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The problématique of global governance may be simply stated: The evolution of institutions of international governance has lagged behind the rapid emergence of collective problems with on-border and cross-border dimensions, especially those that are global in scope or potentially so. The world is governed today by a ‘crazy-quilt’ or patchwork of authority that is diffuse and contingent. The international intergovernmental institutions that underpin global governance are insufficient in number, inadequately resourced and sometimes incoherent in their separate policies and philosophies. The Security Council and Chapter VII exist on paper, but the overwhelming reality is that of the anarchical society. Collective security is an idea, not a reality. The existence of vibrant market forces and proliferating NGOs does little to counteract this dominant fact.

There is a fundamental paradox. The policy authority for tackling global problems and mobilising the necessary resources are vested in states while the source and scale of the problems and potential solutions to them are situated at transnational, regional and global levels. The result is that states have the capacity to disable decision-making and policy implementation by the UN but lack the vision and will to empower and enable global problem solving, from conflicts to environmental degradation, human trafficking, terrorism and nuclear weapons. The United Nations cannot displace the responsibility of local, state and national governments, but it can and should be the locus of multilateral diplomacy and collective action to solve problems shared in common by many countries.

But so can regional organisations be the locus of multilateral diplomacy and collective action to solve problems shared in common within a region. As societies evolve, expand and multiply, their governing framework of rules and institutions become correspondingly more complex and functionally specific. A necessary consequence of increasingly differentiated structures of governance is the increased space between citizens as self-contained individuals, and the state as a collective abstraction. In contemporary societies, national governments can satisfy only a small and diminishing proportion of the needs of human beings as social animals. Consequently, citizens look more and more to additional actors and layers of governance. Civic associations channel a growing range and variety of social interactions, which in turn need a framework of governance outside the jurisdiction of the state. ‘Civil society’ refers, broadly speaking, to the social and political space where voluntary associations attempt to shape norms and policies for regulating public life in social, political, economic and environmental dimensions. And the layers of governance now extend from the local to the global.

The central question addressed in this paper is whether regionalism and regionalisation can provide a satisfactory solution for the above paradox. Solving it calls for a new thinking that emphasises multilevel and networked governance in order to deal with the interdependencies across policy levels and domains. European integration, for example, is a polity-creating process in which authority and policy-making influence are shared across the multiple levels of government.

The United Nations University has developed in the last decade an Interlinkages Initiative based on the recognition that nowadays the problems are linked but the solutions are often disconnected. Interlinkages is a strategic approach to managing sustainable development which stems from the premise that different issues arise across different levels and planning phases (negotiation, ratification, implementation, monitoring). Considerable potential exists to develop and apply interlinkages at and across all levels of governance. Kofi Annan speaks evocatively of problems without passports that require solutions without passports. The one continent where passport-less borders have become at least a partial reality (in the Schengen area) is Europe (although a UN passport by itself is not sufficient to gain one entry into this area).
We argue that there is indeed a place for regional governance in the multilayered framework of global governance. But only if regional integration processes go beyond economic integration and only if they have sufficient support from civil society, will regional integration have the power to combat the dark sides and unlock the development potential of globalisation. The argument is developed in relation to the UN’s two great normative mandates, namely underwriting international peace and security and promoting sustainable development. The difference between the two mandates is important, for two reasons. First, at the global level, in the trade and economic sector there probably still is a degree of genuine multipolarity that has disappeared in the peace and security sector. And second, reflecting this, regionalism in the economic arena can be more easily self-sufficient than in the security sector. Thus the European Union is comprised of Europeans, but NATO is trans-Atlantic, anchoring the US to Europe. Similarly in Asia-Pacific, the experience and memory of the financial crisis of 1997–98 has generated deepening intra-Asian institutionalisation in the finance and trade sectors while the US remains the pivot of regional security arrangements because of persisting and confrontational nationalist sentiments in the political relations among the major East Asian nations.

Global Governance

Governance refers to the complex of power, control, and authority; how they are exercised; and how the relationships between their holders, wielders, and objects are mediated and transformed over time.

Good governance incorporates participation and empowerment with respect to public policies, choices, and offices; rule of law and independent judiciary to which the executive and legislative branches of government are subject along with citizens and other actors and entities; and standards of probity and incorruptibility, transparency, accountability, and responsibility. It includes essentially institutions and national integrity systems in which these principles and values are embedded.
Global governance, which can be good or bad, refers to cooperative problem-solving arrangements on the global plane. These may be rules (laws, norms, codes of behaviour) as well as constituted institutions and practices (formal and informal) to manage collective affairs by a variety of actors (state authorities, intergovernmental organisations, NGOs, private sector entities). It thus refers to the complex of formal and informal institutions, mechanisms, relationships, and processes between and among states, markets, citizens and organisations, both intergovernmental and nongovernmental, through which collective interests are articulated, rights and obligations are established, and differences are mediated.

At the national level, governance implies ‘government plus’ – a range of technical, private, economic, and civil society quasi-public authorities that supplement and work with (and sometimes against) governments. At the global level, governance entails ‘government minus’ – a range of state, intergovernmental and, in exceptional cases, supranational public authorities. However, they are supplemented by technical, multinational economic, and transnational civil society actors interacting with one another and promoting public and contestable rules and norms even in the absence of world government.

The business of the world has changed almost beyond recognition over the last century. The locus of power and influence is shifting. When the UN was founded, its membership consisted of 51 states. Today it stands at 191. Alongside the growth in the number of states there has occurred the rise of civil society actors who have mediated state-citizen relations and given flesh and blood to the concept of ‘We the peoples of the world’. The international policy making stage is increasingly congested as private and public non-state actors jostle alongside national governments in setting and implementing the agenda of the new century.

The dominance of the market, the rise of civil society and the emergence of international ‘uncivil’ society have all created problems of governance. This is self-evident with respect to uncivil society but worth explaining with regard to the other two briefly.

The interdependence of national economies has increased with accelerated and expanded flows of trade, investment and technology across political frontiers. Conversely, because states provide the indispensable political, legal and military context for market operations, international economic relations cannot be explained fully without acknowledgment of the enduring and assertive role of the states.

The dislocation of market power from political authority has led to a crisis of legitimacy. Globalisation entails risks as well as opportunities, and the sceptical dissenters in the streets offer an antidote to the unbridled enthusiasts in boardrooms and finance departments. Financial crises of the 1990s showed how much, and how quickly, regional crises take on systemic character through rapid contagion. The experience demonstrated the potential vulnerability of the G7 economies to crises originating in the emerging market economies. And, of course, the reverse direction of causality is even stronger. Hence the claim by the former managing director of the IMF that to the duty of domestic excellence and rectitude we must add the ethic of global responsibility in the management of national economies. He goes on to describe the widening inequality within and among nations – a trend confirmed by the recently released 2005 Human Development Report – as ‘morally outrageous, economically wasteful, and socially explosive’.

NGOs face many challenges to their legitimacy as they are often seen as unelected, unaccountable, unrepresentative, self-serving and irresponsible. Can they claim to speak on behalf of anyone but themselves? What mechanisms exist to hold them accountable to their constituents? Hugo Slim writes of ‘voice accountability’: the reliability and credibility of what they say (an empirical question: can you prove it?), and the locus of their authority for saying it (a political question: from where do you get your authority to speak?). They can behave like ‘five star activists’ indulging their pet causes without taking responsibility for trying to effect changes. According to Chidi Odinkalu, in Africa, ‘Far from being a badge of honour, human rights activism is… increasingly a certificate of privilege’. UN engagement with unelected civil society actors can sometimes cut across and undermine the role of democratically elected representatives. Recipient countries, for example Afghanistan, can resent the NGO community as competitors for siphoning off aid from donor governments. ‘For all the talk of coordination and accountability, the need to maintain market share continues to trump sound humanitarian practice’.

The organising principle of global governance is multilateralism, and the UN lies at the very core of the multilateral system of global governance. According to Anne-Marie Slaughter, the glue binding the contemporary system of global governance is governing networks, both horizontal and vertical. Horizontal networks link counterpart national officials across borders, such as police investigators or financial regulators. Vertical networks are relationships between national officials and supranational organisations to which they have ceded authority, such as the European Court of Justice. The world needs global governance, but most people fear the idea of a centralised, all-powerful world government. The solution lies in strengthening existing networks and developing new ones that could create a genuine global rule of law without centralised global institutions.

Thus the goal of most contemporary proponents of global governance is not the creation of world government, but of an additional layer of consultations and decision-making between and alongside governments and intergovernmental organisations. The goal of global economic governance is to manage the world’s economic activity without undermining state sovereignty, maintain international financial stability, promote cooperative solutions to global problems, and encourage and facilitate market efficiencies around the world. The goal of global security governance is to minimise conflict and violence across the planet, once again while respecting state sovereignty, and to try to resolve the security dilemma through global intergovernmental modalities, institutional arrangements and diplomatic practices.

Global financial governance refers to the rules and procedures by which international financial institutions are regulated. The architecture of international financial governance refers to the intergovernmental mechanisms by and through which the rules of global financial governance are authoritatively allocated. And the infrastructure of global financial governance includes the major debt rating agencies like Moody’s Investor Service (Moody’s) and Standard and Poor’s (S&P), whose decisions move markets (and capital) independently of governmental policies and actions.

Global governance is thus a chameleon-like concept that can be adapted to suit the meaning of the analyst. There is no single model or form of global governance, nor is there a single structure or set of structures. It refers to a broad, dynamic, complex process of interactive decision-making that is constantly evolving and responding to changing circumstances.

Global Governance and the United Nations

The maintenance of international peace and security was the stated primary purpose of the UN, and the Security Council was conceived as the core of the international law-enforcement system. Governments created, first and foremost, an inter-governmental organisation powerful enough to deter aggression, or so they thought and said at the time, while preserving state sovereignty.

Many new issues appeared on the global agenda, such as the environment and population, that also were seen as requiring cooperative approaches. These issues were explored through UN-organised global conferences. These debates, as well as the oil shocks of the 1970s and the debt crisis of the 1980s, led to the notion that the international system was increasingly characterised by a complex global interdependence, and to debates about the potential of multilateral institutions in mitigating the adverse effects of interdependence. Hence, we moved from a discourse of dependency in the 1960s to one of interdependence in the 1970s and 1980s. The vocabulary maintained a ‘Keynesian flavour’ in that international regulation and more muscular intergovernmental organisations remained high on most lists of policy recommendations.

In the 1990s, however, the discourse switched to global governance, a fuzzier but more accurate depiction of the nebulous nature of the global drivers of order and justice. In view of the increasingly transnational character of many problems and of the importance of non-state actors, the UN’s conceptualisation of global governance has expanded to encompass both transnational market forces and civil society as a regular bill-of-fare instead of an occasional snack. The insertion of the idea of ‘human security’ in development discourse in the 1990s, the Security Council’s session on HIV/AIDS in January 2000, and the ‘global compact’ at the Millennium Summit in September 2000 are recent illustrations of a still expanding international agenda. As a result, the operative concept is governance for the globe, rather than world government.

Few will claim that these changes and challenges call for less multilateralism and global governance. On the contrary. But, as Secretary-General Kofi Annan noted two years ago, ‘we can no longer take it for granted that our multilateral institutions are strong enough to cope with all of the challenges facing them’.

Regionalism

Equally, few would say that the system of sovereign states and its intergovernmental cooperation is not strong enough either. This is where regionalism and regional governance comes in: as an additional level of governance between the state and the world. The shift from one global body to fluid and changing networks of issue-specific alliances and coalitions may be a fairer reflection of today’s world. And sovereignty itself has become increasingly problematic. An escape from the bind, between completely random and ad hoc unilateral approaches and coalitions or institutionalised multilateralism at the global level, may be found in structured, systematized frameworks for collective action at the regional level. Thus ‘good’ global governance may well imply, not exclusive policy jurisdiction, but rather an optimal partnership between the state, regional and global levels of actors, and between state, intergovernmental and nongovernmental categories of actors.

The principle of regionalism has become a major trend in recent times. Originally, a principal impulse to West European integration was the political motive of avoiding another major war in Europe. Economic unification was seen as a means of securing European peace. When French Foreign Minister Robert Schuman announced his famous plan to unify Europe’s coal and steel markets in 1950, he said that the ECSC would make war between France and Germany not just unthinkable but materially impossible.

There has been no major war or expectation of war among the West European powers since the Second World War. But it is problematical to try to attribute a causal relationship between the creation of the ECSC and its transformation into the EU, and the absence of war. Another leading contender for having helped to keep the peace in Europe from 1945 to 1990 is nuclear deterrence. A third possible explanation would be the progressive democratisation of Europe. Regional organisations do help to create webs of functional links which then improve relations between the member-states, and they do help to control some types of conflicts between their member-states and prevent them from spreading. They produce these results because functional interdependence promotes a sense of common identity or community among members; raises the threshold of tolerance of irritating behaviour from other members because perceived benefits exceed perceived challenges; increases the cost of violent conflict to all members; and provides mechanisms, experience and expectations of ‘integrative solutions’.

But the more general relationship between the dependent variable of conflict and the independent variable of integration is curvilinear rather than linear. Initially conflicts seem to increase as countries come into greater contact, but then conflicts peak and begin to decline beyond an unspecified threshold of integration.

While these conclusions might appear to be counter-intuitive, on closer reflection they are not so surprising. Total independence from one another signifies a complete lack of contact and therefore the absence of any opportunity for a clash of interests. Increasing interdependence multiplies the number of issues over which states interact and therefore expands the potential universe of a competitive clash of interests. But once states are heavily integrated, their economies become so thickly intertwined that the costs of extricating from the mutually beneficial relationship are greater than possible gains that might accrue from going to war. It is cheaper, quicker, more efficient and less deadly today to buy what you need in the marketplace than to fight for it on the battlefield.

The number of armed conflicts rose steadily until the end of the Cold War, peaked in the early 1990s, but has declined since then. The nature of armed conflict has changed, especially from inter-state to internal wars. Yet few modern conflicts are purely internal. The networks that sustain them can involve a range of ancillary problems like trafficking in arms, drugs and children; terrorism; and refugee flows. Whole regions can be quickly destabilised. Sometimes the rich world is deeply implicated. Civil conflicts are fuelled by arms and monetary transfers that originate in the developed world, and in turn their destabilising effects are felt in the developed world in everything from globally interconnected terrorism to refugee flows, the export of drugs and the spread of infectious disease and organised crime. All the signs are that the markets for illicit trafficking in drugs and humans (e.g. for the sex trade) are regional and interregional (e.g. Eastern Europe to East Asia) rather than purely national.

As conflict resolution actors, regional organisations would have the advantages of closeness to the conflicts, deeper familiarity with the issues underlying the conflict and the social and political contexts encasing them, awareness of the urgency to deal with the crisis to hand, and consequences of proximity to fallout consequences of any breakdown of peace and order. The handicaps under which regional arrangements operate include local rivalries, partisanship, the tendency to replicate local power imbalances within the regional organisations, and the fear of establishing precedents for intervention in the internal affairs of member countries.

In order to take on a security role, regional organisations would need to overcome an obstacle and resolve a paradox. They would need to possess the requisite financial, institutional and military capacity to play a regional conflict management role. Regional arrangements would also need to be synchronous with the regional security complexes which emphasise the ‘interdependence of rivalry as well as that of shared interests’. That is, all the parties that are central to a regional security complex must be included within the regional arrangements for the latter to have real meaning. Thus subregional organisations like ASEAN cannot play regional conflict management roles because they do not coincide with the regional security complex. But if all relevant regional actors are included, then the regional arrangements can be rendered impotent because of the refusal of the parties to permit security discussions for fear of derailing regional cooperation on non-security issues, as is the case with SAARC. The question of China-Taiwan relations could play a similar spoiling role in Northeast Asia.

Integration-cum-Fragmentation

The common usage of the term ‘integration’ is often confusing. Not only has the concept been used imprecisely, there also does not seem to be a single, widely accepted definition. The concept refers to a process in which units move from a condition of total or partial isolation towards a partial or complete unification, which may or may not imply some kind of permanent institutional structure or mutual cooperation. Integration between sovereign states is a process of large-scale territorial differentiation characterised by the progressive lowering of internal boundaries within the integrating zone and the slow raising of new external boundaries for countries outside it. As a result, the volume of intra-zonal flows – of people, goods, services, capital – between the integrating actors becomes proportionately more compared to their total global transactions.

More specifically, regional integration refers to a process of complex social transformation that is characterised by the intensification of relations between independent sovereign states and that gives rise to some kind of structure for mutual cooperation based on recurring and stable patterns of behaviour, that is, to institutionalisation.

The salience of state boundaries diminishes even with respect to subnational flows and transactions. And this is reflected just as powerfully in changing sense of identity. In terms of affective identity, it is possible to think of oneself simultaneously as a member of a microregional, national and macroregional or continental person: a Catalan, Spanish or European. The international community, in this sense, remains more of an imagined and constructed community of strangers than a point of affective identity. It is worth making the point that in this sense of transnational regionalism, we can have ‘pan’ identities such as Arab as well as continental. While there would appear to be some sense of being European, African, Latin American or Arab, however inchoate, there is very little sense of being Asian (as opposed to Central, South, Southeast or East Asian).

In other words, identity has both flowed upwards from the state to transnational or continental levels and devolved downwards to subnational levels. Or, to put it another way, there has occurred simultaneously both integration and fragmentation.

Processes of integration and fragmentation have played an important role in constituting the Westphalian world order. Many modern ‘nation-states’ are products of the consolidation of loose federations of states into more centralised federations. Such integration has been driven by the desire to create larger free trade areas or by needs to increase the capacity for defence.

As a consequence of the increase in the number of sovereign units of governance since 1945, the world now comprises a large number of relatively small countries. Many of the richest countries are small. So there seems to be a tendency to favour decentralisation. However, the stability of the Westphalian system together with globalisation seems also to favour integration between states. Federation and cooperation between relatively small units of governance is growing. Meanwhile the tendencies towards decentralisation within countries continue as well. But both integration and decentralisation now occur in most cases without challenging the existing states. As a result, the ‘theatre’ of governance also comprises regions that complement the global/national governance in two ways: as units of governance within states (microregions) and as units of governance that unite states (macroregions).

Macroregional Governance

Regional organisations have proliferated over the past few decades as a worldwide phenomenon. Their growth in number and geographical coverage is matched by an increased diversity in the ‘substance’ or ‘content’ of integration.

First, some regional integration agreements focus primarily on the achievement of a linear process of economic integration involving the combination of separate national economies into larger economic regions. 

Second, some have undergone a deepening of the integration between members states beyond purely economic concerns. This phenomenon of ‘new regionalism’ is based on the idea that we cannot isolate trade and economy from the rest of society. Integration can also imply non-economic matters such as justice, security, culture and policy harmonisation on such subjects as migration.

The European Union has been the first and the most advanced case of ‘new regionalism’ as it has managed to develop a model of integration that incorporates political elements in a deep economic integration. But this type of regional integration has spread to the other continents through the creation of new organisations or the upgrading of previously existing regional economic organisations. 

Each region of the world has several regional organisations which can be classified under the categories presented above. But, while looking at the world map, one can easily notice that regionalism is still an uneven phenomenon with variable degrees of regional intensity.

Interregional Interaction 

In parallel with the evolution and growth of regional integration, a new phenomenon has gradually started to take shape -- interregionalism -- which signifies in the most general sense ‘the condition or process whereby two regions interact as regions’. There are several examples of region-to-region relations between first-generation regional arrangements. Interregionalism is starting to have deeper ramifications for world order as a new level of interaction and a distinct phenomenon which needs consideration in its own right.

Following a period dominated by the EU in this field, regional organisations from all continents have started in the last decade to be more proactive, engaging in interregional arrangements and agreements that can have effects on relations at the global level. In Asia, the EU has institutionalised interregional relations with ASEAN through the creation of the Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM). The European Union is the biggest initiator of interregional agreements, but has been increasingly followed on this path by regional organisations on other continents as well. In April 2004, the Common Market of the South (MERCOSUR) and the Andean Community (CAN) have strengthened their ties through the conclusion of the negotiations of a free trade agreement between the two regions, conceived as a first step towards the establishment of a South American Community of Nations. Also in 2004, the Andean Community and APEC launched the implementation of the ‘CAN-APEC 2008’ programme aiming to strengthen the relationship between the two organisations and to increase the presence of Andean countries in the Asia-Pacific Basin.

Although interregional interactions are primarily focussed upon economic and trade issues, it is interesting to note that there is also a civil society interaction between the two regions, for instance in the case of ASEM.

This raises several interesting questions. What are the implications of interregionalism for the patterns of foreign policy and world order? Does the EU try to construct regions and interregional partnerships in order to deal with regions through interregionalism, rather than the old-style (bilateral) state-to-state foreign policy relations? Does interregionalism imply a shift from a world order based on nation-states towards one based on regions and interregional relations?

UN Interaction with Regional Organisations

The United Nations since its creation has been based exclusively on state membership. Yet geographical groupings are pervasive to the organisation and functioning of the UN system, from the composition of its organs to the appointment of personnel at all levels. Many regional groupings function as a caucus within the UN. There are also the regional commissions and economic regional sub-structures set up by the UN. Then there are the non-UN regional organisations that have obtained observer status within the UN. The existence of all these structures corroborates the claim that a regional philosophy, far from being incompatible with UN goals, is integral to makeup and functioning of the organisation.

Already in 1992 the Secretary General’s report An Agenda for Peace had called for a greater involvement of regional organisations in UN activities in peace and security, and a division of labour in using the regional arrangements for the different mechanisms like preventive diplomacy, peacekeeping, peacemaking and post-conflict peacebuilding. Since then, formal cooperation between regional organisations and the UN has also started developing at the initiative of the UN Secretary-General, who in the 1993-2005 period convened six high-level meetings with regional organisations involved in security matters from all the continents. The discussions have focussed on challenges to international peace and security, the role of regional organisations in peace-building activities and practical measures to promote greater coordination and cooperation in peacekeeping and peace-building. 

The Security Council also has given more attention to regional organisations. In July 2004, after the second meeting between the Security Council and regional organisations, the Council invited regional organisations ‘to take the necessary steps to increase collaboration with the United Nations in order to maximise efficiency in stabilisation processes, and encouraged enhanced cooperation and coordination among regional and subregional organisations themselves, in particular through exchange of information and sharing experience and best practices’.

Not surprisingly, the topic of the optimum relationship between the United Nations and regional organisations was discussed by the SG’s High-Level Panel on refroms. Its report made the following remarks. If the Security Council is to be more active and effective in preventing and responding to threats, it needs to utilise Chapter VIII provisions of the UN Charter dealing with regional organisations and arrangements more, and more productively. Over the last sixty years, many regional and subregional groupings have been established. They have made important contributions to regional stability and prosperity and some of them have assumed direct peace and security roles. The United Nations was advised to promote the establishment of such groupings. 

Most crucially for present purposes, the panel’s report explicitly recognised that regional organisations can be a vital part of the multilateral system. Their efforts neither contradict those of the UN, nor absolve the United Nations of its primary responsibility for the maintenance of international peace and security. Rather, the critical requirements are (1) regional action should be organised within the framework of the UN Charter and consistent with its purposes and principles, and (2) the United Nations and regional organisations should work together in a more integrated fashion than has been the case so far.

In practice this means that:

1. Regional organisations should undertake peace operations only with the authorisation of the UN Security Council, although sometimes the exigencies of the situation may make it necessary to obtain such authorisation ex post facto;

2. Consultation and cooperation between the United Nations and regional organisations, covering such issues as meetings of the heads of the organisations, more frequent exchange of information and early warning, co-training of civilian and military personnel, and exchange of personnel within peace operations, should be expanded and could be formalised in memoranda of agreements;

3. Donor countries should commit to a ten-year program of capacity development for African regional and subregional organisations;

4. Conversely, regional organisations with a capacity for conflict prevention or peacekeeping should place such capacities in the framework of the UN Standby Arrangements System;

5. Member States should agree to allow the United Nations to provide equipment support from UN-owned sources to regional operations as needed, and to finance regional operations authorised by the Security Council with assessed contributions.

In his three-paragraph response, in In Larger Freedom, Kofi Annan accepted the broad thrust of the analysis with regard to the complementary roles of the UN and regional organisations and endorsed points 2–5 above. At the sixth high-level meeting between the United Nations and regional organisations on 25–26 July 2005, he said that strengthening the UN relationship with regional and other intergovernmental organisations is a critical part of the effort to reform the UN in order to create ‘a truly interlocking system that guarantees greater coordination in both policy and action. This partnership should build on the comparative strengths of each organisation’. The meeting also endorsed the High-Level Panel’s call for the establishment of regional and subregional groupings in highly-vulnerable parts of the world where no effective security organisations currently exist.

The world summit’s outcome document acknowledges the special contribution of regional organisations to peace and security, the importance of partnerships between the UN and regional organisations, and the special needs of Africa. In this context, it supports efforts by the EU and others to develop rapid deployment, standby and bridging capacities, and the development and implementation of a ten-year plan for African Union capacity building. More generally, the declaration endorses a stronger relationship between the UN and regional and subregional organisations within the framework of Chapter VIII of the UN Charter; encourages more consultation and cooperation between them through formalised agreements and the involvement of regional organisations in the work of the Security Council; encourages regional organisations with peacekeeping capacity to place these at the disposal of the United Nations through the standby arrangements; and encourages economic, social and cultural cooperation as well.

Conclusions

Globalisation is eroding the legitimacy and effectiveness of national governments and intergovernmental organisations. There has been a corresponding decline in levels of resources and support for international organisations, including the UN. In the meantime new actors, including regional organisations, have become progressively more assertive.

Macroregional governance will continue to grow and change the global governance landscape. This holds some promises and threats. The major threat is that it will further weaken the multilateral system and the UN if the processes of regionalism and interregionalism would develop into a world order based on shifting alliances between regional blocs. The promises are that a worldwide network of regional integration schemes injects fresh oxygen to both states and the UN and might permit all levels of governance to exploit the principle of subsidiarity.

If, as the title of this conference suggests, regional integration is to ‘tame’ globalisation, a number of conditions have to be met.

First, macroregions need a proper global institutional framework in which their interregional interactions can be organised. Only the UN can provide such a global framework. Interregional interactions outside such a framework are analogous to bilateral relations between states.

Second, there is the uneven spread of regional organisations across the world.

Third, regional integration needs more active participation of civil society and local governments. In some respects the metropolitan governments of megacities have more in common with one another in confronting challenges of urban governance than with the small municipal authorities of their own countries.

States will continue to offer the legitimacy to multilateralism and global governance, but regions have the comparative advantage to become a primary locus for effective actions that realise the ideals of multilateralism. While this paper has canvassed the argument with respect to the two dominant UN mandates of security and development, in principle the argument could be developed just as well with respect to the emerging third leg of UN policy discourse, namely human rights. For here too regional-level governance can provide a mediating solution to the persisting challenge of particularism versus universalism. Norms and values may be global and universal, for example murder being bad. Their translation into rules of behaviour and laws nevertheless is done within particular spatial and temporal contexts, for example viewing capital punishment, abortion, euthanasia or killing in war as murder or not. Often the wider transnational community that shares both the abstract value and its rule manifestation may exist at the regional but break down at the global level. That is, potentially the European Court of Human Rights may provide valuable pointers to other regions as a happy medium between embedding human rights in national laws and institutions, international accountability and complementary mechanisms at the regional level.

The broader import of this example is how Europe has witnessed an institutionalisation of the process of policy-making at the regional level across a range of policy domains.

Let us take two further examples from current and prospective debates about the United Nations. The so far abortive debate on Security Council enlargement is couched in terms of regional representation. But which one of the existing P5 has a record of speaking and voting as a representative of its region as opposed to its own national interests being affected? Where is the assurance that new members would be any different? Can Spanish-speaking Latin America be represented by Portuguese-speaking Brazil? And if regionalism is to be the determining factor in permanent membership, then would it not be better to reconceive the unit of Security Council membership, for example agreeing to the EU as one permanent member? One can even imagine the Security Council becoming a hybrid forum composed both of nations and regional organisations.

The second example pertains to the choice of the next Secretary-General. Once again, the firmly established convention is for the office to rotate between the different regional groupings in the UN scheme. But the whole point of the office is that the person chosen represents the international community, not any particular region. Thus the paradox of regionalism-universalism is inherent in the UN concept.

The underwhelming outcome of the UN reform summit can be explained in either cynical or charitable terms. For a UN official, it is a toss-up as to which is the more dispiriting. The cynical explanation is that the different countries and groups simply dug deeper into their entrenched self-interests at the cost of the longer-term collective interest. The charitable interpretation is that the membership of the organisation has not just quadrupled since 1945, but grown far more diverse. We live today in a world in which there are many more state and nonstate actors, whose interests and perspectives diverge quite markedly compared to the much simpler world of 1945. The range of issues they have to confront are more numerous, complex and challenging, for example hot button items like global warming, HIV/AIDS and nuclear terrorism that were not on the international agenda in 1945.

A ‘community’ exists, at any level, to the extent that its members share certain core values and agree on what is legitimate behaviour. The values underpinning the European community find expression as norms and laws and are embedded in institutions and structures, including regulatory frameworks and dispute-resolution mechanisms. The serious disagreements between the states of the world on many key issues may be evidence of a growing loss, not betrayal, of the sense of international solidarity on which the UN is predicated. If that is the case, then ‘community’ as such may well be a more realistic aspiration at the regional level alongside continuing cooperation and collaboration within the UN framework at the global level.

UN sceptics might well feel vindicated by the outcome of the grandiloquently titled world summit in New York in September 2005. The agreed outcome document is so underwhelming as to lend credence to critics who insist that the world body is reform proof. Even Kofi Annan did not hide his disappointment. The lack of progress on major reform items will only heighten moves away from a single international organisation to ad hoc, shifting and issue specific networks of coalitions of convenience and the willing. If this reflects a turning away from affective identity or even its global symbolism, then the search for such identity beyond the state may focus more sharply on regional entities.

Somewhat surprisingly, perhaps the best note during last month’s world summit was struck by John Howard in his language of limited expectations. He warned against believing that the UN could solve all the world’s problems, insisting that it is only one element in a comprehensive approach to foreign policy. The locus of action for order and justice in the world is still the nation state, and the collective challenge is to identify those things that were appropriate for the UN to do and then ensure that that it is equipped to do them. The recurring refrain of this paper has been that in an increasingly diverse, complex and interdependent world, solutions to collective action problems are attainable less and less at any one level or by just state actors. Instead, on some issues we have partnerships between different actors and levels of governance, and issue-specific and contingent choices between them on other issues.
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