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Abstract

This paper sums up the debate that took place during the two round tables organized by UNESCO
within the first World Socid Forum in Porto Alegre (25/30 January 2001). It starts with a discussion
of national processes, by examining democracy and then governance at the nationd leve. It first Sates
acase for a"joint" governance based on a combination of stakeholder theory, which is derived from
corporate governance, and of UNESCO's priorities in the field of governance. As an example, the
paper investigates how governance can deviate from democracy in the East Asan mode.
Subsequently, the globa dimension of the debate on democracy and governance is examined, first by
identification of the characterigtics and agents of democracy in the globa setting, and then by alusion
to the difficulties of trangposing governance to the globd level.
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| ntroduction

From 25 to 30 January 2001, the first World Socid Forum was held in the city of Porto Alegre (Rio
Grande do Sul, Brazil), while the World Economic Forum was taking place in Davos (Switzerland).
Thetwo Fora, respectively, dedt with the following themes:

World Social Forum World Economic Forum

Production of wedlth and socid reproduction; | Addressing the backlash againgt globaization;

Civil society and the public areng; Business and non-governmenta organizations;

Access to wedth and sustainability; Can technology dleviae poverty?

Politica power and ethicsin the new society; | The company and the public;

How can civil society have accessto the How can globdization ddiver the goods?

decision-making processes?

Inequdities and the new information Saizing the globd digital opportunity;

technologies,

Socid responsibility of the private sector and | The shape of the 21% century corporation;

taxing financid flows,

Is another world possible? The evolution and the benefits of economic
globdization.

Iroricaly, while James Wolfensohn, the World Bank president, proclaimed a Davos that "we should
not come up with a smple reaction that globdization is the problem. The problem is democracy. The
problem is equdity. The problem is equity";* these issues did not coincide at dl with the generd themes
of the Davos workshops, and as a result were not debated serioudy within the World Economic
Forum. In fact, it was precisdy globdization, and how to turn it into a lucrative project, that congtituted
the centre of the discussion a Davos. James Wolfensohn is accurate when he states that democracy is
the problem, but, if so, why was he not in Porto Alegre where the debates around democracy and
equaity were held?

The problem with the current pattern of globdizeation is not only the digitd divide, it is mogly
democracy for development, and the plenary sessons as well as the severa workshops during the
World Socid Forum tackled precisdly this inevitable socio-politicd dimenson of development.
UNESCO contributed to the andlysis by organizing a seminar within the Porto Alegre forum on
democracy and globa governance (box below). In this discussion paper, the contributions of each
spesker are andlysed within a generd discusson on the interplay between democracy and globa
governance.?

! See http://weforum.org/whatwedo.nsf/Documents/What+We+Do+-+Annual +M eeting+200.
2 Throughout this paper, the names of the participants in the UNESCO seminar at the World Social Forum will be
highlighted.
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UNESCO in the Firs World Social Forum in Porto Alegre

Participants in the UNESCO World Socid Forum round tables were Carlos Arturi (Brazil), Guillermo
Aureano (Argenting), Dorsda Bazahica (Burundi), Sarah Ben Nefissa (Tunisga), Maria da Graca
Bulhdes (Brazil), Renato de Oliveira (Brazil), Paul Nkwi (Cameroon), Anik Osmont (France), Jame
Preciado Coronado (Mexico), JeanPiere Razafy Andriamihaingo (Madagascar), Bunker Roy
(Indig), and David Westendorff (USA). UNESCO was present in Porto Alegre because one of the
most important challenges for the next century will be to achieve locd, nationd and world democratic
governance based on principles that are fredy agreed to by the socid actors involved (both state and
non-state players). This "democratic governance’, whose ingtitutional and political characteristics are
dill to be defined, is the best way to drengthen nationd capacities in order to redize socid,
educationd, cultural and scientific development Strategies in the face of the opposing consequences of
globdization. This is both an ethicd and a practicd issue, whose outcome is crucid for a fair and
ecologicaly baanced socid development. UNESCO was cdled to participate in this debate, and the
future programmes of the Organization will give this isue its due importance
(Wwww.unesco.org/most/wsfunesco.htm).

While the focus of this paper is the globa dimension of democracy and governance, it is consdered
that understanding democracy and governance at the globa leve requiresthat they first be andysed at
the nationd level. On the one hand, taking into consideration the limits and shortcomings of democracy
in national settings helps anadlyse the democratic deficit a the globd leve. On the other hand, the
reform of nationa democracy and governance in developing countries will have little impact if it is not
preceded by a reform of globa governance. There is a clear interdependence between the loca
politica leve of regulaion and the globa governance mechanisms being thought up and established.

This paper dats with a discusson of nationa processes, by examining democracy and then
governance a the nationd levd. It first states a case for a "joint" governance based on a combination
of gtakeholder theory, which is derived from corporate governance, and of the UNESCQO's priorities
in the fied of governance. As an example, the paper investigates how governance can deviate from
democracy in the East Adan mode. Then the globd dimenson of the debate on democracy and
governance is examined, first by identification of the characteristics and agents of democracy in the
globa setting, and then by alusion to the difficulties of trangposing governance to the globa leve.

This paper ams at reaching an andytica and informed understanding of the benefits of democracy ina
globa world. To reach this dispassionate and rigorous stage of analysis, Western democratic biases,

which cause us to believe democracy is aways best, have to be put asde. In arder to attain this
objectivity, part of the task is to examine nortdemocratic forms of government and their performance.
In particular, the record of another form of "governance”, that which was set up by the East Asan

developmenta states of the 1980s, will be analysed.

In these states, in the name of a truncated notion of "development” — which is not equivaent to Sen's
freedom but rather to economic growth with equity — corruption and authoritarian rule provided the
pillars of a capita accumulation that excluded noncapitalist socia actors from the decisionmaking
process, and yet delivered BOTH economic and human development (in the form of improvementsin
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hedth and educeation). Indeed, while the andyticd dimenson of the concept of governance goes
beyond democracy because it dso implies that efficiency should serve democracy and development at
the same time, the East Asan developmenta states had the need to obtain efficient results (mainly from
the macroeconomic perspective) as their main god, and ignored the democratic components of the
concept. It will be useful to review their experience, and contrast it with our participatory notion of a
“joint governance’.

In this connection, a question must be raised as to what extent — by promoting democracy at the global
scae — internationd indtitutions are not prolonging the homogenizing technica discourse of a “good
governance’, in order to “manage’ development more easily, as Escobar (1995) suggests in his path-
breaking Encountering Development. Are there dternative non-democratic models of governance,
and how do they compare to low quality democracies? How is it possible to strike a balance between
the importance of achieving sound devel opment results and the universal value of democracy?

Beng aware of the fralties of democracy can hdp us improve its functioning. Democracy and
development are compatible, and democratic development is the best kind of development.
Democratic development requires that the concept of governance be rethought. What are the non-
prescriptive dimengons of globd governance? Why has it become a globa political issue that has
mobilized thousands of associations, unions, NGOs, the private sector and UN agencies?

Preliminary definitions

Three concepts require clarification: democracy, civil society, and governance. Democracy can be
defined as a sat of inditutiond arrangements characterized by free dections with universd adult
auffrage, principles of liberty (freedom of information and expression), the right to oppose government,
the right of associational autonomy, a system with legd rules, and a notion of justice and fairness®
(Putzd LSE lecture, 2000). An dternative definition is Tourain€' s, he emphasizes three principles of
democracy: the limitation of stete power (congtitutionalism), the representations of conflicting interests
(plurdism) and the participation of citizensin the political community (citizenship) (Touraine, 1997).

Civil society isthe public space between the state, the market and the ream of family rdations; itisan
associationa realm within society, based on voluntary and non-profit affiliation.

The concept of governance needs to be divided into governance and global governance. A very
introductory definition, which is developed throughout section 2, will do for now.

- A minimdig definition of governance can be the capacity of states, socid actors, and economic
operators to guarantee the systemic management between democracy, market and equity (UNDP,

% There are two main models of democracy: according to the liberal view, democracy has the function of bundling
together and bringing to bear private social interests against a state apparatus that specializes in the administrative
employment of political power for collective goals. In the republican view, democracy constitutes the medium
through which the members of solidary communities become aware of their dependence on one another and further
shape existing relations of reciprocal recognition into an association of free consociates under law. For an analysis
of alternatives, see Habermas (1998), on deliberative democracy.
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1996). Different agpproaches to governance will be examined below in more depth: that of the new
ingtitutional economics, corporate governance, and good governance.

. Global governance refers to de jure mechaniams intended for the organization of internationa

relations, as they concern the executive systems in charge of stating and applying internationd rules as
well as public and private actors (Alliance for aresponsible, plura and united world, 2000).
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Part | National processes
1 Democracy at the national level: prerequisitesto a global democracy
1.1 Civil society as necessary to make democracy work

The above definitions can be contextualised by looking at them in nationd and globd contexts.* Before
discussng the implications of globalization for democracy, it isimportant to understand what promotes
democracy a the nationd levd. In turn, as Putnam would say, “making democracy work” a the
nationd leve is partly determined by what happens at the grassroots (see box below).

Two successful grassrootsinitiativesrelated by Bunker Roy and Anil Gupta

Bunker Roy’s Barefoot Collegein Tilonia (India) isthe “living example of local people using their own skills to meet
their own needs and manage their own resources’. At the College, Barefoot health workers, engineers, accountants
and teachers have replaced the urban-based paper qualified professionals. Indeed, experience taught the founders
of the College that staff who came from local villages often deferred to urban-educated staff and did not have
confidence to express opinions. Also, by excluding urban professionals, they found the solution to the problem of
identification of therural poor, as many of the staff are themselves the rural poor of their villages.

Anil Gupta describes a similar grassroots initiative called the Honey Bee network. Like Roy, Guptacelebrates local
initiatives; in addition, Gupta calls for the preservation of ethical capital, as opposed to social capital: Guptajustifies
this differentiation on the grounds that “trust and good will also exist among members of the mafia’. However, if
one goes by Hirschman’'s definition, social capital itself is inherently one of “moral resources’, whose supply
increases through use, rather than the opposite, which becomes depleted if not used (quoted in Putnam, 1993). The
more two people display trust towards one another, the greater their mutual confidence. It is this ethos that sustains
economic dynamism and government performance, according to Putnam, so that the distinction between ethical and
social capital might not be as clear as Gupta suggests.

1.2 Political consciousness and social capital

The existence of a palitical consciousness and socid capitd is aso a pre-requiste of democracy, as
emphasized by Sarah Ben Nefissa, Shelooks at the last presdential and legidative dectionsin Egypt,
which took place in 2000, and andlyses voting patterns. She finds that the most important outcome of
these dections, which were conducted for the firg time under the control of the Supreme
Congtitutiona Court, is that independent candidates seemed to gather most of the votes. She wonders
whether this implies the end of palitics in Egypt, in that the eectorate does not sdect a party for its
programmatic politics, but rather eects a persondity, that provides it with the most services. Ben
Nefissa mentions another aspect of Egyptian politica life, which is that the individud dector ill does
not exist. Ben Nefissa consders the role of youth to be essentid in its emergence. She makes it clear
that a requirement of democratisation is that the individual €ector become self- conscious and exercises
his’/her stakeholding power over political processes.

* For the sake of simplicity and structure, the discussion of local democracy and governance isincorporated to the
section on the national level, but it must be clear that the local, national, and global levels are equally important and
interdependent determinants of democracy and governance.
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1.3 State/civil society

The Egyptian example aso implies that the functioning of democracy requires a strong civil society, but
aavil society that is politicised, and interacts with the state through concrete participation in decisor:
meaking processes. It is aso important to analyse the political sub-content of civil society organizations.
"It is the articulation of gods, power of ideas and efficacy of organizations that will determine [their]
politica purposes’ (Putzd, 1997).

The exigtence of civil society groups “from below” is not sufficient for democracy to work. In fact, civil
society can be “undemocratic” if it is isolated. Different sectors of civil society have different power
resources at their disposa, and very often, notions of democratic consensus based upon market
equilibria tend to marginalize this important factor. Indeed, as mentioned by White (1996), "andystsin
the US tradition of plurdigt politicad analysis tend to see civil society as afidd of interest groups, often
viewing the political process as a market and political outcome representing equilibria resulting from the
interplay of socid actorsin civil society™.

Those with greater access to socio-economic resources find it eesier to organize effectively and vice
versa. Asaresult, there are patterns of conflict between the congtituent parts of civil society in terms of
interests, norms, and power. This is where there is arole for the Sate: Harriss & de Rienzo (1997)
suggest that the role played by civil society organizations will depend on the wider political setting, and
on ways in which inequalities of power and resources are dedt with in the economic and politica

arena. Therefore, they conclude that political arguments, which pose civil society againgt the Sate, are
"amog certainly misconceived”. The date does not have to be in conflict with civil society, they can
complement each other. In developing countries, the sate has been and is instrumentd in dlocating
property rights over resources and providing a stable politica context within which development can
take place.

It is clear that, based on the debates from the UNESCO workshop, there is a need to avoid an
ether/or logic. Strong state and strong civil society are not contradictory. But one must not forget that
other socia actors — living within srong dates — might suffer a lot from the lack of freedom of
expression, for instance. Some people cannot participate in civil society, and benefit from its strength;
they only suffer under the pangs of the strong state. Strong may a'so meen different things: authoritarian
and socidly responsible. But the ided State is a srong one, one which is adle to get things done and
achieve development whilst drawing its developmenta vision from the unavoidable claims of a strong
civil society.

Civil society cannot drive democracy ingtead of the state. Some even argue that “change cannot wait
for communitarian consensus within society but requires concerted action by the sate as afirst step”
(Putzel, 1997). While this point is debatable, it highlights the importance of politica parties, of
promoting particular political idess, and of the quality of sate intervention in meeting the conditions for
avic-ness, these characteridtics, in conjunction with a strong civil society, determine the democratic
outcome at the nationd level.



2 Governance at the national level
2.1 From good governance to “joint governance’

Three theories of governance

Democracy is often associated with the word governance. At the nationd levd, there are three visions
of governance. Thefirgt isaliberd vison based on voluntary interchange between actors. Thisvisonis
normaly qualified as being "minimdig” as a result of the importance given to governance in terms of
groups of rules and inditutions managing the voluntary interchange between citizens and politica
actors. "Such a perspective follows the utilitarian rationde which places dl actors around the
negotiation table without establishing a hierarchy between them, without taking into account the
phenomena of domination and excluson of the weskest actors’ (Milani, 2001b).

A second vison of governance is that of the new inditutiona economics school, for which governance
is the exercise of authority and control. This school responds to the question "why would the exercise
of authority be necessary in a market economy in which private parties are autonomous and the
invigble hand is supposed to dlocate goods and services efficiently?’ (Dethier, 2000). The answer is
that economic transactions, whether private or public, dways involve a certain degree of bargaining,
and indtitutions are needed to define the procedures under which this bargaining takes place and the
mandates of those involved. The outcome of the bargaining between parties to the transaction is a
function of severd factors besdestheinitia contract.

Indeed, the purpose of a governance system, according o the inditutiondist schooal, is to regulate the
exercie of authority by setting up incentive schemes and commitment mechanisms. Because a
governance system is characterized by agency relaionships, politicians must be given incentives to
seek socid wefare, as they, too, have their own objectives. When government protects private
property rights and enforces contracts, it achieves credible commitment among agents.

On the other hand, wherever there are ingtitutional wesaknesses, there are “government failures’
because incentive systems can be inappropriate. In order to change this Situation, the new economic
ingitutions have to arise to economize on transaction costs and to overcome agency problems, thus
trandating into law incentive schemes that are meant to improve efficiency and welfare. Such is the
mandate of governance. The main merit of this school of thought is thet it is anchored in red socio-
economic mechaniams, i.e. it deals with issues of bargaining, incentives, and commitment.

Milani (2001a) identifies another useful aspect of the new inditutiona economics its notion of
governance focuses on the promotion of transformations and new regulations at the level imposed by
the difficulties crested (“subsidiarity”) in terms of resources, rights, capacities of society in generdl. It
provides an efficient approach to “targeting”. However, its notion of incentives and commitment also
brings to mind the notion of manipulation, and the notion of market optimisation. In other terms, the
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new inditutional economics schoal is trying to "marketise’ state/society relations, in the pursuit of
efficiency objectives.

As Cartier-Bresson (2001) reminds us: "the limit of the anadlyss of governance by the new inditutiond
economics, is that it lacks a clear definition of the politicd, of its rationdity and of its capacity to
coordinate itsdf in a non-hierarchicad manner. The new inditutional economics is unfortunately too
insengtive to the political economy of redistribution to offer a comprenensive andysis of the resource
exchange between the sate and society. Therefore we have an inditutional economics devoid of a
political economy and a palitical economy which only perceives purely utilitarian modes of market
coordination and rationdity”. The notionof "management”, which corresponds to governance for the
inditutiondists, is scarcely ever understood as non-hierarchicd.® The focus of the inditutiondists is
management by control.

The third theory of governance is that of firm/corporate governance. Indeed, the most widespread
usage of the term governance refers to corporate governance. It is useful to look at the evolution of
corporate governance to draw lessons for the evolution of political governance. Particularly since the
beginning of the nineties, the modd of Anglo-Saxon corporate governance, based on the rule of the
shareholder, has been submitted to violent criticism. Highly influentia businessmen/academics, such as
John Kay, have bolstered the notion of the stakeholder business, whereby, rather than being purdy
responsible to the firm's shareholders, the board of directors is responsible to dl of those who have a
gake in the firm, i.e. employees, consumers, suppliers, and society at large. Because the firm has
borrowed resources from society, it becomes immediately responsible and accountable to dl the
participants in its production and distribution processes. In other terms, property confers not only
rights but also responsibilities®

Because there has been a move towards more stakeholder-driven models of corporate governance
such as the Japanese and German ones, political governance should dso adjust itsdlf to this trend of
enlarging accountability and participation. The state's legitimacy through governance can only be
derived from a postion of responghility to and incluson of its "sakeholders’, i.e. citizens, in the
decision-making process, thereby forcing it to engage in “joint governance’.

It is useful to examine the difficulties of stakeholder corporate governance, and see whether they dso
apply to “joint political governance’. There are dangers involved in the stakeholder scenario: the first
problem is that it can be used as a rhetoricd exercise. The cregtion of supposedly independent
remuneration committees by large companies in Britain and the US has provided spurious legitimacy
for sdf-interested behaviour. How can this gpply to political governance? Kay himsdf mentions the
case of the dtultified regimes of Eastern Europe, where the rhetoric of popular democracy was their

® Even within the firm, which is just another institution with incentive and enforcement mechanisms, the notion of a
cooperative management a la Japonaise, giving innovation initiative to the shop-floor worker, is only beginning to
take on, despite the academic celebration of flexible specialization models.

® Interestingly, in Elizabethan English, the verb "to own" did not only refer to property but it also meant "to owe".
Another etymological oddity can be found in the German language, where Schuld means both financial debt and
guilt.
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means of legitimacy. Here the risk of a participatory governance isthat it remains suck a the leve of
words.

Second, "making bosses accountable to many stakeholders might make them accountable to none, as
there would be no clear yardstick for judging their performance” (Kay, 1996). The same gppliesto the
rem of political governance there may be so many divided interests in civil society that the date
becomes accountable to none. Thus, the delicate balancing of criteria which has to be achieved in the
new modd of corporate governance aso applies to what we would cal “joint political governance’: it
should encourage coheson within an executive team but be sufficiently open to outside influence to
discourage introversion.

A third problem with stakeholder corporate governance is that efficiency in terms of increased profits
auffers from multiple accountability. A board of directors clearly works better if it is cohesive, and can
avoid reiterated argument about fundamenta vaues on every specific proposd before it. Smilarly,
conflicting interests may hamper the ddlivery of development by dtates.

As UNESCO notes, "governance tends to encompass more complex processes than planning, in the
sense that those who participate in these processes are organicaly part and parcel of them”, and the
implication is that complexity can threaten the efficiency outcome, through the pursuit of "multiple
policy objectives’ (UNESCO, 2001).

However, gill in the relm of corporate governance, Kay demondrates the limitations of this efficiency
argument: for him, "it is Smpler if asngle clear objective [such as increasing shareholder vaue] can be
pursued. But that is the world of sportsmen and soldiers, not of business and poalitics. As soon as you
get to any job that involves observation, analysis, or flexibility of response, you have to acknowledge
that there are multiple objectives and dlow discretion as to which isto be adopted. Balancing interests
and objectivesiswhat people live their lives for and earn their sdariesfor”.

The fact that objectives are multiple and complex does not mean that people should not be held
respongible for achieving them, athough when objectives are multiple and complex, it is eesier to find
excuses for bad performance. For Kay, a good company is one that tries to find new products, and
aso to improve the quality of old ones, to seek to grow, and yet to be profitable, which aims to meet
the needs of employees, customers, suppliers and aso the requirements of shareholders. An effective
manager is one who successfully balances al these things, and he/she should be judged againgt adl these
criteria. Good politica governance tries to meet the needs of civil society and dso the requirements of
government, through negotiation processes between groups of stakeholders. This "joint governance’ is
directly derived from stakeholder theory.

2.2 International development institutions and joint governance

What of the internationa development ingtitutions? How do they conceive of governance? On paper,
the UN system emphasizes the importance of a governance that would be participatory, transparent,
efficient, equitable and based upon law. UNDP defines governance as "the complex ensemble of
mechanisms, processes, and inditutions through which citizens and socid groupings manage their
interests and conflicts " (UNDP, 1996). In fact, Milani (2001a) notes that by placing emphasis on the

15



process of economic openness and on the preparation of national economies for the globa market, in
the mould of the recipes of development banks, the UNDP ends up limiting the concept of governance
to that of the qudity and idedl of a market economy. Crucid questions such as socio-economic
equality and income digtribution are margindized by the UN DP governance agenda.

The World Bank, which first coined the term of political governance, defines it as "the manner in which
power is exercised in the management of a country's economic and socia resources for development”
(World Bank, 1997). The World Bank also emphasizes the importance of good governance, which
according to Sandbrook (2000) connotes "sound development management”. Here, efficient
government, more than democratic governance, is the central feature of the definition. The good
governance definition broadens the debate to andyse cases of non-democratic governance. The
World Bank’s definition of governance concentrates on the results, i.e. governance qudified as good
because it delivers economic and socid devel opment.

While the World Bank's definition of governance is geared towards results, UNESCO's highlights
governance as an end in itsdf. In its definition of governance, UNESCO (2001) seems to avoid the
UNDP and the World Bank's obsession with the market. UNESCO attempts to focus its definition on
characterigtics which represent the closest indtitutional match for the theory of “joint governance’; its
firg three definitional points condtitute a direct reflection of the above description of “joint
governance’, and require no further elaboration. However, it is useful to note that the word democracy
does not gppear in the definition. UNESCO places a grester emphasis on civil society as such, which
can be described as a shift from "supply-Sde’ to “demand-sde’” development strategies.

There is a danger in a 90 degrees shift that ignores the “supply-sde’, because civil society cannot be
seen as the sole pillar of democracy. States and programmetic party politics remain important actors,
as they are indigpensable in channelling the demands for governance.

Objectives of gover nance

Having mentioned above that the hardest chalenge for a“joint governance’ isto achieve efficiency, the
next question is efficiency in achieving wha? Governance for what? It is our view that governance
should am at setting economic and human development as its primary god. If 0, it is essentid that
devel opment records be contrasted with governance models, in order to learn from their correlation.

It is true that one could be accused of imposing progress as an agenda, in away that would enrage the
post-development school. Nonetheless, the evauative exercise is worth it, in order to seize the
consequences of particular types of governance. Even a governance mode reached through
participation summons the dfinition of an objective. The proposal of a particular governance is not
enough; reflection upon its applicability is required, and criteria for evauation have to be st up.
Economic and human development is one such criterion; it is broad enough to include amultiplicity of
paths towards it, and thereby respect the diversity thet is a the heart of post-development concerns
(for a “different”, non-democratic kind of modd which nonetheess fulfils the development criterion,
see the box below, on East Asian governance).
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2.3*Joint governance” bringing about economic AND social development

Given that efficiency condtituted the main value added of authoritarian dates, it makes sense to ask
whether “joint governance’ can promote economic development as efficiently as authoritarian Sates.
While at the beginning of the 1980s, authoritarian regimes were seen as insulated from the demands of
peciad-interest groups and were favoured because they ddivered development through market
reform, the conventiona wisdom changed at the end of the decade.

The East Asian counter-example: when governanceis" efficient” public management

The East Asian states of the 1960s and 1970s were relatively hard, according to Robert Wade (1990), who recalls
that hard states are able not only to resist private demands but actively to shape the economy and society. Facing
only weak centrifugal forces, East Asian rulers could generate enough centripetal forces to risk the growth of
powerful and effective state agencies. The "needs of legitimacy" could be made more nearly congruent with the
"needs of economic development”. By constructing corporatist political arrangements before interests groups
began to gain or regain strength, rulers could channel and restrain demands placed upon the state as those
demands grew. In thiskind of political regime, the bureaucracy could more easily demonstrate competence, because
it was neither caught between and penetrated by struggling interest groups nor subverted from above by the
politics of rulers' survival; this was a huge advantage of the developmental state. The central economic mechanism
of the capitalist developmental state was the use of state power to raise the economy'sinvestable surplus.

However, the East Asian experience does not end with the hard state. It must be divided into two periods: the first
one corresponding to the set-up of the “developmental engine” by the developmental state, and the second
involving the follow up of development, i.e. the creation of a desire for democratisation. In the East Asian case,
non-democratic government could be seen as atemporary sacrifice in the name of development, which produced its
fruit, and could then give way to long-term democratisation.

I's this sacrifice worthwhile? Arguably, the strength of a national consensus of all social groups around the goal of
development can produce the same effect as the authority of one state actor. Efficiency in attaining development
can be enhanced by a state that works in synergy with civil society as opposed to a state that suppressesit. What
is needed for development is functioning institutions, but this does not necessarily mean an authoritarian state.

As shown by the second phase of the East Asian story, the most important argument against suppression is that it
is not sustainable. Suppression and sustainable development are oxymorons, an aberration of logic. Besides, how
much is the miracle the product of historical circumstance and of an idiosyncratic political economy of resources? In
particular, how many countries have state and bureaucratic capacities to be genuine “hard” states?

Democratic governments, in the revised view, could have potentid advantages in undertaking market
reform (Sandbrook, 2000). Various theories purported that democratic politics could be beneficid in
motivating governments to implement workable reform programs, building popular support behind
market-led development, and generating the improved governance demanded by investors (see the
box below).

On the other hand, the redlity of developing countries diverges sgnificantly from the theory, as shown
by Sandbrook. Indeed, "genera eections and multiparty competition do not banish — and may even
aggravate — the dientdiam, factiondism, ethnic/regiond loydties, and administrative weaknesses of the
ancien regime A monopolisic party or junta driven with factions is typicaly replaced with a
fragmentary party system formed around prominent persondities and regiond or religious loyalties,
rather than ideologicd differences’ (Sandbrook, 2000). In this weskened State, new governments
confront high public expectations aroused by the eection campaign.
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Sandbrook goes on to note: "if authoritarian-developmenta regimes on the East Asan modd were a
practical dternative to emergent and weak democracies, they might be preferable as agents of order
and reform. However, in the case of Africa, its higtoricd, cultura, and materid conditions are quite
different from those that underpinned the developmenta State in countries such as Korea or Taiwan"
(Sandbrook, 2000). He mentions, nevertheless, that economic progress in Kenya, Maawi, Cote
dlvoire and Cameroon in the 1970s rested on efficient, authoritarian-developmenta regimes, but even
those regimes decayed in the 1980s.

Four hypothesies on thelink between democratism and market reform

Sandbrook formulates some hypotheses as to how political liberalization may augment governmental commitment to

mearket reform:

1. "New Broom" hypothesis: economic reform is doomed when a corrupt and illegitimate government, whose
leading figures and supporters reap rewards from the prevailing state arrangements, reluctantly accedes to
adjustment in order to obtain much-needed loans from the international financial institutions. But electoral
transitions may elevate to power new political leaders who are not yet anchored in pre-existing clientelist
networks and corruption.

2. "Local ownership" hypothesis: if an elected government has freely adopted a reform programme, has defended
certain key changes in an electoral campaign, and governs with support of the legislature, it will feel that it
"owns" reform. This sense of ownership can motivate a government to act consistently on economic policy.

3. If market reforms are to be sustained despite the steep transitional costs of adjustment, a government must be
able to mobilize support from putative beneficiaries. Newly elected governments will benefit, at least during the
honeymoon period, from legitimacy, even in the eyes of sectors whose interestsare hurt by adjustment.

4. A political requirement for market reform is restructuring of corrupt, arbitrary, and undisciplined state
apparatuses. Democracy, again in theory, will generate the necessary accountability of officials and
transparency in decision-making, thus reassuring investors.

For him, the ensuing weak and predatory states represent — except for the political breskdown and
chaos — the worst- case scenario, given their propensity for both humant rights abuses and economically
destructive political cgpitdism. Political democracies and market reforms offer some protection against
both, as the cases of Mauritius and Botswana, two of the region's political and economic success
stories, demongtrate. In other terms, for Sandbrook, democracy is the least worst scenario between
democracy and authoritarian rule, in particular because it does not discard market reform. Sandbrook
seems to embrace the World Bank's insrumentalist vison of democracy, which he sees mainly as a
market- enhancer.

However, the essence of the first part of this paper has been dtogether different from the essence of
Sandbrook’s argument: while Sandbrook has been useful in demongrating that democracy is not
synonymous with growth-retarding development, and that it can be a means towards economic
development, his conception of democracy is a odds with the conception put forward here. Unlike
Sandbrook, for whom democracy is a means to an economic end, this paper argues that it must be an
end in itsdf, a forum of participation. Democracy surpasses the authoritarian state, in that it does not
deny the economic growth the latter can provide, while it builds on the socid foundations that the
developmenta state dismantles. Democracy offers a pogtive contribution to participatory development
and governance.
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Part 1. Global processes

3 Democracy at the global level

How does democracy evolve in the context of globaization? Three aspects of democracy have gained
importance with globdization, and the contributions of the different speskers a the UNESCO
workshop are organized according to these aspects. The first aspect has to do with the consequences
of globdization on the functioning of democracy, while the lagt two ded with the implications of the
globdization of democracy itsdf.

Firgt, how do the relaionships between the three essentid actors in the democracy of the globd age,
i.e. the state, the nongovernmenta organizations (NGOs), and the internationad development
ingtitutions, determine the democratic outcome?

Second, what scope is there for the globdization of democracy? To what extent is there a judtification
in globaizing democracy across cultures, in promoting it as a teleology, as some would argue thet this
isnothing but culturd imperidism? Should democracy be exported?

Third, who decides whether democracy is a preferable politica arrangement regardless of culture?
Does globdization create a divide between those who decide and those who undergo the
consequences of decisions, thereby threatening “decison-making democracy”? In this context, the
guestion of the conditiondity imposed by internationa development ingtitutions becomes essentidl.

3.1 The effects of globalization on democracy: interdependence between the NGOs, the
state and the international institutions

Globa mechanisms mainly revolve around three actors, i.e. the NGOs, the state and international
indtitutions. Three papers examined the interdependence between the three actors. those of
Westendorff, Aureano, and Hermet.

International actors and the strengthening of local democracy

Westendorff and Aureano are mainly concerned with the direct linkages between internationd and
local actors. Westendorff andyses partnerships between ‘’locd authorities’” and “civil society
organizations’, which condgt in linkages through service ddivery, policy formulation, advocacy,
research, and capacity building. He defines the role of internationa organizations as one of supporting
and promoting efforts towards the “ dispassionate evauation of the factors congtraining and promoting
more pogitive interactions among loca authorities and civil society organizations at the locd levd”,
which appears as an extremely prudent and non-condructive policy recommendation. He sees
internationd actors as being responsible for strengthening local democracy by promoting partnerships,
participating in the assessment of ther quaity and suggesting improvements. For Westendorff,
internationa organizations are to strengthen democracy, and to further existing partnerships.

Guilleemo Aureano's perspective is very different. He sees international fora as suppressors of
democratic forces. He focuses on anti-drug trafficking and consuming policies. He takes two casesin
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which NGOs attempted to open a didogue with intergovernmenta organizations (IGOs), and explains
ther failure. He shows that in the Interamerican system of drugs control, any dternative to prohibition,
which is precisely what the NGOs propose, is percelved as a threat. In San Jose, the Canadian

government attempted to highlight the role of NGOs: interestingly, the state played the role of mediator
between the NGOs and IGOs. Despite this attempt, the 1GOs did not change their viewpoint.

However, this initiative condituted an ingtance of state mediation, arguing in favour of the date as a
potentia interface between the locd and the global.

It is often thought that the State is becoming stuck between pressures from the bottom, through civil

society, and pressures from above, through internationa forces; yet it is more importart than ever, asa
mediator. However, its falure in the case described by Aureano invites us to reflect. Falure was
mostly due to the mismaich between the objectives of the NGOs, i.e. to further a *human security”

gpproach to drugs, which implies the redlocation of global resources towards the subgtitution of drug
cultivation, and the organizationd inertia of internationd indtitutions. This kind of objective would

require a complete reform of the international system, it means doing away with excluson and socid

polarization, which is precisdly the business of internationa organizations. As Lipschutz puts it, "what
governments and regimes cannot do — and will not do — is to chalenge the condtitutive basis of the
present-day globa systems by asking: Who are we? Why are we here? And how can we decide what
wewant?' (Lipschutz, 1996).

The NGOs had a rather ambitious god that was sanctioned by the refusd of 1GOs to reform their
agenda. When NGOs come to oppose IGOs, they are often crushed, which leads one to consider
other, more effective forms of NGO activity than direct confrontation with IGOs (see Aureano's
description of the methods employed by the Lindesmith Center).

States as necessary mediatorsfor NGOsin the international system

Hermet offers an interesting complement to Aureano, via a focus on the state as potentid mediator
between NGOs and internationa indtitutions. He reminds internationa actors not to “marginalize the
State, and give too many responghilities to NGOs only”. What he cdls parale governance, i.e. the
unmediated interaction of international actors with civil society, deprives the state from afraction of the
intervention space that it needs to reassert its democratic image; this is particularly true in the case of
the young Latin American democracies. One of the roles of the sate, for Hermet, is ill to manage the
practica interventions of internationa regimes and propose amendments to them.

In addition, where NGOs fail to reform the international sysem from within, as shown by Aureano,
only states (and certain states) have an opportunity to exert pressure on this system, or to at least
diffuse a debate at the intergovernmenta leve, given that they themsalves are legitimate condtituents of
and contributors to the nter-gtate system. They are more immediate stakeholders in the inter-tate
system, and therefore are necessary mediators even for the NGOs themsalves. Criticdl massis apre-
requisite. Until the world has become truly global, rather than inter gover nmental, the unmediated
interaction between NGOs and inter- gate indtitutions will be prone to failure.

The “civil society factor” may be more or lessinfluentia depending on the current and evolving baance
of power between civil society, the internationd environment, and the State. Yet civil society is not the
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“missing link” in devdopment, and the role of the gtate, in particular as mediator within the internationa
system, is ill important. One must dso be aware of the dangerous imbaance in a direct confrontation
between the world of the “bottom” and the world of inter-state aggregates, and of the scope for
misunderstanding and possibly exploitation and subverson of the “bottom”.

3.2 Thelogic of universalisation: on the globalization of democracy

Digunction between local cultural features and Western consensual politics

It is undeniable that somebody needs to question the principles of the internationa system. One of
these principlesis the prescription of Western democracy as the sole mode of democratic governance,
regardless of individua cultura considerations. One must examine whether this prescription isaform of
culturd imperidism. Can a digunction appear between loca culturd features and a Western modd of
consensud politics?

To begin with, how can universdisation be judtified? Political philosophy can be helpful in answering
the question “is it just to impose democracy as a universal good”? On the grounds of John Rawls
theory of justice’ the externa impostion of democracy can be defended.® However, there are
loopholes in Rawls argument. He states that “our exercise of political power isfully proper only when
it is exercised in accordance with a condtitution, the essentids of which al citizens as free and equd
may be reasonably expected to endorse in the light of principles and idedl's acceptable to their common
human reason” (Rawls, 1993). In his "veil of ignorance theory"”, Rawls starts from the concept of the
citizen as mora person, which underlies the fair cooperation of politicaly autonomous citizens, without
aufficient prior judtification.

His assumptions are questionable, as noted by Habermas (1998): indeed, "it is only when the sdlf-
understanding of each individua reflects a transcendental consciousness, i.e. a universdly valid view of
the world, that what is equally good for al would actudly bein the equd interest of each individud". In
the context of our discusson, one could say that Rawls is ignoring the redlity of social/cultural
pluralism, as his entire theory is based on the unmodified assumption of a common human reason.

As an dternative to a Rawldan theory of justice, Habermas cdls for a theory of justice based on
discourse ethics. Here, "everyone is required to take the perspective of everyone ese and thus to
project themsdves into the understandings of self and world of dl others; from this interlocking of
perspectives there emerges an idedly extended "we-perspective’ from which dl can test in common
whether they wish to make a controversa norm the basis of their shared practice” (Habermas, 1998).
This procedure, unlike Rawls', does not bracket the pluralism of convictions and worldviews from the
outset.

" Rawls' theory of justiceis based on two principles: (1) everyoneis entitled to an equal system of basic liberties; (2)
there must be equal access to public offices, and social inequalities are acceptable only when they are also to the
advantage of theless privileged. The second principleis subordinate to the first one.

8 For adetailed outline of the argument, see Macdermott (2001).
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The main point to be retained from Habermas is the importance of context, which means that an
assessment of the vdidity of the externd impogtion of democracy only has vaue if it condgts in an
examination of particular cases. This section focuses on the case of Africa In Africa, democracy has a
very contrasted record across the continent. While "mass poverty, limited economic development and
ethnic/rdigious divisons present the most unpropitious environment for democraic inditutions
imaginable" (Sandbrook, 2000), there is a greet diversity in the quality of democracies in the continent.

Pseudo-democracies, such as those of Niger, Zambia, and perhaps Tanzania, exhibit digtinctive traits,
which are those of a non-operationd democracy: redtrictive laws, intimidation, and rigging to win
elections. In Madagascar, Ghana, and perhaps Mdli, the Stuation is not so blegk; dl three have
maintained a good human-rights record and have fair eections. However, according to Sandbrook,
African legacies of persondistic and dientdidtic politics — alegacy with rootsin the precolonia period
— condrains democratic politics.

The perpetuation of such practices impedes the inditutionaisation of hedthy issue-based parties.
However, regardiess of the difficulties transmitted by historica legacies, "democratisation may provide
away of taming the neo-patrimonia state and re-establishing legitimacy based on representation and
the equitable provision of important public services' (Sandbrook, 2000). As such, democratisation isa
way forward in the African setting. But the question is “what democracy is being envisaged”?

Paul Nkwi and Dorcella Bazahica look at potentia problems in the application of democracy to the
African context, while JeanPierre Razafy considers the lega aspects of the "transfer of democracy™.
Paul Nkwi attempts to andyse the inconastencies between African culturd festures and the logic of
democracy. Nkwi attracts attention to two African characterigtics, which seem to be hindrances to
democrétic development.

Frd, he notes that there are difficulties in nurturing "civic" culture in Africa where "invishle
organizations' promote a primordia consciousness, because of the prevaence of the economy of
affection.

Then, he notes, like Jean Francois Bayart (1998), that the state has been converted into a source of
economic resources, a mode of production, which means that those capturing power have little interest
in introducing politica accountability. How does one cultivate values of associaiond autonomy and
opposition to the gate in a context where the state earns one aliving and where the affective rules dl?
Surprisingly, this leads Nkwi to promote civil society, good governance and a strong media, yet
adapted with a view to catering to African redities. The problem is that he proposes no methods of
adaptation whatsoever, thereby alowing us to conclude by default that there is precisely no scope for
adaptation.

Besdes the culturd specificities of African countries, there are dso ethnic features that render the
functioning of democracy quite difficult. Dorcella Bazahica illugtrates this problem in the case of
Burundi. She notes that recently, in Burundi, only negative solidarity has gained in importance, that is
solidarity based on ethnicity, regiondism, rather than positive solidarity, which is a pre-condition of the
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democratic project. Thisis an ingghtful ideain that there is no reason why association has to be based
on opposition to another group. The only pre-requisite of association isthet it be voluntary.

The mgor problem with the application of democracy in the case of Burundi is that democratic
plurdism emphasizes difference, which means that it accentuates ethnic divisons, which are acute in
Burundi. A democracy based on mgority voting implies the perpetuation of the ethnic mgority's rule,
which is a reminder that mgority rule is not dways the most democratic measure in the end. The
concluson is that democracy is not arecipe that can be universaly gpplied.

More thought has to be given to the dterations that are required in different contexts, asin some cases
the political congruct called democracy may only hep to accentuate the red inequdities and
imbaances of society.

Last, JeanPierre Razafy reflects upon the legd aspects of the "transfer of democracy”. He finds that
the logc of the market is a threet to the rights of individua countries, whose cultura specificities are
ignored because countries are reduced to being markets. For him, a country which is able to transfer
technology or products via a global strategy engages in a culturd activity which aso has an impact on
democracy in another country. He finds that culture must "go beyond its boundaries to re-find the
common essence of fundamenta rights and democracy” [my trandation]. He explores Japanese and
Chinese law, and identifies both traditiond characteristics and democratic vaues, but his point is that
there are universal aspirations to democracy in al cultures that smply have to be brought to the fore;
thisis a subjective viewpoint which is up for discusson.

3.3 Decision-making democratisation

Contradiction between participatory development and its imposition through conditions

Who is to make these democratic aspirations come to the fore? How legitimate and in particular how
just is it for the World Bank or Internationa Monetary Fund to intervene in the &ffairs of individud
dates, proclam that the time for democracy has come, and more importantly make its aid conditiona
on the adoption of democracy?

Regarding this issue, Razafy contradicts himsdf by mentioning that "a people must develop its own
competencies to attain an endogenous development” [my trandation], while he dso notes that the
principles and criteria of democracy are defined in programmes of cooperation that are supposed to
st up the rule of law, and which are proposed by donors.

When the issue of "democratisation” of decision-making is brought up, anumber of questions emerge:
who takes decisons? Who suffers the consequences? Who owns the democratic reform? Who are the
different stakeholders in democratisation, now that it has become a globaly monitored process?

The essence of the dilemma of decison-making democratisation is whether development can be
participatory (an essential aspect of democracy) if it is the product of an imposed conditiondity. Here
lies a contradiction. Indeed, "if Western governments or multilateral agencies push governments too
aggressivey, they achieve not a palitical commitment to reform but a shallow and sullen acquiescence.
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If donors impose reforms, governments will lack the motivation to implement them effectively.
Displacing leaders immersed in politicd capitdism may facilitate executive commitment to pushing
through market reforms, but long-term implementation of controversa programs requires that
governments and elected representatives "own" their own projects’ (Sandbrook, 2000).

Burndll (1993) mentions that when participatory democracy is set as a condition for World Bank aid,
there is the risk of a creation of “convenient” democracies, which are not the result of an organic
process of democratisation achieved by pressures from the grassroots.

Annik Osmont contextualises the issue of decisonmaking democratisation by focusing on decison
meking within the city. Her article identifies those excluded by globa decisons in the context of the
city. She demondtrates how globa governance can exert itsdlf at the expense of local governance
through the perverse mechanism of conditiondity. She argues that the neo-liberd doctrine transforms
the city by imposing its infrastructure for investors, and transferring the dynamism of the urban
population from the informa to the forma sector. Rather than examining Smultaneoudy the two
aspects of development, i.e. macroeconomic and socio-gtructurd, internationd inditutions consider
urban development to be a pre requisite to macroeconomic devel opment.

This top-down gpproach runs againgt her understanding of the city as the source of democracy through
the development of "contre-pouvoairs'. Osmont demonstrates the instrumenta use made of the city by
internationd financid inditutions. The city is not vaued as a public space, but only indirectly, as a
means of market optimisation, which denies its role as the source of contre-pouvoirs, and as a redl
Setting for participation.

The internationd financia inditutions are seen as following the old mode of governance, based on the
hegemony of one stakeholder, i.e. the investor, as opposed to the multiple stakeholders of new models
of governance. Even worse, they are suppressing the emergence of participatory processes in the
name of the market.

Osmont cdls "market democracy” the neo-liberd process through which only one shareholder in the
city, i.e. the investor, holds power. This process exemplifies the lack of "decisonmaking
democratisation”: "it is not possble to isolate the planning of projects from who creates them, from
what managers want”.

To sum up, Osmont makes the point that internationa ingtitutions apply a top-down approach to urban
development with a rhetoric of participation; however, only local mediators can be the channels of a
democratic urban development. This example illugraes the difficulties of decisonmaking
democratisation in a globa world.
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4  Governance globalized: from technocratic to joint global governance
4.1 Rethinking the management of globalization

The system of governance at the globd level has to be rethought in its entirety, not just at the leve of its
operationa concepts, as was shown above, but dso at the levd of its mechaniams and of the actors it
involves. Flaws in the management of globdization must be identified. As Sandbrook mentions in the
cae of Africa, "democratic development in Africa will be unlikely in the asence of a new globa

order" (Sandbrook, 2000). Nationd efforts towards democratic governance are themsalves partly

dependent on areform of globa governance. The linkage between the national and globd levels should
be the common pursuit of a governance based on participatory mechanisms. Sandbrook boldly states
the need for a"socid-democratic pattern of globdization”.

The notion of globa governance is extremely old. It goes back to Kant's pursuit of "perpetud peace’

(Kant, 1795). For him, the legd principles implemented within sngle Sates should lead ultimatdy to a
globd legd order that unites dl people and abolishes war. He finds that a "federation of nations' could
be in the sdf-interest of each state, based on the peaceful character of republics, on the power of

internationa trade, and on the regulatory function of the public sohere (globa civil society). Despite
some limitations outlined by Habermas (1998), the gpplicability of his cdlams to present day Stuations
is astonishing.®

A couple of centuries later, the Alliance for a responsible, plura and united world (2000) notes that
there are clear flaws in the present system of globa governance, whose architecture was set up at the
post-war Bretton Woods conference. "Private agendas subgtitute for public ones in the dsence of
rules capable of promoting any international public good other than the freedom of circulaion of
commodities and trade’. The laiter point implies that globaization remains a purely economic
phenomenon, centred on private sector actors without any public sector management.

The current system of globa governance embodies the North-South imbaance of interests. Its
inditutions are lacking in coherence; even within the limited realm of the financid indtitutions, the
contradictions and overlaps between the World Bank and the Internationa Monetary Fund are a huge
source of problems for countries undergoing their structurd adjustment/ stabilization programmes.

The current system is based on antiquated notions of the state as the exclusive embodiment of public
interests, which implies that the management of globdizaion remains interdatd, thereby reducing
socio-politica redity by ignoring the locd-national-globa whole (see the box for an illudration of this
point in the case of environmertd issues).

The Alliance suggests three principles for a renewed globa governance. Fird, the principle of
responsibility statesthat "dl power induces responsbility”, and in particular responsibility releive to the

® However, Kant did not witness an important change which took place in the twentieth century: with the outlawing
of war and "crimes against humanity”, states as subjects of international law have lost their presumption of
innocence. This means that the notion of state sovereignty, which was an important obstacle in his project, has
begun to be eroded, thereby allowing for a genuine non-interstatal global governance to emerge.
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impact of the exercise of power on third parties, which corresponds exactly to the principles of
stakeholder theory in corporate governance.

By way of example: the environment in need of global governance

On the basis of these theoretical speculations, the reforms of global governance could be very usefully applied to
the environment question. In particular, an important bridge between the two concepts is that the environment is a
public good, so that the objective in the global governance of the environment can be seen as finding

environmental problems which can be solved by aregulation at the global level. Indeed, as mentioned by Lipschutz
(1996), "given that the state and its agencies, as well as markets, are primarily engaged in the maintenance and
reproduction of social structure, under conditions of great stress and dynamic change, what is the likelihood of

developing and implementing successful policies to protect the environment" [other than at the global level]?
Therefore, networks between the local, civil society and the global regulators need to be devel oped and the concept
of global governance must be renewed.

Second, the principle of subsidiarity implies thet, while the greatest possible autonomy will be granted
to different levels of authority, in Stuations where jurisdiction is necessarily shared, there will haveto be
cooperation among the different levelsin the exercise of "shared respongbility”.

Third, the principle of plurdity states that the identification of a common objective for collective action
mugt not conflict with the diversity of culturd affiliations and identities. As mentioned in the andogy of
corporate governance, there is an enormous difficulty involved in managing unity when difference can
resurface a any time to create divides. The Alliance suggests a means of overcoming this problem
through the creation of partnerships at the various territorial scales, but does not daborate any further.
The Alliance goes on to suggest further proposas, such as.

() Publicizing the decisions of those bodies in charge of the implementation of internationd rules,
imposing sanctions on the non-execution of mandates.

(i) Asociating globd civil society to the preparation of internationd rules to increese the
legitimecy of internationd ingtitutions, through clear methods of civil society representation ensuring the
inter national representation of the different social sectors, apped mechanisms, globa consensus
conferences, and monitoring systems by civil society.

(iii) Involving nationa parliaments in nternationa debates and promoting their cooperation with
other nationd parliaments.

(iv) Reinforcing Southern countries' capacities of andys's, independent appraisal and proposa in
the framework of regiond coditions.

Regarding points (iii) and (iv), the Alliance seems to assume a leve of openness to
internationa/regiona forawhich smply does not exist in most sates; in particular, the regiondisation of
developing countries is a chimera, which was first advocated decades ago by the dependency school,
without much success.

When it becomes concrete, and this has been the case for ingtance in the Mercosur since the mid-
eighties, it is not driven by states and de jure integration, but by business interests and de facto
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integration. If one sees busness groupings as a pat of civil society (athough this is a point of
contention), there was a regiond civil society in the Mercosur, which was gble to push forward the
regiona trading block between states. This was dready an achievement of civil soddty in itdf.
However, it did not give birth to a genuine politicd integration; the phenomenon of integration remains
€conomic.

Integration continues to contribute to the intendfication of flows of trade and capitd conducted by
private sector interests, and not to the congtruction of aregiona public space. In other words, regiona
integration is not an answer to problems of governance for the developing countries.

4.2 Global governancethrough GLOBAL civil society?

If the current globa governance system is s0 flawed, how feasible is it to reform it? The 1970s
witnessed a mgor campaign to achieve a New Internationa Economic Order more favourable to the
interests of the developing world, which ended up in falure following the debt criss. Do rew factors
make a new order any more politicaly feasble today? According to Sandbrook, "the governments of
Europe, the United States, and Jgpan are unlikely to negotiate a socia-democratic pattern of
globdizaion — unless their hands are forced by a papular movement or a catastrophe, such as another
Greet Depression or ecologica disaster” (Sandbrook, 2000). Hence the centrd role of civil society in
the possibility of changing globa governance. "Popular movements will need to unite the new socid
movements — the environmenta and development-oriented NGOs, human-rights associations, peace
activists, consumer protection groups, anti-poverty aliances, students associations — with the older
movements, especidly labour” (Sandbrook, 2000).

It is not just civil society that becomes important in the globa governance problem, but globa civil
society. Indeed, it should have become clear by now that globa governance is not solely about
interstatal governance, but aso about globa civil society. For Sandbrook, globd civil society exhibits
clear grengths:

its energy and ideglism, and thus its ability to stir the public's conscience.

its mastery of networking via eectronic mail, Internet Sites, and fax machines.

its success in shaping globa governance in a number of indances. the "50 years is enough’
campaign for cutting the funds of the World Bank and IMF, which caused Mr Wolfensohn to
forge links with the NGO community and inditute a new sengtivity to the socid effects of Bank
lending; and the campaign againg the Multilaterd Agreement on Investment, which was
aborted in 1998.

Lipschutz (1996) has a very different conception of globa civil society. He definesit as"atransnationa
sysem of rules, principles, norms, and practices, oriented around a very large number of often
dissmilar actors, focused on sugtainability and governance'. On the basis of this concept, Lipschutz
redefines the notion of governance: rather than the state or internationa ingtitutions, for him, it is globa
avil society itsdf that can modify the underlying conditutive rule bass of modern civilization and
develop new modes of loca as well as transnational governance. It thereby lays the bass for broad
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inditutional, socid and political change. In that sense, governance becomes a quite different
proposition than "globa management”. While globd civil society can be complementary to the state in
some ways (states and civil society interact diaecticaly, recregting and legitimating each other over
and over), the state is engaged in gover nment; civil society in gover nance.

In other words, Lipschutz sees the growth of institutions of governance at the civil society level
of analysis, with concomitant implications for state and system. Subsumed within the system of
globad governance, he sees "inditutionaised regulatory arrangements — some of which [he] cdls
"regimes’ — and less formaized norms, rules, and procedures that pattern behaviour without the
presence of written congtitutions or materia power".

For hm, the drategies of globa civil society must involve more the cregtion or transformation of

systems of rule and rules, than the reform of big ingtitutions and structures, which is bound to fail,
as shown by Aureano. "The activities of globa civil society are to help to change the idesationd

frameworks that support one set of congtructions of socid redity by replacing old intersubjective
rationdities and ethics with new ones'. In other terms, globd civil society'sroleisto creste new bodies
of knowledge that are the basis for changes in beliefs and practices. This role of globd civil society is
undeniable and condtitutes the essence of a renewed meaning of the word governance. However, to
say that globd civil society is the sole shaper of governance condtitutes a mistake: the emphass on
globd civil society should not displace gates, in that the latter have a role in implementing change as
well.

While globd civil society can modify the set of idegtiona frameworks of dates, it remains that the
materia embodiments of ideationa frameworkswill be sgnificantly determined by states, so that globa
civil society should not be seen as divorced from the latter. Governance remains shared. Globa civil
society cannot be seen as a replacement for states nor ingtitutions.

Linkage between the two variables of democracy and gover nance at the global level

In conclusion, there are five key issues at the crossroads of democracy and governance:
Frd, a the nationd levd, civil society must be strong, but this does not deny the role of the
date. State and civil society should function as partners in a nationa “joint governance’ based
on forma democracy, power distribution between those who govern and those who are
governed, negotiation processes beaween groups of Stakeholders, and decentrdization
accompanied by flows of information to the centre.
Second, when considering the globd level, the democratic outcome will depend on the nature
of the interplay between the state, NGOs and internationa ingtitutions.
Third, it is important to assess the scope for the globalization of democracy. The adaptation of
democracy to different cultures and ethnic patternsis not straightforward.
Fourth, an implication of globdization for democracy is a change in the locus of decison-
making: increased internationd interference through conditiondity turns democracy into an
obligation, and does away with a spontaneous democracy from below. Democracy from
above isacontradiction in terms.
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Fifth, because interdependence through globaization crestes winners and losers, there is a
need for areform of globa governance ingtitutions and mechanisms, which should be based on
respongbility, subsidiarity and plurdity, and on the achievement of coherence across the
loca/nationd/globd levels.
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Part I11: Policy Optionsand L ocal-Global Linkages

The neo-liberd economic modd, which is the intellectud foundation of the current globa governance
system, gipulates that the redemption of developing countries liesin adjusting their policies, indtitutions,
and modes of governance, to permit their degper integrationinto the prevailing pattern of neo-liberd
globdization. However, “in this emerging globd economy, many are cdled but few are chosen”
(Sandbrook, 2000). Neo-libera globalization does not favour the developing world' s progress.

Developing countries share certain generic shortcomings of globdization that its critics, and even some

of its supporters, identify:

. growing inequdities, as certain countries, regions, ethnic groups, and classes win while others lose
in globa competition, together with growing insecurity of employment and income, both or ether
of which can lead to socid disintegration, conflict, and crime;
environmentaly unsustainable economic practices that ineffectual governments desperate for
investment cannot or will not control, and which produce scarcities, pollution, disease, and further

poverty.

Under these circumstances, it is implausible to clam that developing countries have “little to lose, and
much to gain” from globdization. Neo-liberd globdization is unlikely to generate sustained growth in
developing countries. And democratic development will be unlikely in the absence of a new globd
order. If so, Part | of this paper becomes less important than Part 2, given that nationa reform will be
ineffident if not accompanied by globd reform. Before nationd reform can come into play, the
foundations of a“joint globa governance” must be established. What is needed is a socid-democratic
pattern of globdization that requires some enforcegble internationa agreements, which amount to joint
globa governance:
. A socid charter banning child and forced Iabour and ethnic or gender discrimination in employment
and guaranteeing basic union and bargaining rights.
An environmental charter setting minimum environmenta standards for participantsin free trade.
New redigtributive mechanisms. These accords would digtribute “a subgtantid part of the
economic gains from globdization to those who are mogt in need and most vulnerable to the
massive restructuring that globdization bringsin its wake’ (Robinson, 1995). The ideawould be to
tax undesrable transndtiond activities — speculative movements of capitd and environmenta
pollution, for example — in order to transfer resources to depressed regions. Such transfers, if well
targeted, @uld encourage the growth that would alow societies to escape the poverty trgp and
support democratic development. One useful tool could, for instance, be a tax on international
currency transactions, in particular a“Tobin tax”.
Lagt, for the above reform of globa governance to take place, a necessary condition is the
existence of a strong globa civil society to make the new order more politically feasble today. To
be effective, popular movements must operate on a transnational as well as nationd and locd
bass.



Joint global governance:

Glaobal Civil Society

Global Governance Reform
social charter
environment charter
redistribution
partnerships (see below)

National Governance Reform

- democracy

- power distribution

- negotiation between stakeholders
- decentralisation

Policies on the organization of global governance

The above chart immediately begs the question “how are the linkages between nationad governance,
globa governance, and globa civil society organized?’ Here again, a business world analogy can be
useful, given that it is busness tha has the most experience in organizing globaization. Because
transnational corporations are the most advanced globa actors, there is alot to be learnt from their
organization of the globdization of production, which can be adgpted to the globdization of
governance. Instead of smply criticizing corporations for holding a disproportionate share of the
world's resources, there is a case for learning from their experience to re-establish a baance in the
world system.

letto-Gillies clams that “transnationd corporations are the ingtitutions that truly operate across nation-
states. They own assets across borders and they can plan, organize and control production across
countries. In this role they shape the pattern of globdization rather than beer its consequences’ (letto-
Gillies, 2000). The main reason why transnationa corporations have been able to take advantage of
globdization more than other economic/socid actors is that they have learnt how to organize it.
Recently, the most successful transnationals have created new modes of organizing ther innovative
activities (Zanfei, 2000). Fird, different units of transnationa corporations, incduding foreign-based
subsdiaries, are increasingly involved in the generation, use and transmission of knowledge. Second,
transnationas are developing externd networks of relationships with loca counterparts, through which
foreign affiliates gain access to externa knowledge sources and application ahilities.
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As areault of this evolutionary process, transnationas organization is subject to both centripetal and
centrifugal forces. Consderable efforts are then necessary to find new coordination procedures and
mechaniams, in order to enhance the generation, circulation and use of knowledge. A widdly held view
isthat transnationa corporations need to adopt effective organizationd devices that, while safeguarding
the autonomy of units, ensure an acceptable degree of cohesion.

A transnationd corporation needs to address smultaneoudy three imperdtives, i.e. globa efficiency,
national responsiveness, and the ability to develop and exploit knowledge on a world -wide basis.
What does the transnational corporation do to address its three imperatives?

Fird, to meet the god of globd efficiency, it develops export-oriented links with globdized supply
perspectives. In other words, it turns world-wide resources into an integrated network . Second, to
meet the imperative of nationa responsiveness, transnationd corporations need multinationd flexibility,
which is secured through differentiated and specialized subsidiary roles. Subsdiaries are il defined
primarily by the multinationd role of supplying locd markets in a responsve manner. Third,
transnationds increasingly pursue world-wide learning through the joint development and groupwide
sharing of knowledge. This can take the form of subsdiaries that make use of |eading- edge technology
that islocaly available in order to develop products that may be applied esewhere in the group. Thus
headquarters relinquishes some of its lead role to subsidiaries.

Of course, the coordination of political unitsis not as straightforward as that between the headquarters
and subgdiaries of a transnationd firm; but both firms and the condtituents of the globa governance
system have in common the fact that they are organizations, in North's sense of the term (North,
1990). If they want to take advantage of globalization, they have to know its rules, so as to make it
better serve their interests. The three imperatives highlighted above in the case of the transnationa are
imperdtives dictated by globdization. Globa governance organizations aso face three equivaent
imperatives. they have to address globd integration, locd differentiation, and world-wide civil society
demands. So how can globa governance organizations address these three imperatives?

Globa governance is mainly about coordination between different levels of decison-making, i.e. the
local, national, and global. The key chalenge of anew globa governanceisto keep abaance between
coordination and autonomy of different levels (which is the same chalenge as that faced by
transnationals). Maintaining this balance implies a series of measures.

Firgt, globa governance should reflect the globd. The operationdisation of this globa character can go
through the creation of an integrated network between the different loca's and nationas (the equivaent
of subsidiaries) and the globd (the equivaent of the headquarters of the firm). There will be a need for
incluson of al these units in governance. However, before this integrated network can emerge, two
issues have to be addressed:
In the current system of globa governance, there are no globa organizations, only interstatal ones.
Here again, the role of globd civil society in creating a genuinely globa space in governance is key
(see chart above).
Following the cregtion of this space, there will aso be a need for coordination measures between
the different units that form the globd itsdf, i.e. globd civil society and intergtatd indtitutions.
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Only once these two issues have been addressed, will it make sense to create an integrated network
between dl governance units.

Second, globa governance should take loca issues to the globd level and fulfil loca requests in the
globa aena, whether this occurs through indirect sate channels or through direct loca ones.
However, for locd clamsto have an impact which is more materid than “idegtiond”, they will have to
obtain the assent of the state, which done can ddiver change on a large enough scde to make a
difference. In that sense, rather than the state being an intermediary between the loca and the globd,
one could see the globa as an intermediary between the local and the state: a neutral ground on which
thelocd can lay itscdlams.

Third, globa governance must favour the differentiation and decentraization of governance a the loca
level, and promote autonomy. Respecting autonomy can even mean placing loca governance above
globa governance when appropriate. Globa governance should invest loca units with decision-making
authority on isues that have globd consequences, if they are endowed with a particular
capability/expertiselknowledge to best ded with the issue. In this case, globa governance must give
way to loca governance.

The ddicate point is that while globa governance should promote loca autonomy, it must ensure that
information feedback Hill flows from the loca to the globd inditutions towards the promotion of a
common good. That is where the globa is more than the sum of the locdg/naionds. In that sense, it
hes a life of its own. “One of the roles of internationd rules is to ensure as much as possible the
cohesion and unity of the whole, by taking into account two conditions. the need to promote our
common good or goods, the need to preserve the greatest possible autonomy for each of the
components’ (Alliance for a Responsble, Plurd and United World, 2001).

Therefore, locd autonomy in decison-making has to be combined with the need to promote the

common good or goods, which requires information flows through networks from the bca to the
globd.
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Globalization imper atives for transnationals and global gover nance or ganizations

Transnational corporations Global governance or ganizations

Global efficiency Global integration

integrated network; globalized supply integrated network; include all units (national,
local) in governance

National responsiveness Bringing the local to the global

differentiated and specialized subsidiary roles the global asintermediary between local and state

Worldwide learning Global learning through local autonomy

headquarters  relinquishes lead role to | global relinquishes lead role to local governance

subsidiaries. Subsidiaries make use of leading | when justified. Locals make use of particular

edge local technology to develop products | knowledge or expertise to make decisions with

applied elsewhereinthe group global consequences

The need for the creation of networks

Ways to combine unity and plurdity are required towards the congruction of a renewed globa
governance. The difficulties of plurdity are Imply the manifestation of an organic globa society, which
is dso ridden with conflict, and articulated by difference. But globa governance has to organize
development around this unstable society, because as Stiglitz (1998) states, “development must be
conddered as a process of socid transformation”. Because socid trandformation is complex, it
requires dl the more communication and synergy between al the actors of the transformation, from the
locad to the globa through the nationd. The crestion of networks between participants in the
development processis a must.

More specificdly, there is a need for partnerships between the loca, nationd, and globa
“sakeholders’ in the governance process.® Interestingly, in the fidd of aid, the UK Department for
Internationd Development (DfID) has dso been promoting the partnership gpproach very heavily inits
projects.

A partnership “is atype of participation in which two or more stakeholders share power equaly inthe
management of an ad activity” (DfID, 1995). Firg the identity of the key stakeholders must be
discovered. This takes place through a stakeholder analysis by the organization. This anayss ams to
identify and define the characteristics of key stakeholders, assess the manner in which they might affect
or be affected by the programme outcome; understand the relations between stakeholders, including

1 Here again, there is an analogy with corporate governance, as firms are increasingly resorting to strategic
alliances between one another: thisis supposedly the age of alliance capitalism.
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an assessment of red or potentid conflicts of interest and expectation between them; and assess the
capacity of the different stakeholders to participate.

In this process, primary and secondary stakeholders will be identified. The participation of primary
stakeholders is essentia in projects that are expected to have a direct postive impact on defined
groups. Some kind of partnership will need to be established between primary stakeholders and the

implementing agency.

In the case of globd governance, it would seem that most of the time the primary stakeholder, who
bears the consequences of most dedsions, would come from the local level. Secondary stakeholders
would include representatives of the implementing agency, whether at the Sate or locd level, and of the
rlevant line ministry. Ther primary condderdtion is the potentid for affecting the liveihoods and
welfare of the activity’s primary stakeholders, i.e. locd level actors. Systematic information exchange
and consultation between the globa governance organization managing the process and other
secondary stakeholders contributes to decreasng misundersandings.

The key issue for partnership with primary stakeholders, a the locd leve, is that efforts at partnership
may be undermined by non-participatory, hierarchica management structures. If partnership isto be a
process whereby loca level actors — those with rights and/or interests —play an active role in decision-
making and in the consequent activities which affect them, then hierarchicd management will have to be
reformed, at the global/nationa/ and loca levels. Thisis a prerequisite for partnerships to work.

The same way that firms have to adapt to globdization by switching to a non-hierarchicd flexible
specidization management mode, governance organizations aso have to acknowledge this need for
“heterarchica” management. As Deleuze (1988) would say, globdization is arhizome: it is a sructure
that cuts across multiple levels (locdl, nationd, globa), and unites them as awhole. An individud level
cannot be cut off from the rhizome, and dl levels become interdependent. In this kind of complex
sructure, the chalenge isto organize globdlization.

Whether economic or political globdization is concerned, the difficulty remains the same. Rising to the

chdlenge of globdization means doing away with hierarchica organization, and learning how to
practice “joint” corporate and political governance.
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