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Introduction
John N. Clarke' and Geoffrey R. Edwards

Introduction

State sovereignty, the fundamental ordering principle of international
relations since the seventeenth century, is under challenge. In particu-
lar, since the end of the Second World War, states have voluntarily
limited their sovereignty through international treaties that in some
regional instances have become putative constitutional orders. They
have subjected themselves to global and regional economic regimes,
which allow markets greater influence than ever before. Technological
factors, not least the internet, have allowed for an unprecedented flow
of information and ideas that have frequently tested the traditional
state role of ‘gatekeeper’. Other forces such as nation, tribe or ethnic
groupings, sub-national actors, and others, have challenged existing
orders from within states. These challenges are having profound polit-
ical consequences. Since the 1970s, different analysts have proclaimed
the emergence of a post-capitalist society, a ‘coming anarchy’, a ‘clash
of civilisations’ an ‘end of history’ or, simply though perhaps less dra-
matically, a post-Cold War order.2 While each of these analyses have
contributed to the debate, rarefied frameworks inevitably oversimplify
the real world. It is, however, clear that a fundamental shift has
occurred in recent years, particularly in the pace, areas and oscillation
between globalisation and fragmentation.® The attempt to shape and
regulate the international system has a long history, in recent years
captured in the phrase ‘global governance’ — a concept prominent
in much of the contemporary study and practice of international
relations.

The twentieth century, to use Eric Hobsbawm's phrase, was an age of
extremes.? From total war and the defeat of Nazi Germany, to the use

1
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of the atom bomb on Hiroshima and Nagasaki, to the creation and
increasing influence of the United Nations and the widening scope of
human rights treaties, the twentieth century alternated between
periods of striking violence and comparative peace in the shadow of
possible nuclear conflict. The question now, in a post-Cold War world
marked by the intensification of globalising and fragmentary pressures,
is how to meet future policy challenges, ensure stability and develop
the mechanisms and institutions necessary to provide effective global
governance. Perhaps most importantly, can the existing state system
deal effectively with new pressures, or will it struggle to keep pace with
events essentially outside of its control? Will the growing influence of
non-state actors, transnational and other forces, require a reconfigura-
tion of the role of the State and ultimately, will the State represent any-
thing more than one of several administrative units?

In the second half of the twentieth century, the notion that ‘the
strong do what they can and the weak suffer what they must’s was re-
cast in the structural realism of Kenneth Waltz. Structural realism sug-
gested that the international system was to be explained chiefly by
reference to the power relationships among states.® The superpower
rivalry of the Cold War elevated a profound insight to the level of
orthodox dogma, resulting in an all but exclusive focus on the balance
of power in the system.” While state power remains a critical variable,
to adequately explain and understand a changing system requires a
broader approach both empirically and in addressing normative ques-
tions as to what the international community ‘ought’ to aim for. A
growing number of scholars have recognised that the domestic and
international are, as never before, mutually constitutive in shaping
each other.® In this increasingly complex environment, where the
system shapes states and states in turn shape the system, both the
policy-making process and the actual policy prescriptions themselves
are ever more complex, requiring a balanced approach to domestic and
international demands.

Today, the world is arguably more complex and more inter-related
than ever before.” The increasing scope of international law has
changed attitudes towards the responsibility of states, governments
and, indeed, individuals. States have increasingly chosen to restrict
their sovereignty by voluntarily acceding to treaties and agreements,
whether in the areas of human rights, trade or criminal law.
Democracy, in turn, has taken hold in many areas where it was for-
merly denied, whether fostered in order to promote international
stability or because it is viewed as a ‘good’ in and of itself. Such trends
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have not always been seen as mutually reinforcing, the German
Constitutional Court, for example, pointing to an incipient democratic
deficit within an integrated European Union (EU) in the aftermath of
the Maastricht Treaty on EU in 1993.1° The acceptability and legit-
imacy of governance beyond the state continues to cast a long shadow
over the European construct!! and more widely, not least in the United
States under the Administration of George W. Bush.!?

Even before the end of the Cold War, identity issues were coming to
play an increasingly important role — a trend which has increased sub-
stantially since 1989. This means that ‘nation-states, sub-national
groups, and transnational special interests and communities are all
vying for the support and loyalty of individuals ... .”'3 At the same
time, an emerging global culture and an increasingly cosmopolitan
conception of the world have arguably both challenged and sometimes
reinforced local identities, even while paradoxically, allowing for an
identification with the peoples of other countries. This has been made
possible by the increasingly globalised media, the influence of which
can be seen in several recent civil wars, where it is often argued that
Western policy was influenced by media pressure.!* Indeed, commun-
ications technology has accelerated the policy-making process and
shrunk geographic space, bringing the distant ‘other’ into the living
rooms and onto the policy agendas of states capable of intervention.

Although power, especially military power, and sovereign states
remain central to the international system, they now operate in an
environment shaped by varying admixtures of politics, state and non-
state actors, markets and technology.'> Global governance therefore
hinges on three inter-related elements, the changing nature of the
actors and their relationship to each other, the increasingly complex
context within which they operate and the nature of the often inter-
dependent trends that taken together represent globalisation.!¢

In terms of actors, the EU may not be typical in the extent of its
regional institutionalisation but it is not necessarily sui generis. Non
Governmental Organisations (hereafter NGOs), work hand in hand
with states, sometimes even lobbying for the use of force and the
deployment of weapons to resistance movements in third states.!’
NGOs frequently work independently of governments and states, but
have also been prominent in both forging creative partnerships — for
example, in the landmines campaign, where they worked with states
and particularly the Canadian government, to achieve the Ottawa
Convention.!® They also worked to disrupt negotiations which are per-
ceived as proceeding behind closed doors among political elites. The
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round of ‘anti-globalisation’ political protests, in Seattle, Genoa and
elsewhere, have increasingly commanded governments’ political atten-
tion though their political impact remains limited.! Paradoxically, the
spread of communications technology which has accompanied ‘global-
isation’ has helped empower these groups. Some states have responded
by involving NGOs in the political process, a change which helps both
political elites and NGOs understand the concerns of the other.?°
Similarly, the need for partnership between the private and public
sectors is at the core of the UN Secretary-General’s initiative to create a
‘Global Compact’ and a range of other initiatives designed to foster
collaborative policy-making processes, including governments, states
and corporations. Though still dominated by states, the international
system increasingly reflects the decisions, aspirations and actions of
non-state actors. In short, the world is increasingly complicated by a
proliferating number of phenomena and actors entering into ever
more complex, interdependent relationships.

The inter-relationship of states is also changing. Western states have,
in recent years, increasingly become partners in more traditional se-
curity areas. For example, the enlargement of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organisation (NATO), the nascent development not simply of a
Common Foreign and Security Policy but also a European Security and
Defence Policy within the EU,?! and the increasing joint production of
arms where international collaboration can be seen in Europe, are all
examples.??

This political mélée can perhaps be best described as dialectical in
two senses. Firstly, in the sense of a Hegelian ideational dialectic
capable of motivating individuals and groups into action?® and sec-
ondly, in the Marxist sense of a material dialectic in which material
forces play a primary role in shaping the world or in a more recent for-
mulation, where ‘material advantages both sustain and explain intel-
lectual advantages.’?* Today, despite contestation between rationalists
and social constructivists at a metatheoretical level, ideas not only
motivate individuals to action, but are also the basis for establishing
more formal institutions and regimes.?> Nowhere can this be seen more
clearly than in the post 1945 explosion in human rights instruments,
including the signing of the Rome statute to create an International
Criminal Court (ICC) in 1998 (and which came into force in July 2002
despite its rejection by the United States).?® The resulting structure
then defines the parameters within which state and non-state agents
evaluate possible courses of action. The international system, in short,
is a product of the reflexive interplay of ideas and material circum-
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stances. Ideas shape the world — and the world shapes ideas. Seemingly
random events may therefore conceal an existing or emerging order:
not necessarily a ‘new world disorder’, with all of its pejorative conno-
tations, but simply order at a different level.

The nature of global governance

In the absence of a sovereign, how does governance come about? Does
it follow rules that we can know, understand and shape? Indeed, is it
possible for leaders to effect change in the nature of the international
system, or are they increasingly powerless in the face of developments
with which they struggle to keep pace? Governance is, of course, a con-
tested concept, condemned by some as little more than a liberal
vacuity but employed by others as governmental-type activity which
functions effectively because of general acceptance even if it is not
endowed with the formal authority of government.?’

The international system may still be based very largely on the prin-
ciple of state sovereignty, but it is a principle that has been funda-
mentally transformed by a variety of international treaties in a diverse
array of areas including human rights and international trade.
Assessments as to key trends and their impact do, however, differ. In
some regions, particularly, but not exclusively in Europe, the extent of
co-operation and integration has created supranational bodies based
on what is increasingly accepted as a constitutional order. For some,
such as Kenichi Ohmae, the result as far as the global economy is con-
cerned is a borderless world.?® To others, particularly in a European
context, it is more a phenomenon of multi-level governance and the
regulation of intra, trans and supranational relationships.?’

Global governance is manifest in many areas: economic integration
and trade, attempts to control environmental degradation, ethical and
legal principles that operate in the international system, socio-cultural
challenges, the evolution in communications technology, security
threats and in particular, the growth of sometimes competing regimes
that increasingly regulate state behaviour. Some, are sceptical of its
existence at all,*® while others such as Hedley Bull foresaw the possible
emergence of a ‘neo-medieval form of universal political order’ of
shared authority among different entities.3! Others envisage a norm-
ative project of humane governance which seeks to create ‘a set of
social, political, economic and cultural arrangements that is committed
to rapid progress... .”? Ultimately, neither globalisation nor global gov-
ernance are amorphous phenomena, but rather, have many con-
stituent elements and trends which transcend rigid categorisation.
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In some ways, it is easier to define global governance in terms of
what it is not. First, the anarchic properties, and relative weakness of
enforcement mechanisms in the international system mean that it
cannot refer to any form of government similar to that which exists
within states. The system is, however, regulated through, for example,
the set of norms epitomised in the growing body of treaty law and
regional political arrangements such as the EU. Though the normative
and political elements are neither universally adhered to nor univer-
sally binding, they nonetheless curb and restrict the behaviour of
states. In short, the term governance refers to the processes of regulation
that take place across the system. In turn, the term global indicates a
move beyond the scope of solely international (or inter-state) relations,
thereby incorporating the plurality of actors now capable of influen-
cing the system. Global governance therefore refers to the set of norm-
ative, social, legal, institutional and other processes and norms, which
shape, and in some cases even regulate and control the dialectical
interplay of globalisation and fragmentation. This relationship too, is
reflexive: globalising and fragmenting trends shape global governance
and vice versa.

Why does the system not collapse under the pressure of states ruth-
lessly pursuing their own interests? A partial answer is found in the
concept of ‘governance without government’ or ‘regulatory mech-
anisms in a sphere of activity that functions effectively even though
they are not endowed with formal authority.’® This system of rules
‘works only if it is accepted by the majority (or, at least, by the most
powerful of those it affects), whereas governments can function even
in the face of widespread opposition to their policies.’”** For Rosenau,
it is along this frontier between domestic and international politics
that the international system takes shape.’® As the boundaries
between international relations and a broader world politics become
more porous, it is difficult to draw fixed frames of reference, particu-
larly from within any one discipline or approach; an interdisciplinary
approach is therefore a necessity. States increasingly occupy a middle
ground in this ‘tension’ between globalisation/fragmentation and
governance. They must increasingly adapt to changes in the interna-
tional system and in recognising their inability to solve global prob-
lems (with local impacts) alone, must, of necessity, cede authority
‘up’ to multinational regimes and organisations. Global governance
is therefore not only an empirical reality, but the changing global
environment and the demands of new policy challenges make it a
necessity.
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The need for global governance

Contemporary policy challenges commonly require co-operative inter-
national approaches to transnational policy challenges that have a
direct impact on individual states, requiring both the strengthening of
global governance mechanisms and also its continuous extension to
address new policy challenges. Globalisation, brings with it both new
opportunities and many challenges. Pollution does not respect interna-
tional boundaries while terrorism, drugs, the proliferation of small
arms, and other transnational problems not only dominate the polit-
ical agendas of individual states, but require international co-operation
if they are to be dealt with effectively. For example, the successful coca
eradication and alternative development programs in the Chapare
region in Bolivia has created a need for new foreign markets for the
cash crops that are produced.®® Similarly, combating terrorist fundrais-
ing requires inter-agency and inter-governmental co-operation. These
examples are representative of a growing category of policy challenges
faced by the international community.

These shared policy problems and others demand multi-lateral
approaches — states must learn to co-operate more often and more
effectively, both with each other and with an increasingly diverse
group of non-state actors. These new global policy challenges share
several common features:

1. They are often transnational and have direct domestic impacts.

No one state can successfully control them.

3. Solutions therefore require a multilateral approach which accounts
for, and where possible incorporates the interests and inputs of key
stakeholders.

4. Decisions have a ‘knock-on’ effect and as such, it is impossible to
isolate policy options and outcomes from each other.

5. Policy development must therefore be holistic to the maximum
extent possible.

6. Multilateral institutions must adapt to accommodate these chan-
ging/emerging challenges. States must, therefore, work to strength-
en and, where necessary, create the processes and institutions
needed for effective global governance.

N

The individual processes which, in aggregate, represent globalisation
can to a certain extent be regulated and shaped, albeit imperfectly.
Successful regulation of these trends requires multilateral co-operation
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and international and domestic institutions capable of managing inter-
national governance in the absence of government.

Given the complexity of global governance, it is helpful to think in
terms of increasingly interdependent ‘levels of governance’ outlined in
rather simplistic fashion in Figure 1. Decisions at the international
level have direct impacts on both states and their citizens; conversely
individuals, acting through a variety of channels are increasingly able
to affect the international system, whether mobilised in favour of
policy by an NGO or other group or by appealing directly to multina-
tional legal bodies instead of domestic legal systems. Often, the private
sector, NGOs and others permeate the system, though for the purposes
of Figure 1, they are incorporated in the box for ‘civil society’, though
they infuse all levels of it.

Multi-lateral Institutions and Regimes
(e.g. the United Nations, the International
Court of Justice, International Criminal
Court, World Trade Organisation).

Supra-state/Regional agreements and institutions
(e.g. Organisation of American States, African Union,
North American Free Trade Agreement, European
Union, and particularly the European Court of Human
Rights).

State

Performs traditional aggregation of

political views and other traditional
functions.

v
v I

Cibvil Society
Including individuals, NGOs, interest groups,
minority groups and the private sector.

Figure 1  Levels of governance
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Policy challenges cut across these different levels of jurisdiction as
transnational trends have local effects and therefore, the governance
challenge is for institutions at all levels — civil society, the State,
regional and international organisations — to co-operate more regularly
and effectively than before. States must balance the sovereignty they
are required to sacrifice in order to achieve the benefits that will accrue
from participating in any global governance arrangement.

This interdependent system draws the domestic and the interna-
tional spheres closer together than ever before, providing individuals
with a startling array of choices as to where their primary loyalty lies: is
it ‘above’ the State in transnational and multinational institutions or
multinational corporations; is it to the State; or is one’s primary loyalty
to ‘below’ the State, based in ethnicity, religion, race, class or some
other grouping. These alternatives are, of course, not mutually ex-
clusive, but rather, shape each other in complex ways. Identity, for
example, does not work exclusively from the ‘bottom up’, but some
argue in a ‘top down’ manner as well. More concretely, some have sug-
gested that the structures of the EU altered the ideational and practical
framework within which a Peace agreement in Northern Ireland
became possible by providing a competing conception of identity to
those which had previously fuelled unrest in Northern Ireland.?”
Others, given the disarray in which the EU Member States found them-
selves over intervention in Iraq in 2003, demur that the Union has had
quite such an impact on states’ self-perceptions. But, other multina-
tional institutions may have a tangible though less immediate effect on
the daily lives of citizens in states throughout the world. In short,
Figure 1 illustrates the fact that supra and sub-state phenomena are
inter-linked. These competing allegiances are particularly striking,
given that citizens now possess greater education and previously
unparalleled access to information and events occurring around the
world.?®

Governance, the State and power

Does governance result from the aggregation of micro-concerns and
decisions, or is there a higher order of logic at work in these decisions?
Certainly, attempts to order relations have been made, for example, in
the regulation of markets, and the monitoring of human rights abuses
among other activities. Recent trends such as the establishment of the
World Trade Organization (WTO), the growth of treaty law, human
rights declarations and other similar institutions and organisations
seem to suggest increasing order, while among other phenomena, the
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breakdown in nuclear testing and the increase in international terror-
ism suggest at least some level of entropy.

The State retains a central role in the oscillation between globalisa-
tion and fragmentation. Does it remain the case, however, that it ‘is
best understood as the complex interplay between attempts to con-
struct international regulatory mechanisms (often supported by the
most powerful states) and the domestic needs of the states, and state
representatives, which are to be constrained by them?’3? States may
remain primary brokers between international, transnational and
domestic pressures in establishing new regulatory regimes but they are
far from being the only actors. The State still plays a central role both
in aggregating domestic political inputs from actors who are more and
more influential, as the primary participant in multilateral processes
and as the primary unit for aggregating the political views of its citi-
zens. The sovereign functions of the State have therefore been trans-
formed and not simply ‘eroded’ as has so often been argued.*°

While power in world politics clearly still matters, new realities have
changed the nature of power necessary to affect policy as well as the
forums in which that power is exercised. Some continue to argue that
power remains the key and the search for security, the inescapable
purpose of international relations. And yet, even within the Inter-
national Relations literature there has been some meeting of minds
between neorealists and neoliberals on the importance of regimes. Basic
assumptions might differ and there may be little consensus on the con-
sequences of regimes, but there seems to be a more constructive
exchange — though one that to others simply signifies the paucity of the
‘neo-neo’ debate, between those holding divergent views on the nature
of the inter-State system and the likelihood of international co-
operation in circumstances of anarchy or interdependence.*! There are
now so many regulatory regimes within the global system, especially
within the global economy, that it is perhaps not surprising that politi-
cal economists have been particularly preoccupied with questions of
governance. The interplay between the global economy and the envi-
ronment has become particularly complex, not least in raising funda-
mental questions about the continued capabilities and the prerogatives
of the State in the system. The changing nature of the system and the
growing importance of economic powetr, too, has led some to argue for
the existence of ‘soft power’, which, may have a growing salience. It is a
concept that can be illustrated by a number of cases, including that
which led to the development of the Ottawa Convention.*? This
example illustrates both the continued centrality of states, but also,
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their increasing ability to work constructively with non-state actors. The
nature and exercise of power has, in short, changed. States exercise
power not only when they influence a decision, but perhaps more
importantly when they shape the context, framework and rules/norms
by and within which any decisions are arrived at.

Overview

The concepts of globalisation and global governance have often been
appropriated by particular disciplines or approaches, only to be taken
up - or back - by another, its reformulations sometimes ignored, some-
times implicitly absorbed. Rarely has there been an attempt to pursue
an interdisciplinary approach which gathers together experts from dif-
ferent disciplines in an attempt to explore the variable elements of
globalisation and global governance. This book therefore attempts
to remedy this shortcoming by expanding the horizons of debate
through an interdisciplinary approach. While each author takes into
account the current debate in their particular discipline, the aim of this
volume is to look ahead to the implications of recent trends for global
governance.

Global governance is a ‘macro’ concept which encompasses the
micro regimes that exist in specific issue areas. Many analysts have
employed a ‘top-down’ analysis, explaining micro-changes through a
grand narrative of macro trends. For all its advantages, however, this
approach sometimes underestimates the relationship and impact of
micro-changes on macro events. Today, the magnitude of information
and the expertise required for the analysis of any issue or event under-
scores the value of interdisciplinary analysis. The need for specialised
understandings of very specific issues means that it is difficult, if not
impossible for any one analyst to master the wide range of issues
required for a full and detailed understanding of the system. The most
effective method for establishing broad international trends, then, is to
address these changes by examining and synthesising the analyses of
experts from different disciplines. This rationale underpins the struc-
ture of this book, which has a number of basic aims:

1. to move away from the traditional theoretical debates — whether the
neo-neo debates of the 1980s and 1990s or the social constructivist
‘turn’ of the last decade and to use both theoretical and empirical
analyses to gain a fuller understanding of the processes of global
governance.



12 Global Governance in the Twenty-first Century

2. to avoid the myopia of addressing change through the lens of only
one discipline and to develop a better balance between disciplines
and approaches.

To ensure clarity in the debate, authors were first asked to describe the
state of the debate about globalisation and to provide their perspective
on the study of global governance; second, to assess the key elements
both encouraging change and constraining the processes of globalisa-
tion and global governance and finally, to comment upon how global
governance must evolve to address the changing pressures of globalisa-
tion. As previously stated, the relationship between globalisation and
global governance is reflexive — that is globalisation shapes global gov-
ernance and global governance shapes globalisation.

The first three chapters examine several normative and legal ele-
ments of global governance. In his essay, ‘Christianity and Globalism’,
Graham Ward explores the logic of Judeo-Christian values as the basis
for secular ethics which, in turn, constitute the fundamental basis for
the establishment of states economic interaction. Throughout, he
emphasises the centrality of technology in the dissemination of intel-
lectual systems — in this case, Christianity. In this transformation from
Christianity to ethical normativity, a moral legacy can be seen in a
variety of contemporary debates, including the ‘agency’ of markets,
issues of scarcity and distributional justice. For Ward Christianity’s
central position in the process of economic and cultural globalism,
makes it uniquely positioned to provide a critique of globalism’s
practices.

Recognising the varied definitions of global governance, Mervyn
Frost argues that the structures of global governance can be conceived
of as a response to globalisation. As he points out, differing schools of
thought have varied in their interpretations of how governance is
delivered. The critical question he asks is how, if at all, do ethical issues
arise for those actors participating in globalisation and in shaping
global governance. For Frost, ethical issues are both empirically and
normatively significant. Ethical matters are central to our understand-
ing of the existing structures of global governance and in addressing
the directions in which these structures could develop in the future.

The focus then shifts to the impact of international economic law on
states. David Schneiderman examines the ways in which the regime of
rules regulating foreign direct investment bind state actors. The first
portion of his chapter examines the nature of this transnational regime
and its constitution like feature, while the second section illustrates the
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impact of the regime through a case study of Bolivia. His case study
suggests that international legal regimes are binding states in a new
and increasingly intrusive manner.

The volume then shifts to focus on several policy-making processes
and contexts. The geographer, John Agnew, examines the changing
nature of space in relation to globalisation and global governance. He
suggests that in geographical perspective there is an overwhelming
imbalance in contemporary social science between the emphasis on
the territories of states as the primary form of spatial organisation of
politics and the increasingly geographically varied world that existing
territorial government is ill-suited to manage and represent. The
chapter identifies some of the ways in which contemporary human
geography is attempting to understand the ‘changing nature of space’
in relation to the difficulties of global governance.

In his chapter entitled ‘Global Governance and Political Economy:
Public, Private and Political Authority in the 21% Century’, Geoffrey
Underhill aims to clarify our thinking about governance and the
domain of the global political economy, and how we might make
sense of the state-market relationship in the absence of global political
authority. The chapter argues that to understand global governance
processes in relation to the domain of political economy, we must
move beyond concepts which either implicitly or explicitly conceptu-
alise the state-market relationship in terms of separation and antag-
onism. The chapter outlines the emergence of the discipline of
international political economy and its shared assumptions in the late
twentieth century, its core questions and research agenda, and its
remaining lacunae. It then elaborates the state-market condominium
concept and how it might resolve some of the conceptual dilemmas
concerning political economy and global governance. Finally, the
model is applied and some of its practical and policy implications are
examined.

For Robert Pastor, states and more specifically, Great Powers retain a
central role in the development of global governance. However, the
goals and means by which they pursue them are, today, fundamentally
different from those which they pursued in the twentieth century, a
reflection of the changing world in which they operate. He argues that
though they still shape the world, they do so in much more subtle
and indirect ways than was previously the case. Interestingly, Pastor
notes that the seven major powers of the twenty-first century are the
same as those of the twentieth century, though clearly the United
States remains the most powerful of this group. As he points out: ‘the
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enduring power of the United States derives as much from the institu-
tions it established as from its wealth or weapons.’

Finally, the third section of the volume investigates several specific
policy challenges, including human security, the environment and
democratisation. Fen Osler Hampson argues that recent years have
been characterised by a normative change in international relations, as
embodied in the growing body of human rights conventions, in several
recent single issue campaigns, such as the land mines campaign, the
creation of an ICC and the growing desire to protect civilians in armed
conflict, as embodied, for example, in Security Council Resolution
1296.%3 Fach of these, are underpinned by a desire to promote human
rights and provide ‘human security’ and as such, he explores three
central themes: First, what does human security mean; second, what is
the relationship between human security and globalisation and finally,
what are the implications of human security for global governance.

Ronnie Lipschutz argues that societies are organised primarily in
response to material conditions and secondarily by their social condi-
tions. In particular, he examines the geological, biological and physical
impacts arising from human activity over the past couple of centuries.
Second he discusses the effects of the reorganisation of production on
the environment over the last 50 years as a result of globalisation.
Third, the impact of cultural globalisation on the environment is ex-
amined and finally, he examines the changes in the context of global
governance and the ways in which people and institutions respond to
these changes by regulating the practices that contribute to those
changes.

Michael Doyle investigates the relationship between global gov-
ernance and global democratisation. He begins with the broad ethical
question of how the world could and should be organised at a political
level. After outlining the principles which of ‘the leading organisa-
tional political framework today’, he then outlines its limitations
exposed by increasing levels of globalisation. Finally he outlines poss-
ible responses to the challenges of globalisation, outlining the need for
more democratically derived global norms.

Taken together, these chapters suggest that global governance is a
dynamic process with normative, technical and institutional dimen-
sions that combine in different ways to shape the international system.
Our hope in assembling this interdisciplinary, multi-level collection of
papers is to open a number of new areas for further analysis, and in
particular, to begin a process of cross-fertilisation between different dis-
ciplines examining issues related to global governance. In doing so, we
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hope to have contributed to the development of a wider interdiscip-
linary lens through which the processes of global governance must
increasingly be viewed.
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Christianity and Globalism

Graham Ward

Let me begin by stating that this is a theological study. By that what
I mean is that this essay is not a survey of Christian responses to the
cultural phenomenon labelled ‘globalism’. While recognising that
the practices of faith communities, Christian or otherwise, consti-
tute sociological subsystems that play out various anti- and prosys-
temic functions with respect to globalism, this essay is not a survey
of such responses from a sociological perspective. Beyer (1994) and
Castells (1997) have examined the effects of globalism in terms of
the New Christian Right in America, suggesting Christian fundamen-
talism as one key response to global economics and polity.! Beyer
also gives an account of liberation theology’s response to global
culture and explores other ‘fundamentalisms’ (Jewish and Islamic).
What interests me more, working from within the tradition-based
thinking of Christianity, working as a Christian theologian, is the
relays and exchanges, correspondences and differences between
what is going on in contemporary globalism and the universalist
logics of the Christian faith. In a sense what I am asking in this essay
is a question about different forms of participation in a cosmic
system (or, at least, a system with a cosmic vision). This is how I am
interpreting globalisation, as the production of an international
matrix of exchange - electronic, economic and political - that
embraces and effects all peoples and all commodities. Globalism is
the ideology that issues from such globalisation; an ideology
freighted with utopian dreams for the universal system. It is these
universalist dreams that globalism shares with Christianity. Let me
offer two illustrations, each demonstrating a certain parallelism
which this essay is concerned to explicate more fully.

23
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Tales of Two Economies I

At the end of Matthew’s Gospel the risen Jesus makes the following
proclamation: ‘All authority in heaven and on earth has been given to
me. Therefore go and make disciples of all nations, baptising them in
the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit’.2 It is one
of the foundational texts for Christian missiology. The ending of the
two other synoptic Gospels — Mark and Luke - contain similar, but not
as elaborate statements (though scholars recognise that the last nine
verses of Mark’s Gospel are not found in earlier and more reliable
manuscripts). What Matthew’s statement makes plain is a major theo-
logical transposition affected by the coming of the Christ: the transpo-
sition from the ethnic specificities of Judaism to the universalism of
the Christ through the liturgical practice of baptism in the name of the
trinitarian God. In Matthew’s day there were more Jewish people living
in the Diaspora than Palestine itself, but nevertheless the picture of the
cosmic Christ possessing all authority in heaven and on earth and the
strong, imperative to go into all nations implies (as the Apostle Paul
himself inferred) that the community of the faithful would be made up
not just of those drawn directly from the Jewish genetic pool. Now, the
Gentiles were included in the new covenant, the new dispensation of
God’s grace. The Jewish Messiah pointed Judaism towards its global
horizons. The writer of Luke’s Gospel dramatises this theological cata-
clysm and the dissemination it effected: ‘repentance and forgiveness of
sins will be preached in his name to all nations, beginning at
Jerusalem’.? Jerusalem, which had gathered together Jewish people
from all over the known world for the Passover (when the Christ was
crucified), would be the epicentre for the new cosmic reorganisation.
The writer of Luke’s Gospel, in his Acts of the Apostles, narrates how
the falling of Christ’s Spirit upon the disciples — the anointing which
authorised and empowered them out to preach the Gospel — came
during the Feast of Tabernacles when ‘Parthians, Medes and Elamites;
residents of Mesopotamia, Judea and Cappadocia, Potnus and Asia,
Phrygia and Pamphylia, Egypt and the parts of Libya near Cyrene; vis-
itors from Rome (both Jews and converts to Judaism); Cretans and
Arabs’* were all assembled in Jerusalem once more. Peter preached and
‘three thousand were added to their number that day’.> The global
mission in the name of a universalist salvation had begun.

As Wallerstein observes with respect to the establishment of the early
world-trading-system in the late fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries,
the rate of globalisation is governed by overcoming territorial particu-
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larity by technological means.® We will continually be revisiting the
centrality of technology. The early church flourished in its own way
but became increasingly fragmented under persecution. The degree to
which Jerusalem remained its first mother church, followed later
by Rome, is still uncertain. But there is little doubt that a major
upturn in the expansion of Christianity came with the conversion of
Constantine in 312 and the Edict of Milan issued in 313. The Edict,
while granting religious freedom throughout the Roman Empire, was
the first step in constituting Christianity as the religion of the Empire.
It explicitly sought and associated divine favour with the Imperial
common weal. Constantine himself wrote that ‘My design then was,
first, to bring diverse judgements formed by all nations respecting the
Deity to a condition, as it were, of settled uniformity; and, second, to
restore the health tone to the system of the world’.” His sentiments
express here a new political theology being composed at the time by
Eusebius of Caeserea in his Ecclesiastical History: that Constantine was a
second Augustus and, like Augustus (who had created the conditions of
world wide unity and peace for the coming of the Christ), the vehicle
for the Providence of the Christian God. Eusebius forged a rhetorical
link between the Christian church and the Roman Empire. He wove
together, in his propagandising texts, two distinct economies — the the-
ological and the political. Christian cosmology was now inseparable
from its teaching on the salvation of the world and imperial ambitions.
Constantine himself turned rhetoric into activity, by a) forging the sys-
temic links which lay the foundations for Christendom and b) fighting
Donatists and Arians, and so establishing the ideological parameters of
the corpus Christianorum. The Imperial administrative and military net-
works provided Christianity with the technological means for expan-
sion; the means of developing a logic at the heart of its monotheistic
credo: ‘After the victory of the Milian Bridge [312CE], Christianity was
never again to lack an imperial patron’.®

With the fragmentation and decline of the Empire itself, Christianity
was enabled, even required, to expand and establish (with Latin as the
lingua universalis) the integrating infrastructures upon which Western
European civilisation emerged from the Dark Ages into the glories of
the various forms of Renaissance from the twelfth century onwards.

Tale of Two Economies II

When Christendom itself dissolved - as fledgling nation states grew
stronger and schism racked the body of the Church - Christianity
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underwent a second major transformation which adapted it for the
new forms of expansionism and imperialism that arose in the late
fifteenth and early sixteenth centuries with respect to another
economy: capitalism. Following the forced entrenchment of the Holy
Roman Empire by the advancing Ottoman Turks — where territories of
an earlier expansion by the crusades were brought under Arab domin-
ion — Christianity’s imperial ambitions were now channelled by both a
new colonialism and a universalisation of its own identity in terms of
‘religion’. That is, the several voyages first of exploration and then of
colonisation (which were undertaken as much on theological as
economic and political grounds) paralleled the rise of the generic
category of ‘religion’. ‘Religion’ is what Constantine dreamed of when
he sought to ‘bring diverse judgements formed by all nations respect-
ing the Deity to a condition, as it were, of settled uniformity’. Still, in
fifteenth century England, to speak of ‘religions’ was to speak about
the various monastic orders. This followed a line of usage found in
the thirteenth century with Aquinas: ‘religion’ was a practice or
discipline of Christian believing. But by the late fifteenth century the
word was coming to be employed to describe the universal grammar
binding various forms of Christian practice by two leading Renaissance
thinkers: Nicholas of Cusa and Marsilo Ficino. Gradually, as new lands
and new peoples were being encountered, and the journals, letters and
narratives of those encounters were laying the basis for the new science
of ethnography, so ‘religion’ became a rhetorical tool for a new univer-
salism. The need, following the warring factions of the Reformation,
for a political and theological detente, gave ‘religion’ not just academic
respectability but social and political force. Nevertheless, and this
remains significant, ‘religion’s’ universalism is issued in and through
Christianity.

‘Religion’ became a category that eventually led to the study of reli-
gions forged by Christian thinkers. The word concentrated and bound
together several cultural trends: an anthropological attention to the
general condition of being human, a move towards viewing ethics as
the common denominator for this human condition, and the develop-
ment of the concept Nature. Through thinkers like the mid-seventeenth
century Cambridge Platonists, Christianity became conceived in terms
of a natural and therefore universal theology. So Peter Sterry could
advise in 1675 in his Discourse of the Freedom of the Will:

Look upon every person through this two-fold Glass, the Blood, and
Beauties of Christ. Christ hath died for all. The natural being of every
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person hath his Rest in the Grave of Christ, and is watered with his
blood. Christ lives in all. His Resurrection is the life of the whole
Creation. He is the Wisdom, the Power, the Righteousness of God in
every work of Nature as well as of Grace. He is the Root out of which
every natural, as well as spiritual Plant springs, which brings forth
himself through every natural existence, and brings forth himself
out of it, as the flower, the brightest of the Glory of God.’

Hence people everywhere came under the influence of Christ. The
Christ-as-Logos Christologies of Alexandrian theology of the third
century enters a new stage of development, coupled now with territorial
expansion.

The technological possibilities of preaching the Gospel to all nations
goes hand in hand in the development of a theology which makes
conversion to Christ a matter of recognising the truth of the human
situation and the created order. A new egalitarianism, a brotherhood of
mankind, is announced in which God’s justice is rendered evident in
that the particularities of redemption in Christ is now globally avail-
able. Natural knowledge revealed broad a priori moral truths, truths
‘concurrent with the sense of heathens and strangers, who do agree
with us in all instances of morality’ Benjamin Whichcote wrote.
Thomas More concurred: ‘And therefore we cannot say that every
Idolatrous Heathen must perish eternally.’

There were various strands of Calvinism, Platonism and Arminianism
that gave subtle shades to these emerging theologies of religion — on the
whole Roman Catholics and Muslims were still beyond redemption.
Furthermore, the development of the generic and globalising category
of religion owed much to the political need for peace in many Western
European countries following years of civil warfare conducted on the
basis of conflicting Christian creeds. Natural theology, like the appeal to
discover a universal language, an Ursprach, by the seventeenth century
Bishop Wilkins, was a response to a set of contingent political circum-
stances. Nevertheless, what is evident is also a further unfolding of a
logic at the heart of the Christian understanding of the redemption of
the world.

Wallerstein in his monumental history of world trade and the de-
velopment of a capitalist world-system views economics as the dy-
namic for modernisation and globalisation. He gives hardly any place
to theological dynamics which, in fact, governed (even regulated) eco-
nomic policy throughout the Mediaeval and Renaissance periods.!©
This is an oversight, for territorial expansion and the development of
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the world-system was, throughout the fifteenth and sixteenth cen-
turies, a matter for intense theological discussion particularly by the
Jesuits who were profoundly involved with missionary ventures.
When we return the developments of Western Christianity into the
picture we can perhaps understand globalism as issuing from a certain
cultural, rather than simply, economic programme. Wallerstein raises
an interesting question as to why Europe rather than China entered
the theatre of world-trading, exploration and colonisation in the
late fifteenth century. Agreeing with and quoting the work of
William Willetts, he answers that ‘this has something to do with the
Weltanschauung of the Chinese. They lacked, it is argued, a sort of
colonising mission because, in their arrogance, they were already the
whole of the world’.!! T would argue that the colonising mission felt
by several European nations — but first and foremost Catholic Spain
and Portugal - is endemic to the Spirit of Christianity which forever
saw the other nations beyond itself who lacked the gospel. So that
Christian missiology plays a part alongside embryonic mercantile cov-
etousness and territorial ambitions in the development of the capital-
ist world-system. After all, these expeditions and explorations were
profoundly speculative; they ran risks that required vision and drew
on imaginations fired by more than simple acquisitiveness or oppor-
tunity costing. As sociologists and historians like Max Weber and
R. H. Tawney point out, Western capitalism (and the material
exchanges prior to formal monetary systems) is implicated in mind-
sets, habits, desires and household disciplines established by Christian
practices of the faith. As several economists have also pointed out
(Hayek and Hirsch, most prominently) the practise and the theory of
economics issues from and proceeds upon a moral legacy of truth and
promise, fiduciary and redemptive acts, construals of freedom. It was a
legacy first forged in Christendom and later rendered universal when
‘religion’ devolved theological particularity into ethical normativity. A
residual Christianity, in terms of its reduction to moral values, still
makes possible the persuasive power of economic policy and informs
the arguments engendered by any such policy. Economists like Hayek,
Novak and Schumpeter are steeped in liberal ethics. The debates over
whether markets have agency, or have outcomes that can be foreseen
(and prevented), and the debates concerning scarcity, opportunity
costs and distributional justice are all still dependent upon a moral
legacy bequeathed by Christianity.!? A more recent theological voice
has drawn attention to the cultural currents that bring together
Christian theology and economics in terms I will develop below. In a
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chapter entitled ‘Christianity and the Capitalism of the Spirit’, Mark
C. Taylor writes:

The Spirit of God represented in the eucharistic wafer is the cur-
rency of exchange, which establishes the identity of differences
within the godhead and mediates the opposition between divinity
and humanity throughout the history of salvation... Hegel’s specu-
lative philosophy actually anticipates the aestheticisation of money,
which characterizes post-industrial capitalism. In the late twentieth
century, something approximating the Hegelian Absolute appears in
global networks of exchange where money is virtually immaterial.
When read through Hegel’s logical analysis of Spirit, it becomes
clear that money is God in more than a trivial sense.'?

Global flows: economies of signs

Where Latin American liberation theologians lament the disparity
between the monetary and the divine economies, Taylor conflates the
two. From the perspective of a Christian world-view economics cannot
function as an autonomous force (that would concede the autonomy
of the secular, which, in turn, would constitute a Gnostic heresy). On
the other hand, the tradition-based reasoning of the Christian theolo-
gians has to read economic discourse, in so far as it is possible, in terms
of its own tradition. For following Adam Smith the discipline of eco-
nomics has accepted the secular world-view, and developed as a dis-
course concerned only with the logic of immanent activities. What
Christianity seeks, then, with respect to its examination of economics,
is threefold: first, the nature of the desire economics represents and the
relationship of that desire to the wider cultural and political ethos;
second, an understanding of its own history and teachings with respect
to the development and effects of that desire; third, a critical judge-
ment concerning that secular desire and its effects. The judgement is
necessarily provisional, since all our judgements await the final unveil-
ing of the truth in the eschaton. The judgement is the end of the
examination, but the beginning of a process of amelioration. For the
call would be to a new disciplining of that desire with respect to being
faithful to the call of Christ. So, for example, for Christianity, global
capitalism can only be a figure, a substitute, a surrogate for a misplaced
desire for God. Capitalism cannot be a ground-base; a natural and
empirically verifiable dynamic upon which a master-narrative of ex-
planation for cultural change is founded. Substitution and surrogacy
are fundamental to the exchange mechanisms described in economics,
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so it is what capitalism is figuring, what it is a substitute for, that
Christian-based thinking investigates. Taylor, for example, like Hayek,
figures capitalism as freedom; freedom defined as unfettered desire. The
glamour of globalism, the seductive appeal of its internationalism,
figures, I suggest, infinite desire — which, at times, is expressed the
other way round: a desire for the infinite.

The second part of the examination of globalism, by Christianity,
requires returning to one of the fundamental orientating principles of
Christian thinking and faithful practice. That is, the importance of
being caught between a memory of an inaugural past, a certain present
realisation and the anticipation for what is not yet. Christian believers
participate in a time-displacement, when viewed theologically. This is
a participation in a eschatological mind-set rooted in a divine
economy, as [ shall explain. It is the nature of this participation which
we need to explore further, because it is here that we can best under-
stand contemporary conceptions of globalism as revisiting (kindly
put), parodying (more harshly put), or peddling secular kitsch versions
(most critically put), of Christian conceptions. In other words,
continuing from the last section of the universalism of the category
‘religion’ — globalism can be understood as one more dissemination
of a Christian logos. Hence, the importance of showing why the
generic term ‘religion’ issues from Christianity and still effects a
Christianisation in the ‘study of religions’ even when those other ‘reli-
gions’ are far from being practices of the Christian faith. Put in this
way, it could be that Christianity, then, is able to facilitate the most
far-reaching critique of globalism (understood both economically and
culturally) by exposing its transcendental dreams and concealed aspira-
tions. Globalism is an historical production with a profound Christian
pedigree.

The divine economy in the Christian faith is conceived in terms of
the nature of the triune God and the operation of the divine in the cre-
ation, maintenance and salvation world. The triune God differs
entirely from a theistic conception of a frozen point outside and
beyond the creaturely realm. Rather God as source of all is incarnate in
the Son, Jesus Christ, by and through whom all things were created,
and the Spirit forever negotiates the reciprocity of the love between the
Father and the Son. Technically, these are termed the trinitarian pro-
cessions — each being called forth by, and returning to, the other. The
early Greek Fathers described the dynamic of the trinity as perichoretic
— a circling dance. Creation issues from the heart of a profound give-
ness or emptying of one towards the other in the trinity, as such ‘pro-
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cessions’ become ‘missions’ or ‘sendings out’. All that is, is then, held
to be so because of the operation of the divine economy within cre-
ation. Things have no value of themselves. In fact, things do not exist
in and of themselves. All things only have value with respect to the
fact that they are gifted, given from and maintained by the presence of
God. It is as if all things, when held up to the light of God, reveal the
watermark of Christ within them. Things cannot be things, that is
reified (in the Latin understanding of the term) or commodified (in the
Marxist understanding of the term), unless prised from their participa-
tion in the divine economy and, hence, alienated from the ongoing
work of the Creator.

The founding exchange mechanisms of economics can only come
about, therefore, through such a reification and alienation in which
the Good is calculated and calibrated accord to ‘goods’. This reification
and alienation is much more profound than the capitalist’s tearing
asunder of the labourer from the products of his or her labour. Marx
only uncovered the secular logic of ‘things’ (ironically couching that
logic in a rich religious vocabulary). What makes possible his thinking
is a certain opacification of the natural which took place much earlier
than industrialism. In this opacification of the natural the sacramental
world is mechanised and understood in terms of positivist facts and
calculable empiricisms. Put briefly, the difference between the sacra-
mental and the secular world-views is a question concerning the nature
of the economy in which one is participating: the divine economy or
secular economics. And just as Nietzsche was correct in recognising
that when man killed God man then replaced Him, so secular eco-
nomics reinscribes divine economy within their immanent logics. As
such the discourses on contemporary globalism, which speak in heady,
ecstatic terms of the collapse of geographical space into flows, the
erasure of national and continental boundaries, the electronic currents
of capital investment, and the cultural polysemy of drinking Chilean
wines, in (now affordable) Italian clothes, from glasses made in China,
whilst sitting on Shaker-design chairs produced from Swedish pine and
illuminated by candles refined from North Sea Oil - make manifest,
materially, the attributes of God: omnipotence, omniscience and
omnipresence. The vast homogenising, synthesising and integrating
dynamics of globalism will perfect the realisation of Spinoza’s monism:
God is the one substance of which all else are modifications. Put more
briefly, globalism becomes not a policy or the ideology of an interna-
tional operation, but an environment, an atmosphere. It implicitly
possesses and promotes a cosmology. It is, then, the final step in the
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cultural logic of secularism and, from a Christian perspective, idolatry:
the world becomes God.

We find the same logic at work in the development and deepening
of cyberspace. Without virtual reality globalism would not be possible.
Digitalisation and simulacra, optic fibres and electronic mailing are the
driving force behind the realisation of the global project. But, again,
beneath the hype of cybernauts immersed in metaphors of light, who
cruise weightlessly and anonymously along highways of information
that dissolve time, location, cultural context, and identity lies
Christian accounts of heaven, life beyond bodily imperfections and
limitations, angels and angelic knowledge. Manuel Castells has called
real virtuality the final turn of secularism.!* Globalisation and the
expansion of the virtually real are not creating parallel universes — the
one imaginary and the other real - they are collapsing the distinction
between the imaginary and the real. Hence Castells’ ‘real virtuality’.
The world is now recreated again, only more perfectly, as simulacra.
This is the realisation of the ancient dreams for the effect of poeisis — in
Aristotle and Renaissance Platonists like Sir Philip Sidney: redeeming
the world through creating it again, imaginatively. But inseparable
from virtual perfections is an explicit costing: digitalisation is the final
step in commodification. For what was once reified through the
opacification of nature is now reproduced virtually in megabytes.

Globalism, then, as the construction of a world-system (of not
just economic but cultural interdependence) is one more attempt
by human beings to become divine. It is the continuation of the
Prometheanism that goes back to the famous Oration of the Dignity of
Man by Pico della Mirandola at the end of the fifteenth century. And
desire behind the drive is infinite freedom. Freedom, defined as the
infinite possibilities for choice; frictionless freedom proscribed by no
bounds, either physical, cultural or historical. This is what sells it and
persuades us of its value. But what is this infinite freedom? It must be
that which lies beyond choice; since the expression of choice, since
choosing itself, implies limitation. To be able to have all things simul-
taneously, to possess the fullness of the presence as present — only this
can fulfil the dreams of infinite choice. Hence one of the key elements
of global culture, as Paul Virilo recognised, is speed; perfection must be
instantaneous. Perhaps then the desire behind the drive is actually one
for oblivion, or what Michel de Certeau calls ‘white ecstasy’. Certeau
describes this ultimate jouissance in a language culled for various world-
faiths. In a conversation constructed between two men meeting on a
mountain Simeon the monk speaks of the ‘final bedazzlement’ in
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which there is ‘an absorption of objects and subjects in the act of
seeing. No violence, only the unfolding presence. Neither fold nor
hole. Nothing hidden and thus nothing visible. A light without limits,
without difference; neuter, in a sense, and continuous’.!® This ‘silent
ecstasy’, this transcendence which comes from recognising all particu-
larities are infinitely reproducible and reducible to a digital coding and
a pixel imaging; this transcendence which comes from seizing the pres-
ence of things in the present and understanding all locations as
infinitely transferable; this transcendence which comes from the
radical realisation of immanence - has other names: Heidegger’s and
Derrida’s ‘end of metaphysics’; Fukuyama’s ‘end of history’, Jaron
Lanier’s (the man who coined the term ‘virtual reality’) ‘experience of
infinity’;'® Deleuze and Guattari’s ‘deterritorialisation; Lyotard’s body
without organs’; Baudrillard’s ‘hyperreality’; Arthur Danto’s ‘the end of
art’; consumer satisfaction; the apotheosis of free-trade; and the call for
the complete transparency of institutional operations by government
agencies. The espousal of radical immanence is, ultimately, the aban-
donment of oneself to an impersonal and capricious logic locked into a
desire for death; death as oblivion. It is a contemporary turn in
Nietzsche’s amor fati. Globalism is the ultimate synthesis of the
Freudian psyche: the libidinal economy becomes the death drive.
Enforced universal democratisation is the Freudian stasis, the zero
degree dressed in the neoliberal language of freedom. Thomas
Friedman, who has written one of the most popular books on global-
isation observes that he is frequently asked ‘Is God in cyberspace ?’ His
answer is indicative of one of the axioms of globalisation: ‘There is no
place in today’s world where you encounter the freedom to choose
that God gave man than in cyberspace’.!” Freedom of choice is har-
nessed to movement here albeit in an illusory manner - illusory
because to choose is not to move, and where one moves to (whether,
in fact, we can even talk of ‘movement’ at all) when space has col-
lapsed under a rule of homogenisation is a real, not simply a semantic,
question. Like creatures released from the pressures of gravity we float,
we surf, we ride, we free-fall, we transcend a variety of human finitudes
to become divine. To be global is to be divine: the most globalised
figures (Hollywood film stars, sports and royal personalities, entre-
preneurs like Soros, Gates and Branson) are the stars in the new global
galaxies which inspire cult following, the saints of a new form of
veneration.

This is the very point at which Christianity can intervene, recalling
globalism to one of its origins and pointing up the differences between
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parent and progeny. It can partly do this because, in the move from
universalism (a hallmark of Christianity as ‘religion’ and a hallmark of
modernity in so many different guises) to globalism, Christianity as a
practice is shaking off its affiliations with ‘religiousness’ and reclaiming
its tradition-based modes of reasoning. The implosion of liberalism
under the pressure of pluralism has brought about the demise of theo-
logical liberalism, Christian liberalism in this case. And the response to
this implosion is not necessarily fundamentalism or biblicalism, but
new appeals to reclaiming insights of the past, new analyses of ortho-
doxies, of subject-forming practices in confessional communities. The
new right thinking among evangelical Christians, as the move towards
conservative Roman Catholicism, are responses to the globalisation;
purely counter-cultural responses (which nevertheless often employ
the latest in telecommunication skills). Because in Christian teaching,
the Kingdom of God has not yet fully come — because, as I said earlier,
Christian thinking is caught between memory, participation and antic-
ipation - there is always an element that remains counter-cultural. But
it is an element, not a policy; an element which gives rise to
Christianity as Kulturkritik. This will be important for what I wish to
argue. In the wake of the collapse of socialism (whose demise, like lib-
eralism’s, came because its operational logic demanded a dialectic
between itself and that which was other - capitalism, in this case - a
dialectic globalism imploded); in the wake of the collapse of socialism,
theological reasoning is, perhaps, the only form of effective Kulturkritik
with respect to globalism. But effective cultural criticism cannot be
done from a faith which polices its narratives and practices in order to
create barricading walls against secular incursions. The rejection of the-
ological liberalism in favour of tradition-based reasoning (which
requires an academic investigation into the nature of the tradition and
the nature of its orthodoxies) need not be simply counter-cultural.
There is much within the tradition-based reasoning of Christianity
which recognises that it is part of the world; not at war with it.
Christianity cannot separate itself from the world. Its thinking epito-
mises the tensions that Roland Robertson has termed ‘glocalisation’ —
the way in which the local and particular is commodified for the global
and endlessly reproducible. Only, in Christian thinking the local com-
munity is given a density of significance in relation to the global Body
of Christ. From this new standing upon the grammar of the faith
Christianity can point to similarities and differences, to degrees of par-
ticipation. For freedom is not defined in terms of an individual’s range
of choices in Christian thinking. Freedom is not customised and
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viewed in terms of the accumulation of commodities. My freedom to
choose affects other peoples’ livelihoods, and maybe their freedom to
choose. The Italian clothes I can now afford are made affordable by
cheap, possibly sweatshop labour somewhere in the world, hidden so
that I might not see it — might not see the consequences of my choos-
ing. Globalism renders all communities and societies virtual realities.
Marx prophecies this when he examined how commodity exchange
causes the social to disappear. Globalism turns individualism into a
cosmic principle — hence the spirituality of globalism is inextricable
from New Age self-enlightenment technologies and self-designed life-
styles. Christian thinking counters such a rampant atomism with its
own accounts of participation. This does not mean, it cannot mean,
that those who practice the Christian faith are not also involved in
secular global operations. Part of globalism’s cosmology is that none of
us are exempt — even the poor and destitute become necessary aspects
of global economics. But it does mean that Christian living and believ-
ing can act as an explicit critique of globalism’s aspirations to tran-
scend finitudes. It can do this in several ways, but what is important
about these ways is that they are made possible on theological
grounds, not moral grounds. This is crucial.

There has been a tradition since 1848, when facing some of the
human consequences of industrialism, of a Christian social ethics.
These ethics have pointed to the human suffering and degradation
which results from various economic enterprises and government poli-
cies and prophetically called for justice and a fair distribution of the
world’s finite goods. As such Christian social ethics formed alliances
with a number of liberal humanitarian pressure-groups, dissolving its
distinctive theological narratives and accepting a moral common
ground. As we saw above the universalisation of Christianity through
forming the generic ‘religion’ functions to augment economic global-
isation. As Stephen Long has put it: ‘non-confessional theology has the
same shape as the formal but contentless character of global capital-
ism. It recognises “value”, but not substantive and particular goods’.'®
This not simply Christianity colluding, this is Christianity co-opted -
erasing difference in terms of fellow feeling and co-operation. In the
wake of economic globalism and the pluralist culture, that liberal
humanism, departicularised Christianity and moral common ground
becomes difficult to maintain. It has lost its credibility. Concurrently,
those concerns with scarcity, the calculation of opportunity costs and
redistributive justice are rendered infinitely more complex. For scarcity
is about objects and their optimal use. It is associated with a concrete
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world of finite things. For its operations to be defined it is assumed
that both the exchange of these finite things and the world in which
they can be exchanged can be represented transparently and ob-
jectively. That world no longer is there; that mode of representational
innocence is no longer there - if, even with modernity, it was ever
there. The goods that globalism trades in are more informational and
electronic than material - new forms of poverty, wealth and scarcity
emerge. When scarcity is named we now have to ask where and what is
being named, who is doing the naming, how the calculations for
optimal use are being made, what is being left out of the equation
(since something always is) and for what reason. ‘Scarcities’ are pro-
duced, they are disseminated, they are ideologically freighted. They are
not seen and identified from no where. They are shifting and shifted
throughout global transactions. They are not fixed, nor can they be
controlled or even comprehensively surveyed. So how can they be
redistributed? The old concept of scarcity belongs to an identity pol-
itics that cannot operate in a virtual world. In fact, the virtual world -
manned (quite literally) in the majority by cosmopolitan elites — knows
no such concept. Its operational logic is excess and abundance: every-
thing is available, at any time.'” And therefore, as a corollary, what
does distributional justice mean in a network society where distribu-
tion belongs to flows of space, flows of information, flows of signs,
flows of persuasion? What does social mean as distinct from cultural??°
What does public policy mean when the public is no longer an
identifiable and discrete group of people, and when the power for
policy-making, when power as such, is radically decentralised?

The critique of participation in a global culture can no longer be ade-
quately based on liberal ethics, which was quickly assumed into
Christian social ethics. The critique on the basis of the tradition-based
reasoning is, then, a theological critique which calls into question
several issues:

1. The language of transcendence with respect to globalism, which
lends globalism a certain spiritual colouring, involves a category
mistake. For one cannot be the author of one’s own transcendence.
There can be certain alterations made to personal consciousness — by
alcohol and other chemical substances, by lack of sleep, by the low
flickering of florescent lighting in supermarkets and shopping malls, by
sexual engagement, by speeding or participating in a fast, roller-coaster
ride, by perspectives which warp spatial dimensions vertiginously. But
these experiences do not transcend the human condition; they alter
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the consciousness of what still remains, quite adamantly, a human
subject. Globalism may infinitely extend the range of experiences open
to an individual; it may constitute that individual by various means
into being a consumer of polyglot experiences — but its processes and
operations are all immanent, all planetary, all concerned with a circle
of exchange that is never broken and means, economically, that there
is no free lunch. Transcendence, as grace, is gifted, the recognition of
giftedness; it cannot be an object of one’s choosing. It cannot be
commodified at all. This leads us into the next critique of global parti-
cipation, Christian thinking facilitates.

2. Transcendence is not, for Christianity, the obliteration of the
finite. Its central appreciation of incarnation, of the divine made
human, offers a positive account of finitude. The finite is completed,
redeemed, by the divine - finds its proper direction, employment and
significance. The finite is not a world of things to be overcome.
Finitude, rather, marks the limitations of human longing and ambi-
tion; it sets them in its place and, in so doing, safeguards the human
from the hubristic. The act of hubris is always an act of self-deification.
The Christian logos first critiques, then, not the effects or the opera-
tions of globalisation, but its Promethean drive. It is a drive related to
free-market capitalism, but rather than offer some outdated socialist
critique of capitalism as such, what Christian thinking provides is a
certain theological pathology of the drive itself. Novak has consistently
reiterated what Pico della Mirandola first proclaimed: ‘you decide who
you are; you create yourself’.?! Globalism runs with that gospel. But it
is not a Christian gospel. By critiquing the very drive of globalism
Christianity can then examine its effects and operations. This leads
directly to its function as culture-critique.

3. Christianity, because it shares so much in common with global-
ism, can point to the absence which haunts and produces global
culture. For Christianity understands the virtual nature of the real. Its
eschatological account of creation and its history establishes a tension
between what was, what is and what will be. Nothing can be accepted
merely at face-value. Nothing can literally be what it seems to be.
There is always a seeming, an appearing as. Put another way, the
Christian world-view is fundamentally a semiotic one. Faith is a partic-
ipation in the reading, production and unfolding of signs — signs of the
Kingdom, signs of the incarnation, signs of the Gospel, signs which
receive their true significance only in the coming again of Christ. The
global world-view is also, to follow Baudrillard (and exemplified most
clearly in the digitalisation of information), constituted in and through
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an economy of signs. But these signs are divorced from signifieds. They
flow endlessly into other signs, referring only to other signs: signs
which are simulacra, signs which like fashions, come and go in a
hyperventilating ephemerality. Their telos is the open desert, the
infinite stretches of barely imaginable freedom which drives desire
forever onwards and bears eternally the pain of having to choose one
thing over and against another. The economy of globalism’s signs
expresses and perpetuates the empty nihilism of globalism’s transcen-
dental dream of liberation.

Conclusion

And hence to judgement: while Christian living in Christ seeks to
extend communitas; globalism customises; while the Christian world-
view ‘in Christ’ proclaims a participation which renders us members of
another, interdependent; globalism interconnects for its own func-
tional purposes atomised Video display units; while the practice of the
Christian credo seeks that each may become all that God intend they
become; globalism effects a policy of divide-and-rule (only no one is
ruling now and the tyranny lies with the field of global operations
themselves); while the ethics of the Good life ‘in Christ’ preaches one
thing; globalism’s ethos of death, lack, and anaemic infinite extols
another. All this said, let me emphasise again, there is no pure
Christian theology and no innocent Christian practice. Christianity
and globalism intersect at many and at complex points. But that does
not effect the critical role Christianity can and will perform with
respect to economic and cultural globalism. And as I also have already
said, it has this role because of its own historical involvement in the
development of globalism; and because so many of globalism’s aspira-
tions are parodies of Christian hopes. Its figuration of unappeased, and
unappeasable yearning, will, I suggest, lead to a return to the theologi-
cal. The theological will, again, guarantee (will be the only means of
guaranteeing) communal belonging in the collapse of the social into
the cultural. For it will guarantee the identification of differences
within the increasing indifferentiation which is produced by the
immanent cultural logics of globalism. That could be worrying.
Theologians need to be on guard. The next global wars may not be
inter-national, or inter-racial, they could be inter-faith.

Notes

1. P. Beyer, Religion and Globalisation (London: Sage, 1994); and M. Castells,
The Power of Identity (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997).



QN U W N

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Graham Ward 39

. Matthew 28: 18-19.

. Luke 24: 47.

. Acts of the Apostles 2: 9-11.

. Acts of the Apostles 2: 41.

. 1. Wallerstein, The Modern World-System: Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins

of the European World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (London: Academic
Press, 1974), pp. 15-16.

. W. H. C. Frend, The Rise of Christianity (London: Darton, Longman and

Todd, 1984), p. 487.

. W. H. C. Frend 482-3.
. Peter Sterry could advise in P. Sterry, Discourse of the Freedom of the Will

(London: 1675), p. 127. See also my True Religion (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000)
for a more developed understanding of this new phase in the development
of ‘religion’.

Keynes had taken some account of Mediaeval economics in J. M. Keynes,
General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money (San Diego, CA: Harcourt
Brace, 1964). He drew his distinction between savings and investment on
the basis of his investigations. But his interpretation of the usury has been
challenged by B. Dempsey, Interest and Usury (Washington, DC: American
Council on Public Affairs, 1943) and, more recently, S. Long, Divine
Economy: Theology and the Market (London: Routledge, 2000).

1. Wallerstein, The Modern World-System: Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins
of the European World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (London: Academic
Press, 1974), p. 55.

The move away from the gold standard in the mid 1970s suggests a major
shift in monetary economies from that moral legacy in which ‘promissory
notes’ ought to be redeemed, in which there are certain deontological
duties which underpin economic exchange mechanisms.

M. C. Taylor, About Religion: Economies of Faith in Virtual Culture (Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1999), pp. 154-8.

M. Castells, The Rise of the Network Society (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996).

M. de Certeau, ‘White Ecstasy’, translated by F. C. Bauerschmidt and
C. Hanley, in G. Ward (ed.), The Postmodern God (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997),
p. 157.

J. Lanier and F. Biocca, ‘An Insider’s View of the Future of Virtual Reality’,
Journal of Communication, XLII, 4 (1992) 156.

T. Friedman, The Lexus and the Olive Tree: Understanding Globalisation (USA:
Anchor Books, 2000), p. 469.

S. Long, Divine Economy: Theology and the Market (London: Routledge, 2000),
p- 55.

S. Cooper, ‘Plenitude and Alienation: The Subject of Virtual Reality’, in
D. Holmes (ed.), Virtual Politics: Identity and Community in Cyberspace
(London: Sage, 1997), pp. 93-106.

One of the central thinkers on globalism, Immanuel Wallerstein, has
recently observed: ‘Where can we find “societies” other than in the minds
of the analysts, or of the orators? Social science would, in my view, make a
great leap forward if it dispensed entirely with the term’ (I. Wallerstein, The
Politics of the World Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1984), p. 2. Like ‘community’ it trails a moral legacy that can mask its



40 Global Governance in the Twenty-first Century

absence. I suggest what Christians need to consider now is not a social
ethics but a cultural ethics.

21. M. Novak, A Theology for Radical Politics (New York: Herder & Herder, 1969),
p- 36.

References

Beyer, P. Religion and Globalisation (London: Sage, 1994).

Castells, M. The Rise of the Network Society (Oxford: Blackwell, 1996).

——, The Power of Identity (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997).

de Certeau, M. ‘White Ecstasy’, translated by F. C. Bauerschmidt and C. Hanley,
in G. Ward (ed.), The Postmodern God (Oxford: Blackwell, 1997), pp. 155-58.

Cooper, S. ‘Plenitude and Alienation: The Subject of Virtual Reality’, in
D. Holmes (ed.), Virtual Politics: Identity and Community in Cyberspace (London:
Sage, 1997), pp. 93-106.

Dempsey, B. Interest and Usury (Washington, DC: American Council on Public
Affairs, 1943).

Frend, W. H. C. The Rise of Christianity (London: Darton, Longman and Todd,
1984).

Keynes, J. M. General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money (San Diego, CA:
Harcourt Brace, 1964).

Lanier, J. and F. Biocca, ‘An Insider’s View of the Future of Virtual Reality’,
Journal of Communication, XLII, 4 (1992) 150-72.

Long, D. S. Divine Economy: Theology and the Market (London: Routledge, 2000).

Novak, M. A Theology for Radical Politics (New York: Herder & Herder, 1969).

Taylor, M. C. About Religion: Economies of Faith in Virtual Culture (Chicago:
Chicago University Press, 1999).

Wallerstein, 1. The Modern World-System: Capitalist Agriculture and the Origins of
the European World-Economy in the Sixteenth Century (London: Academic Press,
1974).

——, The Politics of the World Economy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1984).



2

Ethics and Global Governance: The
Primacy of Constitutional Ethics

Mervyn Frost

Global governance is a vague phrase generally taken to refer to the
means by which, as one author puts it, a ‘nobody-in-charge world’ is
managed.! Governance, roughly speaking, is an activity that falls short
of government (the latter presupposes the existence of a determinate
authority with a clear cut jurisdiction, which the former does not) and
is often understood as ‘the guidance and harmonisation of certain
activities’ in the global arena.? Structures of global governance emerge
as a response to globalisation. As globalisation gathers pace the need
for new forms of guidance and harmonisation will grow and we can
expect that new forms of global governance will be created.

Just how we ought to understand globalisation and the emergence of
global governance is a matter for ongoing scholarly debate. Neorealists
have one view of the processes involved, whereas neoliberal institu-
tionalists have another. This chapter does not offer a contribution to
the debate about how best to understand and explain the mechanisms
of globalisation and the emergence of structures of governance.
Instead, it seeks to answer the following question: ‘How, if at all, do
ethical issues arise for those of us who are participants in processes of
globalisation and global governance?’

Although there is now amongst IR scholars widespread acknowledge-
ment that in some broad way ethics matters, the main schools of
thought in the discipline do not accord a central place to ethics. These
include the realist (including the neorealist), liberal institutionalist,
and Marxian structural schools of thought, which are at one in
portraying the international domain as one in which a set of core
actors are severely constrained in the amount of ethical content they
can include in their decision-making processes. These schools differ
with regard to what actors are to be taken as the crucial ones in
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international relations, and, with regard to what social mechanisms are
to be understood as regulating the relationships between them.
However, what is common to many main stream approaches to
International Relations is that they understand the operative con-
straints to have the effect of severely limiting the salience of ethics for
the key actors in world politics. Roughly speaking they stress that the
power relations in world politics rule out, in large measure, the poss-
ibility of taking ethics seriously. Ironically much the same can be said
of much of the writing in what has come to be known as ‘critical
theory’ in international relations. It is ironical because although
authors in these schools overtly stress the importance of ethics, yet
many instances of critical, post structural and post modern theory are
preoccupied with the ways in which power determines, not only the
behaviour of actors, but the ideas which they hold, including their
ideas about ethics.? The focus remains, as always, on power rather than
ethics.

The ongoing debate about the extent to which governments are fol-
lowing (or are failing to follow) ethical foreign policies reveals precisely
the dominant ways of thinking about the role of ethics in international
relations. Such debates continue for example in Britain, the United
States and South Africa, to mention but three of many. In these it is
supposed that governments have the option of whether to consider
ethical considerations or not. The public debate ranges around the
question ‘Should governments take ethical considerations into account
when they are devising their foreign policies?” The background as-
sumption behind such a question is that it is possible for governments
not to do this.

I have argued over a number of years now that this way of under-
standing what might be called ‘The ethics question in IR’ is wrong.* A
concern with ethics is not of marginal concern to individuals or col-
lective actors in the day to day practice of international affairs. It is
also not marginal to those engaged in the practice of studying this field
of human activity. In what follows I shall attempt to defend these
claims. A proper understanding of just where when and how ethical
matters become pertinent in international relations is crucial for our
understanding of the existing structures of global governance and for
our thinking about the directions in which these might be developed
in future.

Let me start then by distinguishing between several different ways in
which we, as individuals or as corporate actors, engage with ethical
matters. Understanding these distinctions is important for a clear com-
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prehension of the links between ethics and global governance. I shall
distinguish between what is involved in:

e Encountering states of affairs requiring explicit ethical decision

e Engaging with ethics in interpreting and explaining international
conduct

e Coming to grips with the ethical dimension involved in all human
conduct

In making these distinctions I am, of course, speaking from within a
particular discourse which allows these distinctions to be made. The
language which I am using is not an a-temporal language valid for all
time, but is the product of a long history. No doubt there have been
and are other discourses which do not create the possibility of making
precisely the distinctions I am about to discuss.

Encountering ethical decisions about global governance

We often confront ethical questions in an explicit way. From time to time
in our lives we find ourselves confronting choices with an international
dimension which we clearly recognise as having an ethical component.
By way of demonstration let me mention some choices of this nature
which have confronted me in my lifetime: Ought I to accede to military
service knowing that this might well take me into action in a war that I
considered unjust? Should I conceal in my home a person seeking to
evade the police where they were pursuing him for the ‘political crime’ of
establishing a connection with an international liberation movement?
Should I support or seek to undermine a sanctions campaign in a foreign
state where the campaign was directed at advancing a liberation struggle,
of which I approved, but where the liberation movement included in its
project the use of terrorist methods of which I disapproved? Should I
accept favours from a foreign government seeking to influence me to
teach, write and speak in favour of its diplomatic recognition?
Increasingly we come to face just such explicit ethical decisions with
regards to matters of global governance. We all face such ethical
choices independently of whether or not we hold high office. British
citizens have to take decisions about proposed Europe-wide forms of
governance pertaining to the control of migrants and asylum seekers.
These involve difficult issues concerning the rights of migrants to
freedom of movement versus the rights of citizens to protect their own
interests. Israeli citizens face questions with an explicit ethical content
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about appropriate structures of governance for Palestinians in the
region. We are all called upon to take some stance about appropriate
forms of intervention (short and long term) in such places as the Great
Lakes region of Africa.

In each of these cases we are aware, from the outset, that whatever
decision we make will be based on both ethical and political considera-
tions. Sometimes the decisions are relatively easy to make, but at other
times they are difficult. The difficult ones arise when we as individuals
find that we hold a number of ethical commitments which seem to
conflict. For example, it often happens that liberty seems to call for one
course of conduct, whereas equality seems to call for an opposed
response, respect for national autonomy seems to pull against a
concern with human rights, respect for religious freedom seems to con-
tradict a concern for women’s’ rights, and so on. In such cases we seek
to find a balance between these commitments. We struggle to find
some way of bringing them into some coherent form. Many of us
would profess a commitment to a range of values which include:
liberty, equality, democracy, human rights, the rule of law, some
notion of distributive justice, human welfare, and so on. In the face of
a particular ethical puzzle the difficulty for us is to work out which
decision would best demonstrate a coherent commitment to all of
these values. Seeking coherence in these cases is the very stuff of
ethical debate amongst ordinary people and scholars alike.

When we confront an ethical dilemma in the way in which I have
outlined it above, we know ourselves to be engaged in confronting an
ethical problem. We are able to distinguish such cases from the other
kinds of choices we confront in our daily lives, such as those about
how to maximise our pleasure, increase our income, solve a technical
problem, make a political decision and so on.

Governments often confront ethical puzzles which have just the fea-
tures which I have outlined. For example, the British government had
to confront an ethical choice presented to it by Zimbabwe which
sought to buy spare parts for the Hawk jet aircraft which it had bought
from Britain. The ethical difficulty arose because the British govern-
ment knew that these jet aircraft were being used for a war in the
Peoples’ Republic of Congo — a war to which the British government
and a majority in the international community of states were vigor-
ously opposed. Governments regularly have to decide whether or not
to carry out ‘business as usual’ with states within which human rights
abuses are taking place and within which democracy is under threat.
Most dramatically states often have to decide what to do about human
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rights abuses in foreign places. To intervene is to flout a basic rule of
international law concerning non-intervention in the domestic affairs
of sovereign states, whereas not to intervene is to fail to uphold human
rights values which are integral to any number of international legal
instruments. In these cases, and in many others, governments stand
before what are patently ethical choices.

When governments confront such choices there is often a heated
public debate, both during the decision-making process and afterwards
about what would constitute an appropriate ethical decision. Newspapers,
pressure groups and pundits all set out well known arguments for and
against given ethical positions on the question in hand. The debate is
often carried out by caricaturing the opposing side as either ‘idealist’ or
‘realist’ where both labels are used in a pejorative sense.

Let me mention some more ethical issues to do with global gov-
ernance which confront us in just this way. For example, at present we
are all being confronted with ethical questions surrounding the next
round of negotiations with regard to the World Trade Organization
(WTO). Do we believe that it would be ethical to promote further trade
liberalisation or not? Depending on the way we answer this, there are
different courses of action open to us. Of course, how we answer this
question will depend, inter alia, on what theories we use to explain
how the global capitalist economy works. Those who explain it in
Marxist terms will give a different answer to the one given by those
who explain it in terms of monetarist economic theory. The answer we
give to this question will determine what pressure groups, political
parties, and positions we defend in the public domain. There are a
number of other ethical issues which confront us when thinking about
the future of global governance. Many of them are inter-linked.
Governance issues with an explicit ethical dimension include:

¢ the reform of the United Nations (UN),

e questions about how much and to whom international aid should
be distributed and by whom the distribution should be controlled,

e ethical questions about the control and conduct of humanitarian
intervention,

e ethical questions about the structures to be set in place to contain
the international crime syndicates,

e ethical questions to do with international regimes to be established
to deal with all manner of environmental problems,

e ethical questions to do with regimes to control the activities of
international hedge funds,
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e ethical questions to do with the governance of labour relations in
the global domain,

e questions about governance pertaining to the exploration and
exploitation of the Antarctic, the sea, and outer space.

When we confront ethical issues like these, it is the case that from the
outset we accept as the given, first, that we have a choice to make,
second, that the choice to be made is (at least in part) an ethical choice
(as opposed to an emotional, technical or political one), third, we
accept as given some or other description of the situation about which
the choice has to be made, and, fourth, we accept as given a specific set
of ethical values which will inform us in our decision-making.

I wish to suggest (it is for the reader to test this assertion against the
evidence) that for the most part, when people discuss the role of ethics
as it pertains to questions of international governance, they have in
mind the kind of circumstance which I have outlined above. They
have in mind those cases where actors knowingly confront ethical
choices about appropriate forms of global governance and where they
know what kind of reasoning they will have to engage in to reach their
decisions. In such cases the decision-makers (whether they be holders
of high office or ordinary citizens) are like judges who hear cases before
courts of law. Judges know that they are required to make a decision in
law, and, they know what law to call upon in seeking to reach their
decision. The nature of the choice and the parameters within which it
is to be made are given in a strict way.

I have indicated one way in which we encounter ethical dilemma’s per-
taining to issues of global governance. If we use this mode of encounter
with ethics as our point of departure we would expect an article dealing
with the issue of ethics and global governance to evaluate different ways
of tackling such ethical dilemmas. We would expect it to evaluate the
merits of, for example, utilitarian, deontological, rights based, and care
based ethical theories. The argument would be aimed at reaching a con-
clusion of the following form: ‘When faced with an ethical problem per-
taining to some issue of global governance here are some strong reasons
for favouring a solution based on, for example, rule-utilitarian thinking.’

Ethics in the interpretation and explanation of
international relations

Confronting ethical decisions as outlined above is but one of the ways
in which a concern with ethics is important for those who are active in
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world affairs (and it must be remembered that most of us are active in
this domain in one way or another). Although the way of encountering
ethics discussed above is important, it itself depends on a prior more funda-
mental level of ethical engagement. The states of affairs pictured above
where actors confront international governance questions which have
an explicit ethical component, all presuppose that the actors in ques-
tion already have made some or other interpretation of the circum-
stances within which they find themselves. In other words the actors
in question have some view of what is happening and why. I shall
argue below that we have already engaged in ethics when we come to
hold a view about what is happening in a given situation.

All of us, whether we be professional social scientists or not, have to
engage in the activity of attempting to understand the society (or soci-
eties) within which we find ourselves. The very process of getting on
with our lives requires this of us. We all have some understanding of
both our own society and those of others. In order to acquire this
understanding we have to study (informally or formally) any number
of social formations — these range from micro formations such as fam-
ilies, through to the macro formations such as empires. Our interest is
sometimes focussed on contemporary formations and sometimes on
historical ones. Thus many of us have some ideas about how the
modern system of nation states emerged from earlier form feudal social
formations. Those who are reading the present text are presumably
interested in the social formation we know as ‘the globalised world’
which seems to be distinctively different form previous social forma-
tions based on feudal or mercantilist economic practices. This new
order seems to call for the creation of distinctively different forms of
global governance and gives rise to the production of books such as
this one. One particularly important aspect of our globalised world
seems to be what is known as global civil society, another is the system
of sovereign states.

When we are engaged in the activity of interpreting a social formation we
cannot but involve ourselves in the activity of interpreting the ethical frame-
works embedded in them. For example, when we are trying to under-
stand the international politics of the feudal era we shall inevitably
find ourselves spelling out the role which those who were participants
in it accorded to Christian religious and ethical beliefs. In like vein,
when seeking to throw light on the international politics of the British
Empire we shall have to take account of the ways in which actors
during that period were guided by an ethic committed to civilising the
natives, a belief that they were bringing Christianity to the heathens,
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and a belief in the ethical worth of a free market economy. Needless to
say, many commentators on such historical forms give rival interpreta-
tions of the underlying ethical commitments which informed the
actors during those periods. Some understand the actors to have been
genuinely motivated by such ethical considerations, while others give
an account which shows their ethical professions to be mere window
dressing to cover baser motives for action. It is not my purpose here to
evaluate these rival accounts. Here I simply want to point out that a con-
sideration of the ethics embedded in social formations is a crucial (and
unavoidable) component of any and all attempts to understand such orders,
— our own or others’, past or present. It simply would not be possible to
offer any plausible interpretation whatsoever, of, for example, the
recent international behaviour of Islamic states without some under-
standing of the set of Islamic religious and ethical ideas which are
embedded in the practices within which they are acting. In like vein
we could not offer a plausible interpretation of the behaviour of the
United States in the international domain without some clear ideas
about the pro democracy, pro free market and pro human rights
ethical commitments which are embedded in the practices constitutive
of both the leadership and citizens of the United States.

A key feature to note here is that when we engage in the interpreta-
tion of social formations, although we necessarily have to take account
of the ethical beliefs embedded in the practices under investigation, we
often do this without being overtly conscious of the fact that we are engaged
in an inquiry about ethics at all. Thus were I to set myself the task of
writing a scholarly article about the causes of the Boer War in South
Africa, or about how the processes of globalisation are currently affect-
ing the people in the poorest states of Africa, it may well turn out that
in the texts which I produced on these topics I make no mention of
the word ‘ethics’ at all. In the account of the Boer War I might confine
myself to explaining it in terms of the ‘national interests’ of the states
in question. With regard to globalisation in Africa, my text might refer
to the mechanisms at work in the process, without any reference to the
ethics of the actors involved. Nevertheless, it is easy to show that in
order to interpret the events of that war I would have had to pay atten-
tion to the ethical frameworks which informed the practices within
which the war took place. In like manner my account of globalisation
would have to make assumptions about an ethical framework embed-
ded in that institution which we know as the global market.

In order to demonstrate this let us consider the case of the Boer War
(1898-1901) more closely. Were I to write of the political twists and
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turns which took place between the parties before the war broke out, it
may well be that I would refer to the ‘national interest’ of the Boer
Republics and the ‘imperial interest’ of the British. But in doing this I
assume that both I and my readers know what constitutes a republic
and what an empire. This requires of us that we know that a republic is
a social form (a political institution in this case) within which people
have set up ways of relating to one another which embody certain fun-
damental ethical commitments, about self-determination, citizenship,
democracy, republicanism and so on. The same point may be made
about the notion of empire. Using this notion presupposes that we
who use it know that an empire, such as the British one, was an
arrangement within which people set up structures of governance
designed to embody certain ethical principles — principles to do with
Christianity, the spread of civilisation, releasing people from the
tyranny of primitive tradition and so on. It is hard to imagine that one
could have any proper grasp of the notion of ‘republic’ or ‘empire’
without some grasp of the underlying ethical programmes or frame-
works which are embedded in them.3

In this section my concern has been to highlight how, whether we
are consciously aware of it or not, we engage with ethical matters
whenever we engage in social interpretation. It would be difficult to
downplay the importance of this, for, of course, we engage in social
interpretation all the time. In all that we do in our day to day lives, our
actions are guided by the interpretations we put on any number of
social formations. For example, each day we put some or other inter-
pretation on the international news which reaches us. When we read
of international crime, or of nuclear tests in foreign countries, or of the
hijacking of aircraft in international airspace, or of the plight of eco-
nomic migrants, or of coups d’etats in foreign states — in each of these
cases we engage in the business of social interpretation. Layers of inter-
pretation are involved here. We read the interpretation which the
newspaper journalists put on these matters, we compare these with
what the broadcast journalists say, and, where possible, we take into
account other sources (testimony from friends, acquaintances, learned
colleagues, and the like) and, finally, in the light of all these, we then
make our own interpretation of what transpired in the given case. In
each and every case we make judgements about the ethical com-
ponents of the practices within which the actions took place. This
engagement with ethics, whether tacit or explicit, cannot be avoided.

When we are engaged in the business of social interpretation, it is
important that we get our interpretations right. Thus, for example,
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when interpreting the behaviour of Islamic social formations, it is
crucial that we get a correct hold on the set of ethical and religious
ideas which underpin Islamic practices. Any misinterpretation of
the Islamic views on what constitutes a proper ethical relationship
between a believer and his/her God, and the proper relationship
between believers, their priests and their governments, will result in a
misunderstanding of what is going on in the case in question. Such
misunderstandings might well lead to a failure to predict what the key
actors will do in a given set of circumstances. In like manner it is
imperative for any Islamic analyst who seeks to understand the beha-
viour of a democratic state in the international domain, that he/she
understand what democrats take to be the proper ethical relationship
between citizens and government. Thus, for example, it is only in the
light of a correct understanding of a very specific set of ethical commit-
ments that such an analyst would be able to make sense of the way in
which President Clinton’s power (internally and externally) shifted
during the Monica Lewinsky scandal. His conduct during that period is
only explicable once the interpreter has understood some quite
complex ethical commitments embedded in the US polity. Key
amongst these are ideas about what constitutes proper conduct (and
what improper conduct) between a President and those who work for
him. These ideas are ethical ideas.

When it comes to interpreting social affairs, getting the ethical
dimension of the matter right is easier said than done. It is not simply
a matter of observing the practice and describing its ethical founda-
tions. For it is common knowledge that within many complex social
formations whether they be religious, political or economic, there are
often ongoing debates amongst the participants themselves about the
ethical underpinnings of their social formations. Thus within Islam (as
within Christianity, Judaism, Hinduism and Buddhism) there are
fiercely fought disputes about the proper interpretation to be placed on
the Koran and the teachings of the Mullahs down the ages. In seeking
to interpret current practice within Islam an external interpreter will
have to come to grips with current disputes about religion and ethics
which rage within that practice. An interpreter will, for example, have
to pay great attention to the disputes which continue between the Shia
and Sunni traditions within the Islamic world.

Let me now bring this discussion back to the matter in hand, global
governance. Whenever anyone (like a reader of this book for example)
confronts questions to do with global governance, these questions will
always be considered against a background of social interpretation. A
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person can only pose questions about appropriate forms of global gov-
ernance once he or she has some view about what is going on in the
international domain at the time. This interpretation of the existing
circumstances requires, as we have seen, that the analyst make a more
or less accurate interpretation of the ethical codes embedded in the
social formations under investigation. It thus follows (to repeat the
central point here) that a concern with ethics does not only arise at
the point at which actors (individual or corporate) have to make
explicit ethical decisions about global governance, but they also arise
at this prior level. The implications of this are profound.

In order to illustrate the importance of this point, let us consider one
of the major issues confronting us all at the moment, the governance
of the global economy. This calls for a consideration, amongst other
things, of the role of existing global institutions such as the WTO, the
International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World Bank, and their
relationship to both states, corporations and individuals. Before any
decisions can be taken about how these institutions of governance
might be reformed, we need some interpretation of the social forma-
tions over which reformed governance structures are to be instituted.
We need an understanding of states, the system of states, the global
market, and of the relevant international organisations such as the
WTO, the IMF, and the World Bank. In order to understand each of
these social institutions we need to grasp the ethical components
which are embedded in them. Thus, for example, we need to know
what participants in sovereign states take to be the values embedded
in those states. Typically participants value states as organisations
within which the values of citizenship are realised, sometimes, too, the
state is taken as a vehicle through which the value of national self-
determination is expressed and protected. Other values often associ-
ated with statehood have to do with the protection of human rights,
the protection of regional interests, the constitution and protection of
democratic values, the provision of security, education and welfare
services, and so on.

In like manner before we can contemplate new governance struc-
tures for the global market we need to know what it is and what values
are embedded in it. We who participate in this market normally take it
to be a social formation within which forms of private property are
established and protected. The market is also normally understood as
an arrangement within which contract is embedded as a fundamental
value. To this must be added the values of freedom of association,
freedom of speech, and freedom of movement. A well constituted
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market is one within which these are protected. Where these are not
protected no market can flourish. Once we have understood the
market, it then becomes relatively easy to understand what corpora-
tions, banks, the IMF, the World Bank and so on are. In a longer ex-
position one would have to spell out the ethical underpinnings of each
of these.

Understanding what the WTO is now (which is a precondition for
understanding how it might be reformed as an institution of global
governance in future) requires both an understanding of the practice of
states, and also of the practice of the world market. Understanding the
ethical underpinnings of a social institution such as the WTO becomes
decidedly complex because it requires of us that we bring together both
an understanding of the ethic embodied in the system of sovereign
states and the ethic embedded in the market. What the ethical under-
pinnings of these are is disputed, even amongst liberals. To repeat the
central point, any act of interpretation will necessarily require some
engagement with this ethical complexity.

It is important, yet again, that I stress that we who participate in the
system of sovereign states and the global market often have vigorous
arguments about what ethical systems are embedded in them. Thus,
for example, free marketers give a decidedly different account of the
ethical dimensions of the global market to the one given by those who
interpret it through a Marxist lens. For my present purposes this is of
no account, for all I wish to stress at this point, is that prior to taking
any decision about global governance (which decision might well
require an explicit ethical choice) we (a category which includes any
actor whatsoever) need to have some interpretation of the existing
social arrangements and this act of interpreting the status quo, this act of
spelling out the circumstances which currently pertain, requires of us that we
have some ‘take’ on the ethical features of the social formations under
scrutiny. The ethical dimensions of the practices under consideration
may be settled amongst those who participate in them or they may be
disputed. In order to interpret the practice we who are interpreting it
need to know what is taken as ethically settled and/or what ethical
matters are still taken to be in dispute amongst the participants.

Ethics as fundamental to human conduct

The first category of ethical engagement which I mentioned above con-
cerned those circumstances in which we stand before decisions which
explicitly call for an ethical choice such as ‘Should we (as individuals
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or as members of states) support the establishment of an International
Court of Criminal Justice?” In making such decisions we might, for
example, have to weigh up ethical considerations pertaining to the
protection of individual human rights against ethical considerations to
do with the value of state sovereignty. On this view we sometimes
encounter circumstances which call for an ethical involvement, while
at other times we do not. Let us call this form of ethical engagement,
category one ethical engagement. Important features about this form
of ethical engagement are that we only encounter it from time to time,
and that when we do encounter it we are conscious of having done so
(as in ‘Should I from an ethical point of view support the creation of
structures of global governance which erode the free market?’)

The second category of ethical engagement discussed above is one
which precedes the moment of decision characterised in category one
ethical engagement. All instances which call for ethical decision neces-
sarily take place in circumstances where the decision-maker already has
in mind some interpretation of how things stand in the society in
question. I indicated that the interpretation of social practices requires
an understanding of the ethical commitments which the participants
take to be embedded in them (and knowledge about the disputes
amongst the participants about what precisely these commitments
are). Thus a category one type ethical decision about what it would be
ethically appropriate to do with regard to setting up structures of gov-
ernance to oversee the arms industry in Iraq presupposes a prior inter-
pretation of what is happening in that social formation known as the
Iraqi state situated in the wider society of states. This requires that the
decision-maker understands the ethical and religious values embedded
in the Iraqi polity and that the interpreter understands the disputes
about these which are current in Iraq and elsewhere. On this view
those who are concerned about structures of world governance need to
take note of the ethical codes embedded in the practices which are to
be subject to such governance. Here they are called upon to under-
stand the ethical underpinnings of the practices — they are not called
upon to make ethical decisions themselves.°

Category two ethics still presupposes that we accept the standing of
the interpreter and his/her interpretations as broadly unproblematic
from an ethical point of view. Category two ethics simply insists that
when investigating international social arrangements the interpreter
has to pay attention to the ethical underpinnings of these practices
(and the disputes about these underpinnings) as understood by the
participants. It is when we turn to consider what is involved in being
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an actor in a social context (including the international one) that
a third category of ethical engagement surfaces. This category of
ethical engagement, let us call it category three ethics, is particularly
important when it comes to making decisions pertaining to global
governance.

Ethics as fundamental to the constitution of humans as social
actors

Actors who consider questions of global governance are not free
floating entities, who may be conceived of as existing outside of and
independent from all social arrangements. Instead they are better
understood as having been constituted as the actors they are within a
complex set of social practices. In each practice within the total set
they are constituted as actors of a certain kind. Their being actors of
this or that kind may be said to be an institutional fact.” As actors con-
stituted within a given practice they know how to carry out a range of
actions appropriate to that status. They also know what would count as
unacceptable behaviour for actors like them. Here is a simple example,
those who have been constituted as citizens within a given democratic
state, know what being a good citizen requires of them and they also
know what would count as treasonable action.

Let me be more explicit in what I mean when I say that actors are
constituted as such within a range of diverse social practices, by con-
sidering myself as an actor who is contemplating problems of global
governance. I, who am considering such questions, am constituted as
who I am in a range of social practices which include (the following
list is illustrative not exhaustive):

e The family within which I am constituted as a father. I know what
is called for in this role and I know what would count as making a
mistake. There are international dimensions to this role in that I am
called upon to protect my family’s interests which on occasion
might require, for example, migration and/or the establishment of
offshore savings accounts. As a father who is leading his family
through a process of migration I might have to make decisions
about governance — I might support moves to establish a more
lenient migration regime in my area of the world.

e A religious community (albeit a fractious and complex one) within
which I am constituted as a Christian. I know what is required of
me as a Christian and what would count as infringing the Christian
canon. There are international dimensions to being a Christian
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which have to do with providing aid to the poor, help to the
oppressed, comfort to the suffering and so on. This might lead me
to take a stand on matters relating to the governance of global food
distribution systems.

e The community of scholars within which I am constituted as a
Professor of International Relations - as such I know what is
required of me in my life as a scholar and what would constitute a
major misdemeanour in terms of the constitutive rules of the prac-
tice of scholars. I am called upon to uphold the appropriate stan-
dards both at home and abroad. With regard to issues of governance
I might act to uphold/establish an international order within which
academic freedom is respected.

e Civil society within which I am constituted as a rights holder
through a system of mutual recognition with other rights holders.
As a rights holder in this civil society I am required to respect the
basic rights of others wherever they may be. The claims and counter
claims in this domain are often international in their reach. As a
rights holder I might become intimately involved in campaigns to
make the International Court of Criminal Justice a functioning
reality.

e A democratic state within which I am constituted as a citizen — as
such I understand the range of possible actions which are appropri-
ate for a citizen like me and conversely I understand what actions
would undermine my standing as citizen.® As a citizen I have to con-
sider what foreign policies of my state I should support and which
not — especially with regard to possible structures of governance.

Here once again (as with category two ethics) a crucial point to notice
about this set of practices within which I am constituted as father,
Christian, professor, rights holder and citizen, is that each of them has
embedded in it a set of values. The constitutive rules of each practice
must be understood as advancing and nurturing a specific ethic. Thus
whenever I am doing what I take to be the appropriate thing for a
father to do, I take myself to be upholding the ethic which is embed-
ded in the family as a social institution. Whenever I am acting in ways
which I take to be appropriate to my constitution as Christian, [ am
upholding the values internal to the practice of Christianity. The same
point can be made about my actions as scholar, civilian and citizen.
The central point in all this is that to be an actor is to be constituted as such
within a social practice and that social practices have built into them specific
sets of values or ethical codes. Thus to be an actor is to be established as
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an institutional fact of a certain kind in a social form with an ethical
dimension.

On this view ethics is not something which actors confront from
time to time (which is how it was portrayed in category one ethics,
above), but is an integral component of being an actor of this or that
kind and is a component of all action. From this perspective to take
‘the ethical turn’ is not an option, which actors have. Rather to be an
actor at all is to be engaged in a practice with an ethical dimension.
This way of analysing the relationship between actors, practices and
ethics is what I have called ‘constitutive theory.”

The outline of constitutive theory I have offered reveals the im-
portance of what we might call the question of constitutional ethics.
By this I mean that it is always appropriate to ask of any actor and any
action (past, present or proposed) whether the action upholds or
undermines the values embedded in the practice within which the
actor is constituted as an actor of this or that kind. This is not a ques-
tion which is only appropriate when the actor in question is con-
sciously grappling with an ethical problem, or when the actor is trying
to interpret the social practices of other people or even his/her own
social practice. Instead constitutive theory shows that the ethical ques-
tion about the fit between an act and the practice within which it is
located is always an appropriate one to ask.

What is being asked for here is not whether a given action coheres
with some values which the actor has more or less arbitrarily and sub-
jectively chosen as his/her ethical commitment, but whether the act
coheres with the values embedded in the practice within which the
actor is established as an actor in good standing. Let me refer to a
simple example which [ mentioned earlier. We could ask the question
of constitutional ethics about citizen Monica Lewinsky’s sexual acts
with the President of the United States. Our question would be about
whether the acts were ethically appropriate for a citizen to engage in
with her President. We could ask a similar question about President
Clinton’s conduct in this case. In each case we would not be asking
whether their behaviour accorded with some ethical code which they
had personally chosen, but we would be asking whether as citizen or as
president their behaviour cohered with what is required of them consti-
tuted as they are as citizen and president respectively. There are inter-
esting arguments to be had here about the limits of private and public
roles. I shall not go into these. The important point here is that these
ethical questions are about actors constituted within a specified prac-
tice, their actions and the ethics embedded in the practice. Enquiries
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about whether the citizen named here (Monica Lewinsky) and the
President named here (Bill Clinton) adhered to Christian, Islamic, util-
itarian, rights based, Judaic (or whatever) ethical codes are quite beside
the point. What is at stake in this kind of ethical enquiry is whether
the conduct of the actors constituted as citizen and president res-
pectively was appropriate to the ethic embedded in the political
practice in question.

Questions of constitutional ethics may be made of actors across the
whole range of social practices. We can ask them of the conduct of
fathers within the practice of family life, of Christians within the prac-
tice of Christianity, of footballers within the practice of football, of
chess players within the practice of chess playing, of academics within
the practice of university life, of citizens within states, of judges within
legal systems, of states within the interstate practice, of rights holders
within civil society, and so on.

I have already indicated that within a single practice questions of
ethical constitution can become hugely complicated. Current issues
within medicine arising from new technologies of genetic engineering
provide many examples of this kind of complexity. The situation
becomes even more complicated when the actors of whom questions
of constitutional ethics are being asked are simultaneously constituted
as actors within a whole range of practices. This happens, for example,
when an actor making a decision about global governance is at one
and the same time a father, a Christian, a rights holder, a citizen and a
minister in a government. Questions of constitutional ethics in such
cases are no longer merely about the actor’s standing within a single
practice, his act, and the ethics embedded in that practice, but now
include questions about the relationships which hold (or do not)
between the different practices and their diverse ethics. The question
becomes one about a whole edifice of actor-constituting practices.

Let me give an hypothetical example of the kind of complexity
which can arise here. Let us imagine that we are once again in the mid-
1980s. A South African academic attends and participates in an inter-
national conference examining the strategic importance of the Cape
Sea Routes. He is knowledgeable about his government’s thinking and
policies. Suppose that we subject his act of participation to questions of
constitutional ethics. We note that this actor is constituted as all of the
following: as a citizen of South Africa, as a member of the Anti-
Apartheid Movement, as liberal democrat (as opposed to a com-
munist), as a Christian, and as a member of the international academic
community. In any conversation about the coherence of this act with
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the ethics embedded in the practices within which he is constituted as
the kind of actor(s) outlined above, the following issues might be
raised: Does what it is appropriate for an academic to do (hold open
and critical discussions with fellow academics) mesh with the conduct
required of a citizen in a state threatened by a hostile communist state
(the requirement not to divulge information which might be of use to
the enemy), and how does this mesh with what is required of an Anti-
Apartheid activist (which is to aid ‘The Struggle’ in whatever way poss-
ible) and how do all of the above mesh with what is required of a
Christian (which is not to give support to any group whose conduct
could be construed as falling short of loving one’s neighbour)? It might
well be argued that fulfilling the requirements of academic life would
require of this person that he infringe the requirements of citizenship,
or vice versa. There are many other conflicts we can envisage between
these practices.

In many of the things we do, we act as actors who are simultan-
eously constituted as actors in a whole range of practices. Generally we
are confident that what we do may be shown to cohere with the ethics
embedded in the diverse practices within which we are constituted as
who we are. Acknowledging a failure to achieve such coherence would
be to acknowledge that with regard to one or more of the practices in
question our participation in them is hypocritical.'”

We seek ethical coherence in what we do. We normally assume that
other actors are doing the same. Thus when the President of the World
Bank makes a speech in favour of liberalising trade relations between
the poorest states in the world and the members of the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) nations we
interpret him as acting in accordance with the free-trade principles
which underlie the World Bank, yet in doing this we take it that his
action also coheres with his standing as a family man, as a member of
some religious order, and as a member of the society of rights holders,
global civil society and as a citizen of a state. In like manner we take it
that what Tony Blair does as a Christian coheres both the values of the
Christian community, but also with the values implicit in the other
practices within which he is constituted as participant, the Labour
Party, the British state and the European Union.

In this section I have pointed to the important ethical questions
which may be asked of all actors and their actions. These questions are
about the coherence (or lack of coherence) between being constituted
as an actor of a certain kind within a specified practice, a particular act
or set of acts, and the ethics embedded in the practice looked at as a
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whole. Such questions become particularly complicated when an actor
is simultaneously constituted as an actor in a whole range of different
practices. In such cases the interesting questions are about the co-
herence (or lack of it) between the ethics underlying the different
practices.

Ethics and global governance

I have discussed three different ways in which ethical considerations
may become pertinent to those considering the future of global gover-
nance. In the first category are those cases where an explicit ethical
matter arises for an actor confronting a global governance question. At
this point the actor in question might call in the advice of someone
with expertise in international ethics.

In the second category I pointed out that all actors considering gov-
ernance issues have to make interpretations of the existing states of
affairs. I showed how these involve the interpreter making assump-
tions about the ethical commitments of those whose actions are being
interpreted. This engagement with ethical matters might occur without
the interpreter being aware of his or her being engaged in ethical inter-
pretation at all. Here analysts, like the present author, have a role to
play in pointing out to the parties who are making such interpretations
what ethical assumptions they are making about those whose behav-
iour is being explained and interpreted. Getting the ethics wrong at
this point would result in the actors in question misunderstanding
what is going on in these cases. Decisions about structures of gover-
nance taken on the basis of misinterpretations are not likely to
succeed.

Finally I argued that to be an actor is always to be constituted as such
within some or other social practice which has embedded in it a par-
ticular ethic. All of us are simultaneously constituted as actors within a
whole range of practices. On this view all action may be viewed as
a form of ethical interpretation even if the interpretation is only
implicit.

I was asked by the editors of this volume on Global Governance in the
twenty-first Century to write a chapter on ‘Why Normative Principles
Matter.’ In terms of category three ethics as outlined above the answer
must be that normative principles matter in that only insofar as we
have a grasp of the underlying social constitution of the actors
involved in discussions about global governance (including ourselves),
can we determine whether what they (we) do is ethically appropriate
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to their (our) social constitution. Knowledge of these embedded prin-
ciples enables us to determine the range of possible actions open to an
actor constituted in a particular way. The principles being discussed
here are not ethical principles which actors may consider taking up or
not. These are principles which are constitutive of the actors in ques-
tion. To be a rights holder, citizen, president, chief executive, secretary
general, and so on, is to be one who adheres to the principles inherent
in the practice in question. Adhering to these principles is a pre-
requisite for him/her maintaining his/her status as that kind of actor.

Who are the actors involved in contemplating (discussing, negotiat-
ing about, setting up conferences on, and so on) possible forms of
global governance? What are the practices within which they are con-
stituted as such actors? Here is a list of the more obvious candidates
which spring to mind:

e Presidents, Prime Ministers, Foreign Ministers and other members of
governments of sovereign states.

e Officials of international organisations such as the Secretary-General
of the United Nations, the President of the WTO, the President of
the World Bank, the President of the IMF. High officials from other
international organisations such as the Organisation of the African
Unity (OAU), Organisation of American States (OAS), Association of
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), Organisation of the Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC), and other regional organisations.

e Office holders and members in organisations such as churches.

e Leaders and members of single issue pressure groups with global
reach such as Amnesty and Human Rights Watch (HRW).

e Chairmen and Chief executive officers and shareholders of large
corporations.

e Academics from the community of scholars.

e Ordinary men and women as citizens of states which are to be
subject to the emerging structures of governance.

e Ordinary men and women as rights holders in global civil society.

e Members of nationalist movements (such as the Afrikaaner Volk, the
Scottish Nation, the Basque Nation, the Quebecois Nation, the
Kurdish Nation, to mention but a few of many such groups).

Many of us who are concerned with global governance are simultane-
ously constituted as actors within several of the practices mentioned in
the list. Bill Clinton was President, citizen, Christian, rights holder in
civil society, to mention but three of the roles he occupied while he
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was President. Other actors are simultaneously citizens, rights holders,
nationalists, members of the board of corporations, members of HRW,
members of churches, participants in international organisations, and
so on. Being constituted as an actor in such an array of organisations
poses particular problems for such people as circumstances and tech-
nologies change. Thus, for example, we who are citizens of states have
to consider what would be ethically appropriate for people like us con-
stituted as we are, to do with regard to the new technologies which
make virtual wars possible. These are those ‘wars’ a state or interna-
tional organisations may make use of high tech military hardware to
inflict great damage on a target with very little risk of loss of life to
itself.!! Here we have to explore whether the possibilities created by
this technology, fit with the ethical structures embedded in the whole
set of practices within which we as actors are constituted as citizens.
This process of reflection might result in reinterpretations which
change and develop our constituting practices. Change through rein-
terpretation of the relationships between the full set of constitutive
practices may be forced on us by any number of different kinds of
events including, technological innovation, natural disasters (floods,
weather change, epidemics), population movements, population
increases, and so on.

Having listed the key actors involved in discussions about global gov-
ernance and the practices within which they are constituted as such our
next task must be to spell out the ethical underpinnings of the constitu-
tive practices. I cannot take on this huge task in the present article, but
can only point in the direction of what is required. What needs to be
spelled out is how the practice known as the democratic state (in which
that actor we know as the president is constituted as such) is built upon
ethical ideas of representative democracy, human rights, the rule of law,
and so on; the international practice known as the UN is founded on
ethical ideas to do with peace and security between states and the pro-
motion of human rights internationally; religious practices are often
based on religiously inspired ethical ideals such as the Christian one of
brotherly love; single issue pressure groups like HRW are based on
ethical ideals embodying codes of human rights; corporations operative
in that practice known as the market which embodies ethical ideas
about human rights and in particular the right to own private property;
global civil society is a practice within which men and women world
wide recognise one another as the holders of first generation rights;
and, those social practices which we know as nations are built upon
ethical ideals to do with the self-determination of peoples.
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In terms of category three ethics our task must be to study the
ethical architecture of the key actors involved in discussions about
global governance in order to determine the scope of ethically permis-
sible action open to them. Three key aspects of this huge task deserve
mention here. First, interpreting the internal ethic may be undertaken
by anyone. The interpretation put forward by any particular occupant
of an actor-role (President Clinton, for example) carries no particular
claim to being the best interpretation. Second, of particular interest
will be the task of attempting to determine how the internal ethic
accommodates or can be modified to accommodate new extraneous
developments such as technological changes, natural disasters, demo-
graphic changes, human migration flows and the like. Third, the most
difficult task will be to determine how the ethical underpinnings of the
different practices within which a single actor is constituted can be
brought into some form of coherence. This is required if the actor is to
avoid alienation, hypocrisy or contradiction in what he/she does. If
coherence cannot be achieved a case has to be made for modifying one
of the practices or in the extreme case abandoning it altogether.!?

It is with regard to this last feature that the most pressing ethical
issues relating to global governance debates arise. It seems to me that
the major actors contemplating global governance are all constituted
as actors in the practice of democratic and democratising states, on the
one hand, and in the practice of global civil society on the other. Key
questions to ask are whether the ethics underpinning these two prac-
tices are compatible, and, if they are, what have the compatible ethical
theories to say about a range of the new circumstances facing us in the
world today, such as high speed global financial markets, the internet,
global crime, pollution on a global scale, problems of mass migration,
virtual war, and so on, to mention but a few.

Consider briefly global civil society. A very large number of people in
the world today consider themselves to be participants in this practice
within which they are recognised as holders of packets of rights which
are not granted to them by the states in which they happen to live, but
are accorded to them simply because they are human beings. Within
this practice there are arguments about what rights the participants
have. Some favour a short list of negative liberties, others claim a fuller
list which includes second and third generation rights. All agree
though that as a minimum, rights holders (let us call them civilians)
have the negative liberties which include the rights of the person (the
right not to be killed, assaulted, tortured, and so on), the right to
freedom of movement, association, contract, conscience, academic
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freedom and the right to own property. A key feature of this practice is
that the participants in it consider that the rights claims they make do
not depend for their validity on them being able to show membership
of some or other polity. Quite the contrary civilians often judge the
merits of political organisations such as states, by the extent to which
they uphold their pre-existing civil society rights.

In terms of category three ethics it makes sense for us to seek the
ethical underpinnings of the practice we know as global civil society
within which participants are constituted as civilians. What are the
ethical values nurtured within this practice? The brief answer is that
this practice creates and nurtures those values associated with the idea
of individual autonomy. What people in this practice value is the way
in which as rights holders they are able to achieve and express the
value of human autonomy. What precisely is involved in being
autonomous is a highly contentious topic which I cannot go into here.
But the core idea is straightforward enough. Within the areas circum-
scribed by their rights individuals are free to construct their lives as
they see fit. Some may opt for puritan lives, others for lives in pursuit
of pleasure, some for the Christian way of life, others for a Judaic one,
and so on. To be a civilian in civil society is to be participant in a prac-
tice premised on the value of individual autonomy. This severely con-
strains what kinds of actions civilians qua civilians can undertake.

But just as many of us who are concerned about global governance
are constituted as actors (civilians) in civil society, so too, are we con-
stituted as citizens within particular states within the practice of demo-
cratic and democratising states. The vast bulk of existing states belong
to this practice. People in those states which are not functioning
democracies profess to be moving in that direction. In this practice we
are constituted as citizens who have a right to stand for office, to par-
ticipate in elections of office bearers, to hold the elected officials to
account once they have been elected and so on. I have no time to
discuss the details of what is involved in a fully developed notion of
citizenship.

What is the ethic embedded in the practice of democratic states?
Here I shall have to rest content with the rather vague assertion that it
is a democratic ethic, one which stresses that certain important values
are realised and brought into existence when the relationship between
citizens and their government is one constructed on democratic lines.
The fundamental value here is once again a notion of autonomy. This is not
merely the autonomy realised in exercising the rights of a civilian in
civil society, but is that kind of autonomy realised in participating in
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the process of lawmaking for oneself and for one’s fellow citizens.
According to the democratic ethic people are most autonomous when
they in some sense govern themselves. What is so important about
being accorded the status of citizen, is that in being recognised as such,
one is recognised as a human being with the right to participate in a
form of self government at the highest level. To deny a person citizen-
ship is to condemn that person to some or other form of government
by others.

What is crucial to citizenship, though, is that by definition it is a
status which is to be found within some or other state. This linking of
citizenship to state is important because for the most part the highest
level of lawmaking takes place at this level. So to participate in making
the laws at this high level, which in turn governs rule making at sub-
sidiary levels, is a particularly important form of autonomy.

It is important once again to stress that citizens in the system of
democratic and democratising states are not all agreed on a single
understanding of the ethic which undergirds their practice. There are
ongoing debates about different democratic theories such as that
between the advocates of theories of representative democracy and the
supporters of theories of participatory democracy. These are best
understood as skirmishes in a broadly conceived justificatory tradition.

For constitutive theory, a key question is whether the ethics embed-
ded in these two practices are compatible or not? Are people who are
trying to be both civilians and citizens living a contradiction?
Elsewhere, I have made the case in detail that it is a precondition for
our constitution a fully fledged citizens in democratic states that we be
constituted as civilians in civil society.!® There is not enough space
here to repeat the whole argument. If it is correct though then this
places severe limits on what actors who consider themselves to be both
civilians in global civil society and citizens in the society of democratic
states may do when it comes to setting up new structures of global gov-
ernance. In particular what is ruled out as incompatible with such
standings are any proposals to curtail the basic rights which people
enjoy in global civil society (a society without borders).

In this chapter I have outlined three different ways in which those
contemplating the future of global governance might take ethical ques-
tions under consideration. I have attempted to make the case that it is
the last of these that is the most important. This asserts the importance
of inquiring into the ethical constitution of the key actors involved in discus-
sions about global governance. Progress in the structures of global gov-
ernance are made through our attempts to bring into coherence the
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ethics which underpin the overall constitutional structure within
which we are constituted as the actors we are and to use what coher-
ence we are able to achieve to adapt our practices to take into account
new technologies and changed circumstances.

Notes
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. Once again I must stress that there might well be heated arguments
between interpreters of these events about what precisely the ethical under-
pinnings of the social forms in question were. Conceding this in no way
undermines my central argument which is that an engagement with such
ethical matters is unavoidable for those involved in social interpretation.

. They are not called upon to determine whether action x is more ethical
than y. Rather they have to ascertain what ethical system infuses the social
arrangements in question. This might be seen as a task for objective
inquiry.

. J. Searle, The Construction of Social Reality (Harmondsworth: Penguin, 1995).

. I should mention here that being constituted as a member of a nation is
not important to me, but I acknowledge that for many people it is.
Nationalists are those who have learned the range of appropriate actions for
people constituted as such.

. M. Frost, Ethics in International Relations: A Constitutive Theory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996) and Constituting Human Rights: Global
Civil Society and the Society of Democratic States (London, Routledge, 2002).
We make claims of hypocrisy against, for example, those who claim both to
be good Christians (Jews, Hindus, or Buddhists) and who systematically
engage in a long term of torture against those whom they name as their
enemies. Doing the latter might cohere with what is required of members
of a specific police force, but it is difficult to square the ethic of this police
force with the ethics of the religious communities mentioned above.

See M. Ignatieft, Virtual War (New York: Henry Holt, 2000).

When white South Africans found that continued membership of the

apartheid state could not be brought into coherence with membership of

the society of democratic and democratising states and with membership of
global civil society, they were forced to abandon that practice known as the
apartheid state.
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13. M. Frost, Ethics in International Relations: A Constitutive Theory (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1996).
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