of humankind is manifest not only in common

elements but also in the diversity of cultures, traditions, and aspirations.
In particular, the different states have a shared though different history.
Each of them has a particular tradition and culture, and either a lan-
guage or specific multilingualism. They also follow a common set of
values, such that the dissolution of all states within a global state would
limit the wealth of humankind. Moreover, the identity of the only unit
that ultimately matters, the individual (though not isolated) human being,
would be endangered. Individuals belong to such ‘‘communities’’ in spite
of their individuality (or, rather, often in order to promote their individ-
uality). Furthermore, these communities strengthen one of the most sig-
nificant sources of help, i.e. ‘‘solidarity.’’ Above all, every community has
a right to follow its own conception of the common good, provided that it
is consistent with the requirements of liberal democracy.
Such a right to national particularities is part of a more general right to

cultural diversity which supplements biodiversity. This right – let us refer
to it as a ‘‘right to difference’’ – is already favoured by the inherent in-
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determinacy of the universal principles of right, which suggests that, ini-
tially, human rights operate only as second-order rules. Only their ‘‘ap-
plication’’ to particular issues and types of situations leads to common
rules, i.e. those covering concrete actions. Yet, neither particular issues
nor types of situations admit of a single interpretation. At this point his-
tory, culture and tradition have a legitimate role to play.
Let us imagine, by way of a thought experiment, ideal lawmakers, i.e.

on the lines of either an ideal Solon or (as discourse theories prefer)
an ideal parliament. Let us now instruct such lawmakers to enact laws
equally valid for all cultures. In contrast to an empirically existing law-
maker, ideal lawmakers have all relevant knowledge at their disposal:
they are omniscient. Untainted by particular interests and passions, the
lawmakers orient themselves exclusively toward the principles of justice,
namely, human rights: the lawmakers are perfectly just. Although such
omniscient lawmakers can establish the framework for just laws, from the
standpoint of justice, they are, in practice, unable to find a single solu-
tion. No more than one can design an actual chair from criteria such as
comfort and durability, can one derive a fully specified legal norm from
the principles of justice. Cultural particularities such as history and tradi-
tion, including diverse preferences and emphases (or even mere con-
ventions) belong to the many components required. Last but not least,
economic and other circumstances also matter.
Thanks to their omniscience, the ‘‘ideal Solons’’ know of the partic-

ularities. Thanks to their perfect sense of justice, they intend to let justice
prevail with regard to these particularities; thus, they recognize them
equally. The result appears to be paradoxical only at first glance: the in-
terculturally justifiable principles of justice open to different cultures and
universal principles might be expressed in a particular form. Here, in a
culturally open moral universalism, both an ideal Solon and an ideal
parliament find their limits and, for this reason, a participatory demo-
cracy is required.
If democratic discourse seeks more than the establishment of univer-

sally valid human rights, if it recognizes historical heritage and political
decisions, it is open to a ‘‘right to difference.’’ Indeed, the two are insep-
arable: the more rights we wish to award participatory democracy, the
more we have to recognize the lack of a full determination of universal
principles and the more we have to grant the right of difference. Failing
this, democracy would degenerate into an organ of enforcement for an
ideal lawmaker.
Let us now take freedom of religion as an example of the principles of

human rights. Freedom of religion demands religious tolerance with re-
gard to the practice of religion: it refuses to prohibit any community the
exercise of religion, of either ‘‘freethinking’’ atheism or a total with-
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drawal from all religious community. (A religion that declares apostasy
to be a crime, or even a capital crime, commits a major violation of
human rights.) Aside from this minimum (i.e. aside from the individual
right to a negative freedom of religion), a minimum of a positive freedom
of religion – of a freedom of the kind provided by the association law – is
probably required, namely, the right to develop oneself religiously and to
build a religious community for this purpose. This twofold requirement,
as included in article 18 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
leaves many concrete legal provisions undecided.
Freedom of religion does not, for example, prevent a community from

understanding itself as Christian, Islamic, Jewish, or Shinto. Human
rights do not require the legal and constitutional system to be organized
without any reference either to atheism or to any religion. Consequently,
different institutional arrangements are justifiable, such as the laicism of
France (enforced by anticlerical radicals at the beginning of the century),
i.e. the unambiguous separation between church and state, of which it
makes an exception in Alsace-Lorraine. Conversly, the USA, founded as
a refuge for persecuted religious communities, practises ‘‘benevolent
neutrality.’’ Germany, like Austria and parts of Switzerland, allows for
an institutional connection between church and state, although not ex-
tending to the core of its constitutional law or to its political nucleus.
Defined by the reformed national church, Scandinavian countries and, in
another respect, Great Britain have the character of state religions. Israel
ensures Christians, Druses, and Muslims full religious freedom, even
their own jurisdiction for personal, matrimonial, and family law and nev-
ertheless grants far-reaching privileges to Jewish religion. For example,
the costs of religion are born one-third by the state and two-thirds by the
communes. In an officially multicultural state such as Malaysia, three
fundamentally different legal systems coexist, although in a complicated
form: these are an ‘‘autochthonous’’ customary law, the Islamic Sharia,
and the British Common Law.
In addition to these provisions, there is the task of weighing-up rights

which, once again, owing to their ‘‘indeterminacy,’’ can be operated in
different ways by different communities. A contemporary issue is the
freedom of the press: should it allow one to film violations such as prop-
erty damage, kidnapping, and perhaps even genocide for television
broadcast rights, instead of prohibiting them as far as possible? Another
example: should one be permitted to either diminish or violate the pri-
vacy rights of public personalities as demanded for everyone else? Eval-
uating conflicting rights is also necessary for deciding which evidence
should be allowed in criminal proceedings. Here, the protection of the
private sphere as required by human rights is to be weighed against the
prosecution of crime equally required by human rights. Further, related
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to the scarcity of resources, within the sphere of positive rights to freedom
we must think of how much resources the health service and the educa-
tional system should receive. Finally, perhaps one ought to weigh up the
institutions of the welfare state against the incentive to self-responsibility
and personal initiative.
Obviously, such an indeterminacy and openness of universal principles

has far-reaching consequences. At the conceptual level, we must distin-
guish a real universalism as grounds for the justification of universally
valid principles (i.e. human rights, as opposed to a particularism and rel-
ativism of principles) from a universalism that requires everywhere in the
world the same rules and customs and is better called uniformism. Addi-
tionally, on the historical and political level, the indeterminacy of uni-
versal principles bestows to the states the right to difference, namely, a
universal authorization to particularity in some way comparable to the
right to individuality, which is not due to human beings in spite of but
precisely because of universal morality. Furthermore, one ought to en-
sure a right to unique character, not only to particular cultures but also
to larger cultural areas such as Black Africa, South America, and South-
East Asia. Because of this right to difference, there can be no world
republic flatly opposed to the singular states of the Communitarians. Ac-
cording to the view of political theorists such as Charles Beitz (1979), the
global political system should be set up as a homogeneous world republic
similar to that of a single state. In his conception, possible subdivisions
result only secondarily, from the top down, whereas the particular states
themselves, considered as an expression of particularity, lose their rights.
Yet, the right to difference opposes this.
Our constructive veto against Communitarianism admits that its posi-

tion is right, but only one-third right. Human beings do, indeed, have the
right to particularities – to their history, tradition, and religion, as well as
to their own language, culture, and shared ideas of the common good. It
is because of the diversity of these particularities that the social and cul-
tural wealth of humanity increases; humankind has an interest in the
right of difference to be realized. The second third of the truth is that in-
dividual states are not ends in themselves, in which case they would de-
serve unconditional protection. As unities existing for the sake of human
beings, they can be transformed by human beings and for the sake of
these human beings. They can dissolve and construct themselves, and
thereby achieve both lesser and greater unity. The last third of the truth
is that neither states nor foreign citizens are relieved of the universal
legal and political imperative. The constitutive principle that satisfies all
three requirements of legal ethics is called ‘‘federalism,’’ here understood
in its broader sense to include both federal and confederate states. Only
a federalist unity can be a morally dictated and legitimate world republic.
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There are three possible strategies to legitimize the world republic
democratically. According to exclusive legitimation by the citizens, the
world state would be derived from the will of the entire world popula-
tion, of the people of the global state, partly (but not only) through
NGOs and global social movements (GSMs). It is customary for these
latter organizations to care for corporate, professional, and minority in-
terests, e.g. special-interest groups. Many of these are undemocratic, even
by a weak definition of democracy. Even the UN specialized agencies are
undemocratic structures, since their members are states, whether demo-
cratic or not, and some states have more powers in the UN structures
than others (the most obvious example is the so-called veto right of the
five permanent members of the Security Council). The malevolent view
on states being ruthless power entities and the corresponding benevolent
view of NGOs and GSMs – as being beneficient, enlightened, and public-
spirited – does not always correspond to reality. Since individuals are the
authority of last resort in matters of legitimacy, one could consider this
first strategy to be appropriate. Indeed, the interests of states are legiti-
mized by their citizens, so that one could eliminate the individual states
as additional authorities of legitimacy.
Nevertheless, the right of particular statehood speaks against this, as

does the fact that the interests of collective units cannot be reduced to
the sum of the interests of their members. This suggests a second strategy
of democratic legitimation. While single states represent both the dis-
tributive interests of the single citizens and collective interests of the
people, one would wish to eliminate the first legitimation and defend a
legitimation exclusively based on individual states, with the result that
the collective will of single states would take all decisions alone. How-
ever, this contradicts the legitimate authority of last resort, i.e. that of the
individual human being. To the latter belong religion, language, and
professional life, demanding hobbies, or political and social interests for
which there are specific agencies that cross the territorial boundaries of
the nation-state. The same is true of human interests, such as those rep-
resented by organizations such as Amnesty International, Greenpeace,
or Medicins sans Frontières (Doctors Without Borders), and further
membership of a diaspora such as the Irish, Jewish, and Kurdish peoples.
If only for the sake of ‘‘membership across state lines,’’ legitimation

based exclusively on states is ruled out, so that only the third strategy
remains, i.e. mixed legitimation. The world republic wins its democratic
legitimacy through the connection of legitimation by citizens and legit-
imation by states. As a consequence, all power of the world state comes
from its ‘‘double’’ people – from the community of all human beings and
from all states. This double legitimation must find expression in the or-
ganization of a world state. The parliament, its most important organ,
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must consist of two chambers – one chamber for the citizens and another
for the states. At this point in time, one need not think further about the
specific constitution of these assemblies; clearly, Liechtenstein would not
have the same weight as India or China. In any case, the large regional
intermediary authorities could change the situation.

A final balance: Multilevel cosmopolitanism

The world state, which should exist according to the universal legal and
political imperative, would be a subsidiary and, further, a federalist world
republic. In it we would be citizens, understood here not as an exclusive
but, rather, complementary citizenship. The exclusive conception of citi-
zenship corresponds to that kind of cosmopolitanism which – along with
Hegel’s Philosophy of Right (1967) (O209, Note), ‘‘is crystallized, e.g. as a
cosmopolitanism in opposition to the concrete life of the state.’’ This
cosmopolitanism, not without an air of superiority, often declares: ‘‘I am
neither German, French, nor Italian but only a citizen of the world.’’
Here, world government substitutes for the single states, and cosmopoli-
tan civil rights replace national civic rights. In the globalistic world state,
one is a world citizen and not a citizen of a particular state. The federal
world republic avoids the flat alternative ‘‘national or global’’ and ‘‘par-
ticular state or cosmopolitism.’’ Global civic rights do not take the place
of national civil rights; rather, the former supplement the latter. The fa-
mous question on constitutional law concerning the competence to eval-
uate matters of competence (Kompetenz-Kompetenz) is of importance
but in a systematically subordinate sense. Incidentally, federal nation-
states are confronted with the same problem and are able to solve it. To
a certain extent, this idea realizes a global variation of de Gaulle’s world
of separate ‘‘fatherlands’’ ( patries) and large political regions although,
unlike de Gaulle, it is one with a special and (until now unknown) mul-
tiple citizenship. In the coming years, the European democracies will have
to decide whether their citizens are primarily German, French, or Italian
or, rather, citizens of Europe. In all these cases, one is primarily either a
citizen of a European state or a European citizen, and secondarily either
of the two, which means both at the same time and in a hierarchical
order. Thirdly, one is a world citizen, a citizen of the federal and subsid-
iary world republic.

The United Nations as a model?

In the existing network of international institutions, the United Nations
plays a major role in the perspective of global legal ethics. The pro-
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gramme of the United Nations is close to the ideal of a global order such
as the federal and subsidiary republic. Not only does it pursue its primary
goal to promote a global legal order and a peace order but also its prin-
ciples correspond to the normative principles developed above.
The similarity begins with the circumstances of the foundation of the

United Nations and the circumstances that make a world republic neces-
sary. After the obvious failure of the League of Nations, a new world
organization was needed that was to preserve the world from future wars
(see the preamble of the Charter of the United Nations and Article 1).
The similarity also lies in the universal membership of the United Na-
tions: now even both Koreas are members and only Switzerland and
micro-states such as Kiribati, San Marino, and Monaco are still missing.
Last but not least, the UN Charter amounts to nothing less than a world
constitution guided by the relevant principles of legal ethics.
The UN Charter commits all states to the respect for human rights

and dignity, for equal treatment of men and women, as well as for equal
treatment of all states, whether large or small (preamble, Article 1). The
member states commit themselves to solve their conflicts with peaceful
means (Article 2.3) and to renounce the use of violence (Article 2.4).
The integrity of the territory and of the people of each state is inviolable,
and each state has one vote in the General Assembly.
The United Nations has been founded by sovereign states. However,

by the ratification of the Charter, they renounced part of their sover-
eignty and headed towards a federal world republic. The recognition of
human rights amounts to a self-limitation of their domestic sovereignty;
the renouncement of violence limits the external sovereignty. Chapter
VII even gives the Security Council the authority to take measures
against states that are either a threat to peace or who commited aggres-
sion against another state. Article 25 obliges the member states to con-
tribute to such measures by offering military support. Yet the United
Nations has no monopoly of physical force, which corresponds to our
idea of a multilevel sovereignty in which most of the power should be-
long to the individual states.
The United Nations is close to a world republic by another aspect, too:

its organs are submitted to the principle of separation of powers. The
General Assembly somehow resembles the legislative power. Admit-
tedly, the General Assembly can adopt nothing but recommendations,
most of which are not legally binding, excepting those on the budget and
assessed contributions, for instance. The Secretary-General has certain
(although narrow) executive powers. The Security Council has more ex-
ecutive power and is the only UN organ that has the character of a public
enforcement authority. In its role of judging in which cases a threat to
international peace and security has occurred and which state is the ag-
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gressor, and then of deciding to take action, the Security Council is at
risk of being biased by the special status of the Permanent Members who
are often inclined to promote their own interests and to protect their
client states. Such extensive competences clearly contradict the principle
of the separation of powers. The right of the Permanent Members of the
Security Council to prevent the Council from reaching a decision also
contradicts the very idea of democracy. Therefore, the UN Charter pur-
sues two deeply contradictory goals – the universalist legal ethics of hu-
man rights and the legal solution of settling conflicts by privileging five
Great (and not so great) Powers in the Security Council. In the United
Nations, power has priority over the law.
Concerning the third power (the judiciary power), there is at least the

International Court of Justice and further specialized tribunals. How-
ever, none of these tribunals disposes of any enforcement power. The
compliance with the judgements by the parties involved relies on the
voluntary submission to them. Since the time of the League of Nations,
all attempts to establish the usual mandatory jurisdictions have been un-
successful. There is no equivalent of the authority of the national tribu-
nals to prosecute illegal acts. The states members of the United Nations
have no possibility of lodging an appeal against the decisions of the
General Assembly and of the Security Council. In addition, the parties
that obtain a judgement in their favour can ask only the Security Council
for enforcement, so that the enforcement of judgements belongs to a
political, not to a judicial, organ – thus again infringing the principle of
separation of powers.
Because only one of its organs is really a (public) power, the United

Nations does not reach a high degree of statehood. Even if one would
reinforce its statehood, it could not achieve the level of even a rudimen-
tary world republic. Indeed, the privileges of the five permanent mem-
bers of the Security Council contradict the principles of democracy and
make out the world organization to be oligarchic. All states are equal
only in the General Assembly; yet, in the General Assembly, each state
has one vote, whether it has a large or a very small population.
In one more aspect the United Nations diverges from the ideal of a

world republic: it has only an upper house – the General Assembly – and
no lower house. There is an Economic and Social Council (chapter X of
the Charter), but its members are elected by the General Assembly,
which does not make it a second independent house. Thus, the United
Nations fits only to the dimension of the law of nations, not to the di-
mension of cosmopolitan law. This may have been wise at the time of the
foundation of the United Nations, because – among other reasons –
peace had priority and there was no global civic opinion. Yet a global
democracy would be needed, especially with respect to the goals de-
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clared by Article 1,3 and by chapter IX, Articles 55–60 of the Charter,
i.e. international cooperation in economic, cultural, and humanitarian
matters.
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7

Global governance and justice

Yash Tandon

The new men of Empire are the ones who believe in fresh starts, new chapters,
new pages; I struggle on with the old story, hoping that before it is finished it

will reveal to me why it was that I thought it was worth the trouble.
J. M. Coetzee, Waiting for the Barbarians

Introduction

In a framework paper informing this particular dialogue, three sets of
actors were identified as having significant influence on public policy-
making at the global level. These were:
1. States and intergovernmental organizations (IGOs);
2. Transnational corporations (TNCs) and business associations that op-

erate in the market; and
3. Civil society organizations, including non-governmental organizations

(NGOs), transnational social movements (TSMOs), and the media.
Then a question was posed to this writer: ‘‘Which actor (or triad of actors)
is best able to strengthen justice in the world?’’

Three preliminary questions need be asked before we begin. One,
where is a scholar located in the total constellation of moral, social, and
political forces? As Edward Said reminded us, no scholar can totally step
out of history or his/her political and social conditioning (Said 1995);
those who say that they are ‘‘objective,’’ ‘‘universal,’’ or ‘‘neutral’’ are
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fooling themselves as well as others. Two, how is the language of dis-
course crafted, by whom and why? Philosophers such as Wittgenstein
tried to expurgate language of impurities of expression, but failed (Witt-
genstein 1958). As we show, language continues to remain one of the
most powerful forces of control and manipulation. Third, where is an al-
ternative discourse going to come from? The hegemony of the dominant
discourse is so pervasive and stifling that discordant voices are often
dismissed as ‘‘not constructive,’’ or ‘‘conspiratorial,’’ or ‘‘not nuanced
enough,’’ or ‘‘Manichean.’’ This is part of the perennial problem of con-
structing a critical ontology from one defined by hegemonic theory.

This chapter presents an alternative language of discourse created
from the periphery of the contemporary global system of governance. It
is in three parts.

In the first part (pp. 205–214), the chapter looks at the Real World.
It argues that contemporary civilization has become pathological: it is
devoid of both rationality and humanity. To use the Kantian metaphor,
the dominant force behind the shaping of contemporary culture is the
‘‘crooked timber,’’ the base aspect of human nature. Those who control
the system use language and ideology to obfuscate reality and legitimize
exploitation. International institutions (such as the United Nations, the
World Bank, the International Monetary Fund [IMF], the World Trade
Organization [WTO], among others) provide three things – ideologists
who craft the language of mainstream discourse, rules of global gov-
ernance, and sanctions. There are contradictions within and between
them but, in the contemporary world, members of a hegemonic politi-
cal and economic power bloc (the G-7/8 and the hundred or so mega-
corporations) use their control over these institutions to govern the rest
of the world. The bulk of humanity are mired in poverty (not of spirit
or of mind, but material poverty) and its concomitant effects, i.e. vul-
nerability to social and natural conditions. The system has spawned the
growth of science and technology to unprecedented heights, but at the
same time it has also spawned totally unjustified poverty to unprece-
dented depths. This contradiction is a product of the system’s pathology.

In the second part (pp. 214–221), the chapter examines the concept of
justice. It takes John Rawls’ concept of justice as fairness as its point of
departure. Rawls applied it only within a domestic context. The chapter
argues that it can (and should) be extended to the global arena. It goes
on to critique alternative concepts of justice that are based on welfare
and charity. It also critiques those who argue that the world is already
witnessing the emergence of a cosmopolitan or a Kantian global system.

In the third part (pp. 222–225), having worked the concept in the ab-
stract, the chapter seeks to apply this to the real world. It asks which of
the main actors in the global system have the capacity to advance the

204 TANDON



cause of justice, as defined. The chapter argues that this is a concrete and
conjunctural question; it cannot be answered in the abstract. On this
basis, it argues that only peoples’ movements have the potential to ad-
vance the cause of justice in the contemporary world.

The real world of global governance

Civilizational tendency towards barbarism

Contemporary civilization has become barbaric, both as between human
beings and in terms of relations with other species of life. It has become
wantonly destructive. It is a norm among predatory animals to kill only
when in need of food; at some time in the historic past, humans also used
to kill mainly for food; hunting was part of food gathering. As ‘‘civiliza-
tion’’ moved on, humans began to kill other animals for fun as well as for
food. In the capitalist phase of our civilization, the dominant culture is
for humans to kill other species, not for food but for profit. Food is only
the medium through which to make profits; though millions may starve,
profits must first be made.

Unlike animals, humans also destroy species that they do not eat.
Thus, they kill weeds because weeds reduce the output of corn, or wheat,
or what have you. They kill pests although they do not eat them. The
wanton, and senseless, part is that the destruction has to be total. The
cholera virus has to be annihilated for good, the cotton bollworm has to
be eliminated permanently, and the stalk-borer grub has to be destroyed
forever. Animals have to be put into zoos and parks, crop varieties into
gene banks and laboratories; none must have free existence except at the
dispensation of humans. This is the anthropocentric part of global gover-
nance.

Unlike animals, humans kill competitors. Lions do not kill cheetahs
just because both prey on giraffes. Humans kill other human beings as
well as other species in competition for land, for forests, for cattle, for
fish, for water, for space, for pleasure. Competition may have been the
impulse behind the development of science and technology, but it is also
at the root of the barbarism of human beings. Our present capitalist
period is the most competitive and also the most destructive. Millions
of species are destroyed every day. Millions of human lives are wasted
simply because they do not have the ‘‘market power’’ to buy food, shel-
ter, clothing, or medicines. Ours must be the most barbaric period of hu-
man ‘‘civilization.’’1

Natural species are destroyed and manufactured products that yield
profit to the capitalist offered in their place. For the loss of the microbe
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that filters drinking-water is offered the manufactured substitute with its
‘‘more efficient’’ filtration technology. For the loss of natural nutrients,
fruity vitamin supplements are offered. However, consistent with man’s
anthropocentrism, nobody has replaced the sea snails on which the life of
the Borneo hooded tern had depended. There is no profit to be made out
of the hooded tern; unlike humans, they cannot buy sea snails from the
market.

Much of the rise in consumer-product diversity is a direct result of the
decrease in biodiversity. Consumer-product diversity now far exceeds
biodiversity: 200 million new product options have been generated since
1993 in replacement of the millions of now extinct species. Half a century
ago, Joseph Schumpeter had said that ‘‘creative destruction’’ was the nec-
essary basis for the development of capitalism (Schumpeter 1943). If so,
then its present phase is dominated by the destruction of Nature and its
substitution by profit-seeking ‘‘creation.’’

The pathology of global governance

Global governance is ruled by profits. This is not an expression of reduc-
tionism. There are, of course, other aspects of globalism, such as art,
music, culture, communications, football, Wimbledon tennis, white-water
rafting, social welfare, acts of charity, and novel-writing. There are also
large sections of societies that do not function in the market where prof-
its rule. None the less, as broad generalizations go, profits form the basis
of contemporary global governance and are also at the root of its patho-
logical character.

Take global medical governance, for example. In 1977, the World
Health Organization published the Essential Drugs List of some 306
drugs which, it said, ‘‘. . . should be available at all times in adequate
amounts and in the appropriate dosage form.’’ Nevertheless, the poor in
the third world (and that means the majority of the population) wait for
decades to have access to life-saving drugs, such as those against HIV/
AIDS (for example) which is a deadly scourge in the South. A few large
global corporations dominate the pharmaceutical industry and they will
not allow these 306 or so drugs to be marketed at prices affordable to the
people. In South Africa in 1999 the government introduced a system of
compulsory licensing and parallel imports of patented drugs, but the
multinational drug industry backed by the US government used all the
power at their command to block this action. In the world of global gov-
ernance, health is subordinated to the demands of profit, and the protec-
tion of patents takes precedence over the protection of human lives. This
is only one instance of the pathology of global governance.
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In 1992, during the Earth Summit in Rio, many countries signed the
Convention on Bio-Diversity (CBD). This recognized the right of indig-
enous communities and sovereign nations to their biodiversity. However,
this would have blocked the access to it of pharmaceutical multina-
tionals. Instigated by the latter, the United States and its allies in the
West succeeded in pushing through the Trade-Related Intellectual Prop-
erty rights (TRIPS) agreement, within the agreements of the GATT
Uruguay Round. This effectively took away the rights of governments
and communities recognized under the CBD (Correa 2000). The compan-
ies secured the right under TRIPS to exploit biological resources, wher-
ever these might be. Countries that would forbid this are subject to sanc-
tions by the governments of countries in which the major pharmaceutical
companies originate. In effect, this puts a great divide between the ‘‘North’’
(where these companies originate) and the ‘‘South’’ (where most of the
biodiversity exists), or to use Samuel Huntington’s pithy phrase, between
‘‘the West and the Rest.’’

The Huntington thesis revisited

In 1993, Huntington put forward the challenging thesis that the post-
cold-war period would be one of ‘‘clashes of civilizations.’’2 By making
somewhat simplistic assumptions, and an even simpler classification of
‘‘civilizations’’ (never easy to categorize), he laid himself open to much
deserved criticism. None the less, his thesis retains a kind of macroscopic
validity, much like when historians make broad generalizations about his-
tory as ‘‘the age of reason’’ or ‘‘the romantic period.’’ As generalizations
go, then, what we are witnessing in the post-cold-war period is indeed the
increasing dominance of one particular branch of human civilization –
the Euro-Christian-Judaic-capitalist3 – over other civilizations.

Contrary to all reified polarities, the reality is, of course, much more
complex and contradictory. This polarity between the ‘‘North’’ and
‘‘South’’ is widening in our times.4 Propositions that seek to qualify this
broad division of the world – such as that there is a ‘‘North’’ in the
‘‘South’’ and a ‘‘South’’ in the ‘‘North’’ – strengthen, not weaken, the
argument. The ‘‘North’’ and ‘‘South’’ are more than geographic con-
structs: they also refer to particular manifestations of certain cultural and
consumerist attributes. The dominant North historically created and con-
tinues to nurture a minuscule class of its own kind in the South – those
that rule and over-consume; the North also creates an impoverished and
marginalized ‘‘South’’ within its own midst – those who do not rule, and
who under-consume.

Modernization theories of the 1950s and ’60s assumed that the South
would ‘‘eventually’’ catch up with the North if they would only open
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up their economies to Western technology and science, and emulate
the North’s democratic institutions. Retrospective analysis indicates that
those theories were no more than ideological expressions of the West’s
continued drive to dominate and conquer the ‘‘Rest.’’ That drive con-
tinues to this day; however, it is now termed ‘‘globalization.’’ Like the
earlier concept of modernization, globalization is also presented by its
ideologists as something driven by technological and economic forces
that cannot be stopped – something ‘‘natural,’’ inherent in history itself.5

Socialization of language

Language can obscure reality. It is often deliberately crafted to encour-
age a certain perspective, a certain mind-set. For example, in colonial
times, a person from the colonized world did not have an individual
identity: he was an Arab, an Asian, or an African. Their personalities
were generalized, their individuality dissolved; that made the colonized
easier to handle.6 Racist polarity between ‘‘us’’ and ‘‘them’’ facilitated
global governance during the colonial period.

Nothing describes the skilled use of language to create mind-sets more
than the West’s definition of what constitutes ‘‘barbarism’’ in our time.
Nobody in his right mind would condone the bombing of American em-
bassies in Nairobi and Dar es Salaam in August 1998. Whether that was
the work of the ‘‘terrorist’’ Osama bin Laden remains an open question.
The US Government believes that bin Laden was the culprit; on that
basis, it bombed a pharmaceutical factory in the Sudan, alleged to be
supplying biochemical weapons to bin Laden. Not a single country, not
even the United Kingdom, supported the United States. If one were to
be objective about the matter, then the American act qualifies as an act
of barbarity no less than that of the bombing of its embassies. In the text
of the West, however, only the latter is barbaric.

The United Nations Children’s Fund (UNICEF) reported in 1999 that
almost 600,000 children under 5 years of age perished in Iraq because of
the West’s sanctions. The infant mortality rate increased from 56/1000
before to 131/1000 after the sanctions (UNICEF 1999). If this is not bar-
barism, what is? And yet, in the vocabulary of the ruling circles of the
West, this is no more than ‘‘collateral damage’’ that sanctions cause to
the children. It is incredible how language can caricature a grotesque re-
ality and ‘‘cleanse’’ it of evil and absolve the responsibility of its perpe-
trator. ‘‘Blame it on Saddam Hussein’’ is the West’s outrageous and in-
defensible defence of this carnage.

The blame culture is deeply rooted in Western culture and the history.
Blame the ‘‘collateral damage’’ against the people of Yugoslavia on Mi-
losovic. Blame Fidel Castro for US sanctions on Cuba, isolate him, and,
if possible, remove him from power. Blame the British atrocities against
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the Mau Mau on Jomo Kenyatta, lock him up; blame Nasser, bomb the
Suez Canal; blame Lumumba for the chaos in the Congo in the 1960s,
kill him; blame Gadaffi, bomb his home; blame Mugabe, he is a Marxist;
blame Mahathir Mohamed, he refuses to conform. The demonization
of the ‘‘rebellious’’ leader in the South has been an abiding feature of
West’s ‘‘justification’’ for its barbarism against the ‘‘Rest.’’

Language makes ‘‘acceptable’’ that which is inhuman and unjust.
‘‘Collateral damage’’ to civilians sanitizes bombing. The collective noun,
‘‘the African,’’ dehumanizes the individual, objectifies him, and makes it
easier to dispose of him. Demonization of the individual leader separates
him from his people, his history, and his reason; casts him as irrational
or simply mad (the gallant Somali fighter against British colonization
was simply called ‘‘the Mad Mullah’’), and therefore beyond the pale of
‘‘civilized’’ discourse.7

Socialization of ideology

Where language is a one-off description, ideology is a complex network
of values, prejudices, and assumptions. Both serve the same purpose of
obscuring reality and making ‘‘acceptable’’ that which is inhuman and
unjust. The anthropocentric ideology puts humans at the centre of the
universe, and ‘‘justifies’’ to himself the subjugation of all ‘‘lower’’ species
of life to his control and abuse. The ideology of the ‘‘White man’s bur-
den’’ puts the White man (and woman) at the centre of the universe, and
relegates all other human species to lower levels to be controlled and
abused. The ideology of ‘‘Anglo-Saxon superiority’’ puts the Englishman
and the Anglo-Saxon American at the centre of the universe. In an ever-
decreasing circle of defining the ‘‘superior’’ being, it is finally the Anglo-
Saxon MAN whose gender ideology puts HIM at the centre of the uni-
verse, so even Anglo-Saxon women are then relegated to a step below
the top. Racist and sexist ideologies set the pecking order of human
society.

Where language is descriptive, ideology is prescriptive: it shows the
direction in which the universe must move at the behest of the ‘‘su-
perior’’ beings. The communist ideology was teleological: it promised to
lead to the classless society at the behest of the vanguard of the pro-
letariat. The capitalist ideology is economistic: it promises unending
‘‘growth’’ at the behest of the owners of capital. Both are reductionist
and presumptuous; both denigrate the role of the human spirit in the ad-
vancement of humanity.

Communism is no longer an issue today; capitalism is. As the ruling
ideology of the moment, it has passed through many phases and modes,
from the competitive phase to that of monopoly, from the state interven-
tionist mode to that of privatization. However, its underlying ideology –
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namely, that it is the profit incentive that promotes growth – has re-
mained constant. Like all ideologies, it is a combination of truth and lie;
in our period, the lie overshadows the truth. Speculative capital, which
now forms over 90 per cent of the movement of capital, promotes
growthless profit. Speculative capital disembowels the economy of indus-
try and productive activity. It generates money with money without hav-
ing to go through the process of production. It gives the lie to the capi-
talist ideology that capital generates growth. We have reached a stage in
the development of capitalism where 90 per cent of capital generates
only air – and profits. The tragedy is that this happens at the cost of the
lives and livelihoods of millions of people, as happened in Thailand,
South Korea, and Indonesia in 1997–1999.8

Another ideological tenet of contemporary capitalism is that those in
the South must liberalize their economies to provide incentives to foreign
direct investments (FDI) for the sake of their own growth; this is the lie
of globalization. A fundamental aspect of globalization is a desperate
effort by an overflow of capital in the West seeking profitable ventures in
the South,9 but the matter is presented as if it is the South that needs
capital and they must therefore provide the best incentives for it.

Ironically, and that is the force of ideology, most governments in the
South have taken the ideology for truth, so they vie with one another
to offer most competitive terms to Western capital. In the process, they
cheapen their resources and the value of their labour power. This sets
a vicious circle of poverty and debt bondage from which it is impossible
to escape. Those East Asian countries that were able to generate self-
motivated growth in the 1980s and 1990s were forced by speculative at-
tacks on their currencies in 1997 to roll back their gains and succumb to
the power of Western capital. The currency crises forced the opening of
their economies to ownership and control of foreign capital. Thus, for
example, in South Korea, whereas formerly only up to 15 per cent of the
shares of Korean companies could be owned by foreigners, after the
crisis foreigners could own first 50 per cent and later up to 100 per cent.
The result is that South Korea is now more foreign-owned than during its
last fifty years of industrialization. Lawrence Summers, the former US
Treasury Secretary, said that the IMF deal in Korea accomplished for the
United States what trade could not in all the trade rounds.10 The West
is once more in command in the Pacific, both economically as well as
militarily.

The UN system and global governance

At the end of the Second World War, the victorious powers had created
two sets of institutions. One set related to economic matters: these were
the IMF, the World Bank, and the General Agreement on Tariffs and
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Trade (GATT). The second set consisted of the United Nations and its
specialized agencies. These represented the more ‘‘visionary’’ aspects of
global infrastructure, dealing with dispute settlement, health, welfare, la-
bour, culture, education, trusteeship, and other such matters. The vision-
ary part of the United Nations also paid homage to the idea of ‘‘We, the
Peoples . . .’’ as against ‘‘We, the Governments . . .’’ although, in the Secu-
rity Council, it congealed power in the hands of the large and powerful.

Over the decades, the vision and authority of the United Nations has
diminished and the power and control of the Bretton Woods institutions
have increased. During the cold war years, the peace and security di-
mension of UN work was used mainly by the United States and its allies
to legitimize their global policies and interventions, such as in Korea, the
Middle East, and the Congo. The peoples of the South were able to use
the United Nations to effect and legitimize decolonization, but not with-
out a price. Because of the nature of alliances that needed to be built,
and because of Western hegemony in the United Nations, decolonization
came with mixed baggage. Although the former colonial powers were
eased out, in most cases the United States came out on top of the situa-
tion. In the Congo, for example, the United Nations became the means,
under US hegemony, to neutralize nationalist forces led by Patrice Lu-
mumba and to instal in power Mobutu Sese Seko, who ruled the country
for 27 years as a bastion of Western interests in Africa. Where the West
adamantly backed Portugal in its colonies and the apartheid regime in
South Africa, a door was opened to Soviet influence and ideology. With
the demise of the Soviet Union, the West is once again the dominant
force in these countries. They can now pursue their interests directly –
that is, without having to go to the United Nations. In fact, they have
more or less lost interest in the United Nations as a mechanism for peace
and security; the United States even refuses to pay its full dues to the
United Nations.

The United Nations has thus become largely ineffective on issues of
peace and security. In Africa, for example, it made half-hearted, ineffec-
tual, interventions in places such as Somalia, Angola, and Rwanda.11
This has led Africans to accuse the West of double standards. For exam-
ple, when it comes to removing Jonas Savimbi from his position blocking
peace efforts in Angola, the United Nations has been extremely parsi-
monious in the resources it has provided and half-hearted in the pursuit
of the objective that it has set for itself. In contrast, the Western efforts
to try to get Milosovic out of Bosnia and Kosovo were an entirely differ-
ent story. This duplicity of the West has been observed by Africa, even in
relation to issues such as the care of refugees. Once again, African refu-
gees are treated to the minimum of resources, compared with refugees
that came out of Yugoslavia.

The social and economic dimensions of the United Nations have
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suffered an even worse fate. The United States and some of its allies,
especially the United Kingdom, have tried over the years systematically
to destroy the role, influence, and justification of organizations such as
the United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
(UNESCO), the International Labour Organization (ILO), the United
Nations Industrial Development Organization (UNIDO), the United
Nations Environment Programme (UNEP), and the United Nations Con-
ference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD). UNCTAD, for exam-
ple, is no longer what it used to be: it can provide technical assistance
and undertake research but it is no longer permitted to give policy advice
to developing countries. The Economic and Social Council of the United
Nations, similarly, has been virtually disembowelled of its role and func-
tions. Most of the economic functions of the United Nations have been
effectively transferred to the Bretton Woods institutions and the WTO.
These, in contrast to the United Nations, have become powerful institu-
tions of global governance. It is now the World Bank, not UNESCO,
that lays down educational programmes for developing countries. The
weighted voting in the IMF and the World Bank puts decision-making
powers effectively into the hands of the West. In the case of the WTO,
decision-making is, in theory, by consensus; in practice, however, deci-
sions are taken in small committees and they come out as negotiated
settlements between its powerful members – the so-called ‘‘quad coun-
tries’’ (the United States, the European Union, Canada, and Japan) and
without the participation of the developing countries. Yet these decisions
bind these countries.

Global governance, the IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO

Ideology needs ideologists, paid servants of the ruling circles. These are
located in the institutions that churn out globalist ideologies neatly ex-
pressed in elegant, ‘‘balanced,’’ official language. Not all officials of the
IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO are conscious peddlers of ideology;
most of them, in their innocence or ignorance, have ‘‘faith’’ in what they
preach. They are recruited to those jobs precisely because of their faith.
They actually believe that developing countries must open their doors to
capital to get out of the vicious circle of poverty. Since the Asian crisis of
1997, some of them are beginning to have doubts about the efficacy of
their medicine, and most now make a distinction between ‘‘bad’’ specu-
lative capital and ‘‘good’’ FDIs – in practice, an untenable distinction.

The problem is that, when ideology takes hold of one’s mind, no
amount of contradictory evidence will dislodge it. There is always that
item in the complex set of assumptions that will ‘‘explain away’’ contra-
dictory evidence. ‘‘If only the Governments in the South were to do as
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we tell them to, they really should not have problems.’’ This is the escape
route of all ideologists. Ideologies are, in the words of Karl Popper
(1959), ‘‘impossible to falsify.’’

For over twenty years, the so-called ‘‘Washington Consensus’’ (WC)
provided the ruling orthodoxy of ‘‘development’’ theory. Its ‘‘axiomatic’’
tenets were the basis not only of mainstream development economics at
the academic level but also of the main policy directions for developing
countries, especially those that had come under the World Bank’s Struc-
ture Adjustment Programs (SAPs). Joseph Stiglitz, former senior Vice-
President of the Bank, in a stinging attack on IMF bureaucrats, said that
the sum total of their knowledge boiled down to six concepts: inflation,
money supply, growth, interest rate, budget, and trade deficits (Stiglitz
1998).

At the political level, the minimalist state became part of the WC or-
thodoxy. Developing countries that were hostage to SAPs were forced
either to privatize or to stand accused of ‘‘Soviet style’’ statism. Stiglitz
was later to say that the focus of the WC on liberalization, deregulation,
and privatization had grossly ignored the important role the state needs
to play in regulation, industrial policy, social protection, and welfare. He
said that the WC was ‘‘misguided.’’

Misguided or not, the WC had served its purpose for the West. Liber-
alization, deregulation, and privatization gave Western corporations a
greater control over the economies of developing countries. The illusion
that SAPs were creating conditions for growth is finally being shattered.
However, the poor are now paying a heavy price: thousands have lost
jobs and have joined the ‘‘informal sector’’ as the final refuge for sur-
vival; thousands have had their real wages slashed; and under ‘‘cost-
sharing’’ imposed by the IMF, the poor are forced to pay cash for health
services and education, or are taking children, mainly girls, out of school.
Meanwhile, Western multinationals and speculators are piling on their
profits.

In 1994, the WTO was created following eight years of intense nego-
tiations between (mainly) the USA and Europe. Most developing coun-
tries joined later, because staying out might have been worse for them,
but they had practically no say in the making of the WTO. The rules are
backed by mandatory sanctions against those that fail to fulfil their obli-
gations, even if they had no part in their making.

The WTO has potentially, and under pressure from the West, an ever-
expanding agenda. Under the prefix ‘‘trade-related,’’ all manner of issues
are now brought under its sanctions-bearing authority. TRIPs, to which
we referred earlier, should never have come into the WTO. In like man-
ner, trade-related investment measures (TRIMs) have made serious in-
roads into the sovereign right of nations to regulate foreign investments.
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Not satisfied, the rich countries of the OECD have pushed (so far with-
out success) for a Multilateral Agreement on Investments (MAI) which
would force developing countries to give ‘‘national treatment’’ to foreign
investors. If this is successful, it would mean that foreign investors would
be treated at least on the same basis as nationals; indigenization policies
of the South would therefore become illegal and so subject to sanctions.

The West is now pushing into the WTO other issues. These include the
environment, labour standards, e-commerce, competition policy, and ge-
netically modified organisms (GMOs). These are all potential minefields.
Successively more and more of our lives are being subject to market
forces, from food production and entitlement to childcare, from water to
education. Every time a new sector is privatized and brought into the
market, the West introduces it into the World Bank or the sanctions-
bearing WTO. This process not only undermines the ability of the devel-
oping countries to use policy tools for development but also puts beyond
the pale of the market the poor and the vulnerable that do not have the
means to secure their livelihood from the market. In the double-speak
language of the neo-liberalists, these are merely ‘‘market failures.’’ The
ingenuity of linguistic gymnastics has reached quantum leaps of absurdity.

The world of justice in a globalized world

Justice as fairness

Justice is at the heart of the discourse of this chapter. It has been a hotly
contested terrain throughout history,12 and has many rival conceptions.
This chapter takes as its point of departure the Rawlsian concept of
‘‘justice as fairness’’ (Rawls 1972).

Before we get into it, let us note that some of Rawls’ propositions
are derived from his specific condition as a scholar from a particular
tradition – the Western liberal tradition. Hence, his views carry certain
biases and prejudices that stem from this tradition. For example, Rawls
gives priority to liberty over equality, and does not adequately address
the question of inequalities in wealth and power leading to inequalities in
the exercise of liberties, or what happens when basic liberties are in con-
flict. Furthermore, he has this strange notion that liberal states do not go
to war or, if they do, it is when they are threatened by autocratic states!
This is a highly biased and one-sided view of history.

No matter, for Rawls brings some interesting ideas to the concept of
justice. One of them is a set of basic principles of justice that he derives
from an imaginary condition of primordial equality that he calls the
‘‘original position.’’ Second, is his notion of the ‘‘difference principle.’’13
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In Rawls’ imagined ‘‘original position,’’ individuals are subject to a
‘‘veil of ignorance’’ so that, in devising principles of justice, they have
practically no knowledge of the self – their sex, status, class, colour, reli-
gion, strength, intelligence, or their conception of the good.14 As he ex-
plains:

The aim is to use the notion of pure procedural justice as a basis of theory.
Somehow we must nullify the effects of specific contingencies which put men at
odds and tempt them to exploit social and natural circumstances to their own
advantage. (Rawls 1972: 136)

By this process, Rawls arrives at two principles of justice and two pri-
ority rules for institutions. It is important to quote him in extenso:

First principle
Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive total system of equal
basic liberties compatible with a similar system of liberty for all.

Second principle
Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both: (a) to
the greatest benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just savings prin-
ciple, and (b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair
equality of opportunity.

First priority rule (the priority of liberty)
The principles of justice are to be ranked in lexical order and therefore liberty
can be restricted only for the sake of liberty. There are two cases: (a) a less ex-
tensive liberty must strengthen the total system of liberty shared by all; (b) a less
than equal liberty must be acceptable to those with the lesser liberty.

Second priority rule (the priority of justice over efficiency and welfare)
The second principle of justice is lexically prior to the principle of efficiency and
to that of maximizing the sum of advantages; and fair opportunity is prior to the
difference principle. There are two cases: (a) an inequality of opportunity must
enhance the opportunities of those with the lesser opportunity; (b) an excessive
rate of saving must on balance mitigate the burden of those bearing this hardship.

General conception
All social primary goods – liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the
bases of self-respect – are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution
of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of the least favoured. (Rawls
1972: 302–303)

Although the above principles appear to savour of egalitarianism, Rawls
denies that this motivated his theory. What he is opposed to is in-
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stitutionalized inequalities, unless these are ‘‘to the advantage of the
least favoured.’’

What is attractive about Rawls is that, unlike nineteenth century utili-
tarians and present-day economists who define benefits in terms of wel-
fare, he defines it in terms of ‘‘primary goods’’ – liberty and opportunity,
income and wealth, and the bases of self-respect. Again, unlike natural
law theorists (including Grotius and Locke), who argued that justice can
be discovered through reason, Rawls’ principles are based on fair proce-
dure (justice as fairness), that individuals would agree to under a ‘‘veil of
ignorance.’’ Under these conditions, they agree to the ‘‘difference princi-
ple’’: social and economic inequalities are to be arranged ‘‘to the greatest
benefit of the least advantaged.’’ He sees natural talents of individuals as
collective assets to be so distributed that they enhance ‘‘the opportunities
of those with the lesser opportunity.’’ In some ways, Rawls is even more
radical than those who today talk about ‘‘Global Public Goods’’ or ‘‘the
Global Commons’’ (Kaul, Grunberg, and Stern 1999).

However, Rawls’ radicalism disappears when he steps beyond the bor-
ders of ‘‘liberal’’ states to that of international relations. In his book The
Law of Peoples he argues that the difference principle does not apply
between nations or in what he calls ‘‘hierarchical’’ societies (Rawls 1999).
However, consistent with his liberalism, he would not brook intervention
on the part of liberal states into the affairs of ‘‘hierarchical’’ societies,
however much these offend liberal sensitivities.

We depart from Rawls in two significant ways: first, we disagree with
his methodological individualism. We accept that part of liberal ethics
which argues that basic human rights are inherent in individuals. How-
ever, to push this to the level that denies that societies are more than the
sum of individuals is methodological individualism that cannot stand ei-
ther empirical or ethical test. No individual is born outside society, nor
can exist, materially or spiritually, outside the material or social produc-
tion and reproduction of life. We would thus argue that, like individuals,
communities and nations also have inherent rights. Implicit in Rawls’
theory of non-intervention in The Law of Peoples is the notion of na-
tional self-determination, but he refrains from formulating it as an ex-
plicit principle. One consequence of this is that he is unable to extend, to
stretch, the principles of justice obtained in an ‘‘original position’’ to the
community of nations.

What Rawls is unable to do because of methodological limitations, we
now do. Following from him, let us imagine an ‘‘original position,’’ com-
prising nations. In this condition and under a ‘‘veil of ignorance’’ they
seek to arrive at fundamental principles of justice. They are ignorant
about their character, strength, location, religion, ethical norms, and all
such attributes that would, in Rawls’ words, ‘‘tempt them to exploit social
and natural circumstances to their own advantage.’’
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Placed thus, nations would then, I argue, agree to principles of justice
as fairness along lines similar to those arrived at by individuals in Rawls’
‘‘original position.’’ In other words, Rawls’ two principles and two prior-
ity rules will apply as much between nations as they apply between in-
dividuals. Each nation will have ‘‘an equal right to the most extensive
total system of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar system of
liberty for all.’’ Also, to quote directly from Rawls, ‘‘Social and economic
inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both: (a) to the greatest
benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just savings principle,
and (b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions
of fair equality of opportunity.’’ Furthermore, ‘‘justice is lexically prior
to the principle of efficiency and to that of maximizing the sum of ad-
vantages; and fair opportunity is prior to the difference principle.’’ His
‘‘general conception’’ will also apply as between nations – namely, that
‘‘all social primary goods – liberty and opportunity, income and wealth,
and the bases of self-respect – are to be distributed equally unless an
unequal distribution of any or all of these goods is to the advantage of
the least favoured.’’

Is this outlandish; is it ‘‘going too far’’ to extend principles of justice
arrived at between individuals to nations? I suggest it is not. Already,
even in the real world of today, there is a generally accepted principle
that the least-developed countries (LDCs) should be treated to an ‘‘un-
equal distribution’’ of global social goods (tariff reductions, debt remis-
sions, technical assistance, etc.) in their favour. Similarly, at the 1992 Rio
Summit on ‘‘Environment and Development,’’ the principle of ‘‘common
and differentiated responsibility’’ was accepted as an allocative principle.
The entire global community accepted a common responsibility towards
the environment. However, the developing countries were to have a lesser
degree of responsibility, and were to be assisted with finance and tech-
nology to meet their obligations. Also, under GATT the principle of
‘‘special and differential treatment’’ for the developing countries was
accepted until it was undermined by the Uruguay Agreements and the
WTO.

Our second difference with Rawls is the methodology he adopts in his
work The Law of Peoples. Unlike his Theory of Justice, where he con-
ceptualizes justice in the ‘‘original position,’’ when he comes to writing
The Law of Peoples he has in mind extant societies – his own and ‘‘the
others,’’ those that are ‘‘hierarchical.’’ He has allowed himself to be in-
fluenced by concrete history; he now talks like a ‘‘real world’’ person and
not one in the ‘‘original position.’’ He violates his own norms that he had
set in his ‘‘original condition.’’

The truth of the matter is that, in the real world of today, all societies
are hierarchical. Liberalism is a product of a certain history and cul-
ture and contains generally acceptable values of human rights and re-
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spect for basic liberties. However, in the real world, liberalism has also
become fused with capitalism. Within the domestic arena, even in the
West, the individual is submerged under the weight of an order – the
capitalist order – over which he/she has little control.

Indeed, one of the problems of the present epoch is the incomplete
democracy (or democratic deficit) in the United States, the most power-
ful country on earth. The US Government is accountable more to its cor-
porations than to its people. The US Congress is, in fact, a plutocratic
powerhouse: without millions of dollars, there is no way of getting into it.
With approximately 36 million people living below the poverty line (at
last count), and with one individual (Bill Gates) owning assets more than
the combined assets of the poorest half of the population, the United
States has become as much of a ‘‘hierarchical’’ society as any.15

We were drawn into a discussion of the real world because of Rawls’
departure from the imagined world of ‘‘original position’’ in his Theory
of Justice (Rawls 1972), where he has much clarity, to the real world in
his The Law of Peoples (Rawls 1999), where he loses his clarity. But let
us return to the conceptual level and examine, very briefly, some alter-
native formulations of justice, and assess their comparative merit in rela-
tion to justice as fairness. We consider three of these, as follows:
1. Justice as charity;
2. Justice as welfare;
3. Justice as a teleological movement of current history.

Justice as charity

Justice as charity has a long and, in some circles, an honoured history. It
has both a religious as well as a secular pedigree. Most religions believe
in charity. As for the secular version, there is a respected tradition in the
West, especially in the United States, for the rich to create charitable
foundations for worthy causes (even if they do so mostly to avoid taxes).

Underlying charity are two basic assumptions. One is that inequality is
an inevitable outcome of every social and political process; ‘‘It is a fact of
life. The poor are always with us.’’ The second is that the rich have a
custodial responsibility towards the poor.

How do we assess justice as charity? In the absence of nothing else,
charity may have some role to play; in terms of justice, however, it has
serious problems. The biggest difficulty is that it clouds reality and pre-
vents a critical examination of how and why the rich get richer and the
poor poorer. The recipients of charity accept their condition as ‘‘nat-
ural,’’ or ‘‘God-given,’’ and they are placed in a position of permanent
gratitude to the alms-giver.

At the international level, the ordinary people in the West genuinely
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believe that the ‘‘aid’’ their countries give to the developing countries
is an act of charity. It blinds their sight to the real world of unequal
exchange between nations, or to the fact that most of them became rich
on a history of slavery and colonialism. They acquire a certain air of su-
periority and a condescending attitude towards those who receive ‘‘aid.’’
Hence, charity, instead of ennobling the spirit, diminishes it. We would
prefer Rawls’ ‘‘bases of self-respect’’ as a significant ‘‘social primary
good,’’ rather than charity. As the earliest Western feminist, Mary Woll-
stonecraft, said in 1792, ‘‘It is justice, not charity, that is wanting in the
world’’ (Wollstonecraft 1792).

Justice as welfare

Justice as welfare has a more recent history. It goes back, essentially, to
the nineteenth century utilitarians, whose chief spokesman, Jeremy Ben-
tham, laid the philosophical foundations for maximizing overall welfare
level. In contemporary times, it is a favourite subject of a certain genre
of economists (hence called ‘‘welfare economists’’), of whom the best
known are A. M. Polinsky, R. Rosner, and A. K. Sen. They have tried
to bring a measure of ‘‘scientific’’ (econometric) sophistication to utili-
tarianism, and they deal with concepts such as efficiency, allocation and
distribution, entitlement, the Gini coefficient, and, above all, Pareto op-
timality. A situation is said to be Pareto optimal if it is impossible to
change it without at least one person feeling that he/she is worse off than
before; it is Pareto superior if nobody is worse off but at least one person
feels that he/she is better off than before.16

What do we make of welfarist concept of justice? There is no question
that welfare economists have made a valuable contribution by introducing
a normative side to economics. They have been influential in challenging
Gross Domestic Product (GDP)-based notions of growth. A. K. Sen, for
example, has directly influenced the conceptual underpinnings of UNDP’s
annual ‘‘human development’’ surveys, and the poverty-alleviation con-
cepts of the World Bank.

However, as a principle of justice, the concept of welfare is quite inad-
equate. As a distributive principle it accommodates inequalities provided
that the overall benefits (or welfare) exceed the cost, and provided that
Pareto optimality is secured. This is not a satisfactory proposition; Rawls’
idea that inequalities are acceptable only if they benefit the most disad-
vantaged is much more satisfactory from the point of view of justice. In
the ‘‘welfare’’ model the rich could well grow richer, provided that they
take care of the welfare of the poor. In the ‘‘justice as fairness’’ model,
the ‘‘social primary goods’’ (liberty and opportunity, income and wealth,
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and the bases of self-respect) are to be distributed equally unless an un-
equal distribution is to the advantage of the least favoured.17

As for welfare models that focus on allocatively efficient outcomes in
economistic terms, the words of C. G. Veljanosky are worth repeating.
Efficiency, he says, is ‘‘little more than technocratic principle of unim-
provability; there is no rearrangement of society’s productive activity or
allocation of goods and services that will improve the economic welfare
of society given the distribution of wealth upon which market trans-
actions are based’’ (Veljanovsky 1984: 22).

Justice as teleological movement of current history

There are many who believe that the world is already moving in the right
direction. In other words, the real is the ideal; what is, should be. Lead-
ing lights among these are political thinkers such as David Held, who ar-
gues that a ‘‘cosmopolitan’’ global order is already emerging, and inter-
national lawyers such as Ernst-Ulrich Petersmann, who argues that a
Kantian constitutional order leading to ‘‘perpetual peace’’ is looming on
the horizon.

David Held, to be fair, is aware of the iniquities of the existing global
system, and the limitations of the liberal state. He none the less expresses
what can only be described as a naı̈ve faith in the movement of recent
history, especially in the space that, he claims, is opening for a ‘‘cosmo-
politan’’ order to emerge out of the erosion of national sovereignty and
‘‘global interconnectedness’’ (Held 1991).18

The fact of the matter is that both the erosion of sovereignty and the
emerging interconnectedness have specific characteristics. Sovereignty is
inseparable from power. It is primarily the power and sovereignty of
small and middle states, principally those in the South, which have been
eroded. The power and ‘‘extraterritorial sovereignty’’ of the US State
and of the European Union (the collective power of Europe) have in-
creased phenomenally, mostly at the cost of the countries of the South.
As for global interconnectedness, that, too, is one-sided. Under the dual
impact of liberalization of markets and of concentration of power in the
hands of fewer and fewer corporations (through mergers and acquis-
itions), the power of those who control the means of communications and
finance has increased astronomically. What is emerging is not a ‘‘cosmo-
politan’’ world order, but a ‘‘homogenized’’ world under the control of
one particular culture and power bloc.

Ernst-Ulrich Petersmann, on the other hand, is a self-proclaimed Kant-
ian. Like a priest who sees goodness in every heart, Petersmann sees the
emergence of a Kantian constitutional order in every expression of the
Kantian imperatives. Thus, he says, ‘‘Article 1 of the 1949 Basic Law of
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Germany, for instance, reflects Kantian legal philosophy’’ (Petersmann
1998). He argues that European integration law and the 1994 WTO
agreement have ‘‘underlying Kantian legal theory’’ (ibid. 20). EC law
and the WTO law, and their comprehensive guarantees of individual ac-
cess to domestic courts, reflect another important Kantian idea (ibid. 21).
Petersmann would have a ‘‘new UN’’ modelled after the WTO, with
‘‘strong leadership’’ provided by the United States and Europe.

Like the 1944 Bretton Woods Agreements, the 1945 UN Charter,
GATT 1947, or the 1994 WTO Agreement, a new UN Charter will not
come about without strong leadership and political pressures from the
United States and Europe. In order to be politically acceptable, there is a
need for a transitional period during which, like the temporary coexis-
tence of GATT 1947 and the WTO, the new United Nations could coex-
ist with the United Nations of 1945, in order to maintain orderly relations
with non-democracies. However, in order to set sufficient incentives to
join the new United Nations, and disincentive against ‘‘free-riding,’’ the
advantages of the new UN system, including the financial and develop-
ment assistance from Bretton Woods institutions, should be focused on
democracies joining the new United Nations, just as the advantages of
the WTO law were not extended to member countries of GATT 1947
until they acceded to the WTO (ibid. 23).

Here is a recipe for an authoritarian global system imposed by a United
States–European coalition under the guise of creating a Kantian ‘‘con-
stitutional order.’’ It is these kinds of prescriptions, made not by irre-
sponsible but by respected intellectuals, that confirm the scenario of a
world being globalized under the hegemony of one particular branch of
human civilization (see above).19

Both Held and Petersmann are guilty of contingent thinking. Rawls
had his individuals placed in a ‘‘veil of ignorance’’ in order to ‘‘nullify
the effects of specific contingencies which put men at odds and tempt
them to exploit social and natural circumstances to their own advan-
tage.’’ But while Held hopes for a new United Nations built on what he
calls a ‘‘democratic international law’’ (Held 1992: 43), Petersmann
models his new United Nations after the WTO and under the hegemony
of the United States and Europe, a United Nations where there shall be
no ‘‘free riders.’’

Whatever their differences, what Held and Petersmann do is link their
ideas to the real world, and it is to this real world that we must return.
It is not enough to remain in the conceptual world shrouded by a ‘‘veil
of ignorance.’’ And so we come to the last question: which of the three
sets of actors identified earlier (states and IGOs, TNCs and business
associations, or civil society and NGOs) are best placed to address the
matter of global justice defined as fairness?
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Demands of justice against those of power

The first point to establish is that, when it comes to the role of major
actors, it is a concrete or contingent question, not one that can be ana-
lysed in a ‘‘veil of ignorance’’ or in the abstract. The veil needs to be re-
moved. The concrete set of questions is: Which states? Which IGOs?
What business associations? Which civil society?20

We have already described the real world in the first part of this chap-
ter. The United States, as stated earlier, is not only internally ‘‘hierarchi-
cal’’ but also externally predatory. In the international arena the US
corporate sector uses the power of its state to impose its order on the rest
of the world.21 The ordinary people in America are implicated in this
powerhouse and its predatory character by the manner in which they cast
their votes every two or four years, lured by the promise of jobs from
their corporations and an over-consumptionist lifestyle. As President
Clinton is reported to have said: ‘‘You don’t have to be a genius to figure
out that, if you want to keep 22 per cent of that world’s income for 4 per
cent of the world’s people, you’ve got to sell something to the other 96
per cent’’ (USA Today, 26 November 1999). It is (he said) a question of
simple maths: the over-consumptionist demands of the US (and generally
Western) populations drive their corporations to overexploit the rest of
the world. The super-profits of these corporations, in turn, keep their
domestic populations materially satiated and ideologically co-opted.22

One serious consequence of this perversion is that even the rich heri-
tage of the West in the area of human rights is fraught; it is corrupted.
When Western states espouse the cause of, for example, child labour
in the South, one is never sure whether this is a genuine concern for
the children or a protectionist excuse to save their industries from com-
petition of products of ‘‘cheap labour.’’ When 20,000 trade unionists
marched in the streets of Seattle on the eve of the third Ministerial con-
ference of the WTO in November 1999, they wanted the issue of labour
to be included in WTO’s agenda. The US President supported this de-
mand and went further: he said that those countries that would not abide
by labour-standard requirements would face US sanctions.23 Clinton was
thus both protecting American jobs and buying votes for his party. The
hypocrisy of the American state was only too apparent to the discerning
South, who noted that out of the 10 core labour conventions passed by
the ILO, the United States has signed only two of them.

By the same token, when North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO)
countries bomb Iraq and Yugoslavia, it is not on some high moral
grounds of defending ‘‘human rights’’: it is to protect their own vested
strategic and economic interests. Western actions at the international
level have debased the currency of human rights.
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It should be clear, therefore, that the states (qua states) in the West
are not among those that would administer justice as fairness in the
global system. It is not their job to administer justice; theirs is to order
and administer a global system that serves their own strategic and eco-
nomic interests.24

It should be equally clear that Western TNCs are also not purveyors
of justice. They might administer charity, even welfare. Indeed, from the
viewpoint of justice as fairness, the motivations behind their charitable or
welfare activities are questionable. In every ordered society, the ruling
classes give handouts to those they oppress and exploit, as a way both of
placating them and of salvaging their own conscience (Thompson 1991).
Those who receive charity or welfare, however, are seldom fooled. They
appear eternally grateful to the ‘‘master,’’ but they know that there is
no justice in their acts of charity/welfare. In the real world, the trans-
nationals are part of the problem, not a solution. One major strand of
peoples’ movements globally is aimed at either liquidating the TNCs
(an ideal), or at least making them more accountable to society.

As for states and business corporations in the South, they are both
weak and dependent upon the powerful states and corporations in the
Western world. In the contemporary dispensation, capital is dominant.
With capital comes technology and with technology comes the knowl-
edge of production. To secure these, the states in the South have to open
up their markets to Western corporations and to vie with one another to
provide competitive terms to capital. This raises the cost of capital for all.
Since they cannot lower the cost of capital, and since the prices of their
raw materials are, in any case, determined by market forces over which
they have little control, the states in the South and their business com-
panies can compete in the world market only by lowering the wages of
the working classes. This is one of the fundamental reasons behind the
impoverishment of the people of the South.

Furthermore, the purchase of capital- and knowledge-intensive prod-
ucts from the North, with constantly decreasing value of their exports, is
the basis for the empirically verified phenomenon of long-term secular
decline in the terms of trade of the South. These are conditions of un-
equal exchange embedded in the system.25 This is fundamentally at the
root of the increasing debt burden of the South. It has risen (in billions of
US dollars) from 567 in 1980 to 1,086 in 1986, to 1,419 in 1992, to 2,030 in
1998.26 The South is thus in the grip of the banks and the corporations of
the North, in debt bondage. We have said that one major strand of global
peoples’ movements is to rein-in TNCs; another such strand is the global
anti-debt campaign, backed by a vast alliance of NGOs, churches, and
trade unions.

Thus, the states and business in the South have been guilty of swal-
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lowing Western ideologies, together with their capital and technology,
and are responsible for perpetuating a system that has impoverished
their people. And so, to the question of what role they play in effecting
justice as fairness, the answer is that they play an ambiguous role. When
they seek Western capital and technology and access to Western mar-
kets, they act like supplicants and come down hard on their own pop-
ulations in enforcing SAPs and other dictates of corporate capital. How-
ever, when they feel they are not getting a fair deal from the North, they
protest and fight back, as indeed happened at the Third Ministerial
meeting of the WTO in Seattle in December 1999. For the states in the
South to defend the interests of their people, they have to be constantly
pressurized from below.

As for IGOs, there is a clear division between those where the South
have some voice and those which are totally dominated by the North.
As earlier stated, the Bretton Woods institutions and the WTO are
largely creatures of the rich countries of the Organization for Economic
Co-operation and Development (OECD). They provide the capital and
the rules that regulate trade and the movement of capital. When their
regulatory sanctions are weak or ineffective, the states of the West step
in to impose these with economic and, if necessary, military means.
Clearly, then, the IMF, the World Bank, and the WTO cannot be counted
upon to administer justice as fairness; indeed, they are part of the prob-
lem, not its solution.27

However, there are, on the other hand, IGOs such as the ILO, the
UNESCO, the FAO, the UNDP, the UNCTAD, and the United Nations
University, in which the South have a certain space. Imperfect as they
are, they none the less have an important role towards building a fairer
system of global order. Often, however, they are schizophrenic: being in-
tergovernmental, and funded largely by Western donors, they have to
‘‘balance’’ the equity demands of the weaker members of the interna-
tional society with the demands of the West to conform to the peremp-
tory rules of the capitalist order. Therefore, like states in the South, for
the more democratic IGOs to defend justice they have to be constantly
pressurized from below by those who suffer from the system.

That leaves us to consider the third major actor in the global sphere,
namely, civil society organizations including the so-called NGOs, trans-
national social movements, the trade unions, and the media. We have al-
ready referred to two of these – the movements that seek to rein-in the
TNCs and make them accountable to society and be sensitive to concerns
of justice, and the anti-debt peoples’ coalition against debt. There are
literally thousands of such NGOs and peoples’ movements that have in
recent years come to play a significant role in reforming or challenging
the global system.
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Coming as they do from diverse backgrounds, cultures, and mandates,
there have, of course, been many contradictions.28 None the less, over-
all they seek a fair dispensation towards the weaker member nations of
the international community and weaker and vulnerable groups within
countries – such as women, children, immigrants, indigenous peoples,
and ethnic minorities, and those important inhabitants of this universe
that have no voice of their own, such as Nature and animals. Overall, and
keeping in mind the many contradictions between them, they are the
only agencies that can be relied upon to be agents of the Rawlsian con-
cept of justice as fairness.29

On strategic and tactical issues, the NGOs and peoples’ movements
fall into two broad divisions: there are those that believe (and hope) that
the system is reformable – they seek to work from within the system to
try to change it; and there are those that have no faith in the system’s
ability to reform, whether from the inside or as a result of pressure from
the outside. Even amongst these, their methods differ between those that
resort to violence (a very tiny minority) and those who use various tactics
of lobbying, advocacy, and civil disobedience at both local and global
levels.

Concluding remarks

Anybody who works in the area of global justice has a challenging task.
To start with, there are so many rival conceptions of it. Most of them are
influenced by real-world situations where biases and prejudices are un-
avoidable. Rawls provides us with a helpful way out of it with his concept
of justice as fairness derived from the ‘‘original condition’’ by individuals
in a ‘‘veil of ignorance.’’ In this chapter we have simply extended this to
the community of nations.

Justice as fairness, we argue, is a better concept than justice as charity
or as welfare. The welfarist notions that guide most contemporary think-
ing in agencies such as the World Bank and the UNDP have serious
flaws, whereas justice as charity is humiliating. Both avoid the reasons
why the poor are getting poorer and the rich richer. Indeed, they can ac-
commodate inequality as long as the welfare of the indigent is taken care
of. Following from Rawls, we argue that this is not good enough: if there
has to be inequality, it has to be in favour of the least advantaged, the
ones with the least opportunities.

The concept of justice as fairness also conforms to most ordinary
people’s understanding of justice. Most people would protest at being
treated ‘‘unfairly.’’ They also recognize when others are being treated
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unfairly. ‘‘Fair trade’’ is the demand of people not only from the South
but also, increasingly, of those from the North. When the WTO takes
decisions in secret (in the so-called ‘‘green rooms’’ where only the pow-
erful meet), it goes against the grain of ‘‘fair’’ play. Thus, at the end of
the 1999 Seattle conference of the WTO, it was not just the developing
countries and their NGOs that revolted against the manipulations of the
United States, its allies and the Secretariat, but also most NGOs and
peoples’ movements from the North: it is ‘‘not fair,’’ they said, for the
developing countries to be so manipulated and to be bound by rules in
the making of which they were systematically excluded. So Rawls’ con-
cept of what he calls ‘‘procedural justice’’ has much merit. To quote him
again, ‘‘The aim is to use the notion of pure procedural justice as a basis
of theory.’’ How rules are made is equally important as, if not more im-
portant than, the rules themselves. Fairness, above all, is fairness in the
making of rules of global governance.

In this context, rule-making in IGOs should favour the weak and the
vulnerable nations, communities, minorities, indigenous peoples, and the
underprivileged sections within societies. Principles such as the ‘‘special
and differential treatment’’ in the old GATT, and the ‘‘principle of com-
mon but differentiated responsibility’’ agreed at the Rio Summit, should
be resurrected and re-confirmed as the guiding principles of justice as
fairness in the global context. The Western countries have systematically
sought to erode them.

So what are the challenges before those who struggle for justice? The
first challenge is to recognize the injustices of the contemporary situation
and to understand their causes. We have argued that these are essentially
systemic in character. Capitalism that was progressive in its time when it
challenged a feudal order or the remnants of slavery is now reaching a
point of absurdity. When over 90 per cent of the movement of capital is
engaged not in production but in pure speculation, then that should be
hint enough to most reasonable people that, as a system, it is becoming
counter-productive even by its own original tenets.

It should also be clear to most reasonable people that, if 20 per cent of
the world’s people in the richest countries compared with 20 per cent of
the poorest in the poor countries had their incomes increased from 30
times in 1960 to 82 times in 1995 (see note 4), then there is something
fundamentally wrong with the system; it is palpably unfair. It is also evi-
dence that the theories of ‘‘development’’ peddled by ‘‘experts’’ not only
have failed but also may have drawn the wool over the eyes of most
people. As it turns out (in retrospect), these theories were, in essence,
ideological justification for the captains of capital (the TNCs) to acquire
control over the world’s markets and resources.
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Globalization, as defined by the ‘‘experts,’’ is movement along the
same route. Although presented as an ‘‘inevitable’’ process, what ‘‘ex-
perts’’ do not say is that it is not inevitable that it should be spearheaded
by capital. We argue that it can, and should, be spearheaded by people, a
globalization from below, not one from above. Thus, those working for
justice need to be critical of the ideologies and the language used by the
so-called ‘‘experts’’ who obfuscate reality. They should also be aware of
the double standards that the Western governments apply when dealing
with the South.

In this context, people should demand not just debt relief but its total
cancellation. It was unjustly accumulated to start with, and it is one of
the principal reasons for the continuing poverty of the South. Africa,
for example, pays out more in terms of debt servicing than all the
‘‘development aid’’ it receives. Initiatives such as the Highly Indebted
Poor Countries (HIPC) should be exposed for what they are – palliatives
to placate public opinion. Similarly, TRIPS should be taken out of the
WTO, and the right of peoples to their biodiversity recognized under
the CBD should be confirmed. The WTO itself should be brought back
to dealing with matters related to trade, narrowly defined as dealing with
tangible goods; it should be stopped from extending its tentacles to mat-
ters that properly belong to other agencies of the UN system, such as
the ILO, UNEP, UNCTAD, UNDP, UNESCO, and the FAO. People
should demand that the original mandates of these organizations be re-
confirmed and that they be provided with adequate human and material
resources to carry them out.

The tasks of global governance are too critical and too important
to leave to governments and to TNCs, who are part of the problem. The
people of the United States and Europe have a greater responsibility
than even those from the South; their countries suffer from a serious case
of democratic deficit. Electoral democracy is only, as they say, ‘‘skin-
deep.’’ Furthermore, they have a responsibility to look seriously into
their consumption habits and lifestyles. Besides straining the world’s re-
sources, these become an excuse for their corporations to overexploit the
South and to co-opt the people of the North in perpetuating an unjust
system. The world’s resources (‘‘public goods’’) should be so distributed
that the least privileged have an ‘‘unequal’’ share of it, in their favour.

Finally, we end as we started. Human beings must question their an-
thropocentrism. They are the most conscious and the most deliberative
beings on earth, but that gives them no right to inflict carnage on the rest
of Nature’s multiple species; on the contrary, it is their obligation to pro-
tect them and give them space. That, too, is part of justice and good
global governance.
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Notes

1. The rate at which global biodiversity is decreasing is one of the worst in the Earth’s
history, comparable to the ‘‘K-T Event’’ that ended the Age of Dinosaurs 65 million
years ago with a loss of 76 per cent of the world’s species. According to a study con-
ducted in conjunction with the UN Task Force On Global Developmental Impact, ‘‘The
planet Earth stands on the brink of one of the most devastating global extinctions
in history. By the year 2040, nearly two-thirds of all current species will be extinct.
Rainforest habitats that were once lush canopies of life, sustaining millions of highly
specialized and interdependent species of plants and animals, have been reduced by
upwards of 95 per cent in some areas.’’ Because of the interdependent nature of sys-
tems such as the Amazon, the disappearance of any one species can lead to the death of
countless others. ‘‘The extinction of the Borneo hooded tern was an indirect result of
the disappearance of the native species of sea snails upon which it fed.’’

2. Samuel P. Huntington The Clash of Civilizations? (1993), in which he said that ‘‘the
paramount axis’’ of world policies would be between ‘‘the West and the Rest,’’ and that
the central focus of conflict in the immediate future will be between the West and sev-
eral Islamic–Confucian states.

3. This is a descriptive category, not evaluative. In terms of values, this civilization brings
with it a mixed heritage. Broadly speaking, there are essentially two traditions domi-
nant in this civilization. There is the ‘‘naturalist’’ or ‘‘rational’’ tradition that has a rich,
humanist, and caring intellectual and cultural content. It is this tradition that has been,
in the main, responsible for the contemporary human rights movement. There is, then,
the ‘‘realist’’ tradition, linked with thinkers such as Hobbes and Machiavelli. For this
tradition, politics is amoral; the name of the game is power. There is room for ‘‘virtue,’’
but only in so far as it is necessary to legitimize power. One might say, generally, that
the humanist tradition has been dominant within the domestic milieu of Western coun-
tries, and the realist tradition in the practice of their international relations. Overall,
and not without foundation, the Euro-Christian-Judaic civilization is equated, for the
last 500 years, with capitalism. There is also a third tradition, a revolutionary tradition,
most popularly associated with Karl Marx. This tradition has had a profound impact on
the course of history over the last 150 years. With the defeat of the Soviet Union in the
cold war, this tradition has lost some ground (in the West), but it is still quite virile, es-
pecially in the so-called ‘‘third world,’’ and is likely to re-emerge as a strong force.
Marx’s critical ontology and epistemology was based on an analysis of the capitalist
system in an emancipatory project that is still on the historical agenda. Its future will
have new form, even new content, and may not necessarily be in the way Marx pro-
jected it.

4. UNDP 1998: 29: ‘‘In 1960 the 20 per cent of the world’s people who live in the richest
countries had 30 times the income of the poorest 20 per cent – by 1995, 82 times as
much income.’’

5. In a sense, globalization is part of movement of history itself. But capital-led global-
ization is not inevitable, and it can be resisted; indeed, there is a growing resistance to
it.

6. For a scholarly analysis of the colonial text, see Said (1983).
7. It would be quite instructive for some researcher to catalogue the number of third-

world ‘‘rebellious’’ leaders that have been, or are, described as ‘‘mad’’ in the Western
press. In the case of Saddam Hussein, his image degenerated over time from Hitler, to
‘‘the butcher of Baghdad,’’ and then in the words of Senator Alan Simpson, ‘‘the mad-
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man.’’ In recent months I have often encountered friends in Europe who innocently ask
me whether Robert Mugabe has ‘‘really gone mad.’’ A friend from Malaysia tells me
that he is asked the same question about Mahathir Mohamed.

8. In South Korea, thousands of workers took to the street to protest against their mass
retrenchment.

9. UNCTAD surveys on investments show the differential rates of return on capital be-
tween the North and the South. Typically, investment in Africa can earn 25–40 per cent
profit compared with 5–6 per cent in the United States. The most volatile of this is
speculative capital. One important source of it is pension funds in Western countries
looking for higher profits in order to meet their future obligations. For details, see Mu-
tual Fund Fact Book 1998.

10. ‘‘In some ways the IMF has done more in these past months to liberalize these econo-
mies and open their markets to US goods and services than has been achieved in
rounds of trade negotiations in the region’’ (Summers 1998).

11. In a review of the United Nations’ action (lack of it) in Rwanda, an independent com-
mission singled out the United States and the present Secretary-General for their cal-
lous withdrawal of UN peace-keeping forces from Rwanda in full knowledge that this
would lead to massacres of the Tutsis. A quarter of a million people were hacked to
death.

12. For example, in Western philosophy, the debate goes back to Aristotle’s Nicomachean
Ethics, 350 bc; in ancient India, in the Vedas and Upanisads to between 4000 bc (Bal
Gangadhar Tilak) and 1200 bc (Max Muller).

13. Needless to say, these ideas, too, have attracted much criticism. Among his most pas-
sionate critic is Robert Nozick, the arch-defender of nineteenth century laissez-faire
capitalism.

14. I would contend that the device of ‘‘original position’’ to work out principles of justice
in the abstract is preferable to other alternative ways of doing this, such as game
theories and the prisoners’ dilemma (PD) matrix. Game theories and PD matrices are
devoid of normative content and can at best predict ‘‘rational’’ behaviour, rationality
being defined in purely selfish or functional terms.

15. It is necessary to add that this is not a new argument. Unfortunately, since the end of
the cold war and ‘‘the end of history’’ claimed by liberal triumphalists, the earlier de-
bate on the nature of the Western liberal state has been all but forgotten. Political the-
orists such as C. B. Macpherson (1977) have cogently argued in the 1970s that the lib-
eral pretensions of the capitalist state are fundamentally flawed, that the ‘‘liberal state’’
inescapably reproduces inequalities of everyday life, distorting decisions in favour of
propertied interests. See also Carole Pateman (1985). In more recent times, the Com-
munitarians, such as Charles Taylor, Stephen Mulhall, and Adam Swift (1995), have
challenged liberalist assumptions from another angle: they argue that individualism and
the acquisitive spirit is an invitation to man to behave in a socially irresponsible man-
ner, and is the main cause of the crisis of our civilization.

16. The Pareto optimality is also at the basis of the more crude talk among social and en-
vironmental activists and trade negotiators about creating ‘‘win–win’’ situations.

17. For a critique of Rawls from a welfare perspective, see Amritya Sen 1984: 278–285.
18. See also Held 1993.
19. The fact that Petersmann, besides being a university professor, is the legal adviser to

the WTO, makes his utterances even more ominous and scary for those from the South
who see the WTO, as it is presently constituted and run, as a veritable instrument of
domination and oppression.

20. I realize that some of the essays in this volume talk about the state and civil society in
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the abstract, even when writing about this world. To each his/her own desert. But I have
fundamental difficulty in dealing in the abstract with issues that are concrete and con-
tingent.

21. For a comprehensive account of this, see David C. Korten (1995).
22. The North has 25 per cent of the world’s population and 85 per cent of the world’s in-

come, and accounts for 80 per cent of world consumption of natural resources. It gen-
erates 75 per cent of industrial and municipal waste, and has contributed about 80 per
cent of global CO2 emissions since 1950. (Symposium on Sustainable Consumption,
Oslo, January 1994, Opening Speech by Minister T. Bernsten.)

23. This was one of the major reasons for the collapse of the Seattle Conference of the
WTO. The countries of the South came out collectively to oppose such an imposition of
labour standards on them, using the sanctions machinery of the WTO.

24. It is commendably the merit of the ‘‘realist’’ school of International Relations in the
West that it makes no bones about arguing that their states are motivated not by con-
siderations of abstract justice, however conceptualized, but by considerations of Real-
politik. Unlike the ‘‘idealist’’ school, they do not pull the wool over the eyes of naı̈ve
observers of the international scene. We have cited Huntington above, but see also, for
example, Hans Morgenthau (1973) and Hedley Bull (1977).

25. For a classical statement on this problem see, e.g. Samir Amin 1977.
26. Figures derived from IMF sources. See Dot Keet 1999: 2.
27. Indeed, at the WTO Seattle conference in November–December 1999, the key players

within the WTO, led by the United States, became so blatantly manipulative of the
processes of decision-making that the South repudiated the whole conference. See Yash
Tandon 1999: ‘‘Blip or Turnaround.’’ SEATINI Bulletin 2: December 1999.

28. Two such contradictions might be mentioned here. One is between NGOs’ and peoples’
movements, but the differences between the two are often exaggerated. Another is be-
tween those that come from the North and those from the South. Differences between
these, although they exist, are also often exaggerated.

29. Questions are sometimes raised about their ‘‘representativeness,’’ but that is a false
issue. It is false to apply the electoral principle to them, just as it is to their adversaries,
the corporate world.
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Acronyms

(I)NGO international non-governmental organization
AFRC/RUF Armed Forces Revolutionary Council/Revolutionary United Front
AFTA ASEAN Free Trade Area
APEC Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation
APSA American Political Science Association
ASEAN Association of South-East Asian Nations
CBD Convention on Bio-Diversity
CFC chlorofluorocarbon
CICC Coalition for an International Criminal Court
CIS Commonwealth of Independent States
CSCE Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe
DSB Dispute Settlement Body
ECJ European Court of Justice
ECOMOG the ECOWAS Monitoring Group
ECOSOC United Nations Economic and Social Council
ECOWAS Economic Community of Western African States
EU European Union
FAO Food and Agriculture Organization
FDI foreign direct investment
GATT General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade
GCC Gulf Cooperation Council
GDNI Global Development Network Initiative
GDP gross domestic product
GMO genetically modified organism
GPP global public policy (networks)

232



GSM Global Social Movement
HIPC Highly Indebted Poor Countries
ICANN Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers
ICBL International Campaign to Ban Landmines
ICC International Chamber of Commerce
ICC International Criminal Court
IDB Inter-American Development Bank
IETF Internet Engineering Task Force
IFI international financial institution
IGO intergovernmental organization
ILO International Labour Organization
IMF International Monetary Fund
IR international relations
ISDSC Inter-State Defense and Security Committee
ISOC Internet Society
IT information technology
ITU International Telecommunication Union
LDCs least-developed countries
MAI Multilateral Agreement on Investment
MDB multilateral development bank
MNC multinational corporation
MTN multilateral trade negotiations
NAFTA North American Free Trade Agreement
NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NGO non-governmental organization
OAS Organization of American States
OAU Organization of African Unity
OECD Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development
OSCE Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
PPP public–private partnership
PRI Institutional Revolutionary Party (Mexico)
PTTs post and telecommunications companies
PWC post-Washington Consensus
SADC Southern African Development Community
SAP Structural Adjustment Program
TCP/IP Transmission Control Protocol/Internet Protocol
TNC transnational corporation
TRIM trade-related investment measure
TRIPs trade-related intellectual property rights
TSMO transnational social movement organization
UIA Union of International Associations
UNCTAD United Nations Conference on Trade and Development
UNDP United Nations Development Programme
UNEP United Nations Environment Programme
UNESCO United Nations Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization
UNHCR United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
UNICEF United Nations Children’s Fund
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UNIDO United Nations Industrial Development Organization
UNITeS United Nations Information Technology Service
UNTAC United Nations Transitional Authority in Cambodia
USTR United States Trade Representative
WB–NGO World Bank–Non-Governmental Organization (Committee)
WC Washington Consensus
WEU Western European Union
WHO World Health Organization
WIPO World Intellectual Property Organization
WTO World Trade Organization
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