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Introduction

There is no universally accepted definition of ‘governance, but this term is often used to refer to
interpretations of order, stability and politico-economic management. The Commisson on Globd
Governance has, for ingance, defined governance as ‘the sum of the many ways individuds and
indtitutions, public and private, manage their common affars. It has podted tha governance is ‘a
continuing process through which conflicting and diverse interests may be accommodated and co-
operative action may be taken’.> The World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, on the other
hand, use ‘good governance to refer to a particular type of political and economic order. For them,
‘good governance’ is asociated with the spread of democracy and transparency in governments and
free markets. ‘Good governance is the opposte of arbitrary and self-seeking rule, corruption and
cronyism, which have been endemic in some Third World societies. However, the World Bank and
IMF's verson of ‘good governance’ has been costly to Third World peoples. Although the World
Bank and the IMF darted to emphasise different priorities following the crises in East Adain the late
1990s, their ‘good governance is sill associated with reduction in public expenditures, emphasis on
exports and charges in hospitals and schools.

The concept of globa governance, as digtinct from ‘good governance’, refers to forma and
informal sets of arrangements in global politics? It implies that states aone cannot manage globd affairs,
and therefore it accords roles to internationa governmenta organisations (1GOs), non-governmental
organisations (NGOs) and multinationd corporations (MNCs). Globa governance refers to

transnationa networks, indtitution building, norm entrepreneurship, regime cregtion and the management



of globd change It covers many issues, such as women's rights, human rights, development,
democratisation, the environment, security and investments. Its recent achievements include the tresty
banning landmines, the Kyoto climate convention, the internationa crimina court, the World Trade
Organisation, and the ‘new generation’ UN peacekeeping operations. In a nutshell, globa governance
describes regimes or systems of rue, embracing both formal and informal regulatory mechanisms?

Underlying globa governance is tolerance and a willingness to manage differences and reconcile
sdf/other, us/them and insde/outside. This can take place only where there is a common set of vaues,
norms, beiefs, ideas and inditutions. As these vaues evolve, the nature of globa governance has
necessarily to change. Indeed, globa governance ‘is a broad, dynamic, complex process... that is
constantly evolving and responding to changing circumstances .> However, it is power that determines
whose interests, rules and standards become ‘globa’. Thus, while globa governance requires tolerance
and accommodetion of conflicting interests across nationd, racid, class, gender and ethnic boundaries, it
is often the preferences of the most powerful actors that are accommodated.

The purpose of this essay is to demongtrate that globa governance can be understood from
severd perspectives. | will do so by focusing on three themes date sovereignty, globdisation and
Western hegemony. In the next section, | will explain briefly the theoretical approaches that are used in
this essay. | will then describe how the globa ‘interpretive community’ has sought to influence
perceptions of globa governance. This will be followed by an analysis of how sovereignty has evolved.
In the penultimate section | will discuss the impact of globdisation. | will conclude that the UN can help

to shape global governance.

Theoretical Context



Explaning and underdanding globa governance requires interpretation. Interpretation, in turn, takes
place within a theoretica framework. As globa governance is a multifaceted process, studying it
behooves a theoreticad framework that goes beyond a single paradigm. | will, therefore, employ a
plurdist approach that is informed by indgghts mainly, but not exclusvely, from redid, liberd and
congtructivist research programmes® My task is complicated by the fact that there are severd variants
of rediam, liberdism and condructivism. Moreover, even when taken together, these three paradigms
cannot shed light on every facet of globd life. | have chosen them because they go a long way in
explaining power, order, norms and change. As Stephen Walt has argued: ‘ The “compleat diplomat” of
the future should remain cognizant of redism's emphass on the inescagpable role of power, keep
liberdiam’s awareness of domestic forces in mind, and occasiondly reflect on congructivism’s vision of
change' .’

Redigt accounts of globd politics tend to emphasise how states use power to maximise their
nationd interests. They posit that the most important internationd actors are sovereign states, which are
retional and operate in an inherently competitive, anarchic and saif-help environment? Redlists assume
that sovereignty makes states functionaly similar.’ They also emphasise Strategies thet states devise in
efforts to improve ther standing in international economic competition, influence weeker dtates or
compete for internationa prestige. Thus, redigts focus on military baancing and ‘ positiona competition’
in economic, technologicd and other non-military matters™® They acknowledge the existence of
globdisation, civil society and transnationd forces, but they make no room for them in their anayses.
While redlism may be helpful in highlighting the role of power and sdf-interest in globa governance, it
discounts the function of ideas, culture, ingtitutions and norms, except as ingruments in power politics.

At a glance, liberdism would gppear to be the most appropriate approach to use in the study of
globa governance because, as Michael Doyle has observed, it is identified ‘with an essentid principle,

the importance of the freedom of the individua’ . Liberalism would adequately explain the interactions



of dtates, civil society, MNCs and IGOs in globa governance. The libera perspective on globa politics
posits that there ‘is a the minimum a heterogeneous state of peace and war’ which could ‘become a
state of globa peace, in which the expectation of war disappears .*? Liberas believe that IGOs, such as
the UN, play a vitd role in world politics They acknowledge that ‘dates live under internationa
anarchy’, but they argue that ‘ dates are inherently respectful of internationa law’ and that ‘they do not
experience a generd state of war’.*® Liberals reject the redist claim that Sates are functiondly similar
units. Doyle, for example, has argued that states ‘are inherently different “units’, differentiated by how
they relate to individud human rights.** In generdl, liberds believe that the interests of states extend
beyond security and include the protection of human rights.

Congtructivism is concerned with the way norms, rules and inditutions congtitute the identities
and interests of states and other international actors. It claims that the structures of human association,
including the internationa society, are determined primarily by shared ideas and culture rather than
materid forces. While redists clam that it is the digtribution of capabilities that determines the nature of
the international system, congructivists argue that those capabiilities have meaning only because of the
idess we attach to them. Condructivists clam thet it is the distribution of ideas and culture that
determines the shape of the internationa system.™ As congiructivism focuses on the roles of norms,
ideas and culture in congructing internationd structures, it would have plenty to say about how globa
governance is condtituted.

As dready indicated, globa governance is about norms and power. It is congtituted by idess,
culture and materid forces. It dso helps generate norms, ideas and culture. Globa governance involves
states and non-date actors, and it affects life from the locd to the globd levels However, it is the
theoreticad frameworks utilised to understand it that determine the way norms and power are

interpreted. It isfor thisreason that | have eected to employ a plurdist theoretical gpproach.



The Interpretive Community and Global Governance

Globa governance, which is essentidly a product of libera thinking, concerns so-cdled globd vaues,
norms, standards and rules. The mgority of vauesthat are considered globa are Western and so global
governance bascaly facilitates, and reflects, Western hegemony. Western hegemony here refers to the
dominance of Western ingtitutions, interests, standards and NGOs. The ‘global civil society’ isbased on
Western mores. In globa governance, nonWestern states and NGOs have had to redefine ther
interests and identities in relation to Western norms and power. Severe socio-economic problems have
ddivered Third World palitical leaders and NGOs into the hands of the West, thereby making Western
hegemony appear like an ‘empire by invitation’.

The dominance of Wedern inditutions is patly due to the function of an ‘interpretive
community’ that congantly explains, promotes, advocates and judtifies globa governance. The
‘interpretative community’ has been extremely successful in portraying Western idess, vaues and
preferences as globd. The term ‘interpretive community’ is used in this essay to refer to any group of
people who are committed to providing judtification and legitimating principles for particular inditutions,
vaues or practices. Members of an ‘interpretive community’ may come from different professond
backgrounds, such as scholars, journdigts, internationd civil servants and NGO workers. They may
aso be recruited from different countries and might not even be aware thet they operate as a part of a
globd ‘interpretive community’. What they have in common is a conviction that they are interpreting
redity, when in fact they may be only expressng aspirations. Sometimes the ideas of an ‘interpretive
community’ may influence practice.

In the post-Cold War era, members of a globd ‘interpretive community’ have converged on
severd themes, including a new world order, globdisation and new forms of sovereignty and security.

For example, in December 1988, Soviet President Mikhail Gorbachev used the phrase ‘new world



order’ in his address to the UN to underline the new grategic thinking and the globa restructuring which
he envisaged, but the ‘world’” smply ignored it. However, when US President George Bush used the
same phrase two years later, the ‘world’ took notice. In condemning Irag's invason of Kuwait in

August 1990, Bush talked of a new world order ‘where the rule of law supplants the rule of the jungle, a
world in which nations recognize the shared responghility for freedom and justice. This liberd
aspiration contrasted sharply with the redist logic of power palitics, in which war between gates is
aways conddered a possibility. It was no more than awish for a different type of internationd sysemin
the post-Cold War era, but other world leaders, scholars and journaists subsequently started talking of

anew world order asif it was aredity. Bush's aspiration did not spell an end to power politics; instead
it gave impetus to a re-thinking of norms in world palitics, and this, in turn, energised efforts to portray
Western vaues, standards and indtitutions as globa norms.

It was in this intellectua climate that the Commisson on Globa Governance issued a report
which defined sovereignty as an inditution that is ultimately derived from the people: ‘It is a power to be
exercised by, for, and on behaf of the people of a state’ .*° This report implies that sovereignty should
be respected only if the people of a state have had an opportunity to exercise their political, economic
and culturd rights. The report also argues that ‘the principle of sovereignty and the norms that derive
from it must be further adapted to recognize changing redlities .*” Furthermore, 'global security extends
beyond the protection of borders, ruling elites and exclusve sate interests to include the protection of
peopl€’ .*® The Commission was smply expressing aspirations thet may become practice one day.

At about the same time, a former Austrdian Foreign Minister Gareth Evans argued that
the concept of security, ‘as it appears in the [UN] Charter, is as much about the protection of
individuals as it is about the defence of the territorial integrity of states ™ Earlier in April 1991, aformer
UN Secretary-General Javier Pérez de Cudllar had argued that state sovereignty needed to be

resssessed in response to ‘the shift in public attitudes towards the belief that the defence of the



oppresed in the name of mordity should preval over frontiers and legd documents. Smilarly, his
successor, Boutros Boutros-Ghadli, argued that the time of adbsolute and exclusve sovereignty had
passed.?’ The current UN Secretary-Generd, Kofi Annan, went further in redefining sovereignty, when
he told the Generd Assembly in September 1999 that his interpretation of the UN charter was that it
ams ‘to protect individua human beings, not to protect those who abuse them’. Annan argued, in his
gpeech to the General Assembly in 1999, that sovereignty had been ‘redefined by the forces of
globdisation and internationa cooperation’, and that the state was the * servant of its people, and not
viceversa.

The conclusions of the Commission on Globa Governance and those of UN secretaries-generd
and other analydts in recent years suggest that the re-thinking of norms has given rise to an interpretive
community which is ready to argue for changes in the practices of sovereignty. By arguing for liberad
interpretations of the UN charter, they have promoted a particular view of globa governance. However,
the views of an ‘interpretive community’, without changes in the practices of the mgority of internationd
actors, cannot conditute a shift in the meaning of sovereignty. According to some andydts, it was not
possible in the 1990s to see a clear-cut turn in state practices. As Adam Roberts has observed, while
idedists have hoped tha ‘the sovereignty of states would take second place to human rights,
humanitarian action in the 1990s ‘owed much to politica congderations that were often tinged with an
element of realpolitik’.?

It is such interpretations that set the stage on which ‘NGOs and... 1GOs grope, sometimes
cooperdively, sometimes competitively, sometimes in pardld towards a modicum of globa
governance . What these interpretations do not say is that global governance links together “global civil
society’, individuds, the state and market forces. It is aso about the generation of, and the response to,

‘shared’ values and indtitutions, which give rise to a process to identify issues, form an agenda, arrive at



outcomes and make arrangements to implement them.”® However, as the preceding paragraphs show,

globd governance has definite implications for interpretations of sovereignty.

Sovereignty and Globa Governance

Sate soveragnty is like a living organiam; it casts off its meanings as it evolves in response to the
demands of globad governance. In smple terms, sovereignty can be described as a principle that
legitimizes internd political organisation and serves as a mechanism for enhancing international order. It
is, therefore, linked to both internal and globa governance. As Thomeas Biersteker and Cynthia Weber
have argued, Sate sovereignty is ‘apolitica entity’s externaly recognized right to exercise find authority
over its affairs.® With regard to internd political control, sovereignty revolves around population,
territory and recognised authority. To this Alan James has added a condtitutiond dimension, claming
that ‘sovereign dates are those teritoridly-based entities which are independent in terms of ther
condtitutional arrangements %

For purposes of this essay, | distinguish between three types of sovereignty. The firs is externd
or juridical sovereignty, which is based on the notion that theoretically ‘the state has over it no other
authority then that of international law’.® The second isinterna or empirica sovereignty, which is based
on the view that states have the right (and capacity) to control the people, resources and ingtitutions
within ther territories. The third is individual or popular sovereignty, which is predicated on the caim
that all people are entitled to fundamenta freedoms and that states exercise control over them only with
their consent. Empirica sovereignty and juridical sovereignty accord states rights and responghbilities thet
other internationa actors do not have.

The concept of globa governance implicitly questions some undergtandings of sovereignty

because it is based on the assumption that states and non-state actors are partners in the management of



gobd afars. Redigs, who clam that sates are the most important internationd actors, would regard
globd governance as a diminution of sovereignty. The redist view of sovereignty is that theoretically
each date is free to pursue its domestic and externd affairs without outside interference. Hence Hans
Morgenthau's definition of sovereignty as ‘a centrdized power that exercised its law-making and law-
enforcing authority within a certain territory’ 2’ On the other hand, liberas, who subscribe to the view
that transnationa forces play important roles in world palitics, regard globa governance as a necessary
process of addressing anarchy in the absence of central authority. Liberds believe that sovereignty gives
states the right to exercise control within their territories, but that this control is to be exercised with
some degree of consent and legitimacy from society. For this reason, liberds associate empirica
sovereignty with popular sovereignty. Congructivists, who consder sovereignty to be sodidly
congtructed, regard globa governance as a part of the socid congtruction and reconstruction of
international society.

A cdoser examination of the different perceptions of sovereignty will shed more light. The redist
perspective of sovereignty, which is state-centric and absolutist, is often traced back to Jean Bodin in
the fifteenth century. Bodin defined sovereignty as ‘the absolute and perpetual power’ of the ruler.® A
little later, Thomas Hobbes daborated smilar views in the Leviathan. Thelr perceptions of sovereignty
reflected the overriding concern for order and security in France and England respectively. As
Alexander Murphy has argued, Bodin's main concern was to promote peace.” Endorsing Bodin and
Hobbes, Hindey has argued that sovereignty refers to ‘a find and absolute political authority in the
political community’.*® Some writers have continued to view sovereignty from this perspective aone,
thereby entrenching the redist viewpoint. However, Hindey, and many others have argued that in
practice there have been limitations to the exercise of sovereignty, with Hindey observing that
sovereignty is not a fact but a concept about how political power is exercised. This State-centric

perspective is a normative pogtion that originated from absolutist Europe. Indeed, Reus-Smit has



argued that the morad purpose of the state in absolutist Europe was to preserve a ‘divindy ordained
and hierarchical order, and this gave rise to an authoritative norm of procedurd justice®

The liberd view of sovereignty may be traced back to John Locke and Thomas Paine. Paine,
for example, associated popular sovereignty with international peace. In reference to the American
Revolution in 1791, he argued: ‘Monarchicd sovereignty, the enemy of mankind, and the source of
misery, is abolished; and sovereignty is restored to its naturd and origind place, the nation... Were this
the case throughout Europe, the cause of war would be taken away’.* Locke's ideas, which defined
sovereignty in relation to the consent of individuas and civil society, were aso conggent with liberd

democracy. In the early 20'[h century, liberd scholars, who were opposed to the Augtinian juristic

theory of the state, defined sovereignty in terms of peopl€'s rights. For example, Harold Laski daimed
that sovereignty belonged to the people. In recent times, some liberals have argued that transnationa
forces and NGOs have a legitimate role in world palitics, and that sovereignty should not stand in their
way. The liberd perspective on sovereignty readily accommodates the norms, power and regulatory
mechanisms that underpin globa governance.

Congtructivists have had alot to say about sovereignty in the past decade. Indeed, some of the
severest critics of our knowledge of sovereignty have been congtructivists and critica theorists. Rob
Wadker, for instance, recognises sovereignty as ‘the primary condtitutive principle of modern politica
life', but he argues that its history has not been properly explained and suggests that it is necessary ‘to
be wary of the conventiona history of... state sovereignty’.3* Congtructivists are critical of those who
trest overeignty as an unchanging inditution. Reus-Smit, for example, has argued tha it is the
conditutional structures of society that determine the nature of sovereignty. The norms that underpin
globa governance are part of the condtitutiona structures.

The assumptions that underpin sovereignty date back to the Peace of Westphalia, which

inaugurated a new 'internationa’ lega order for Europe. The Westphdian regime, which brought about a
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bresk from the previous religious order, is best remembered for making the territoria date the
cornerstone of the modern internationd system. Since then, the development and reinterpretation of
sovereignty has closdy mirrored the evolution of the date and the prevaling norms of globa
governance. However, sovereignty has not aways been honoured. In Europe, sovereignty was
occasondly subverted with a view to maintaining the baance of power. This is partly why Stephen
Krasner has clamed that breaches ‘to the Westphdian model have been an enduring characterigtic of
the internationa environment'.** Krasner has more recently written of sovereignty as ‘organized
hypocrisy’.® Others have suggested that sovereignty can be understood only with reference to
particular historicd periods.

Sovereignty has undergone various transformations in accordance with the prevailing
norms of globa governance Whenever serious crises undermine the legitimisng principles of
sovereignty, new norms are negotiated, and these norms often reflect the preferences of the hegemonic
dates. It is the processes of negotiating the rules for sovereignty which Biersteker and Weber had in
mind when they argued that sovereignty was socialy constructed.®® They posited that it is ‘the practices
of states and non-dtate agents [that] produce, reform and redefine sovereignty and its condtitutive
eements. In such socid interactions, dl participants help, in varying degrees, to shape, and are dso
shaped by, the structure of the system. A globa structure that is characterised by power politics and
secret diplomacy is likely to favour the notion that sovereignty resides with governments. However, a
globa order, which is committed to the promotion of democracy and human rights, would favour
popular sovereignty. Thus, it is the norms, values and ingditutions which underpin globa governance that
determine the nature of sovereignty.

Westphdian sovereignty was perceived to resde with the politicd leaders and
governments. Under this system, the defence of sovereignty provided governments with an excuse to

impose dictatoria rule. This autocratic sovereignty was undermined first by the 1776 American
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revolution, with its emphasis on popular sovereignty, and then by the 1789 French revolution, with its
ideas of equdlity, fraternity and liberty. After the Ngpoleonic wars, the Vienna Congress in 1815 was
hostile to populist ideas and legitimised neo-Westphalian sovereignty based on monarchical cortrol. This
underwent change after World War |, when the 1919 Versallles Conference legitimised sovereignty
based on the nationdist norm. However, this norm did not gpply to African and Adan politicd entities,
which had come under European colonidism. Thus in its evolution, sovereignty has oscillated between
governmenta 'proprietorship’ and popular 'possession’.

Sovereignty has closdy been identified with territory for more than 350 years, but the
inviolahility of territorid integrity and the non-intervention norm were given more emphass a the end of
World War 1. This extra emphasis privileged the state over its people. The Cold War, which, in
Alexander Wendt's words, 'was a structure of shared knowledge that governed great power relations,
ensured that this State-centric interpretation of sovereignty was supreme® During this period,
recognition of new states was determined by whether or not they were ready to respect the non
intervention norm and to uphold juridical sovereignty. Popular sovereignty and good governance had no
room in this scheme, partly because the two superpowers — the US and the Soviet Union - could not
agree on what form of internal governance was desrable. With the end of the Cold War, Western
powers have emphasised normative vaues and empiricd sovereignty, and this has given the impression
that sovereignty is increasingly being associated with the democratic norm. However, the emphass
which the Western states and internationd financia ingtitutions have placed on liberd democracy and
popular legitimacy, appears to be geared towards consolidating Western hegemony. The processes of

globaisation have facilitated this consolidation of Western hegemony.

Globdisation and Globa Governance
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Globa governance and globdisation lave a chicken-egg relationship. One is said to be a cause, or
product, of the other. This essay will not engage in the argument as to whether globalisation precedes
global governance or vice versa. Neither of them can be traced to a specific date. What is clear istha
globdisation has become one of the most commonly used terms in Internationa Relations, athough (or
because) its meaning remains imprecise. Jan Aart Scholte has argued that globdisation ‘refers to

processes whereby socid relations acquire relatively distanceless and borderless qualities . Thisis a
useful starting point, but it does not say much about the globdisation processes. As with many socia

phenomena, the theoretica framework in play determines the meaning attached to globdisation.

Redigs, for example, do no think much of globalisation because of the importance they attach
to the sate and nationa interests. To them, globdisaion is badcdly a product of ‘podtiond
competition’ by dtates, in their efforts to gain advantage in non-military sectors. For some Third World
andydts, globdisation is a form of Westernisation and colonisation that can be traced back severd
centuries. They perceive it in terms of the domination of the Third World by industridised countries. The
market-oriented liberals, on the other hand, have defined globdisation primarily in terms of the
contemporary movement of capita, investment and other economic interactions, thereby equating it with
economic interdependence. They sometimes regard globdisation as the hidden force behind economic
cooperation, financid markets, and free trade rules. Thus the establishment of the World Trade
Organization in the mid-1990s was a mgjor development in globa governance. Hurrell and Woods
summed up the liberd perspective in which globaisation isa‘ process of increasing interdependence and
globa enmeshment which occurs as money, people, images, vaues, and ideas flow ever more swiftly
and smoothly across nationa boundaries.® The ‘flow’ of people across State borders has to be
qudified, as most developed countries have restricted the entry of Third World peoples. For
condructivigts, globdisation isa part of the globa structure that condtitutes the identities and interests of

internationa actors and is, in turn, congtituted by the interactions of these actors.
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In this essay the term globalisation is used to describe the intendity and breadth of interactions
within the politica, technological, economic, socid and culturad domains, most of which are derived from
Western, and especidly capitdist, vaues and practices. Due to improvements in information technology,
globdisation partly refers to the processes through which socid, political and economic relations can be
ingantaneous throughout the world and may sometimes dude State atempts a redriction. In a
globalised world, palitica, culturd, economic and socid events tend to become more interconnected.
The emphasisis on the size, depth and speed of interactions.”

Globdisaion implies universaisation, harmonisation and homogeneity, which ultimately mean
that the vaues, indtitutions, interests and norms of some peoples and societies have to be sacrificed. To
the extent that globdisation implies the promation of vaues and sandards derived from the Weg, it
inevitably poses a threat to the existence of non-Western traditions and inditutions. The threet that
globalisation poses to Third World peoplesis not only more severe but adso of a different type from that
it presents to those of the globa North.

While some liberads have suggested that globdisation has eclipsed the state both within its
territory and internationaly, redigts argue that globdisation has in fact been created and maintained by
gates. As lan Clark has observed, globdisation could be seen as a symptom of ‘wider politica and
economic policies and ‘the product of specific state policy choices.* There is no doubt that
globalisation has had some effects on state behaviour. Rapid changes in the technology of transport and
communications have made it necessary for policy makers to devise new ways of responding to both
domegtic and globa problems. In this sense, globdisation is a restructuring process that cannot be
ignored by policy makers. However, ates, epecidly the great powers, ill determine the environment
in which other international actors operate. For example, it was the developed countries that organised
financia rescue plans for Indonesia, South Korea and Thailand in 1997. It is partly for this reason that

some have argued that globalisation is directed by states policies.
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Explaining how globdisation reates to globd governance requires a re-iteration of my earlier
discusson of sovereignty. Sovereignty not only defines the identities and cagpatiilities of groupsin world
politics but dso limits the ability of outsders to interfere in domedtic afars. Thus, sovereignty
determines agency or the capacity for independent action in world politics. In this sense, sovereignty and
«df-determination are interrdated.  Sdf-determination provides a theory to explan when date
boundaries are legitimate and when nat, thus implying guiddines to use for deciding whether they should
be honoured or not. The pursuit of saf-determination legitimises sovereignty. Like sovereignty, what
sdf-determination involves has changed over time. A monarch could, literdly, cdam tha his military
capacities presented a fait accompli without worrying too much about whether he had the right to rule;
he was, materidly, sdf-determining. The French and American revolutions chalenged this postion and
spread the notion that sovereignty ought to be popular. Then the twentieth century produced two
competing norms regarding ‘who’ the ‘sdf’ is in sdf-determination, each norm embodied in an
internationd treaty. The Treaty of Versalles promoted ethnic self-determination and thereby legitimated
sovereignty based on the nationdlist norm.*> However, later internationd treaties, including the charters
of the UN and the Organisation of African Unity, promoted state self- determination, thereby legitimeting
sovereignty based largely on the territorial norm. What these conceptions shared was the idea that a
group ought to be able to determine its own future, and that sovereignty was necessary to enable true
autonomy.

With globdlisation, the interpretation of sovereignty and state capacity for independent action in
world palitics has been affected by two factors. The firgt is that values, which are associated with the
West, have been universdised and depoaliticised. This has made possible the second factor, namely the
change in international norms relaing to development trgjectories. There are no longer dternative paths
to successful development. Modernisation theory, discarded decades earlier, has made a comeback.

Third World societies are arrayed on a single line: successtul, civic, progressive and Western, a one
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end; falled, ethnic, primitive and non-Western, a the other. This has delegitimised paliticd life outsde
the West, making intervention in non-Western states acceptable.

Globdisation has prompted observers to clam tha the earth has become a globa village.
However, if the earth is a globd village, it is one where only some inhabitants retain their traditions,
cultures, rituds and symbols. Western-derived rules and standards have constructed the so-cadled
globd village. The interests and vaues of nontWesterners are largely ignored, except mainly as tourist
attractions. The 'globa’ vaues, which are trumpeted under the banner of globaisation, were not arrived
a through reflection and consensus in the internationdl society. They are the norms, symbols and
sandards that have been promoted by the powerful Western countries largdly for their own benefit.
Non-state actors, and especially the NGOs, concerned with numerous problems such as human rights
abuses, poverty, environmental degradation and wegpons of mass destruction have facilitated the
promotion of Western valuesin the Third World.

It is no wonder that as the forces for harmonisation and universdisation grow, non-Western
peoples and their communities are Striving to preserve control over loca identities, symbols and values.
Thus locdisation, nationdism, and ethnic and rdigious revivdism have assumed sgnificance partly
because of the threat which universaisation and harmonisation pose to different cultures, sandards and
interests. These defensve reactions by non-Westerners to some aspects of globdisation do not suggest
that their identities and interests have dways remained stagnant. They merdly Sgnd that the globdising
processes are too enormous and too fast. Indeed, it is partly through the speed of its chalenge to
diversty and identity that globdisation condtitutes a threet to the security of Third World peoples. It is
perhaps for this reason that UN Deputy Secretary-Genera Louise Fréchette has argued that
globdisation brings uncertaintiesin which ‘there are losers as well aswinners . She touched on the nerve
of globdisation’s contradictions when she observed that * globalisation confronts us with the chalenge of

reconciling the imperatives of globa markets with the socio-economic needs of the world' s people; and
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of redidng its full potentid while minimisng the threat of new divisons in our world, of backlash and
recourse to the damaging “isms’ ... populism, nationaism, ethnic chauvinism, fanaticism and terrorism’ .+

The non-Western peoples and communities view globalisation as a cause of dienation: they fed
apathetic, detached, socially didocated, powerless and normless in the face of globaisation. They are
gpathetic because they see themsdlves as outsiders in the globd village. They dso fed the globaisation
processes have cast them aside. Alienation undermines what has been described as human security.* In
this ingtance, it results from the differences in power, opportunities and advantages between the West
and the non-Western societies.

Recent atempts to assert ‘Adan vaues are partly a reaction to globaisation. There is no
consensus among the people of Asa as to what congtitutes ‘ Asan vaues, but it is alabd with which
some politica leaders seek to legitimise certain forms of internd politica order. Politica leaders who
seek to maintain authoritarianism and contain the opposition within their societies have exploited *Asan
vaues . These leaders may be believed by sections of the population, especidly when they argue that
thelr god is to preserve Adan traditions in the face of the globaisation juggernaut. Smilarly, Idamic
resurgence can be explained partly in terms of efforts by some Mudim groups to prevent the tota
erosion of their cultures. Occasondly, radical groups have used the cover of this resurgence to engage
in palitica violence. For example, the establishment of the Hezbollah in Lebanon's Bekaa Valey in the
early 1980s by Iranian zedots, was partly based on the fact that the Shia Mudims in Lebanon were
treated as second-class citizens both economicaly and politicdly. But, Hezbollah was funded by the
Iranian regime as part of its efforts to promote its own brand of Idam and to reshape the Middle
Eastern regiond order. The result was insecurity for foreigners in Lebanon and hostage seizures.

However, it is not only non-Western peoples that fear the impact d globdisation on ther
interests. French government officids have expressed serious concerns about the relaionship between

free trade and culture, particularly with regard to trade in audio-visud products. France was among
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several European countries that criticised aspects of the 1993 GATT agreement because of its potentia
impact on French culture and identity. Canadians have struggled with the potentia of imported books
and periodicasto edge out Canadian content, and have experimented with laws thet establish excise tax
or minimum quotas for Canadian content. And many of the most powerful Western countries, the
engines behind globdisation, re-enact the same confrontation domesticaly with immigrants. Even with
the enormous power asymmetry intact, some loca French, Americans, Germans and Augrdians, for
example, fret publicly over the ‘threat’ that supposedly immigrants pose to their culture. Nevertheless,

the West as awhole celebrates globaisation.

The UN and the Future of Global Governance

Globdisation and globa governance will go on with or without the UN. Globa governance has so far
reflected mainly the interests of Western societies, but the UN has the potentid to make it truly globd. It
has the potentidity to ensure that the ideas, norms and rules, which underpin globa governance, reflect
the diversty of vaues and interests in the world. The UN needs to work out its programmes in such a
way that, wherever possible, racid, gender, cultural and economic inequalities are taken into account. In
‘gazing beyond the horizon’, Deputy Secretary-General Fréchette has emphasized three broad
imperatives for the UN: legitimacy; ingruments and inditutions, and effectiveness. Thee are very
important factors, but they are more complex than they first appear. This is because the UN means
different things to various groups. In the remaining part of this essay, | will briefly look a how redids,
liberas and congructivids view the legitimacy of the UN and findly suggest that the UN ‘managers
need to reinterpret the charter consistently.

The UN agppears to straddle the borderline between realism and liberalism, and it has lasted this

long partly because it has been percelved by both redists and liberals to be in their interest. Redlists care
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about the legitimacy of the UN, but for them this legitimacy is derived from the UN sarving as an
instrument of date interests. A UN without the potentidity to serve as a device through which states
use their power to pursue nationd interests, has little legitimacy for the redigs. There is no doubt that
sections the UN, especidly the Security Council, serve as a platform for power politics®™ What
generdly concerns Third World gates is that most of the power within the UN is hed by Western
countries, which dominate the internationa systemn paliticaly, economicaly, technologicaly and militarily.
Western countries aso have the means to promote their values and norms more effectively than the non-
Western dtates. That is why Samuel Huntington has argued: ‘ The West in effect is usng internationd
ingtitutions, military power and economic resources to run the world in ways that will maintain Western
predominance, protect Western interests and promote Western political and economic values .* Other
redlist scholars have made smilar clams in relation to the Western states’ control of the UN and other
internationa organisations. For example, John Mearsheimer has argued: ‘ The most powerful states in
the system create and shape indtitutions so that they can maintain their share of world power, or even
incresse it’.*” If the UN is to remain acceptable to the mgjority of people around the world, it has to
erase the perception that it serves as a mechanism through which the vaues of powerful states are
imposed on the weaker ones.

If redists have been manly interested in the exercise of power and the pursuit of nationd
interests, liberals have been interested in the UN’s universalist and progressive character. Liberals
believe the UN has put power politics under check and facilitated the collective management of globa
public goods. From some libera perspectives, the UN derives legitimacy from its inclusveness and its
potentiad to bring about human progress. As Ramesh Thakur has argued: ‘ The greatest strength of the
United Nations is that it is the only universa forum for internationa cooperation and management. It
must continue to play a centra role in establishing a normative order which drikes a baance between

the competing demands of equity and political redity’.*® On the issues of democratisation and
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participation, some liberds have argued that the UN has neglected non-state actors for too long. Hence
the increasing cals for the UN to involve the ‘globd civil society’ more deeply in globa governance.
There is no doubt that a good number of NGOs have achieved phenomena success in specific issue-
aress. However, agreeing on a mechanism for their participation with the UN in globa governance is
likely to raise difficult questions. NGOs have the capacity to do agreet ded, but they have no obligation
to do anything. Voluntary organisations are not accountable, even in theory, to those whom they serve.
The UN requires greet ingenuity to pursue democratisation without compromising the effectiveness and
universal acceptability of its action.

For condructivigs, the legitimacy of the UN is derived largdy from its constitutive and
transformative character. The UN is both a product, and producer, of ideas, norms and state interests
and identities. The world's leading congdructivig in the Internationa Relations discipline, John Ruggie, is
a senior adviser to the UN Secretary-Generd. Ruggie has sad his trangtion from academia to the UN
‘went surprisingly smoothly because it quickly became gpparent that cregtive leadership in internationd
organization is socid condructivism in action’.*® The UN has been an agent of transformation. It has
generated numerous ideas on such issues as development, the environment, human rights, women's
rights and peacekeeping. In this respect, the UN has become a very important norm-setting
organisation. As the interests, preferences and identities of member dtates are neither fixed nor
exogenoudy given, the UN has participated, however margindly, in influencing the way they are defined
and redefined.

However, thereis aperception in the Third World that the UN’ s transformative power has been
harnessed by the West and works to the detriment of non-Western interests. Some of these criticiams
came out at the 1993 UN conference on human rightsin Vienna, where China and developing countries
described the universalisation of human rights as a conspiracy by Western governments to pressure norr

Western dates to change their identities and political and economic systems. However, the Vienna
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Declaration and Programme of Action achieved a classc compromise by stating that 'human rights are
universd, indivisible and interdependent and interrelated’, while dso recognising ‘the significance of
nationd and regiond particularities and various higtoricd, culturd and religious backgrounds. The
Vienna Declaration underscored the clash of two principles - universaism and relativism. Western
countries and NGOs from both the North and the South supported the universaist perspective, while
non-Western states took the relativist line. The conference aso underlined the imperative for the UN to
devise aformula through which its ideas and norms in the future reflect the diversity of the globd village.
The exigencies of globa governance in this millennium reguire the UN to rethink its norms,
structures, procedures and practices. If the UN were to make a difference to globa governance, it
would need to address more serioudy the imperative for democratisation in its agencies, taking account
of growing demands for trangparency and popular participation. Greater openness cannot be achieved
without cregtive efforts to recast sovereignty. Thakur has argued in the introduction of this volume that
the ‘partid eroson of the... principle of nationad sovereignty is rooted today in the redity of globa
interdependence’, but there is a generd perception that this ‘erosion’ is too dow and too minima. For
example, in discharging their respongibilities in the human rights area, UN secretaries-genera have often
been congtrained by the UN charter, especidly Article 2(7) that prohibits intervention ‘in matters which
are essentialy within the domedtic jurisdiction of any sta€. This part of the charter has previoudy been
interpreted in a manner in which it hasindirectly shielded dictators from the internationa scrutiny of thelr
human rights records. However, in his address to the Genera Assembly in September 1999, Kofi
Annan said ‘Nothing in the charter precludes a recognition that there are rights beyond borders (UN
Press Rdease 1999). This line of re-thinking should be sretched further. With the rapid changes
brought about by globdisation, what was ‘essentiadly’ within the domestic jurisdiction of statesin 1945

may not reman so in this millennium. Therefore, it is incumbent upon the UN ‘managers to reinterpret
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the charter to reflect the new globa redlities. It would be atravesty if the UN charter wereto serveasa

hindrance to the evolution of Sate sovereignty. The imperative isto reinterpret the charter consistently.

1] am deeply indebted to Sue Downie, Kanishka Jayasuriya and John Mugambwa
for useful comments on earlier drafts of this paper.

2 Commission on Global Governance, Our Global Neighbourhood. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1995, p.2.

3 For purposes of this essay, the terms ‘global politics’ and ‘international politics’ are
used interchangeably.

4 K.Jayasuriya, ‘Globalization, Law and the Transformation of Sovereignty: The
Emergence of Global Regulatory Governance’, Indiana Journal of Global Legal Studies,
6(2), 1999, 425-455.

5 Commission on Global Governance, op.cit., p.4.\

6 Other theories such as feminism, critical social theory and the International Society
approach would powerfully illuminate some aspects global governance, but space
does not allow me to explain them here. However, | will refer to them in the essay

when necessary.

7 S.M.Walt, ‘International Relations: One World, Many Theories’. Foreign Policy, no.110,

1998, p.44.

8 M.Mastanduno, ‘Preserving the Unipolar Moment: Realist Theories and US Grand

Strategy After the Cold War’. International Security. 21(4), 1997, pp.49-88.

22 22



9 K.N.Waltz, Theory of International Politics. Reading, Mass: Addison-Wesley, 1979.

10 M.Mastanduno and E. B. Kapstein, ‘Realism and State Strategies After the Cold
War’ in Kapstein and Mastanduno (eds), Unipolar Politics: Realism and State Strategies
After the Cold War. New York: Columbia University Press.

11 M.Doyle, Ways of War and Peace. New York: W. W. Norton and Co., 1997.

12 |pid., p.210.

13 |bid., p.211.

14 |bid., p.211.

15 C.Reus-Smit, The Moral Purpose of the State. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999;
J.G.Ruggie, Constructing the World Polity. London: Routledge, 1998; A.Wendt, Social
Theory of International Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999.

16 Commission on Global Governance, op.cit., p.69.

17 1pid., p.7.

18 1bid., p.81.

19 G.Evans, ‘Cooperative Security and Intrastate Conflict’. Foreign Policy. 96, 1994, p.9.
20 B.Boutros-Ghali, An Agenda for Peace. 2nd edn. New York: United Nations, 1995,
p.44.

21 A.Roberts, Humanitarian Action in War. Adelphi Paper No. 305, London, Oxford
University Press, for The International Institute of Strategic Studies, 1996.

22 |_.Gordenker and T. G. Weiss, 1996. ‘Pluralizing Global Governance: Analytical
Approaches and Dimensions’ in T. G. Weiss and L. Gordenker (eds.) NGOs, the UN

and Global Governance. Boulder, CO: Lynne Rienner, p.17.

23 23



23 Some passages in this paragraph are taken from the final report of the Governance

workshop, which was prepared by Professor John Groom.

24 T.J. Biersteker and C.Weber (eds), 1996. State Sovereignty as Social Construct.

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, p.2.

25 A.James, ‘Sovereignty: ground rule or gibberish?’ Review of International Studies,

10(1), 1984, p.12.

26 N.L.Wallace-Bruce, Claims to Statehood in International Law. New York: Carlton

Press, 1994, p.58.

27 H.J.Morgenthau, Politics Among Nation: The Struggle for Power and Peace. New York:

Knopf, 1967, p.299.

28 J. Bodin, On Sovereignty, J.H.Franklin, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

1992, p.1.

29 A.B.Murphy, ‘The sovereign state as a political-territorial ideal: historical and

contemporary considerations’. In Biersteker and Weber, State Sovereignty as Social

Construct, p.85.

30 F.H.Hinsley, Sovereignty. Cambridge. Cambridge University Press, 1986, p.26.

31 C.Reus-Smit, The Moral Purpose of the State. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1999,
pp.87-121.

32 Citied in Doyle, op.cit., p.206.

3 R.B.J.Walker, ‘Sovereignty, Identity and Community: Reflections on the Horizons

of Contemporary Political Practice.” In Contending Sovereignties: Redefining Political

24 24



Community, eds R. B. J. Walker and S. H. Mendlovitz. Boulder: Lynne Rienner, 1990,
pp. 159 and 171.

3 S.D.Krasner, ‘Compromising Westphalia’. International Security. 20(3), 1996, p.115.
35 S.D.Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1999.

36 T.J.Biersteker and C.Weber, eds, Sovereignty as Social Construct. Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996, p.11.

37 A.Wendt, 'Constructing International Politics'. International Security. 20(1), 1995, 71-81.

38 J.A.Scholte, ‘The Globalization of World Politics’. In S. Smith and J. Baylis (eds.)
The Globalization of World Politics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997, p.14.

39 A.Hurrell and N.Woods, ‘Globalisation and Inequality’. Millennium, 24(3), 1995,
p.447.

40 S.M.Makinda, ‘Globalisation as a policy outcome’. Current Affairs Bulletin, 74(6): 4-
10.

41 1.Clark, Globalisation and Fragmentation. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997.

42 S.M.Makinda, ‘The United Nations and State Sovereignty: Mechanism for
Managing International Security’. Australian Journal of Political Science, 33(1), 1998,
101-115.

43 Speech of the Deputy Secretary-General, UN University, 21st January 2000.

25 25



44 R.Thakur, ‘From National to Human Security’. In Harris, S. & Mack, A. (eds). Asia-
Pacific Security: The Economics-Politics Nexus. St. Leonards, Sydney: Allen & Unwin,
1997.

45 The UN is so big and differentiated that generalisations about its activities are
bound to be inaccurate.

46 S.P.Huntington, ‘The clash of civilizations?’ Foreign Affairs, 72(3), 1993, p.40.

47 J.J.Mearsheimer, ‘The False Promise of International Institutions’. International
Security, 19(3), 1994/5, p.13.

48 R.Thakur, ‘UN Peacekeeping in a New World Disorder’. In R. Thakur and C. A.
Thayer, (eds). A Crisis of Expectations. Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1995, pp.21-22.

49 ].G.Ruggie, Constructing the World Polity, London: Routledge, 1998, p.xii.

26 26



