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Commonwealth(s) in Comparative Perspective: towards other globalisations?*
Timothy M Shaw (tim.shaw@sas.ac.uk)
Abstract: Although marking four decades in mid-2005 (Lee 2005, RCS 2005), inter- and non-state Commonwealths – Secretariat & Foundation - have been overlooked to date in comparative studies of global governance. Yet both of these interrelated global networks present unique features in terms of criteria for membership – good governance - & popular participation – civil society - respectively This essay seeks to rectify this neglect in the post-9/11 & -7/7 and –post-bipolar era. My thesis is that the official and unofficial Commonwealths have much to contribute to the analysis and practice of multilateralism in the new millennium. Their roles & networks are contrasted with other global agencies using definitions of globalisation & global governance proposed by McGrew, O’Brien, Weiss et al.

Because the Commonwealths use the lingua franca of globalisation – English – they can take advantage of related processes such as the internationalisation of higher education, migration, science & technology & literature as symbolised by outsourcing to Bangalore. Whilst only indirectly legacies of empire, business, diaspora, sports & other networks both benefit from & reinforce the ‘extended family’ of the Commonwealths. I conclude that attention to them can contribute to a range of disciplines and debates around global governance, multilateralism & multiculturalism
    …the Commonwealth as an inter-governmental organization has not been studied with any 

    reference to the growing literature on multilateralism…(Taylor 2000: 51)
    The Commonwealth is a unique grouping, embracing developed, developing and least developed  

    countries across all regions of the globe, and including many of the world’s smallest countries. It 

    is a valuable forum for addressing issues such as tax, competition, money laundering, and 

    corruption, as well as broader political issues such as good government. We will work to 
    sharpen the focus in the Commonwealth’s activities on its areas of comparative advantage. 
    (DFID 2000: chapter 8 paragraph 350)
    …because of the very nature of the current international community, following the collapse of 

    the Soviet bloc and the emergence of new dynamics in the global order (or disorder?)…now is 

    the time for new forms of diplomacy and global strategies. In an extraordinary way, it is almost 

    as if the Commonwealth has leapt in utility from past to future. It is a non-exclusive 
    transnational organization whose time has probably come. (Schreuder 2002: 652)
To date, the Commonwealths (plural) have been neglected in studies of ‘global governance’ but, as inter- and non-state networks engaging with over a quarter of the world's states & peoples, they have much to contribute to both analysis and practice. Along with others, I treat governance as:

    …continuous patterns of relations, decisions and/or policies among the heterogeneous trio of 

    state, market and civil society actors over a diverse range of issues and levels. (Quadir et al 

    2001: 4)
Such governance spans local to global levels, each of which involves ‘triangular’ relations among state and non-state actors, notably private companies and civil societies. As Tom Weiss (2000: 810) indicates for the global level:

    Global governance implies a wide and seemingly ever-growing range of actors in every domain.  

    Global economic and social affairs have traditionally been viewed as embracing primarily 

    intergovernmental relationships, but increasingly they must be framed in comprehensive enough 

    terms to embrace local and international NGOs, grassroots and citizens' movements, 

    multinational corporations and the global capital market. 

Similarly, Anthony McGrew (2005: 25) recently characterised it thus:

    Global Governance: the evolving system of (formal & informal) political coordination – across 

    multiple levels from the local to the global – amongst public authorities (states & IGOs) & 

    private agencies (NGOs & corporate actors) seeking to realize common purposes or resolve 

    collective problems through the making & implementing of global or transnational norms, rules, 

    programmes & policies.

Although myriad Commonwealth agencies are engaged in such governance at all levels, from local to global, to date their contribution has been largely overlooked.

    The modern Commonwealth is a “family” with members in every continent and their association  

    is as much a Commonwealth of peoples as of nations; it is a network not only of governments 

    but also of individuals, non-governmental organisations and civil society groups. 

    (Commonwealth Secretariat 2001)
Both the official and non-official Commonwealth ‘family’ were ahead of other inter- or trans-national organizations during the middle period of Cold War bipolarity in terms of ideas, links and networks with respect to early multilateralisms or global governance. Yet, notwithstanding its successes in the two-decade anti-apartheid struggle, which then preoccupied it, the grouping was in decline by the mid-1990s despite the end of bipolarity. The question now arises whether the Commonwealths can recoup their status as pioneer among global agencies in the distinctive post-Cold War period and have something unique to contribute to the analysis and practice of global governance. I also juxtapose the Commonwealths & globalisations (another plural to indicate globalisation’s many faces): can the former in its anglophone (rather than, say, francophone, lusophone, Russian or Spanish varieties) format take advantage of the latter, which is also largely anglophone (Addison & Rahman 2002, Lundun & Jones 2001, Scholte 2005: 272)?
i) From Empire to Commonwealth: from global imperialism to global governance?

The inter- and non-state Commonwealths may be uniquely placed because of their genesis, composition and character to play a crucial role in advancing human development and security in the twenty-first century by contrast to some other global agencies which lack their rather unique flexibility and adaptability. But, conversely, they may lose such comparative advantage if they fail to appreciate and exploit generic opportunities,such as happening to use the current global lingua franca of commerce and diplomacy, English. 

I believe that the imperative of the Commonwealths has been reinforced rather than diminished by the traumatic events around 9/11 & 7/7, including preceding & succeeding terrorist attacks in Kenya, Tanzania and elsewhere. In the four years since the shocks of the horrific attacks on the World Trade Centre and Pentagon, the US has become more forcefully unilateral and the UN more marginal. One of the advantages of today's Commonwealths, as with the EU but not the OAS, is that the US is not a member; therefore, both might yet be able to moderate the apparent rush to unilateralism in the White House. If the EU & UN are seriously split, then creative multilateralism may have to be located outside them; eg in coalitions of the willing, such as exemplified by the contemporary Kimberley & Ottawa Processes. While Britain and Australia plus Pakistan among Commonwealth members have been closest to the US in terms of responses to 9/11, including the war in Iraq, other major members like Canada and India have maintained some distance. The Commonwealth’s unique blend of inter-state and people-to-people diplomacy – what today's international relations community calls tracks one, two and three diplomacy - has never been more needed, especially as the extended Commonwealth family includes so many communities in both home and host countries. I turn later to the place of diverse Commonwealth cultures in countries like Australia, Canada, South Africa and the UK; such diasporic, extended family ties have never been more essential to begin to reverse the apparently diminished prospects for world peace.

Yet, unhappily, unlike the UN system or the international financial institutions, the contributions of the Commonwealth to global government/governance and international development have not been seriously considered by either students of international relations/organisation/law or policy-makers concerned with multilateralism or global governance. It is not mentioned, for instance, in the Report of the Commission on Global Governance (1995), Our Global Neighborhood, even though Shridath (Sonny) Ramphal, the second Secretary-General of the Commonwealth (1975-1990), was its co-chair! The latest collection from UNU/WIDER on Governing Globalization (Nayyar 2002) is likewise silent on the Commonwealth(s). Indeed, like the more modest la francophonie or the G-77 & now the two alternative G-20s, the Commonwealth is very hard to classify, but nonetheless useful despite this?

Analyses of global governance/development increasingly incorporate non-state a well as state actors/rules/regimes. This retreat from exclusively state-centric ‘realism’ is not uncontroversial amongst analysts, though surely events like 9/11 & the role of 'non-state' forces in the attack on the twin towers in NYC or 7/7 & the role of Brits in the London bombings should surely serve to accelerate the scholarly trend. The Commonwealth Foundation has been in the vanguard of think tanks which advance analysis of non-state actors like civil society and private companies. Its ‘triangular’ framework (Commonwealth Foundation 1999: 16) (see diagram below) provides an invaluable check-list for organising factors at all levels of governance: from the local to the global, including national and regional. To be sure, this trio is rarely autonomous: there are endless connections amongst the three corners as is apparent in, say, proliferating corporate-non-governmental organization (NGO) partnerships and, as I indicate later, UN Global Compact & parallel World Bank strategic alliances with NGOs. Meanwhile, a recent Expert Group report for the Commonwealth Secretariat (2003: ix & 25) suggests that there should be a fourth leg: ‘international community’ as well as states, markets & civil societies.
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Here, building on the Foundation’s triangular formulation, I embrace the official and unofficial Commonwealths - 53 states, 70 plus professional associations, Commonwealth Foundation with its myriad civil society/NGO links, 14 000 parliamentarians in 165 national and state/provincial/territorial parliaments in the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association (CPA), Association of Commonwealth Universities (ACU) of over 500 member universities, Commonwealth of Learning (COL), Commonwealth Games with more than 80 participating countries/communities (see iii) below), Commonwealth Lecture, Commonwealth Literature Prize etc. At Brisbane in 2001/2, for the first time, CHOGM was subjected to a relentless anti-CHOGM campaign complete with web-site with echoes of broader anti-globalisation forces….but the only worse thing than being so attacked is to be ignored! As Peter Vale and David Black (1994: 345) indicate:

    The Commonwealth has many personalities: international organisation, global network, 

    diplomatic club, amongst others. Underpinning these, however, is an intricate and complex set of 

    linkages, from the Association of Commonwealth Universities to the Commonwealth 

    Parliamentary Association. These professional associations are, in many ways, the glue which 

    holds the Commonwealth together. 

As we will see later, the Commonwealth emerged as an ‘epistemic community’ (Haas 1992) in the fight against apartheid in the 1980s just before the end of the Cold War and then transformed itself into an ‘advocacy coalition’ to advance good governance in the 1990s in the overly-optimistic run-up to the new millennium, well ahead of the ‘discovery’ by the UN and World Bank et al of such a desiderata. And because of the unique quasi-state, intermediary role of the Commonwealth Foundation, it has been able to draw attention to a range of 'new' ‘global’ issues - eg HIV/AIDS, small island developing states (SIDS) and money-laundering - ahead of most other inter- and trans-national organisations. As Alison Duxbury (1997: 345) suggests:

    …the Commonwealth as an association of over 1.5 billion people, with disparate cultural and 

    ethnic backgrounds, has (been able to) use the human rights debate to reaffirm and reform its 

    role as an international organisation.

ii) The Commonwealth(s) in Analytic Perspective

As already noted, Tom Weiss (2000: 808) recently identified and categorised the diversity and heterogeneity of notions of good/global governance emerging from a range of international agencies, especially the UN & IFI 'systems', and think-tanks, with attention to debates and histories, concluding that:

    Global governance should perhaps be seen as a heuristic device to capture and describe the    confusing and seemingly ever-accelerating transformation of the global system. States are central    but their authority is eroding in important ways.                              
In terms of continuing analyses of and debates about ‘global governance’, this analysis in some ways extends and updates the pioneering collection coedited by Robert Cox and the late-Harold Jacobson (1973) on patterns of influence in multilateral organisations and expands the range of cases in Robert O’Brien et al (2000). In particular, I seek to augment the useful typology of forms of governance recently proposed by Weiss (2000), returning myself in the concluding section v) to consider any contributions such comparative studies of state and non-state ‘multilateralism’ might make to several overlapping fields/discourses. 

The initial impetus for the Commonwealth was to facilitate inter-Dominion relations and then decolonization for large and established countries like Australia, Canada and India as well as new states like Bangladesh, Namibia and South Africa. The informality and ambiguity of such an evolution continues to be both its strength and weakness. Like other major post-war global institutions, it is now over 50 years old (though its two major formal institutions are but 40!), yet it still lacks a charter or constitution, though of late it has advanced a number of consensus declarations about values to which all members should aspire. As David McIntyre (2001: 77) asserts: ‘The old Club had become a rules-based international association.’ 

Years after parallel bureaucracies in NY and DC, it was only in the mid-1960s that the Secretariat and the Foundation were established in London to administer and advance the work of growing numbers of member states and professional associations (some of which pre-date the Commonwealth, like the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association initially founded in 1911) (Lee 2005, RCS 2005), respectively (or the Games, founded in the 1930s, see section iv) below). In turn, as treated further in the following section, the Foundation had evolved by the new millennium from an agency to encourage these professional associations to one designed to promote interaction throughout the Commonwealth’s broader non-governmental sector.

As the number and balance in the memberships in both inter-state organisation and professional associations shifted to the South in the era of nationalism and independence of the 1950s and 1960s, so the focus of Commonwealth deliberations moved towards issues of ‘development’. Until the late-1960s - ie the decolonisation decade in Africa - the official Commonwealth was but 10-15% of the UN; in the 1970s it was a quarter; and as the 1980s turned into the 1990s it had some 50 state members when there were but some 150 members of the UN; ie about one third. Now there are almost 200 in the latter, but only just over a quarter of these are simultaneously also members of the Commonwealth. Yet, unlike either the World Bank or UN systems, the Commonwealth has never been particularly ‘ideological’; ie advancing neo-liberal conditionalities or human development, respectively. As the overwhelming proportion of member states are in the Third or Fourth Worlds, and as the four or five (if Singapore is included) First World members are hardly hegemonic, the tenor of Commonwealth debates is refreshingly pragmatic: how to maximise development along with communication, networking etc. And the booming Indian economy reinforces the salience of the Commonwealth as an economic as well as cultural, political & social community.
Unlike other international organisations, growing out of its anti-apartheid focus, it emphasises non-racism and pluralism; its mantra is human dignity/development. Yet such an undramatic institution continues to attract applications for membership, following Mozambique (and the Cameroon) in 1995 (te Velde-Ashworth 2005), including such expressions of interest also from some countries with no historic formal or informal connection with Britain: ‘In 1997 the Palestinian Authority, Rwanda and Yemen were in the running. Other possible candidates are Bermuda, Somalia, even Israel, Sudan, Myanmar (Burma) and Ireland'. (McIntyre 2001: 76)
iii) The Commonwealth(s) as Epistemic Community: anti-apartheid struggle during the Cold War

The Commonwealth achieved its highest level of visibility and influence during the 1960s over Rhodesian settlers’ Unilateral Declaration of Independence (UDI), which often pitted it against its host, Britain, and in the 1980s when it was in the vanguard of the global movement to end apartheid, South Africa itself being absent from the Commonwealth for 33 years, between 1961 and 1994. UDI was declared in Salisbury in the same year that the Secretariat & Foundation were formally instituted in London; if they had not just come into existence, UDI would have surely compelled some collective response. Ironically, at the start of the new century, the exponential crisis in Zimbabwe returned to haunt the organization between the Brisbane and Abuja summits (Taylor 2005). Given the near-universal support that the anti-racist campaign achieved, the Commonwealth family of inter- and non-state institutions may have realised the status of something like what the international relations community calls an ‘epistemic community’ over this issue, concentrated around an Eminent Persons Group. Peter Haas (1992: 3) has defined such an international ginger group in regard to global campaigns over both ozone depletion and pollution controls in the Mediterranean:

    An epistemic community is a network of professionals with recognised expertise and 

    competence in a particular domain and an authoritative claim to policy-relevant knowledge 

    within that domain or issue-area.

    …a common policy enterprise – that is, a set of common practices associated with a set of 

    problems to which their professional competence is directed, presumably out of the conviction 

    that human welfare will be enhanced as a consequence... 

Because of its role over ‘one of the most salient transitions of our times’ in South(ern) Africa, Vale & Black (1994: 1) asserted then that: ‘the Commonwealth has the potential to achieve a new relevance’. Conversely, they cautioned that

    a lack of effective engagement with South Africa might speed the Commonwealth’s demise. For  

    the obverse of its nascent new relevance is to be found in the telltale signs of a slow but 
    determined drift towards obsolescence and neglect.

Realising such historic cohesion and direction may indeed be more problematic in the future as number of members and range of issues increase along with inequalities between as well as within states. Divisions, such as those over Zimbabwe in the early twenty-first century, may therefore become more familiar. Nevertheless, the Commonwealth has been in the vanguard of moves towards democratic government, if not always governance, and it remains the only interstate organisation to sanction members through indefinite suspension whose regimes are military-run or insufficiently democratic (NB in 2005, even the IMF failed to sanction it despite egregious defaults on debt repayments!). 

Haas’ (1992) approach concentrates on how networks of professionals (or ‘experts’?) seek to respond to already identified problems. It is less helpful in explaining why some global issues get onto the agenda while others do not. By contrast, Stone (1996) and others (Stone & Maxwell 2005) highlight the emerging roles of ‘think tank’ & policy coalitions, compatible with the dirigiste role of, say, the Commonwealth Policy Studies Unit (CPSU) (www.cpsu.org.uk). Such network analysis has emerged after that of Haas and reflects the growing role of non-state agencies in highlighting new global issues such as blood diamonds and landmines. Rather than placing confidence in networks of professionals, they tend to emphasise the catalytic role of mixed actor coalitions, leading to strategic ‘partnerships’. It is such broad coalitions which have begun to advocate new forms of democratic governance in the Commonwealth through the facilitative activities of the Commonwealth Foundation. Such concerns are clearly broader than the specific target of the anti-apartheid movement, though the latter did spawn ‘experts’ on related issues like debt, destabilisation, sanctions etc.

Finally, given the centrality of both Britain and the issue of apartheid to the Commonwealth during the era of Mrs Thatcher, it is ironic that the organisation was able to mature between the mid-1960s & late-1980s by confronting both apartheid and the historic place of Britain in an ex-imperial community. As Taylor (2000: 69): concludes his own case study:

    …whilst the Commonwealth propagates and legitimises a particular set of norms in line with the 

    ongoing hegemon, there have been times – centred around the question of South Africa – when 

    the organisation has acted to de-legitimise the founder of the very same organisation.

iii) The Commonwealth(s) as Advocacy Coalition: good governance post-bipolarity?

As noted already, Weiss (2000) has traced the evolution of notions of governance, good and global governance during the last quarter of the 20th century, given exponential globalization, recognising a variety of sources, interests and conceptualizations, and encouraging a pragmatic mix of notions given the weakness of each of the corners of the triangle other than companies at the new century's dawn.  Such a formulation has particular relevance & resonance for the Commonwealths.

With the demise of both Cold War and apartheid, let alone the continued decline & diversion of Britain as ex-colonial 'hegemon', by the 1990s, the Commonwealth needed a new raison d’etre. Ahead of most other international organisations, more in response to the end of institutionalised racism than of state socialism, the Commonwealth at its 1991 CHOGM in Harare agreed a set of principles. In turn, these have enabled the Commonwealth to do what no other such institution has done: suspend members, starting with Nigeria in late-1995 at Auckland. As Duxbury (1997: 363) indicates: 

    What is clear from the Auckland summit is that fundamental political values have become the 

    focus of the Commonwealth's enforcement strategy.

But NGOs and think tanks in the Commonwealth have not seen the Harare Declaration of principles as the end of the struggle for good governance. Rather, they have tended to seize the initiative away from the official Commonwealth and advocate strengthening of the principles other than a preoccupation with democratic government: onto civil-military relations, corruption, election monitoring, indigenous communities etc; ie good governance. Such relentless advocacy has served to complicate relations between official and non-official Commonwealths as the former are still jealous of their ‘sovereignty’, despite being in an era of globalisation. Similarly, given the apparently unstoppable anti-globalisation movement both pre- & post-9/11 & 7/7, the Secretariat may have to continue to yield authority to non-state actors.

As a reflection of NGO advocacy and pressure, as a central feature of the Millbrook (NZ) plan, in 1995 the Commonwealth created the Commonwealth Ministerial Action Group (CMAG) to overview implementation of the Harare and related principles. This has already led to the suspension from effective membership of Nigeria (1995-9), Fiji (2000-1), Sierra Leone, (all since readmitted), Pakistan (1999) (whose suspension was lifted in May 2004 despite ambiguities in Musharraf’s roles) and Zimbabwe (2002-3, when it resigned). McIntyre (2001: 97) suggests that: 'As the twentieth century drew to a close, the CMAG established itself as the Commonwealth’s potentially most powerful instrument.’ Yet CMAG is under-funded and -appreciated, often receiving less than sympathetic/empathetic responses to its rulings on patterns of governance in member states….and it is unknown in the burgeoning global literature on and debates about global governance. Similarly, the Latimer House Guidelines of the Commonwealth Magistrates' and Judges' Association on parliamentary supremacy and judicial independence are similarly innovative yet largely unknown.

Nevertheless, to return to the governance triangle, as the private sector has begun to balance civil society in Commonwealth fora, it has been able to advance a parallel agenda around state-corporate relations: the Commonwealth Business Forum (London, October 1997, Johannesburg, October 1999, Abuja, November 2003 & Malta November 2005) (www.cbcglobelink.org). Its advocacy, parallel to the UN Global Compact, led to the Fancourt Declaration from the Durban CHOGM on good governance and best corporate practices, with an emphasis on public-private partnerships, corporate codes of conduct etc: all responses to the anti-globalisation movement. The Commonwealth business community has been increasingly able to harness anglophone globalisation (Addison & Rahman 2002, Lundun & Jones 2001) for its own expansion as indicated in the final two sections
Similarly, reflective of its promising place in the Commonwealth nexus, towards the end of the 1990s & emerging out of its project on ‘Civil Society in the New Millennium’, the Foundation developed an innovative programme on ‘Citizens and Governance’. The former led through networking with myriad NGOs throughout the Commonwealth to a report for CHOGM in Durban before the end of the century, then a set of comparative regional overviews for Brisbane: the four regions of the South plus one on the role of the four more developed members – and finally an overview collection (Knight et al 2002). Recently, Foundation teams looked at some 30 NGOs and civil society networks to advance understanding of ‘governance’ given the shrinking role of the state and the growing place of the private sector & also at civil society & the MDGs (Commonwealth Foundation 2005).
The Foundation (2001: 2) has perhaps played its most useful contemporary role as host for the parallel summits. At least in theory, somewhat confirmed in Abuja two years ago as well as Brisbane four years ago:

    …Commonwealth Centres & Festivals…are places where the ‘official’ and ‘unofficial’ 

    Commonwealth connect and interact with each other…The exhibition, conferences and   

    workshops are all places where Commonwealth governance can develop through the policies of 

    governments being informed and shaped by the ideas of people & civil society.

In concluding this part, let me mention a couple of Commonwealth arrangements that are even more distinctive (idiosyncratic?) than the Foundation and COL: the Commonwealth Games (www.thecgf.com), Writers’ Prize & Day/Lecture. The first of these also predates the ‘modern’ Commonwealth, beginning in Hamilton, Ontario in 1930. They are managed by the autonomous Commonwealth Games Federation in London and embrace an expanded set of participants - some 80 nations rather than 54 member-states (mainly a function of teams from UK (and Australian and New Zealand) overseas territories like Bermuda, British Virgin Islands, Cayman Islands, Falkland Islands, Gibraltar and the Norfolk Islands, but also England, Guernsey, Jersey, Northern Ireland, Scotland and Wales etc) - and include a rather different set of sports by contrast to the Olympics. They also increasingly include a non-athletic, youth festival dimension as well as major sports sector conference. Following the very successful mid-2002 Games in Manchester, those in March 2006 will be in Melbourne, Australia; and in 2010 its India’s turn in New Delhi. 

The second is managed by the Commonwealth Foundation to draw attention to the burgeoning field of increasingly diverse ‘post-colonial’ literature in English (www.commonwealthfoundation.com). And the last was created in the late-1990s to fall in mid-March, now marked by a Commonwealth Day lecture most recently by President Olusegun Obasanjo at the Institute of Education in London delivered by an eminent citizen of the Commonwealth (eg Kofi Annan in 2000, Graca Machel in 2001, Mary Robinson (actually Irish!) in 2002 and Mohammed Yunus in 2003). 

iv) The Commonwealth(s) in the New Century: onto ‘smart’ network & think tank for human development/security?

    If the Commonwealth does have a future as a thriving & relevant intergovernmental 

    organisation, it is probably through some combination of the last three ‘reinventions’ listed here 

    (small states, good governance & globalisation) …Alongside the ‘network of networks’ that the   

    Commonwealth still embodies & its lingering community-like features it would still be possible

    for the Commonwealth to play a role that was both highly visible & not duplicated by any other 

    intergovernmental organisation. (Armstrong 2001: 46-47)
Given its inherent limitations as well as distinctiveness, the Commonwealth has to be ‘smart’ to define & maintain a niche in a world of competing regional to global arrangements, now including willing coalitions for particular humanitarian or other interventions. Nowadays, most new issues & creative coalitions have come from below rather than above, especially in the post-Cold War era: biodiversity, ‘blood diamonds’, diasporas, gender, global warming, governance, human rights, indigenous communities, land-mines, ozone, small arms, small island states etc. 

Such emerging global issues were initially brought into the Commonwealth arena by its unique set of Pan-Commonwealth professional associations, which now number some 70, following a rapid expansion in both their number and diversity in the post-independence era. However, with the parallel rise of NGOs in 'global civil society' in the last two decades of the twentieth-century, some of these rather traditional & staid associations have been somewhat overtaken & overshadowed by the NGOs, including some large INGOs which are active in the 'Commonwealth Plus' (eg AKF, Oxfam, SCF etc). The people’s Commonwealth & the Foundation can draw strength from such connections, but the Secretariat remains congenitally cautious, tending to be driven by the lowest common denominator. Hopefully the recent Expert Group on Democracy & Development chaired by Manmohan Singh (Commonwealth Secretariat 2003) (subsequently India’s PM, having previously been its reformist economics tsar) might revive the seemingly lapsed tradition of creative analysis & direction from Marlborough House - a hiatus in terms of sources of authoritative ideas compared to the hegemony of international organisations located in DC or NY - so that the Commonwealth might again punch above its weight: Commonwealth governance as an adjunct to global and good governance? 

To date, while the former - Foundation - has advanced its network around non-state governance & has provided the framework for the innovative Commonwealth Human Rights Initiative (CHRI) of some eight professional associations & has encouraged the CPSU, the latter - ComSec - has not been actively engaged in several current issues such as land-mines or small arms. Such ‘silences’ are telling. Similarly, the ‘Mbeki’ High Level Review (Commonwealth Secretariat 2002) to outline the medium term future was hardly creative, as the alternative 'Vision' indicated: it does not indicate where or how the Commonwealth might again become more than an advocacy coalition; ie over what issues it could again become an epistemic community. Certainly, the 2001 report of the CHRI (2001) was not sanguine about receiving much attention or support given its assertion that pervasive poverty in the Commonwealth has now become a human rights issue. It called for the ‘new’ Commonwealth to become a champion of human rights as the means to eliminate poverty through a more effective CMAG & Human Rights Unit along with a new post of Commonwealth High Commissioner for Human Rights. And likewise, the Secretariat’s apparent discomfort with myriad issues around indigenous communities is not reassuring in terms of its adaptability & flexibility. As Duxbury (1997: 386) cautioned well before the end of the twentieth century:   

    While the Commonwealth has used rights to reaffirm its role as an international organisation, 

    further reform is needed if it is to fulfil all the functions traditionally performed by such 

    institutions.

While civil society in the Commonwealth is officially recognised, encouraged & nurtured, in fact there is considerable caution in the Secretariat, reflective of some member regimes’ ambivalence; so the Foundation has less than 53 members (44 at present as states like Bangladesh, Fiji & South Africa are not members). Hence the very limited formal contact between the official & unofficial around CHOGM: the NGO Forum is hardly reflective of the diversity & energy of communities or agencies. The innovative Commonwealth People’s Centre/Festival is essentially a market-place for non-official activity (www.commonwealthfoundation.com). 

Such arrangements are imperative if any distinctive notion of ‘Commonwealth governance’, as opposed to less organic or authentic IBRD or UNDP versions, is to be designed & developed. However, the CHRI (2000: 24) cautions that ‘open governance’ in the Secretariat & related official organs is elusive & that formal consultation with civil society is insufficient, calling for the Secretary-General to ‘signal his clear & unequivocal support for the unofficial Commonwealth & the importance of these networks for the longevity of the Commonwealth itself.’ The recent CPSU project by Amanda Shah (2002) on 'Joining Up the Commonwealth' constitutes a welcome, empathetic overview of the limits & prospects. The Royal Commonwealth Society (RCS) consultations & deliberations in 2002-3 pre-Abuja & 40th celebrations in mid-2005 pre-Malta together might reinvigorate the Commonwealth family so that it might once again maximise rather than minimise its inherent advantages? And the Foundation has reformed some of its structures, giving a more prominent, even authoritative, role to civil society in it own governance through an enhanced Civil Society Advisory Committee.
In short, alternative ‘inclusive’ versus ‘exclusive’ scenarios or 'futures' can be envisaged for the Commonwealth family over the next decade or so. The former would entail a welcome for the diverse range of non-state institutions & relations, such as the Commonwealth Games, Writers’ Prize & Young Commonwealth. By contrast, the latter would constitute a retreat away from engagement with civil society, tentatively pursued in the last decade, back towards a more limited, state-centric focus, even if ‘governance’ remained on the agenda, albeit in diluted form, more compatible with prevailing IBRD & UNDP formulations & de facto US unilateralism & veto. The former would tend to attract more NGO attentions whereas the latter might attract more state applicants, even members. 

The Commonwealth is, then, at something of a crossroads in the middle of the first decade of the new millennium: how to take exploit & further its inherent advantages around globalisation (Addison & Rahman 2002, Lundun & Jones 2001) while minimising the disadvantages of inequalities & conflicts.
v) The Commonwealth(s) in Comparative Perspective: lessons for/from global governance 

The four decades of state & non-state Commonwealths have generated some insights of relevance to several fields of analysis & policy debates, as indicated at the beginning in reference to other international agencies. I highlight a trio of these below. But at the same time, I should also note some ‘silences’: the Commonwealth does not relate to issues of (national, regional or global) security, except in a very broad sense of enhancing the context for human security, or regionalism (Boas, Marchand & Shaw 2005), although there are some regional dimensions to members’ relations (eg membership concentrated in Africa (especially East, Southern & West), the Caribbean, South Asia & South Pacific) & the Foundation’s youth & professional activities. 
Further, the Commonwealth has not been an active player in peace-keeping interventions, though its election monitoring augments longer-term confidence-building & occasional appointments of special representatives of the Secretary-General can nudge mediations in some of the smaller member-states. Neither has it related to regional economic blocs like the APEC, ASEAN or NAFTA although these impact its members’ development prospects profoundly. But, happily, it is beginning to dialogue with the EU, which now has a trio of off-shore, island Commonwealth members (including the UK) & it has a joint EU-funded project with la francophonie on the South’s trade negotiations with the EU & WTO. Unlike some other regional or sub-global groupings in the UN system, the Commonwealth has not used that forum to advance its network or concepts though, post-Mbeki review, its Ambassadors-cum-High Commissioners in NY are beginning to meet monthly.

Before turning to the trio of discourses where the Commonwealth(s) hold(s) particular relevance, let me note the dramatic impact which a range of new technologies pose for it & other international organisations, state & non-state. The internet, which is dominated by the Commonwealth's own English language, has transformed the family along with other such inter- or trans-national agencies even if the ‘digital divide’ reinforces the North-South fissure throughout all of them, though the CTO has been active in advancing Commonwealth interests in the fraught debate around the late-2005 World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) about private US-domination of the domain name system (Commonwealth Secretariat 2005). Hence the expanding role for the ACU as a ‘knowledge network’ of great relevance to the global political economy/culture, from Bangalore to Singapore, Britain to Mauritius. 

The economic advantage of Commonwealth affiliation has become most pronounced in the case of outsourcing to Bangalore in the new century. The mix of Indian higher education, migration, facility with English, burgeoning private companies (eg Infosys, NIIT, Tata Consultancy Services,  Wipro etc) diasporas on both sides of the North Atlantic, adequate infrastructure etc means that the post-imperial raj has come to afford a distinctive competitive edge at least in some sectors (Kobayashi-Hillary 2005). A special issue of Business Week (2005: 47 & 50) in mid-2005 on the rise of China & India (www.businessweek.com/go/china-india) cautions that:

    Think of any job that can be done remotely, by computer or telephone, and you’re looking at a 

    job that can be done by an Indian. Business-processing outsourcing, or BPO, includes handling
    clients’ call centers, accounting, human resources, and the like. Top Indian services companies 

    don’t just perform these jobs well. They demonstrate how a 21st century company ought to run. 

    They have globalized work-forces, super-efficient operations, and slavish devotion to customer   

    service.
    This emerging industry is helping India along the path to building a world-class economy. 

    Already it supplies relatively well-paying jobs for upwards of 300 000…The Indian BPO 

    industry grew by 40% to $5.8 billion, last year & is expected to hit $64 billion & employ 3   

    million people in 2012…
The economic boom in India is challenging established theories & policies of ‘development’ & leading to novel alliances, such as the G20 which grew out of the trilateral Brazil-India-South Africa (BISA) nexus. It is also transforming demand & price for global raw materials, including those from Commonwealth energy & mineral producers like Australia & Canada as well as Nigeria & South Africa.

The Commonwealth itself now also exists ‘virtually’ as well as in reality as indicated in the helpful list of web-sites in an appendix in McIntyre (2001: 231-234). This ‘virtual’ Commonwealth may appeal more to the new generation throughout its 53 members than the old-fashioned CHOGMs of middle-aged men etc. Happily, most major Commonwealth web-sites are hyper-linked to each other so one can ‘surf’ both official & unofficial Commonwealth(s) any day, anytime, anywhere. 

I conclude by reflecting on lessons from the Commonwealth for a trio of disciplines or debates of relevance to global governance. As Anthony Payne (2002: 661) recently suggested, today's Commonwealth Studies builds on the foundations of international relations, comparative politics and political economy as well as contemporary history which together should imbue the field with a new lease of life.
First, in regard to established ‘disciplines’ like political science/international relations/ foreign policy, the Commonwealth nexus is a prime case of endless institutional adaptation as Empire gave way in stages to a new form of governance: not so much planned decolonization as muddling through. And certainly for small states, it remains a very attractive forum in which they are not totally overshadowed. Furthermore, as an international organisation, it was, not always wittingly, in the avant garde, of the movement for such inter-state agencies to engage non-state actors, notably civil society. Fortuitously, this trend accelerated in the post-Cold War era, just as the Commonwealth was seeking a post-apartheid raison d’etre. So it was well-placed to maximise the benefits to it of the historic nexus of professional associations & related NGOs clustered around the Commonwealth Foundation. Nevertheless, as already indicated, the Secretariat still exhibits ambivalence about being too positive towards the unofficial or people’s Commonwealth, not wishing to yield the initiative to it, notwithstanding its invaluable role in discovering & advancing new global issues around the turn of the century. Moreover, other global institutions have begun to emulate the Commonwealth & develop their own working relations with civil society, notably the World Bank, which has the resources to co-opt at least programmatic if not advocacy NGOs, & the UN. And both of these have gone further than the Commonwealth (cf Commonwealth Business Council) in developing close working relations with the private sector, again the former in terms of subcontracting, the latter in terms of image & finance: the UN Global Compact, as advanced by John Ruggie et al. The Commonwealth may be in danger of being left behind by the movement for 'partnerships' or 'strategic alliances' as advanced by the Copenhagen Centre, New Academy for Business, ODI etc.

Second, in relation to development studies, now along with global (globalisation?) studies, the Commonwealth has been quite adaptable in terms of recognising new ideas & institutions, such as governance & CHRI etc. But it did not directly confront the prevailing neo-liberal orthodoxy of the last two decades, neither did it take on board all new issues which relate to a subset of members such as landmines or blood diamonds. Rather, the Secretariat has ‘contracted out’ difficult issues like ‘human rights’ & indigenous peoples to the Foundation: one way to get around a member’s de facto veto. The Commonwealth has always been pragmatic & creative in terms of development policies & its recent Manmohan Singh Expert Group on Democracy & Development has a golden opportunity to mediate between later-day sceptics like George Soros (2002) & Joseph Stiglitz (2002) & the resiliently conservative IFIs. The Commonwealth remains central to the development strategies of small island developing states (SIDS) (Commonwealth Foundation 2004) - apparent in the post-tsunami run-up to the next summit in Malta in late-2005 - whose challenges now include dealing with the WTO & regional free trade zones as well as sea level rise, hurricanes & cruise boats. And it had already begun to treat the ‘new’ issue of offshore financial centres & money-laundering even ahead of September 11 2001, which put the issue high on the global agenda. In short, the Commonwealth nexus constitutes an interesting & representative seguay into contemporary issues of globalisation, facilitated by its use of/association with the primary lingua franca of globalisation, English.

Finally, in relation to governance, global & otherwise, the Commonwealth has the potential to bring states, civil societies & corporations together in productive ways given its unique set of professional associations, Commonwealth Games etc. If it can facilitate communication, confidence-building & innovation, then it will have earned its status as a smart international agency at the start of the new millennium. For this to happen, it would have to consult continuously with a range of stakeholders & design new consultative mechanisms so that both non-state as well as state members came to feel a higher level of comfort & ownership than at present. Alas, the Mbeki report was not particularly creative in this regard despite both the IBRD & UN becoming much more competitive in this area of governance. If the Commonwealth is able to build on its unique advantage & heritage in this regard then rather than debates about good & global governance, we might come to focus on ‘Commonwealth governance’. This would parallel the plea of Martin Shaw (2003: 41 & 44) to go beyond (unidisciplinary) international to (interdisciplinary) global politics:
    The international & the global are not two ways of expressing more or less the same idea… 

    Global social science can make an important contribution to clarifying the potential of global 

    civil society.

And can the several Commonwealths together advance a more humane globalisation, thereby advancing human development/security?

In short, at the start of the twenty-first century, the Commonwealth nexus can be seen as a distinctive case of a transition from old to new multilateralisms; ie from the well-established tradition of ‘international organisation’ to the contemporary notion of ‘global governance'. Given the continuing after-shocks of 9/11, redefinitions as well as revival of creative forms of multilateralisms become ever more imperative with or without the US. The deliberations of the official Commonwealth at its CHOGM in Abuja in late-2003 represented such an opportunity especially through its renewed consultations with civil society and the deliberations and recommendations of the Manmohan Singh Expert Group on Democracy & Development - Making Democracy Work for Pro-poor Development (Commonwealth Secretariat 2003) - notwithstanding media fixation with the apparent controversy over extending the suspension of Zimbabwe, which led to its unilateral withdrawal (Ingram 2004). Many of its advocates still hope that it may yet be able to transcend the laments of Taylor (2000: 51) about its atheoretical and low-profile inheritance:

    Past literature on the Commonwealth has been overwhelmingly descriptive, historical and 

    lacking in theoretical substance. It has also, perhaps like the Commonwealth itself, sought to 

    avoid controversy and has been largely devoid of any strong critical reflection of the 

    organization. 
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