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“The Taming of Globalization” as a thematic construct cuts into a massive number of issues pertaining to the dynamics of global change.
 What is to be tamed and by whom? Are we focusing on the well-recognized patterns of power in a more integrated world economy? Or do we give equal billing to the globalization of other forms of public goods (and “bads”) along with the multiplication of actors both state and non-state? How should the response to globalization take place: as a form of retreat to slow down the pressures of “turbo-capitalism” and insulate what are perceived to be the marginalized losers left behind by this process? Or should we place the emphasis on better efforts for collective forms of management – and heightened participation – on a global scale?

Equally salient is the question of where this response should take place. One site of value is as a form of “new” multilateralism. Using the space available for agency this project highlights both a widening agenda and repertoire of activities for advancing a more regulatory approach to global affairs.
 Another site is as an expression of “new” regionalism: political projects aimed at region-building in different parts of the world.
 Cast in a more discrete if not localistic mode, new regionalism can be utilized as both a means of resisting and adapting to the pressures of globalization. 

It is tempting to see these two projects as opposites in design and rivals for predominance. The regional project privileges to some extent physical space in that few projects of this type – with the European Union (EU) and the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) as the archetypes – don’t have some element of territorial contiguity attached to them. New multilateralism by way of contrast privileges functionalism – bringing together coalition partners on an issue-specific basis through initiatives on land mines, the International Criminal Court (ICC), child soldiers, or the Kimberley process on blood or conflict diamonds. What Robert Cox terms their “collective images”
 – never mind their institutional typologies – are bound therefore to be in many ways quite divergent.  

Still, notwithstanding these essential differences, it is the parallels, not exclusively the juxtaposition between these projects, that should merit attention. Playing up their dichotomous attributes and their competitive nature is problematic intellectually and practically unproductive. Digging deeper than an appreciation of their elements of distinctiveness allows the two projects to stand out as two sides or twins of the same phenomenon as alternative mechanisms in terms of multi-level governance. 

This sense of akin-ness as opposed to apartness emerges in a range of features that help define these projects in a comprehensive fashion. In terms of the scope of activity what distinguishes both projects is how far they extend beyond economics – into areas of security, the environment, and social policy. In terms of actors, if both still place states at the centre of the project, ample room has been made available for a wider range of actors. Both projects profile the manner by which a network approach – using technology and norm advocacy – has risen to the forefront with respect to their toolkits. In terms of operational style both projects are highly flexible in outline, doing away with the element of rigidity associated with traditional forms of state-centric regionalism and diplomatic method. Moreover, both have some element of spontaneity built into them, putting some onus on sudden bursts of activity. Finally, in terms of delivery, as essentially political projects, opportunities are available not only for striking (and often unanticipated) successes, but for failure on both tracks. Few would have predicted the multiple advances over the past decades in new regionalism or in more recent times on new multilateralism. Yet, the obstacles to these projects have not gone away as viewed in recent events in the EU or in the failure to copycat on other initiatives the success achieved on the land mines and the International Criminal Court (ICC) cases. Above all it is the non-compulsory and global contours that stand out – distancing these “new” projects from their older counterparts.  

This paper examines the Leaders’20 (L20) initiative, intended to expand the G8 into a larger forum, as a manifestation of some components of both new multilateralism and new regionalism. As will be laid out at the outset of this contribution the L20 is in some ways an awkward and incomplete fit into both these types of design structures. Far from the classic bottom up form of multilateralism – with a mixed constituency of middle and small states together with NGOs – the L20 has some embedded characteristics of what Michael Zurn terms “executive” multilateralism.
  

In other ways, however, the L20 initiative has the possibility of going further than the accumulated roster of initiatives showcasing new multilateralism up to now. On almost every count, this potential of the L20 lends itself to an expansionary format and vision that calls for closer scrutiny. On agenda items the ambit of the L20 would be far more diverse than the issue-specific initiatives that have distinguished new multilateralism to this point of its advance. On actors, the L20 is explicitly a leaders’ summit. Nonetheless, as we will explore, there is some room for the L20 to transform itself from this “club” approach into a networked form of multilateralism. In operational style some hazards (such as self-selection and status seeking) may come into play. But these features are in character little different than those found in a wide range of other initiatives (including the successful initiatives such as land mines and the ICC). At its core the L20 remains a voluntary if still elite-oriented exercise.
   

In tandem with its intersect with new multilateralism, the connect between the L20 and new regionalism poses perhaps a longer stretch. The essence of the L20 is that it is a cross-regional project. However, while a departure from the spatial component of classic regionalism – and these primary forms of “we-ness” – in other ways it is precisely this component that provides the L20 with so much of its creative potential. At an instrumental level, the L20 strives according to its most common plan to bring together the leaders of key regional hubs on a global basis. This is true not only in terms of the EU  (through the representation of the UK, France, Germany, and Italy), but the presence of all three NAFTA countries, the two major entities with Mercosur (Brazil and Argentina), China and India (regional as well as regional global powerhouses), and a variety of members from APEC (along with China, Japan, South Korea, Indonesia – also a key member of ASEAN – and Australia), South Africa (the pivotal member of the Southern African Development Community, SADC), along with two key members from the Middle East (Turkey and Saudi Arabia).

In symbolic terms though, the potential of the L20 goes much further. If it is too bold to see this initiative as an enterprise that operates (and allows discussion) as a cosmopolitan channel across “civilizational” divides prevalent in global politics,
 there is a strong bias in the project to use this mechanism as a bridge between North and South. What forum we now have at the apex of global politics – via the centrality of the G7/8 – is not only a very restrictive club structure but one that is highly North-centric. Notwithstanding its elite design the L20 breaks out of this mid-1970s grip and pushes us towards a structure that mirrors the global and regional reality of the 21st century.   

To signpost this logic is not to escape the bias in this architecture to an asymmetrical order (with the rising powerhouses being rewarded as opposed to giving the “laggards” in the system an enhanced status). This is not to ignore some other measures that can be incorporated into the L20 project that can compensate for these defects, both in terms of a rotational and a representational component. But as on the multilateral side it must be acknowledged that for all of the cross-regional attractions grounded in an L20, a global governance gap would remain with its implementation.   

Extending New Multilateralism

As suggested above, the L20 will remain a highly contested form of new multilateralism. From one angle it is an explicitly top-down, executive mode of institutional reform. Not only is the initiative state-centric in origin, it is leader-centric. The mantra of the most avid proponents of the L20 notion is that leaders – whether in the North or South – are different. Individual leaders – as evidenced indeed by Paul Martin, the Prime Minister of Canada, who has assumed the position as the leading champion of the L20 – can act as entrepreneurs of ideas.
 They can look at the big picture, unlike those with ministerial responsibility. They can break down administrative silos, and overcome bureaucratic infighting. They can take political risks, and engage in a new form of political engagement where it counts. 

From another angle the L20 appears to constitute a classic form of plurilateralism not new multilateralism with a comprehensive membership via the United Nations (UN) system. Far from being universalistic in form, the L20 has a highly restricted composition picked on a hierarchical basis.
 Looking historically it has some commonalities with past attempts to develop concerts of dominant powers in eras of turbulence and transition. 

The L20 initiative, however, has an innovative quality that allows it to transcend many if all not all of these deficiencies. In common with the other forms of new multilateralism via the cases of the land mines, the ICC, and child soldiers it is a departure from concert plurilateralism across the continuum of who belongs, how it would operate, and what it would do. Whatever its flaws it is an initiative based not on the status quo but on a reformist model. 

In terms of membership the whole premise of the L20 is to go beyond the tightly defined limits of the G8. What is more, this extension is based on an extension of the equality of membership (although arguments flare up about the exact modalities of how this goal should be achieved). Operating on the basis of this principle is very different from the concept of “outreach” as advocated by the defenders of the concert in place. Nicholas Bayne recommends for example that leaders should maintain the practice, begun at Okinawa in 2000, of inviting a group of leaders from developing countries to meet them before the summit proper. He argues that the admission of new members to the G8 itself, however, should be approached with caution. He characterizes the G8’s great merit as the fact that “it is small and compact enough for the leaders to have a direct exchange around the table. This quality would be lost if extra members were added in the interest of making the G8 more widely representative”.

The second feature that adds weight to the progressive credentials of the initiative is the global – and interregional – dimension of the L20. All of the other plurilateral initiatives have had an element of “we-ness” about them. In terms of concert plurilateralism, it is precisely the informality of the crucial top-down case – the G7/8 – that produces the club-like atmosphere of the summit. Although tested by disagreements on a wide number of issues (most recently, of course, on the Iraq war) the glue that has held this forum together has been a shared mindset concerning basic rules and processes concerning liberal democracy, individual liberty, and the rule of law”.  

In the case of bottom-up cases of new multilateralism the bond between the actors has been a form of “like-mindedness”. In addition to the amplified role of many established middle powers, including the Nordics, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, an extended group of activist states became involved. Of these countries the new diplomatically active model citizen South Africa stands out. Taking a cue from the classic middle power copybook, it played a huge role both on the landmines campaign and within the “Lifeline Nations”, a group of states advocating an independent court and independent prosecutor as opposed to an ICC under the control of the Security Council.
Extending the G7/8 to a group of highly “unlike” states therefore is an idea therefore that is both ambitious and risky. At an instrumental level the logic is from a reformist (albeit not transformational) perspective unassailable: to absorb rising powers such as China, India, Brazil and others from the South into the longstanding club with all its informal rules, patterns of socialization, and voice and participation opportunities.  This integrative motivation is tied up in turn with the high level of anxiety about the future global order not only from the peripheral actors but the core of the global system. For from an institutional point of view it is clear that if these emerging/emergent powers are not brought in and accommodated they could concentrate their activities on other clubs (such as the WTO group of 20 developing countries and the India–Brazil–South Africa (IBSA) Forum) and competitive activity with respect to rule making.

A third feature of the L20 that lends it some credibility as an agent of change is its concern with legitimacy as well as effectiveness.
 The greatest source of weakness (as well paradoxically as its strength in terms of club cohesion) was its self-selected (and un-elected) status. To China, India as well as most other outsiders it was precisely this feature that demarked the G8 as an illegitimate body in contrast to the universal form of multilateralism via the UN system (with all its formalism). 

The G7/8 was meant to function as a body coordinating the practices of its own membership. As Putnam and others described a long time ago this role was performed in a dualistic fashion: with a keen eye on both the one big G7/8 table and on the individual domestic tables back at home.
 But it has been a role that all of the members have had a huge stake in performing. In terms of managing the affairs of the rising powers, however, the G7/8 has little credibility (as shown by the disconnect between the G7/8 and China on currency questions). The G7/8 could not simply dictate to affect change. It had to engage with the “upstarts” in the system.

The way forward – both in terms of cause and effect – came with respect to the creation of the G20 Finance Ministers forum as a result of the 1997/8 Asian Financial crisis. This crisis revealed that universal multilateralism – or at least the “solutions” crafted through the International Financial Institutions – did not have the answers at a time of turmoil (criticism which was repeated by the slowness of the IMF to react to the 2001 financial in Argentina). But it also demonstrated that the G7/8 as a plurilateral club had neither the right membership nor the authority to manage the situation successfully. Triggered by the thinking and actions of key members of the Clinton administration – and Finance Ministers such as Paul Martin, German Finance Minister Hans Eichel, and Gordon Brown in the North and South Africa’s Trevor Manuel from the South – the G20 was not only able to deliver some immediate tangible deliverables in terms of its core concerns (managing financial shocks and working towards crisis prevention). It was able to build momentum on a much wider agenda, most notably the action plan on terrorist financing with special attention to freezing terrorist assets and the implementation of an international strategy as a result of the September 11 tragedy in 2001. 

Instead of being an impediment the larger number of members proved (at least for the practitioners) to be the recipe for success. While major lender countries retained a seat at the table so did many of the most prominent creditor countries. This mix of actors was more appropriate for dealing with the issues of financial shocks and crisis prevention. Beyond this one triggering issue, from the standpoint of legitimacy - as well as effectiveness - the composition of this group was also appropriate for facilitating an action plan for combating terrorist financing, as it had representation from both core members of the G7/8 and from frontline countries such as India, Indonesia, and Saudi Arabia.
 

Just as importantly, the G20 had to show that it could balance the efficiency agenda with some concern for equity. Again we should not exaggerate this tendency to seek a balance between the economic market and the social, but neither should we ignore the importance attached by the G20 – and even more so the putative agenda of the L20 – to focus on the need to try to “shape” globalization in the interests of society. Neither in its declaratory or operational agendas is there any triumphal sense contained within the G20 of market forces or even the other norms often associated with globalization (human rights, above all). Rather there is very much a “double movement” feel attached to the initiative – with the need for selective intervention and regulation at both the global and national levels. 

On substance, the G20 has reinforced the impression that it takes the social side of the agenda – on a global foundation – seriously by extending its ambit beyond the restrictive limits of the Washington consensus. Acting on the wider purview of the Montreal consensus the G20 expanded its range of interest to a broader mandate taking in poverty reduction, development assistance and the UN Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).
 
The L20 offers in principle the prospect of extending this range of policy interests. Prime Minister Martin – in a recent article in Foreign Affairs – supported his argument for the L20 not on the basis of economic or strategic issues but on the need to deal collectively with social/health pandemics such as Avian flu.
 

This shift allows the G20 – and an L20 – to have some considerable advantages over rival forms of plurilateralism. From a top down perspective, the G7/8 appears beyond it sell by date. Klaus Schwab, for instance, dismissed the G8 as the guardians of the status quo, reflecting an outdated vision of the industrialized past.
 From a bottom up perspective, L20 represents a signal that the status quo is too exclusionary – and that it needs to change. If still exclusive, the forum is opened up considerably. It is one thing to criticize the G7/8 – and use it as a lightning rod for protests – as an executive committee at the core of the international system. It is harder to see an L20 – with representation from both North and South – in this same stark negative light.  Paradoxically, the criticism would more likely come from conspiracy-oriented voices on the right. 

Although still highly divergent in terms of goals of what can be considered authentic civil society, the L20 proposal demonstrates the fact that states are not willing to be passive actors. After all, the main target of the global dissent movement is not national states but the neo-liberal vision linked to corporate expansion over the realm of governance and the entrenchment of a homogenous “one size fits all” agenda. As one contribution to this debate argues, while the proposal for the creation of an extended summit of leaders may be viewed as part of a process of political globalization far removed from the ordinary concerns of individual citizens, “nothing could be further from the truth . . . By delegating authority to increase sovereignty, political globalization will overcome the democratic deficit and give governments the power to implement the policies their citizens demand”.

To put a positive hue on the L20 is not to say that the official model cannot be refined substantially in a variety of ways. The G20 – like the G8 – operates fundamentally as a club of state representatives (albeit an enlarged one including members from the South and also representatives from the IFIs and the EU). Indeed, it is this club-like atmosphere that is the enticing feature for the champions of an extended G20 into a Leaders’ 20. As Paul Martin has concluded: “[the G20 avoids] the ‘us’ versus ‘them’ mentality that bedevils so many international meetings, and it has worked remarkably well – because peer pressure is often a very effective way to force decisions. We believe a similar approach among leaders could help crack some of the toughest issues facing the world. We need to get the right mix of countries in the same room, talking without a set script”.
 

It is this aspect of the framework that fundamentally differentiates the L20 initiative from the bottom-up projects of new multilateralism, such as the land mines and ICC. All of these initiatives operated as fluid networks, with only rudimentary formal institutionalism (as illustrated by the establishment in 1999 of the so-called Lysøen Group with respect to human security). Links between mixed state and non-state like-minded actors were honed and consolidated, whether through one central group (the International Campaign to Ban Landmines or ICBL) or multiple partners (diverse groups such as Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, to the Lawyers Committee for Human Rights on the ICC).

A key question before the L20 concerns this type of scenario. Anne – Marie Slaughter most notably expands the debate about a Leaders’ 20 Summit not just as a contrast with the prevailing status quo but as the centrepiece of and conduit to what she terms a “network of networks”.
 An L20 would thus act as an informal hub or steering committee, with ideas and practices flowing both out from and into the L20, to and from other networks. As she concludes: “An L20 has the potential [to demonstrate] how a government network can in fact be more inclusive than existing international institutions … in terms of balance of power.” 

Such an approach is rife with questions, not the least being the formidable bureaucratic obstacles standing in the way of opening up the process to non-state actors. But the model also contains a huge amount of opportunities to move out ahead of the curve in innovative thinking and design. As Ramesh Thakur has summarized, cast in networking or brains trust terms, the attractions of an L20 are increased still further as this type of forum “would be a better forum for framing the issues, outlining choices, making decisions for setting, even anticipating, the agenda; for framing, the rules, including for dispute settlement; for pledging and mobilizing resources; for implementing collective decisions; and for monitoring progress and [receiving] mid-term corrections and adjustments”.

Adding a further incentive for this notion is the utility of networking for making the plurilateral L20 more compatible with specific elements of the universalistic UN system. It is here that a proposed caveat to the L20 initiative by Thomas Fues and myself comes to the fore. In order to formalize the link to the UN system, ensuring focused access to the L20 by the Secretary General and the ECOSOC presidency becomes a priority. To increase the representative nature of the body, one or two poor countries of the LDC category might also be included. All in all, membership could go up as high as 24: the number considered in the ongoing reform of the Security Council, the issue to which we now turn.
           

Playing off New Regionalism

Any form of plurlilateral project – at least in declaratory terms – is a second best option to the universal model as symbolized by the UN system. Indeed, as galvanized by the report, “In Larger Freedom” from UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, an ambitious set of proposals have moved in play for upgrading this core system.

The paradox of this universalist project – at least with respect of reform of the Security Council (SC) – is that it is has floundered on the rocks of internal regional machinations. The push by Germany for membership in a revamped SC has run up against the opposition of Italy and Spain. Ditto for Brazil and Mexico and Argentina, Japan vis-à-vis China and South Korea, and India and Pakistan and Bangladesh.  

Can the L20 play more attractively to regional dynamics? The regional hub notion – with the L20 as a meeting place on an interregional basis between the central members (or more precisely their leaders) of the “core” regions and the up and come regions
 – provides the L20 with a more stable platform. In part this is a function of the level of sensitivity between reform of the UN and the G8. Few voices of dissent would be available for the choice of China, India, and Brazil as the core candidates for either an expanded G8 – or for that matter, a stand-alone forum of leaders drawn from the North and South. The stakes are simply not as high as the L20 would still lack the imprint that would go along with Security Council accession – with all its formalism. States and their leaders have some considerable range of choice to become members (or not) of most clubs. But for most countries the UN is exceptional – as a meeting place of supposedly sovereign equals.

Yet, there are some “permissionary” elements as well in enhancing the L20’s design if the criterion for inclusion is as regional hubs. All of the core members of an L20 fit the profile of classic big emerging markets and/or regional powerhouses, all of which are becoming increasingly integrated into the world economy.
 Indeed, by many criteria, the leading candidates for inclusion into the forum would provide better fits than Russia, the most recent state to have graduated into the G7/8. 

This structural prowess goes hand in hand with diplomatic recognition. As suggested by John Humphrey and Dirk Messner in their innovative work on what they term “anchor countries”, the size of the economies of these hub countries must be blended with their capacity to “actively participate in global dialogue” that is crucial for this analysis.

As part of the outreach described above by Nicholas Bayne, these regional hubs have become hybrids in the working of the G7/8: still formally outside but with on-going access to the “big” club operations. The French state chose to showcase these regional hubs – with the leaders from China, India and Brazil (along with those from other L20 potential members including Mexico and Saudi Arabia) at Evian in 2003. The UK, with a similar model in mind, invited the same core countries (albeit without Middle East representation) to discuss climate change at Gleneagles in 2005. 

A similar framework was used in key ancillary bodies. Most noticeably, the G7/8 forum of finance ministers was opened up to the upper echelon of the core group. The finance ministers from China and India, attended the two 2005 meetings, in St. Petersburg and London.

So entrenched did this hub approach become that it operated with little critical comment. At the societal level, protestors targeted many aspects for the G 7/8 for criticism but the outreach component slid under the radar. At the societal level, the main focus for reproach was not because of their inclusion but when this core group appeared to be excluded. French President Jacques Chirac publicly rebuked the United States, most obviously, for not being more inclusive to these regional hubs at the 2004 Sea Island summit: “We cannot discuss major economic issues nowadays without discussing these issues with China, with India, Brazil, South Africa”.

If habit-forming this regional hub or powerhouse approach raises as many questions as possible answers for the future of the global system. Is this the right model for representation? Even among the G7/8 members there appeared to be some disagreement about what the right model should be. As noted, France and the UK took the lead in adopting the hub approach. Other members, by way of contrast selected a more explicit but limited regional model to work with. Italy and Canada – under former Prime Minister Jean Chrétien – took what might be termed an African-centric approach. The meetings they hosted – in Genoa and Kananaskis – picked a form of representation that put the primary emphasis on the attendance of leaders from the African continent and the implementation of the NEPAD agenda. Japan at the earlier 2000 Okinawa summit took a similar line, inviting Algeria, South Africa, and Nigeria into the mix (with Thailand added in as well). And Prime Minister Tony Blair played the African card as well at Gleneagles. 

Other countries took a divergent track. As mentioned, the US did things its own way at Seal Island, moving from an approach that downplayed outreach altogether to one that placed the emphasis on the Middle East. The response rate, however, proved low for this invitation: Afghanistan, Bahrain, Iraq, Jordon, Tunisia, Turkey and Yemen said yes. But Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Pakistan, Egypt and Morocco said no. So the Bush administration scrambled in the last six months to bring together a blend of African states to Seal Island.

Notwithstanding all its limitations, the regional hub concept has a good number of advantages over the other models. For one thing, this model provides the most appropriate form of compensation for failure on the first best option: universalistic reform via the UN. All most all the leading candidates for a permanent seat on the SC would be accommodated in this model (most notably, India and Brazil). Likewise there is room for a number of SC possibilities (Indonesia, for example) and for some strong blockers (Mexico, Argentina). 

This is not to minimize the position of the losers. But in the case of the L20 this group would be concentrated among the states that already have a high element of status at the apex of power even without SC membership (Germany and Japan). As such, their deprivation would be a relative one in having to share an expanded club with a new set of members. If and when the push for SC reform is rekindled, these two states would once more – it must be added – be in the front of the line.  

For another thing, the regional hub notion has the greatest possibility for providing continuity to the process. One problem with the African-centric approach is that it builds up momentum (and expectations) that can be dissipated quickly. After solid championship by Italy, Canada, and the UK (and to some extent by the US) what happens with a Russian host that has little or no interest in pursuing this agenda? Another problem is that this approach creates gaps. Even with the dual approach of the Blair government – with both “core” and African representation – the UK found itself in a position where it had no Middle East representation at Gleneagles (a missing element that was made more glaring by the July 2005 London bombings).  

The regional hub notion doesn’t eradicate these gaps. As in the other models, the devil is in the details about any equitable composition of the L20. If South Africa is moved to the top of the slate (and, after all, President Thabo Mbeki has attended all of the G7/8 summits since 2000 – more than the majority of the G7/8 leaders themselves!) does this ranking leave Nigeria out (a very contentious issue among African states)? In a similar vein, does India’s presence come at the expense of Pakistan? Is Indonesia kept on as it is with the G20 at the expense of Malaysia or even Thailand? And on what justification are these choices made? Saudi Arabia makes sense for the G20 but is a less credible selection for a Leaders’ 20 Summit. Should Turkey be taken over Egypt or another state such as Algeria (which might be championed by France)? Is there an overrepresentation of Western European states because of the legacy of the G7/8 and the presence of the EU Commission? Or should a European state with a middle-power diplomatic tradition (the Netherlands or Sweden) be added to buttress the presence of good international citizens? Should Russia remain as the one and only Eastern European state in the composition? Or should another state such as Poland be added?

Still, it can be argued quite persuasively that this regional hub or powerhouse model lessens these deficiencies to a considerable extent. At a minimum, the model provides a structure that allows all regions to have some representation. In a more ambitious mode, this model opens some considerable possibilities to mediating regional issues. 

On this basis the other regional dimensions that could possibly be played out through the L20 would be a bonus. One dimension of this extended typology would be some provision for an asymmetric form of representation within the L20. As Colin Bradford denotes, this model would mean an enlargement of the G8 with the core members identified above (the regional hubs or powerhouses). Another group would be added on a supplementary basis “depending on the issue being worked on…This is called variable geometry”.

This sub-model has some obvious disadvantages, akin to the debate on SC reform. If we introduce an L20 with an unequal form of membership it will likely be a cause of some resentment, and in so concentrate concerns away from substance to procedures. As Barry Carin and Gordon Smith advise: “this device may look better in theory than in practice, accentuating all sorts of political gamesmanship. Those who are in will want to remain; those who are on the outside will use all sorts of claims to win a place at the table. In any case, the details of working out an acceptable formula are enormously complicated. How long would membership run? Would membership be accorded on a state-specific basis or would this classification of participation be accorded on a constituency basis”?

Do the advantages of such a formula trump these pitfalls? Maybe. Amidst all the flaws of the UN system the constituency system has taken hold. Moreover, some of the flaws in that system are avoided. Due to the absence not only of formal veto power but formal voting as well, the level of sensitivity pertaining to the inequality built into this system will perhaps be reduced. A number of regionally in-between countries could be accommodated. And the logic of the link between select states and issues might be so compelling as to reduce debate on composition. This might be true in the area of pandemics (as the spotlight would be certain states at the centre of the crisis such as Vietnam or Thailand in the case of Avian flu). It might also be true if the agenda was extended to other areas such as the prevention of natural disasters or fragile or failing states. 

The obstacles go back to some of the regional flashpoints dominating the SC debate. After the French and Dutch “no” it appears that any hope that the EU is ready to speak with one voice has been dashed. Instead of freeing up seats at the table for other regions in an L20, therefore, the battle might be to try to grab more (especially as an argument that a smaller “good citizen” state such as the Netherlands or Sweden deserves a place in such a forum). NAFTA is not even open to this sort of debate, as the notion of any of these “three amigos” representing each other on the global sage would be met by incredulity. Nigeria and South Africa can combine to take on Egypt and Algeria in the drive for SC reform, but they remain bitter rivals as to who speaks for Africa. Would a state such as Indonesia be the one permanent ASEAN country in the L20 with other members added on when needed? The list of delicate issues goes on and on.
Conclusions
The L20 remains very much a work in progress. Galvanizing a process of reform in the global order is never easy. What is usually required is the advent of a new structural challenge and/or of a new settlement or order produced by a shape-shifting crisis. In the context of accelerated globalization, faith in the pattern of global governance has clearly waned in terms of concerns both about who sets the rules of the game and why these rules are in place. Yet it is still unclear whether we are at the tipping point for morphing the core clubs of the 20th century. If there is an expanding consensus in both the North and South that we are facing a double deficit in terms of efficiency and legitimacy, the hold of the status quo is formidable.   

With its parsimonious outline, the L20 does not offer a big bang solution with an agenda of sudden and comprehensive fashion. Instead of laying out an elaborate template in intricate detail, the construction of this design and its potential capability for addressing key world issues is laid out in sketch or draft format, to be debated and built on. Its top-down, executive oriented contours, furthermore, depart from the tenets of those approaches that have become identified with the more common push for a new form bottom-up, “societal-led” multilateralism.  

Still, if bounded by intent, the proposal is far from modest in either form or function. The proposal of a Leaders’ 20 Summit, in stylistic terms, is grounded on the need to overcome sluggishness in the global system. Not only are there important gaps to be filled, but impatience has also built up concerning the need to do things (and be seen to be doing them) quickly. Consistent with the “just in time” quality found in new multilateralism, a quickened pace of delivery lies at the heart of the proposed framework for an L20. By focusing on broad niches (itself another feature of new multilateralism) the L20 would be able to prioritize those issues on which the forum should concentrate. By doing so, the L20 would act as a catalytic agent, a guide and a demonstration effect for other modes of reform. 

In terms of its plurilateral orientation, the L20 blends some of the character of issue-specific new multilateralism with a keen appreciation of the new contours of regionalism. Retreating from the “hyperglobalist” vision,
 the L20 is firmly located in the architecture associated with the new regionalism no longer just situated in the EU and North America but concentrated on what have been fully accepted as regional hubs and powerhouses and a narrow (but potentially valuable) form of inter-regionalism.  

For some critics’ tastes, of course, the model is still narrow in that it remains at odds with the universalist approach tied to the UN system (although the UN may be embedded in the 1945 model). For other critics, though, the model may still be too expansive, pushing the limits of a club structure with all the complexity of cultural, language, and political differences. Parsimony through this lens is crucial.  

Whatever the “right mix”, if there is to be any claim that the forces of globalization can be conditioned, the big rising/risen powers must be brought in to the apex of power and responsibility. Executive multilateralism it may well be but the L20 initiative rests on a expansive framework that is anything but a stylized and limited response to the challenges of legitimacy and delivery in the global system. Signalling a departure from the familiar script and mode of ownership, not only in terms of the actors involved but the potential agenda, this project has the potential to be utilized as a breakout in rethinking and reformulating.
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