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Abstract 

The development of regional agreements that assert common values and also adopt the Millennium Development Goals appear to jeopardise the achievement of the goals if regions are aligned along civilizational divides. We find however there are several principles, including congruence with values, complementarity, comparative advantage and added value, that are already evident in practice that can allow for enhanced and effective co-operation on goals even where values differ. National acknowledgement, in all sectors, of the MDGs, and that includes the USA, expresses an active global society and this is consistent, rather than in conflict with, growing regional participation as a key feature in global governance.  In that framework, national leaders giving effective voice to popular concern in their regions on global issues will enhance regional purpose and profile.
Governance and Global Issues

The governance concept has helped to prize open many of the boxes into which an earlier generation sought to force a new world order. It has lifted the lid on corporations to let in democracy, exposed governments to transparency and infiltrated civil society into the United Nations. But governance is just one among many disturbances to old ideas of corporate personality, sovereignty or world government.

Ultimately it is the globality of the current challenges to humankind that drives the overhaul of twentieth century social scientific concepts (Albrow 2004). Even if the imagery of variable geometry may be too technocratic for some, it reflects the agitation of a world where the human species can envisage its own extinction. No theories or institutional structures are exempt from critical review and renewal. 
Globalization as a concept could itself be regarded as part of that renewal, if it were not so frequently assimilated to, and treated as an extension of modernization. Regionalization, serving as both counterpart and contradiction to globalization, substantially mitigates the danger of that kind of regress to earlier modes of thinking. It helps to defeat the notion of globalization as one way street. Anything can be globalized: trade, but also regulation; American culture, but also anti-Americanism.  Globalization in itself has no direction. The paradox is crystallized in the globalization of the anti-globalization movement. 
Processes, even those like globalization, then, do not necessarily produce new structures. They may equally well replicate old ones, but in any case it is transformation the world requires for an adequate response to global challenges. Transformation goes beyond process. It is prompted by events and crises, but may also result from policies.  New forms of global governance need to emerge, not just a reflex of globalization processes, but as calculated  products of collaboration between countries and agencies developing credible policy responses to the challenges of climate change, environmental degradation, nuclear proliferation, terrorism, AIDS and hunger. 
Among the multifarious agencies, corporate, civil society, national, international and transnational that share global concerns the region is gathering recognition as a possible locus for global governance. The Economic and Social Affairs Council of the United Nations (ECOSOC: 2005) for instance recently suggested to the UN summit that the region should assume a place within United Nations voting structures. But its potential to play a significant role in global governance is both underestimated in so far as it is seen as purely reactive and defensive in the face of globalization, and contested when seen as a power base to rival the United States, or indeed the national interests of any country. We only have to think of the precarious balance of the most developed regional organization, the European Union, in relation to its own members and to the USA, to realise why global governance might be the least of its concerns. David Held has drawn attention to the risk that regional governance structures will not foster the open regionalism within which global social democracy could flourish (Held 2004: 166-68).
Samuel Huntington’s treatment of regions (1996: 130-135) in his iconic Clash of Civilizations perhaps illustrates best these implicit limits on the potential of regions to assume global responsibilities.  They are merely the basis for relatively loose bonds between contiguous trading partners unless they develop patterns of co-operation based in the deep trust that springs from common culture. Then, however, they begin to equate with civilizations, with rather little room for supervening common interests. As is well known his stress on the relative immutability of culture at the core of civilizations leads him to envisage a multipolar world where the greatest challenges are inter-civilizational rather than global.
Subsequent events like 9/11 and the current war in Iraq have lent additional credibility to Huntington’s brand of cultural realism and reinforced a view of the world where there is a stark choice, between the American global empire he rejects, and the thin multipolar commonality between civilizations on which he precariously bases the international order.
A recent ambitious attempt to take issue with Huntington’s thin commonality and replace it with an elaborated architecture of global governance is Amitai Etzioni’s From Empire to Community, (2004) He introduces a significant place for regions in global governance, with a dozen or so regional communities occupying a greatly enhanced role in the United Nations (Ibid: 204). He suggests a triple test for the use of American power: convergence of interests with other powers, legitimacy, and input into constituting global regimes (Ibid: 116), a test that can equally apply to other powers. 
Etzioni also envisages “global authorities” including an upgraded International Criminal Court and World Trade Organization, and new bodies for Health, Welfare and Environmental Protection. Again he sees ‘no principled reason why such authorities cannot be promoted by powers other than the United States’ (Ibid: 172) provided they supply the resources to run them and do not challenge big power interests. Presumably regional communities could take on the task, with that proviso.
The somewhat incidental nature of Etzioni’s sole proviso on resources is however something that should give pause for thought. A list of further provisos might include at least recognition by other agencies, enforcement capacity, mission credibility and popular legitimacy. Governance is after all only one of many means to an end, and structures that are inadequate for their tasks, or for tasks for which there is little support, may survive, but do little more. It is telling that for Etzioni the prototype success story for a global authority is the Global Antiterrorism Authority for which the US is the ‘key and controlling member’ (Ibid: 123). What other authorities will command the same punch? Where is the authority of the authority?
We are not saying that this is a straight conflict between realism and idealism. Certainly Huntington plays more on fear and Etzioni on hope, but the latter also reflects the reality of a vast complex of inter-governmental and transnational agencies and networks that the former either ignores or regards as ineffective. He is also more expansive on the conditions for achieving regional communities that are more than the sum of their members. They need in his terms legitimate control of the means of violence, ability to distribute resources among members, and to command loyalty to the community.
Even with those conditions however we can still ask how the regional community can rise to global challenges. What will it deliver for the globe, humankind as a whole, that is not provided by its members? Is it appropriate at all as an agency for those tasks? After all, the European Union’s project has been to provide peace and prosperity for its members, objectives on which it can claim considerable success. It is still only slowly adjusting to the idea that globalization is not just a threat but may also provide opportunities. Is it not a stretch to imagine it taking on a global mission too?  
The Potential Global Role of Regions

If the region is to become an accepted component of global governance we need to establish just what kind of entity it is. For Huntington it reaches full international status as a civilization, with a set of self contained values that are binding and exclusionary, with goals that are ideally defensive and non-imperial.  For Etzioni the region as a community is a platform for global governance but its relation to global goals is unspecified. They both then leave open the issue of how regions might commit to global goals and contribute to their attainment and it is this we begin to address in this paper.
As entities regions appear very differently for specialists coming from different disciplines. Huntington and Etzioni are in some ways typical, though outstanding, representatives of international relations and sociology. For neither of them is the land area particularly interesting, but in the first instance that is what regions are for geographers. Their mapping of the earth’s surface into regions appears to work on the basis of three criteria; no area of territory should be excluded; regions cannot share space; and boundaries are chosen by judging on a balance of qualities, topographical, cultural, and political.  On that basis one current textbook (Marston, Knox and Liverman, 2005) identifies ten world regions: US and Canada; Latin America; Europe; Middle East and North Africa; Sub-Saharan Africa; Russian Federation, Central Asia and Transcaucasus; East Asia; South Asia; South East Asia; and Australasia and the South Pacific. They define world regions as “large-scale geographic divisions based on continental and physiographic settings that contain major clusters of humankind with broadly similar cultural attributes” (Ibid: 5). However further analysis beyond simple mapping provides that the distinctive attributes of a region are clear at the core, dominant in a broader domain, but in a wider sphere are merely present, opening the possibility of overlap.
The possibility of overlap is inherent in Huntington’s (1996: 42-5) insistence that there are no clear boundaries to civilizations. In fact his prioritization of language, history, religion, customs and institutions omits reference to territory, somewhat odd in view of the importance of landscape and environment for understanding the American experience of the frontier or the Monroe doctrine, the Chinese homeland notion of the middle kingdom, and indeed current defence and strategic issues like Taiwan.  And it is instructive to compare his list of contemporary civilizations with the geographers’ world regions. He splits East Asia into Sinic and Japanese, but links South-East Asia to the Sinic; his Hindu belongs to South Asia; his Islamic covers Middle East and North Africa, as well as Central Asia and parts of South and South East Asia; Latin America and Africa (“possibly”) coincide with geographic regions, and then he has the West covering North America, Europe and Australasia. Orthodox Russian culture may just make the civilization grade, which would make up eight major contemporary civilizations. Geography has surely played an unacknowledged part in drawing these boundaries.
Economists have a quite different fix on regions. The primacy of exchange and rationality as core concepts means markets are bounded only by information and transaction costs in the first instance. In the history of capitalism territorial integrity and the self sufficiency of local units are the earliest casualties. However the early political economists were emphatic also that certain straightforward environmental conditions favoured the development of trade. For Adam Smith (1776 [1868] Bk 1, Ch. 3: 9) the Mediterranean was the cradle of civilization because of the ease of navigation between nations. Inland navigation as in China, India or Ancient Egypt did not favour international trade. Note however that the nation is his unit of analysis and defence, justice, the facilitation of commerce and education were for Smith main and proper reasons for sovereign expenditure and the raising of taxes. Political economy has always accepted that trade follows the flag, and the intimate relation between state and capital has been the priority theme for political economists through Marx to current theories of the international division of labour and the world system. 
Regions result from configurations of labour and productive capital within that system. In a global market all regions then are, in terms of their ultimate interdependency, global, and that applies to hot spots like Silicon Valley as much as to declining rust belt areas. In that context the nation-state’s domestic role in guaranteeing a degree of social security and social order remains as important in the global age as it was at the high point of the modern welfare state. But the factors behind the rise of big trading agreements that we also call regional, like the EU, Mercosur or ASEAN are different from those that create the economic identities of  the North East England (viewed as a global region in Sadler, 1992) or the Mezzogiorno.
The question of the future of the nation-state under globalized conditions is no longer a live issue: diminished sovereignty with extended strategic responsibilities might be a broadly acceptable answer (see Gilles Paquet, 2001). The same cannot be said about regional trade pacts. Some argue that these are alternatives to, others that they are consistent with globalization. They are prominent issues within vigorous globalization debates in the EU countries,  replicated in the developing regional arrangements like ASEAN, Mercosur, and NAFTA. 

The further possibility in economic terms is that regionalization and globalization reinforce each other. Anne Krueger (1998: 273) summing up an edited volume (Frankel: 1998) on the regionalization of the world economy observed that most preferential trade agreements arose with a concurrent increased openness in most economies, and while regional integration was proceeding at a faster rate than global integration it was not stopping the growth of the latter. The WTO Annual Report of 2002 noted that more than half of world trade was within regional integration agreements and since 1995 there had been an average of 15 such agreements registered with it a year (see Das, 2004: 88). 

Economics allows for reciprocal advantages to arise over any distance and Saavedra-Rivano (2001) argues that it has to be developmental affinities of culture, religion and ethnic alliances  that consolidate regions. Without them the economic advantages of integration even for close neighbours are ignored. If, as Bhagwati (2002) asserts, there are no good economic arguments for anything less than global multilateral arrangements, the regional arrangements between neighbours and their boundaries must arise from other reasons. The origins of the European Union are in the aspiration to secure lasting peace between nations. The value of Mercorsur for its members goes far beyond economic considerations (Saveedra-Rivano, 2001). 
Taking these disciplinary contributions to understanding regions together we see how they can be as small as the Scottish Highlands or as large as NAFTA and have equally diverse cultural, economic and political underpinnings. In fact what none of these account provides for adequately is the sheer importance of policy, not driven or determined by factors beyond control, but as a creative and innovative response to challenges. If we regard the European Union as the most developed example of the region, then it represents the mobilization of people to ends that go beyond the merely reactive. There is a vision, even if support for it is uncertain.
Huntington’s requirements for a region to qualify as a civilization resonate in the current debates in Europe, but it is only in the context of the potential entry of Turkey that common  Christian roots have been headlined as the primordial bonding of Europe. Up to now it has been a vision of the future that has inspired, perhaps too predominantly, a European technocratic elite.  In the formalization of the big regional agreements (Coleman and Underhill, 1998) we see how important policy decisions are for taking a degree of control over both economic and non-economic drivers. It is then crucial for social scientists to recognise that the future belongs not to academic disciplines but to collective aspirations to make the world fit for human beings. Björn Hettne postulates a set of stages through which regions may pass until they achieve the level of “acting subject with a distinct identity, actor capability, legitimacy and structure of decision making” (Hettne 2000: 158).
In this sense the emergence of the region as a potential global actor is only assured when it has a place in the grand narrative that has hitherto belonged to nation-states, but they are unlikely to relinquish their pride of place so easily.  The status of the nation state within the regional agreement is the most hotly debated issue domestic issue in Europe. We can see this vividly in the relation between the UK and the EU and in the European Constitution impasse. In these debates ‘What is the EU for?’ is a repeated question. Is it just for economic benefit or does it have a wider vision? Is it for the benefit of the members only, or can it raise its eyes to global issues?  In arguing for a global Europe the British assert the importance of open frontiers but of broader global responsibilities for health, poverty reduction and attending to the consequences of global climate change. They do not go on to generalise this by advocating a generalized regional role in global public policy. That could of course imperil their membership of the United Nations Security Council.

But in the end which agencies can adopt which goals is a matter of legitimacy, of their command of public support, trust and confidence in their capacity to deliver what they promise. There are now global goals at large in the public domain and no agency, not even the United Nations can claim exclusive rights to them. We need to ask how and under whose auspices those goals have emerged before we can consider a claim from regions to pursue them.
The Emergence of Global Goals
Even in the absence of a coherent global governance process, global goals nevertheless emerged over a series of summits in the 1990s (Jotien, Rio, Cairo, Vienna, Copenhagen, and Beijing) to generate a set of goals which were ratified by 189 heads of state and head of government at the Millennium General Assembly in New York in September 2000.  The main challenges articulated in the Millennium Agenda were framed into five baskets: security; human rights; democracy and governance; poverty and development; and environmental sustainability.  In the UN Financing for Development Summit in Monterrey, Mexico, in March of 2002, a set of Millennium Development Goals were affirmed that set specific targets for the realization of global goals in poverty, gender equality, education, health and environment.  The overarching goal is reducing the proportion of people living in poverty by half its 1990 level by the year 2015.

The UN Millennium Summit Plus Five has just taken place in New York to assess global progress toward the five Millennium Agenda baskets and the seven multisectoral Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).  The problems of implementation, execution and achievement across these functions constitute the priority fields of action over the next decade.  But behind these still is the problem of legitimacy and popular support, and hence of global governance.
The frame within which global goals have emerged, the IDGs and MDGs, is richly  instructive about the weakness of the present system. Goals arising from the G8 group meetings, not part of the UN process that are subsequently adopted by the UN,  is the reverse order that one would expect in a democratic decision making process. It is the G8 that should be implementing the will of the UN; the UN can implement nothing, except through its members. It provides legitimacy, that is only undermined when it undertakes tasks it cannot execute. The G8 has no legitimacy for the globe as a whole, only the power member governments could choose to exercise, but refrain from doing so.  The G8 arises out of the needs of the economically dominant, it claims a broader role across sectors other than the economic, but its legitimacy is no more than is accorded to it by their member electorates, a small proportion of the world’s population, and even then only with considerable internal dissent. In those circumstances it will be remarkable if global goals are achieved.
Representativeness is a key factor in securing legitimacy and there are proposals to expand the number of countries that are permanent members of the G8. One proposal for summit reform envisions incorporating the major emerging market economies (EMEs) into permanent membership of the summit grouping as a means of enhancing representativeness.  This proposal rests on the notion of a multipolar world comprised of large dynamic economies such as those already involved in the G-20 finance ministers grouping.  The G-20 is composed of the G-8 plus Australia and the EU president as well as ten EMEs—China, India, Indonesia and Korea in Asia, Argentina, Brazil and Mexico in Latin America, and Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and South Africa.  

Whereas elevating the G-20 finance ministers to an L-20 summit is a vast improvement over the G-8 in terms of the scope of representational legitimacy, it has its own drawback.  Big countries in this proposal purport to speak for regions but their claim to do so rests on size rather than on cultural identity or a representational process such as election or rotation or regional leadership. However a note of caution is in order here. Governance may be defective and the goals may have arisen by a dubious process. That does not in itself invalidate them and support for them may be much more widespread than respect for their main sponsors and agents. 
If, as was the case in the Millennium Summit of 2000, 189 national leaders declare their support for the MDGs the fact of goal-setting at this level and the nature of the goals involves the lodging of global goals in both public policy discourse and in public opinion in an unprecedented manner. The UN Millennium Campaign seeks to enlist the support of civil society organizations worldwide for the same goals. The language of timetables and targets, hitherto the preserve of national governments and corporations, extends into individual awareness worldwide as well as the G8. In 2005 the Make Poverty History campaign sought to make a media event of popular pressure on the G8 discussions in Gleneagles, with the connivance of leaders themselves. 
These high profile news management exercises certainly spread awareness of global goals, and do not invalidate them. The first MDG, the eradication of poverty and hunger, for instance cannot be dismissed as a spin project. But the sheer prominence of the goals makes governance a more, not less important issue, to guard against false claims, spurious accounting and their treatment as ephemeral news items. The Make Poverty History campaign reflects the weakness of global governance and in itself should not be necessary if world leaders were genuinely representing the will of their people and sincere in their determination to achieve the goals.

Yet in a multipolar world the civilizational divides may be more important than the stated commitments of national leaders. A view of development dominated by Western concepts of globalization and free markets will necessarily arouse the suspicions of the rest of the world.  Global goals provide for the first time the possibility of self-direction for global society, but global governance must address cultural divides if there is to be a chance of success. The incorporation of regions within global governance as Etzioni proposes has to take Huntington’s analysis seriously, which means we need to review  the relation between global goals and the cultural basis of regions.  
Congruence and Complementarity in relating Goals and Cultures
We owe it Huntington for making so many of the premises of his argument transparent. His multipolar world depends on the integration of its several units around their respective common values and for their cultures correspondingly to determine their stance in the world. Commonalities across cultures, like moral concepts of truth and justice, are only “thin” (Op cit.: 318)
Yet, if we take a concrete case like the 1994 Cairo International Conference on Population and Development, as Andrew Cooper did to test the applicability of the civilizational thesis we find that the major clash was not across civilizations, but between secular individualists and traditionalist religious believers within the West (Cooper 2004: 182) while particularistic identities did not outweigh economic self-interest, issues of common concern or the “opportunism of state officials” (Ibid.: 154).
For opportunism, we can, more often than not, substitute professionalism. In a world of multilateral negotiations, public officials in one department in one country often find they have more in common with their counterparts abroad than with colleagues in other departments at home. They focus on issues of common concern and share professional outlooks acquired from similar education and training. The Washington Consensus owed as much to professional solidarity as it did to American or even Western interests. These transgovernmental networks (Slaughter, 1997; Reinecke, 1998) are a well-recognised element in developing global governance. 

They also illustrate one of the key contrasts between modernity and globality, the functionally integrated nation state of the former and the decentred, delinked systems of the latter (Albrow 1996: 122).  We no longer assume the concentricity and congruence of culture, economy, society in the contemporary nation-state.  Sovereignty and identity are ever more negotiable than they were and the relatively free floating nature of functional spheres of life: production, leisure, education, even law, allows public officials greatly enhanced freedom of scope in shaping policy than they simply gain from professional independence. 
We can find an alternative interpretation of contemporary trends in Alain Touraine’s (2005) account of the globalization of market capitalism, arguing it has undercut the role of the state and provided the individual with access to technologies which allow the self to become detached from the social context.  Culture, human rights, and individualism triumph over society, responsibilities and community.  “Nous ne somme pas tous citoyens du meme monde, car celui-ci  n’est pas une unité institutionnelle et politique definissant les droits et les devoirs de chacun”  (Touraine, 2005: 295). The units of articulation and mediation are the self and global consumer culture, with intermediary agents having been peeled away by the globalization of market capitalism, consumerism and communications.  The privacy of self and the impersonal forces of the global market capitalism dominate, weakening society and governance as balancers.   This “new paradigm” opens for analysis the linkages between cultural forces and forms of economic systems (Amable, 2005).
Once such analysis (Lodge and Vogel, 1985) arrayed rules, laws and values along a community/individual dominance dimension that allows for different kinds of tensions and trade-offs for different economic cultures.  Another underlying cultural dimension is interiority/exteriority, the extent to which the inner, spiritual life is prioritized as against material success, similar to the “this world/other world” distinction Max Weber used in his sociology of religion that allowed him to account for the paradox of the Puritan’s pursuit of worldly wealth linked to the quest for personal salvation. This widely accepted account of the motivation behind Western capitalism itself has been challenged by the success of the far East. But Japanese literature exhibits “the sometimes restless interior feelings of central characters…(and) the strength of this inward thrust of narrative over the centuries remains one crucial constant in the Japanese tradition” (Rimer 1995:  6) and this suggests how the strong community values of the Asian miracle countries may be channelling personal energies quite as effectively as Western individualism. 
The success of an economic system, capitalism, in crossing civilizational boundaries, on different cultural drivers and accommodating to different kinds of social organization suggests that there are many possibilities for the MDGs to lodge in different cultures in a variety of ways. So far the way their boundary crossing of countries has been mainly issue led, responses to challenges, rather than value led.. They reflect career investments of people belonging to transnational professional communities. And they have the support of many thousands of transnational and national non-governmental organizations. The question we are asking here, however, is are they equally strengthening the case for regionalism in global governance. For while the widespread acceptance of the MDGs may appear to contradict the cultural divides in forming global public policy, it does not follow that regional organization has either adopted the goals or is an appropriate agent for their delivery.
The evidence for their adoption is substantial. The EU Commission and its member states issued reports on their contribution to attaining the MDGs which were synthesized in the EU’s contribution to the UN 2005 review (EU Commission 2005b). The Commission declares its commitment to strengthening its role in the Global Partnership of MDG8 and reports that it and virtually all member states have conducted a review of their development policies to bring them more into line with the MDGs. Many reports too argue for and extension of the goals. It reports a strengthened resolve to fight global poverty, above all in Sub-Saharan Africa (Ibid.: 81-82). 

The Association of South East Asian Nations (ASEAN) met with the Secretary-General of the United Nations on 13th September, 2005. In their joint communiqué, there is a general affirmation of the need to extend and intensify co-operation on the MDGs. Paragraph 13 is of particular interest as evidence of the penetration of the goals:

We welcomed the initiatives and activities to enhance learning among key stakeholders from the government, civil, society, and the business community to deal with poverty in a comprehensive and integrated manner, and to share and exchange views on how best to mainstream MDG processes into normal development functions of governments, and to establish linkages nationally and regionally for mutual support in achieving poverty reduction initiatives (ASEAN 2005).
The EU identified ASEAN as a key economic and political partner in September 2001 and there have been regular meetings every other year of the foreign ministers of their respective members ever since 1978. In their fifteenth meeting in Jakarta in March 2005 the MDGs were discussed as well as the Kyoto Protocol and the WTO (EU Commission, 2005b). These bilaterals between regions could be illustrated further for instance by EU/Mercosur, Mercosur/NAFTA, African Union/ASEAN and more. The global positioning of regional organization is further established by UN High Level meetings with Regional and Inter-Governmental Bodies, the sixth of which was held on 25-26th July, 2005 to which 23 such bodies were invited (UN Information Service 2005). (The fact that it alone was represented three times over by the Commission, the Presidency and the Council indicates the pride of place the EU enjoys among regional organizations).

The EU is the test case for regional organization in so many respects. Its invitation to Turkey to join in entry talks flouts the civilizational divide for a start. It also challenges old conceptions of national sovereignty. Stephen Krasner (2001), reviewing challenges to sovereignty suggests that the rest of the world cannot imitate the EU, implying that it is largely the creature of American post-war policy towards the Soviet threat and that Mercosur and NAFTA are largely limited to trading agreements.  That is overstated, but undeniably the relation with the US is vital to the understanding the EU. In the words of Commission President Barroso: “The relationship between the United States and Europe constitutes the world’s strongest, most comprehensive and strategically important partnership” (EU Delegation of the EU Commission to the USA, 2005)

The EU delegation to the US declares the two to be ‘the greatest powers on the world scene’ (Ibid.: 2005) disingenuously suggesting that there might be more than one superpower. But certainly it confirms that the EU is an interlocutor, if not a military partner with the US. This isn’t the place to review the deep ambivalence the US has towards Europe, oscillating as it does between wanting it to build its defence capacity and anxious that it might aspire to real strategic capability. At times the Bush administration appeared to relish the split in Europe as much as it did the Iraq intervention. The roots of this ambivalence lie deep in four hundred years of history, indeed arguably represent a civilizational divide of the same order as that between Europe and Orthodox Russia. 
The EU/US relation has special significance because the disparity of the partners in military power is matched by an implicit recognition of the counter balancing soft power of the EU. The EU’s influence on world public opinion, with its commitment to capitalism, but greater emphasis on social and development goals, coupled with critical support for the US, make it a valuable intermediary with the rest of the world. Within the global frame it suggests an incipient division of labour. This has become even more explicit in the increasing prominence the EU is giving to sustainable development and environmental sustainability in recent years. On the issue of climate change the EU and current US administration do not yet inhabit the same planet and at the current rate may not inhabit this one much longer.
The emergence of clear policy divides between the US and Europe on global issues, given Europe’s market leader status in regionalization, may suggest that interests divide even where values are shared. But it also indicates that there are advantages to be gained from parties to a relationship concentrating their efforts on their strengths. There certainly have been advantages to Europe in allowing the United States near monopoly of military power, and the EU may yet persuade the US that health is too important to be left to market forces. It is a division of labour that suggests complementarity may be as important as harmonization when it comes to co-operation on common goals.
The European report on the MDGs stresses that its member countries are concerned to strengthen the complementarity of their efforts. Most EU donors have focussed on fewer priority partners and sectors and the report cites Finland’s explicit consideration of the added value of its own development policy and the Greek national plan that identifies areas of comparative advantage (EU 2005b:11). If responses to global issues may be co-ordinated in this way within a region we may ask if the same may not be possible across the regions. In other words instead of regarding value difference as an impediment to goal achievement, may it not also represent a diversity asset. 
In the divided civilization model there is an assumption of congruence between values and goals as in military values producing aggressive foreign policy. But in a decentred, delinked world, policy goals may cross value divides. For instance, in an area as contested as population policies, the goal of zero population growth can be agreed, even where there is profound value conflict. Complementarity can be as important a principle as congruence if the MDGs are to be achieved. Even with goal/value congruency the parties may simply agree to go their separate ways where they differ on those values. These distinctions need to be borne in mind in considering the contributions regions or civilizations might make to achieving global goals.
Thus there is a clear case of congruence between goals and values in suggesting that the economic and technological dynamism resulting from the individualistic, competitive, and action oriented culture in the US sustains the strongest set of military, organizational and logistical skills appropriate for leadership on military security issues. The more nuanced versions of capitalism in continental Europe have historically been more explicit about the non-economic dimensions of economic life, especially social and environmental issues, which makes the leadership of Europe on environmental sustainability seem appropriate.  There is a clear case of congruence here too, and the bonus of complementarity with the US role. At the same time arguably military values have played a considerable part in European identity formation too: it is comparative advantage then decides that there is a common interest between the US and Europe, in the latter concentrating on sustainability.
The case of ASEAN is of particular interest given the emphatic insistence by Malaysia in recent years on a distinctive set of Asian values.  The President of Indonesia, Dr. Yudhoyono delivered a lecture on its 38th anniversary on 8th August, 2005 where he cited its Vision 2020, prefiguring a “community of caring societies” arguing that community took on a special meaning for ASEAN, with a we-feeling based on its values. (Certainly the European Community never achieved that.)  He moved directly from that to discourse on economic integration (Yudhoyono, 2005).
Certainly the extraordinary experience of Pacific Asia in demonstrating exceptional economic performance based on high degrees of coherence in the relationship of the public and the private sector, the State and the market, and the goals of growth and equity, make their experience something to emulate for those societies searching for ways to bring family and local community values into the social cohesion seemingly now so potent in driving economic growth.  Pacific Asia is also a major force in world finance and an arbiter in global imbalances. For Yudhoyono these are all issues of empowering the people, but equally for him they support the MDGs and explain why some ASEAN governments have already exceeded MDG targets on poverty. In this way he claims ASEAN provides “added

value” to global efforts (ibid.).
Distinctive Asian values gain recognition within UN circles too. UNEP held was engaged in an Asian-Pacific Civil Society consultation on 12/13 November 2003 discussing water, sanitation and human settlements with representatives of 23 countries. They agreed to emphasize the spiritual dimension of sustainable development and to assert that one of the principles guiding policy formulations in the area should be that “an insistence on the harmony between land, air and earth rights and economic, social and environmental justice 

could provide that distinct affirmation of traditional Asia values” (UNEP, 2003)  Whether Asian values best contribute to the MDGs in reducing poverty or enhancing sustainable development is determined then by the principle of comparative advantage with other regions. But on the face of it the congruence of values and goals is clear cut and not in conflict with other regions.
Latin America has a much more ambiguous position on the relation of values to economic life. For decades Latin America has flirted with a wide variety of institutional forms, economic systems and political ideologies only to be seemingly left now in a muddled position.  Neither adherence to the individualism and economic liberalization of the West nor significant efforts at reforming the role of the State, coordinating economic activity, forging coherent development strategies and advancing a social agenda have transformed the region’s trajectory in a sustained way.  In Bruno Amable’s formulation of five capitalisms (Amable 2005) - Anglo-Saxon, social democratic, Asiatic, European continental and Mediterranean - , understandably, no distinctive Latin American model of capitalism appears, simply because none has yet emerged. Colonialism, Catholicism and indigenous cultural forces have not congealed generally into a distinctive development model, impulse or result, leaving Latin America without a well-defined profile in the international community.  

Yet this very hybridity and irresolution of multiple tendencies (Paz) have been represented in distinguished contributions to world literature and art and could mark the region as a logical locus for leadership in education and gender equality in global arenas.  The social impact of high enrolment rates in primary and secondary school and greater gender equality than other regions positions it well to provide insights and experience on these challenges for the global community.  The nemesis of high inequality in Latin America makes education a major instrument not only for economic advancement but also, as human capital, for changing the distribution of assets.  Innovations linking nutrition and income to school attendance have had dynamic effects on poverty reduction in Latin America.  These kinds of advances can be a major source of transformational change to other countries and regions.
Islamic countries would seem to demonstrate the clearest case of close alignment of culture and regional identity. 56 states in the Organization of the Islamic Conference, established in 1969 combined to safeguard the interest and ensure the progress of Muslim people worldwide. In this case there is an overt political objective, to support the Palestinian people, and the founding principles are concerned primarily with regulating relations between members. This faith based region appears to offer much grist to the mill of the civilizational divide. Yet recently its secretary general spoke to the Council of Europe on education and religion, emphasizing inter-cultural dialogue and common international values of human rights, as well as a commonality of values between monotheistic religions (OIC 2005). OIC values its relations with UNESCO particularly and its contribution to global goals through education would appear one of the most promising routes towards complementarity on global issues. 
These beginning remarks on the congruence and complementarity of global goals and cultures are indicative only, and certainly not comprehensive. India, China, Japan, Australasia, Russia all require analysis, but we cannot conclude without mention of Africa, simply because it is more regarded as a target than a partner. The EU for instance has made a focus on sub-Saharan Africa central to its contribution to the MDGs (EU 2005b). To receive and never to give is not good for self esteem, and there is a wider benefit in Africa contributing to a new global regime. We need in this case to think beyond congruence and complementarity to co-optation, an invitation to assume a role where the region’s development needs are also channelled into a positive contribution to global goals. The options here need careful review, but if this continent, plagued with internecine strife, were to develop effective models of society building on the basis of the governance of diversity (Albrow, 2001) this would be a major contribution to human welfare, from which the rest of the world could draw lessons. Initiatives to this end are not primarily resource dependent, and could well take the issue of African values as a starting point.
The Regions and the USA
The argument we have advanced is that the cultural affinities that differentiate regions, far from hindering the achievement of global goals, may actually provide the basis for enhanced co-operation based on such principles as congruence, complementarity, added value, comparative advantage, and co-optation. We have found evidence for the application of these principles within regional groupings, and since they are based on the bridging of value divisions rather than value consensus, we see no reason why they cannot also be applied between regions.
There is already a widespread acceptance of the role of regional bodies in international settings. The EU has representation though no vote in the UN and often a voice at G8 meetings. The UN has its high level meetings with regional bodies. ECOSOC’s meeting on the 27th July this year sent a message to the World Summit based on the need to implement the UN’s development agenda including the MDGs. The fifth of seven elements of the message was: “the session has stressed the importance of regional co-operation and the need better to integrate regional bodies in global processes” (ECOSOC 2005).
The advantages to the global community of regional organization are many. Etzioni stressed one particularly, namely the reduction in the number of voices at meetings, ten representatives from regions averaging 20 countries would have a far easier job to reach agreement than 200 country representatives (Etzioni 2004: 192). At the moment the US and European countries find it much more effective to deal with trade issues through the European Commission. In an earlier phase of his distinguished career Etzioni was an exponent of organizational theory, where span of control is key element in theorizing organizational effectiveness. That was the early sixties, later in the decade he moved on to advocating the active society (Etzioni, 1968). The rise of global goals exactly fulfils a key requirement for such a society.

We now have an active global society, namely a worldwide web of social relations in which   people of all kinds from civil society, business and public bodies are committing themselves to finding solutions to global problems. The task is to find the forms of governance that will be most effective in translating aspirations into achievements.  This paper offers no ideal blueprint. We have drawn both on evidence of movement towards greater regionalism in global governance and principles that can provide a rational basis for its further development. But we have to develop models that start from the present circumstances, and in the first instance that means being realistic about American power. 
As we noted the development of the EU as a regional actor has been bound up intimately with the United States. From the beginning of their relations America and Europe have viewed each other in New World\old world terms. They are the interlocutors in the West’s grand narrative, and while their relative power has changed over time they are locked in a relationship and tell a story where influence flows two ways. The same logic with different histories applies for the rest of the world. Europe and Asia for instance go back to Herodotus.  Etzioni says the way the United States treats regional bodies “reflects which global architecture the United States is seeking to advance” (Etzioni 2004: 191). We would add, “and how regional bodies respond”. As he says, to advance a global community the US “cannot ride roughshod over 200 nations”.  Regionalism does not stem just from the will of the USA, it has roots in global consciousness building and in globalization that transcend American borders and control. In our view the US and those nations are now party to a process of global society building that is bigger than any of them, and can be arrested only by a massive reversal of public opinion, dismantling of institutions, catastrophe or madness.
The nations are demonstrating how they can contribute to regionalizing global governance and national leaders play a key role here. Their main current task is to rectify the democratic deficit in regional governance while articulating the region’s contribution to global needs. That is the key issue for all regional bodies, not just Europe, well illustrated by Indonesian President Yudhoyono’s (2005) speech to ASEAN. The debacle over the proposed European Constitution is directly related to this question – it failed to tap the well spring of popular feeling for big issues and left open the question of what Europe is for.  Prime Minister Blair made an effective pitch for leadership in his speech to the European Parliament at the beginning of the British Presidency. We wait for the follow through. National leaders can occupy the global stage with both dignity and effectiveness, and a world of regions requires only few Mandelas, Brundtlands, or Brandts, while American Presidents, current or past, only need to aspire to that role if they are comfortable with it. North America is bigger than the United States. Perhaps in the fullness of time we will hear a Canadian or Mexican speak for a newly formed North American region in a governing council of the United Nations. 
London and Washington D.C., October 11, 2005
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