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Foreword 
 

Critical Perspectives on Global Governance (www.cpogg.org) was an idea born in a Munich 

Biergarten that grew into a network of more than 50 academics and policy-makers because of 

the engaged participation of many. This book is the manifestation of the fresh and creative 

thinking that has evolved out of the workshops in Castle Amerang (November 2002), the 

German Foreign Ministry (January 2003), and Harvard University (October 2003). 

 

David Kennedy, Friedrich Kratochwil, and Thomas Risse have been the “godfathers” of 

CPOGG. They have guided us and helped us out, every step of the way. They more than 

conditioned the possibility of CPOGG as community and a way of thinking.  

 

Alfred Schmidt, our mentor at the VW-Foundation was a great partner in both substantial and 

administrative issues, always aiding us in our communication with the foundation whose 

financial support made CPOGG possible.  

 

Ortholf von Crailsheim in Amerang, Thomas Fitschen and Otto Lampe from the German 

foreign ministry, and Judith Walcott from Harvard Law School deserve special thanks for 

developing the special environments that have allowed the CPOGG-spirit to develop. 

 

The articles of this book, after having survived a selection and a never-ending revise-and-

resubmit process come from very different perspectives and disciplines but are driven by the 

realization of a common problem: the dissatisfaction with the contemporary critical discourse 

on global governance and our inability to imagine the political beyond the confounds of the 

nation state. We thank the authors and all participants at the workshops for engaging in this 

type of endeavor, it has been exciting and we are looking forward to the final result. 

 

September 2003 

Philipp Müller and Markus Lederer  

http://www.cpogg.org/
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In this introduction we focus critically on the usage of the concept and practice of global 
governance in order to demarcate the politics of global governance. Global Governance as a 
political idea has a chance to supersede other understandings of world order and maybe even 
the main political institution of our times, the state. Therefore, a critical reflection on this 
emergent political idea is necessary. In academia the concept is used as an analytical 
framework and it describes a political project. And as both framework and project it is 
contested; therefore, by mapping the battleground on which these contests take place we hope 
to demarcate the politics of global governance.  
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Demarcating Politics  

 

In this introduction we focus critically on the usage of the concept and practice of global 

governance in order to demarcate the politics of global governance. Global governance as a 

political idea has a chance to supersede other understandings of world order and perhaps even 

the main political institution of our times, the state. A critical reflection on this emergent 

political idea is therefore necessary. Contemporary writings use the concept as an analytical 

framework and there global governance describes a political project. And as both framework 

and project it is contested; therefore, by mapping the battleground on which these contests 

take place we hope to demarcate the politics of global governance.  

 

Contemporary international social practices use the concept politically. They legitimize 

themselves by arguing that they are governance at the global level. The vocabulary of (global) 

governance is used to argue for or against the reorganization of international organizations, 

the signing of new international treaties, the extension of human rights, the introduction of 

new public policy instruments (especially the well-known private-public partnerships, PPPs), 

and to explain foreign policy measures. It has become a serious contender to imagine world 

order in the post cold war world, something that we will analyze in some more detail in the 

first section.  

 

In a second step, we discuss attempts to categorize global governance. We argue that global 

governance is not an innocent concept that can simply be related to some phenomenon out 

there. It cannot be defined authoritatively. Instead, we argue that global governance denotes a 

political vocabulary in which acts of definition are political moves, taking place in the 

background, in unmarked space. And these political moves can come into focus by 

introducing a critical perspective. Thus, only reflecting analytical and political usage allows 

us to uncover the politics of global governance. 

 

In the third section we review critical approaches that have developed within the global 

governance debate. We find that these traditional critiques of global governance are interested 

in unmasking the concepts behind global governance, i.e. they disqualify global governance 

as “neoliberal” and deny the importance of the concept as they believe it disguises underlying 
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power structures. The three most important traditional challenges reproach global governance 

for its strong ideological bias, its questionable legitimacy, and finally its role in cementing 

U.S. hegemony. We claim, however, that these various forms of critique, in spite of pointing 

at right directions, have not tried hard enough to gain an understanding of what it can mean to 

be critical today.  

 

We thus argue in the fourth section that in times of transformative change politics takes place 

on the level where we imagine the world. Only a critical reflection that takes the concept of 

global governance seriously will allow us to demarcate the politics of global governance in 

order to develop a better practice of global governance, which we refer to as reflexive global 

governance. Only by situating ourselves within the discourse and by reflecting critically on 

what we are doing ourselves, is it possible to challenge global governance in a constructive 

perspective. 

 

The last section of this introduction will offer a roadmap for the book. We start out by 

uncovering the political moves of global governance as an analytical framework, then 

demarcating global governance as a political project that influences agents, and finally 

showing how critical reflections on norms are possible from such a perspective. 

 

 

 

1. Alternative Concept to Imagine World Order 

 

The transformative changes that have occurred in the international realm since 1989 have 

increased the quest of policy-makers and scholars alike to find a new vocabulary to describe 

the world they inhabit. Particularly, environmental and developmental issues have raised the 

idea of seeing problems as global. For example, the 1992 UN Earth Summit in Rio introduced 

policy tools that allow us to frame environmental questions as global and respond to them 

globally as well (Reinicke 1998). Today, even questions of security such as the spread of 

organized crime and international terrorism are being defined as problems that can be 

organized only on a global level. Furthermore, institutions of global governance such as 

multi-sectoral policy networks or private public partnerships have been established in various 

issue areas from low to high politics. These are new types of political organizations. 
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Functionally established around specific problems (malaria, dams, or desertification) they 

ignore the boundary between state and market that is foundational to the modern state (Tilly 

1992, Polanyi 1957, Schwarz 2000). This means that a contest for the hearts and minds of 

scholars and policy makers has developed that pitches the problem-oriented vocabulary of 

global governance as an alternative to the legitimacy-oriented vocabulary of Hobbesian 

anarchy and Westphalian sovereignty that until very recently predominated the mainstream 

international relations discourse, both on the theory and the policy levels (Bartelson 2000) 1.  

 

In short, global governance offers an alternative perspective from which to imagine world 

order and is becoming a serious contender for explaining how we see the world and it is 

guiding us in acting in the world2. Therefore we must critically reflect upon it, focus on what 

it does well and what it does not so well. However, in order to do that we need to first 

understand what global governance is about.  

 

 

2. How to Define Global Governance? 

 

No single definition of global governance accepted by all or even by the majority of scholars 

or policy makers exists. The reason for this is not the incompetence or incoherence of scholars 

and policy makers, but lies in the type of concept that is involved. Already the act of defining 

global governance involves political moves and therefore unanimity cannot and should not be 

achieved. In the literature three strategies to categorize global governance emerge. The first is 

the denial that something like global governance exists at all; the second is to offer a positive 

definition that often very idealistically assumes that a new form of managing global affairs 

has developed that can be characterized through specific actors, instruments or practices. As 

these positive definitions came under attack for being meaningless, recent attempts have been 

developed that focus on the derivation of a definition from what global governance is not.  

                                                 
1 Some theoretical moves within IR already tried earlier to move beyond the picture of the world being 
dominated by states and thus focused on structure (Waltz 1979), on world society (Bull 1977), or on a capitalist 
world system (Wallerstein ???). These approaches, however, never had the same claim to explaining the global 
dimension of world politics nor, and this is much more important, did they explicitly engage in normative 
politics in the same way discourses of global governance do. 
2 The political importance of such a step also becomes visible when one reflects on the different perspectives on 
world order that became apparent in the transatlantic scrimmages about the invasion/ liberalization of the Iraq. 
Especially, Robert Kagan’s (2002) famous article of paradise and power shows that there are deep differences in 
the way global politics is perceived (for an extended discussion of these transatlantic views on global governance 
see Lederer and Müller, forthcoming).  
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Strategy of denial 

Mainstream international relations theory continues to have difficulties with global 

governance because of its foundational conceptualization of the international system as an 

anarchic realm (Jahn 2000). Thus, for many, governance is nothing new per se but merely a 

continuation of the interdependence literature of the 1970s or of the discussion about regimes 

in the 1980s. Given the strongly state-centric focus of international relations theory 

(especially regime theory) this position makes sense (Hasenclever et al. 1997; for an 

exception see Haufler 1993). Even those who have started to take other actors more seriously 

do not conceptualize them as independent agents, but still define their roles in relation to the 

nation-state or to the intergovernmental system of the UN (for example Messner and 

Nuscheler 1996). It is therefore no surprise that James Rosenau – an early and vivid 

contributor to the debate – has rather pessimistically concluded that the discussion on global 

governance has not really abandoned the notion of an anarchic international system and has 

not yet contributed to a global political order (Rosenau 2000, 189).  

 

Following the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the strategy of denial has again gained 

influence. Thus, such a perspective that can be crowned by success, as long as these scholars 

and policy makers are able to persuade the rest of the world that only a security-centered 

perspective resonates with the ‘brute’ facts of international life.   

 

Strategy of finding a positive definition 

In total contrast to the strategy of denial is the attempt to catch all new practices that have 

developed within the global realm in one positive definition. The most prominent example of 

such an exercise is the definition of the Commission on Global Governance, which stated that 

global governance is “the sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and 

private, manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which conflicting or 

diverse interests may be accommodated and co-operative action may be taken” (1995, 2f). 

This all-inclusive perspective gave respectability to global governance studies as an academic 

field and a policy area; however, because of its over-inclusiveness it cannot suggest research 

avenues, operationalizable hypotheses, or policy recommendations.  
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A scholarly more ambitious project is James Rosenau’s attempt to focus on “spheres of 

authority” which are able to set norms on various levels. For Rosenau, global governance 

compromises “all the structures and processes necessary to maintaining a modicum of public 

order and movement toward the realization of collective goals at every level of community 

around the world” (1997, 367).  As Späth rightly points out in his critique of Rosenau’s 

definition, such a broad understanding of the term allows to account “for the evolution of new 

instances and forms of governing” (chapter two ???) but the price to pay is that the definition 

itself becomes so open that it is bound for theoretical over-stretch. 

 

Another way to define global governance in a positive strategy is to use the term only in 

relation to the empirical fact that actors other than governments have become important 

agents on the international scene. Because of this, a large portion of the debate over global 

governance is dedicated to conceptualizing which actors are influential in international life 

and how they exert their influence and legitimize it in relation to their principals. Sub-state 

groups or regions, supra-national organizations as well as intergovernmental groups, 

transnational corporations (TNCs) and their associations, individual non-governmental 

organizations (NGOs) of all aspects and civil society as a whole have all been identified as 

relevant actors. In the German debate, the work of INEF has especially focused on this 

momentum of different actors working together within a multilevel system (see especially 

Messner and Nuscheler 1997). To grasp the interdependence of these various agents network 

analysis (Pierre and Peters 2000), multilateralism (Ruggie 1993), multi-level analysis 

(Jachtenfuchs and Kohler-Koch 1996), questions of subsidarity (Reinicke 1998), informal 

control mechanisms (Mürle 1998), and discussions about ‘steering’ (Scharpf 1999) are often 

used and even combined. While these actor-centered approaches have convincingly shown 

that new actors have indeed become relevant agents in global affairs, they nevertheless could 

not capture in a systematic way what positively defines global governance as a practice3. 

 

Whether focusing on all-inclusiveness, on rule systems or on specific actors these approaches 

to global governance are all showing just one part of the famous elephant that the blind want 

to describe. However, the problem is that there might not be an elephant around after all. 

                                                 
3 In our view it is thus no surprise that the most refreshing and promising way to capture what role private agents 
are playing in the international realm is not one which starts by a definition of global governance, but one which 
takes the old notion of authority as its starting point (see Cutler et al. 1999; also Hall and Biersteker 2002). 
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Strategy of defining global governance ex negativo 

Currently, a new trend in conceptualizing global governance is emerging. Since many 

scholars dismiss defining global governance in positive terms as fruitless, some researchers 

have taken to delimiting a negative definition for the concept and practice. Examples are 

seeing global governance as not government or the idea of global governance as a political 

answer to economic globalization. 

 

One early notion of defining global governance ex negativo comes from Rosenau and 

Czempiel who speak of Governance without government (Rosenau and Czempiel 1992). 

Similarly Lawrence Finkelstein states that global governance is “governing, without sovereign 

authority, relationships that transcend national frontiers. Global governance is doing 

internationally what governments do at home” (Finkelstein 1995, 369).  Such a perspective is, 

however, problematized by comparative political scientists who discuss governance 

mechanisms as being part of the transformation of the state itself (Pierre 2000). Thus, if one 

separates governance and government too strictly one assumes that the international realm 

itself is not connected to the domestic one. However, as many of the following chapters show, 

global governance is not only a multi-level game that sometimes includes domestic 

institutions and sometimes does not. On the contrary, global governance very often fuses both 

realms in such ways that they become one. 

 

Another definition ex negativo is to argue that global governance is the political answer to an 

economically determined process of globalization (for example Messner 2001, 3f). Most 

NGOs also use the term to offer an alternative to the neoliberal Zeitgeist: “In such a situation 

the concept of global governance presents itself. It is combined with the demand to resolve 

the problems of a neoliberal globalization. The concept is presented as a progressive 

alternative to neoliberalism” (Brand et al. 2000, 13 – own translation). This is of no surprise 

as the process of globalization has raised doubts in how far a more internationalized system is 

of value for individuals and beneficial for the general public as a whole. The historical 

argument defines global governance in opposition to the post-war compromise of “embedded 

liberalism” (Ruggie 1983) in which the increase of international trade flows was accompanied 

by protective measures to ensure social stability. The argument is that embedded liberalism 

has been abandoned and no substitute seems yet at hand. Opponents of globalization such as 

ATTAC (www.attac.org) argue that global governance has the chance to become the political 

alternative to the economistic hegemonic project of globalization that oppresses the 
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underprivileged classes both in the North and the political South. They, as well as many parts 

of the established social-democratic left, thus argue for mechanisms that would decrease 

economic inequality on a global scale. On the academic side, doubts about the legitimacy of 

globalization had been raised at a very early stage (Messner and Nuscheler 1996; Altvater and 

Mahnkopf 1996), but until the first organized resistance at Seattle, Gothenburg, and Genoa 

neither public officials nor academic institutions have paid much attention to the developing 

resistance movement (Klein 2001). As sympathetic as this usage might be, by juxtaposing 

political global governance and economic globalization, the political aspects of both are lost. 

Globalization is not the economically determined fate or humankind, but instead has for 

example been advanced by states even in the critical case of international financial markets 

(Helleiner 1994). Thus, important developments are missed when one overestimates the 

economic forces of globalization and simply takes global governance as being good politics. 

In the end both processes are depoliticized.  

 

In summary, we can say that no single accepted definition of global governance exists today. 

The lack of such a definition should, however, not disqualify global governance as an 

academic or political project; in fact it should not even be seen as a problem (for a similar 

argumentation see also Brand et al. 2000, 14f). Global governance, similarly to other 

vocabularies like sustainable development, mutually assured destruction, or the network 

society is contested, and the differing and sometimes opposing views on global governance 

should be taken as a positive sign, meaning that a lively intellectual debate is taking place and 

that political actors care about the vocabulary they use. This controversy will also be part of 

the different chapters which follow and which will not only show again the hopelessness of a 

single definition, but they will engage in interpreting the vocabulary in various and sometimes 

contradicting forms. There is a lot at stake in the debate. In times of global governance, 

traditional political hierarchies fall under attack. The state as the legitimate institution to 

imagine collective life is being foregrounded and questioned for the first time in centuries. 

Fundamental problems of who constitutes “we” and thus of who is included in the polity and 

who is not can no longer be taken for granted.  

 

Therefore, it becomes necessary to step back from the term and focus on the discourse and 

practices that take place around the term and thus to politicize it within its academic as well as 

policy appearances (Kratochwil 2002, 26). To understand global governance one must situate 

it in its political context and reflect critically on it. What is needed is thus a change of 
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perspective of what the concept does and can do and what cannot. Because global governance 

allows us to imagine alternative world orders, the politics of global governance takes place by 

imagining these alternatives. And that means that what is interesting is that what is being 

defined.  Therefore, focusing on how people define global governance is what is exciting. 

Only foregrounding these questions that are usually hidden, by turning the assumptions into 

dependent variables can we uncover and demarcate the politics that is taking place.   

 

In the following chapters, we therefore argue that only a critical theory allows us to think 

about the obvious: to question the social, cultural and political institutions in which we live. 

This can be done for different reasons. We might be interested in uncovering structural power 

relations as French postmodernist or feminist theory conducted with such zest. Or you can 

focus on specific actors and the roles they have in acts of imperialism or emancipation. In this 

book, however, we are primarily guided by an epistemological problem, namely to understand 

the politics of an emerging idea. And if we accept that there is an emerging idea, this means 

that the world we are in is in transformative change. That, in turn, means that we need to 

critically reflect on that what is usually backgrounded, because the stable framework of our 

lives is changing. To do so, however, it is first necessary to gain an understanding of how the 

idea as well as the practice of global governance has already been criticized by others. 

 

 

3. Traditional Critical Approaches 

 

As the importance of global governance as an academic fashion as well as a political project 

grew, so did the critical voices accompanying it. These critics, contrary to the strategy of 

denial, all believe that global governance has indeed become a serious intellectual and 

political movement. However, for various reasons the critics do not agree with the concepts or 

practices involved. The three most important traditional challenges reproach global 

governance for its strong ideological bias, its questionable legitimacy, and finally its role in 

cementing U.S. hegemony.  

 

Global governance as an ideological project 
Most traditional critical approaches aim to uncover ideologies that stand behind the 

vocabulary of global governance. Some critiques therefore identify global governance as a 
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technocratic and apolitical concept (for example Latham 1999). Mainstream global 

governance is seen as making moves analogous to the functionalist theories of governance in 

the 1950s and 1960s, when political scientists favored the idea that politics has to be managed 

technically, a bias also inherent in theories of the European integration (Schmidt 2001). 

Similarly, Brand et al. (2000) criticize that the vocabulary of global governance, utilizing 

terms such as management, steering, and partnerships, entails a pragmatic and neoliberal 

connotation that papers over the real conflict that is taking place, ignoring terms such as 

racism, patriarchy, or class (143f). Such argumentation often refers to studies showing that the 

globalization process has not deprived the typical industrialized state of its capacity to 

regulate the market or to follow its own partisan politics (Bernauer 2000, Garrett 1998).  

 

Global governance as a project which lacks legitimacy 
Another form of critique is less fundamental, but takes issue with the way global governance 

practices are legitimized. In particular the positive reference of private-public partnerships to 

corporatism is seen in this perspective. Critics oppose the idea that networks and new 

governance structures are more democratic because they include various groups from the 

business world and NGOs in multi-stakeholder decision-making processes. The argument is 

therefore advanced that the existence of special interests often dominates the discourse and 

the often un-representative nature of those civil society actors asked to participate in 

governance structures questions the beneficial effect of their inclusion. The legitimacy of 

multi-stakeholder decision-making is doubted because NGOs themselves are not elected nor 

are they responsible towards a broad constituency. On the contrary, most NGOs push a very 

narrow agenda and can be classified as single-issue movements which might do a lot of good 

but which do not constitute a public space. Critics have thus lamented the disappearance of a 

general public (Kratochwil 1997), while others have questioned global partnerships because 

they cannot even guarantee the pluralism of domestic systems and are thus nothing else but a 

convenient way to hide power structures (Ottaway 2001). Again and again the argument is 

brought forward that there are not only good NGOs but also those that fight for rather dubious 

aims. Finally, the various interests, ideologies, and perspectives of different NGOs cannot 

simply be subsumed under the heading of civil society. Taken together many proponents of 

global governance are thus believed to have a very naive ideal of how pluralism works. 
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Global governance as expression of U.S. hegemony 
Power considerations are important, for example, for Realists who claim that the notion of 

global governance only disguises the fact that specific actors are influencing world affairs 

more than others. In such a view global governance is thus another term for U.S. hegemony. 

Gilpin, for example, has recently recently challenged the concept by asking “‘governance for 

what?’ What are the social, political and economic purposes that governance is to serve?” 

(Gilpin 2002, 246). Gilpin thus points to the fact that in his view any system of rule-making 

reflects the underlying power structures of the status quo. Similarly, for many Neo-Marxists 

global governance is an institutionalization that tries to buy off the weaker elements of the 

world society in order to strengthen the status quo. In their view global governance practices 

are thus structurally similar to the modern welfare state, because the poor are simply bought 

off by the capitalist classes. Naomi Klein’s No Logo (2001), Antonio Negri and Michael 

Hardt’s Empire (2000) and Manuel Castells The Rise of the Network Society (1999) therefore 

aim to organize the masses into political movements. By defining the political as a struggle 

between private enterprise and the public, U.S. hegemony and cultural diversity, the self-

organizing nodes of the network and the social democratic welfare state, the authors offer 

political manifestos.  However, they do not allow other potential battlegrounds for political 

action.  

 

 

4. Reflexive Global Governance 

 

We share the argumentation of most of the critiques mentioned above. Nevertheless, we 

defend global governance as the upcoming alternative concept to imagine world order both 

politically and theoretically even as we are frustrated with the common Euro-social-

democratic understanding of global governance as the panacea organizing world order. As 

shown above, a vibrant discourse on global governance has developed that disagrees on each 

and every issue. The underlying diversity can neither be ignored nor can it be subdued 

through introducing a ‘right’ definition, but should be fostered and its political aspects 

demarcated. Any definition demarcates between just and unjust claims, legitimizes types of 

authority, and includes and excludes actors from political participation. However, we want to 

take one step back and argue that in times of transformative change, it is exactly on the level 

of defining the rights of participation where the politics of a new political idea takes place. In 

other words, How you define is how you think. Therefore, what we need is a critique of the 
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fundamental aspects of contemporary understanding of global governance and an open eye for 

the political consequences wrought by various ways of understanding global governance. In 

short, we need to foreground the backgrounded. Thus, we challenge contemporary academic 

and political practice by focusing on the assumptions of the vocabulary of global governance. 

Contrary to traditional critical approaches, we do not exclusively aim to uncover the 

ideologies behind global governance but take global governance seriously as a self-sustaining 

ideology. This means we accept the problem-solving attitude of much of the mainstream 

global governance literature but then go on to investigate the conceptual images on which the 

analysis and the solutions are based. First, we therefore try to be very constructive by asking 

how the discourse on global governance is structured, what types of arguments are being 

made, and what the blind spots are of the approach to demarcate the politics of global 

governance. Second, we also attempt to be aware that we ourselves are also constantly 

participating in the global governance discourse.  We therefore know that all criticism brought 

forward is valid towards our own argumentation, as it is not possible to take an outside 

position from which to criticize the inside value-free (for an elaborated discussion of this 

highly problematic aspect and how to tackle it, see the chapter by Johns). We are therefore 

referring to the notion of reflective global governance. 

 

From a political standpoint this exercise is necessary because during times of transformative 

change, important aspects of politics take place on the level at which we imagine the world. 

This level is not normally the focus of the logos of politics conceptualized as science. In our 

normal science practice we outsource this task to the jester at court. However, during times of 

transformation, when the world changes in a way that the concepts we have to describe it lose 

their descriptive power, such a critical approach allows us to describe this process of change. 

Thus, a critical perspective focusing on the academic discourse alone is not enough to actually 

access the politics that take place on this level. Only (a) the inclusion into the discourse of 

policy makers, who actually shape the world by imagining it and acting in it, and (b) the 

acceptance that theory influences policy allow us meaningful access to the politics of global 

governance. In the following we have therefore mixed more conceptual papers with empirical 

studies which focus either on the organizational aspect of global governance or on the rules 

being developed. It is evident that the boundaries of theory, practice, facts, and politics are not 

crystal clear in each and every chapter and everything else would be against the spirit of this 

book. This is especially important because international relations – the leading ‘science’ 

exploring global governance – is in its interdisciplinary manifestation comprising scholars 
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from international law, sociology, and political science, a unique field. First, as in all social 

realms, truth is dependent on its objects of analysis: what policy makers think is true becomes 

the truth - if they act upon it. Second, international relations is a very small discipline both on 

the policy and theory levels, allowing individuals to play a large role in imagining the world 

we think about and act within. And third, international policy making is an abstract practice, a 

very theoretical enterprise, especially in contrast to local politics. We reify and 

anthropomorphize corporate actors, such as states and supranational organizations, and 

consequently our expectations about appropriate behavior are very much dependent on what 

characteristics we ascribe to these ‘non-natural’ persons.  

 

Therefore counter-intuitively, for the very specific type of problems global governance poses, 

real-world relevance is not acquired by an empirical research design, but by a critical 

reflection of the vocabulary we use to describe and explain in order to achieve a better 

understanding of what we are actually saying and doing when we talk about and practice 

global governance. As academics and policy makers we must therefore focus on global 

governance as a heuristic tool and a political project. This is a moment where political theory 

has policy relevance, because it takes its role in constructing the world seriously. Because of 

the recursive relationship between theory and policy, these very abstract problems have direct 

policy and political impacts.  

 

 

5. Roadmap for the book 

In the following chapters, we provide a short roadmap of how the following chapters reflect 

on global governance and how they provide a better critical understanding of the various 

practices often discussed under the label of global governance. Overall, the book is divided 

into three parts: The first five chapters challenge concept of global governance from various 

angles, the following three chapters focus on organizational and institutional aspects, and the 

last three authors examine the rule systems which are being implemented by global 

governance practices.  

 

Challenging the concept of global governance 
In the first part of the book, the authors uncover the political moves of global governance as 

an analytical framework (Konrad Späth, Fleur Johns, Jörg Friedrichs, Heikki Patomäki, Anna 
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Leander). These five articles take issue with definitions and the idea of global governance 

being something fixed in the global realm. The authors take issue with the mainstream 

academic thoughts about global governance, each one from a specific perspective. The first 

three chapters are especially concerned with the question of defining global governance; they 

each claim convincingly that a once-and-for-all definition is not possible, and that each 

attempt to provide one has highly politicized implications. The following fourth and fifth 

chapters provide a critique by problematizing the concept against the background of 

democracy and security, respectively. 

 

In the first chapter, Inside Global Governance: New Borders of a Concept, Konrad Späth 

argues that it is necessary to free the concept of global governance from its pragmatic bonds 

and to politicize it by focusing on it from its descriptive bonds with speech act theories. He 

shows that global governance is not a concept to describe international reality out there, but 

states that global governance is part of a normative vocabulary that claims there are global 

problems which can be solved by global regulation. The politics of this “double move” is 

uncovered, because it allows to legitimize or justify claims about policy options in a 

globalizing world, de-legitimizing traditional state policies. Späth argues that the 

contemporary functionalistic-pragmatic use of the term creates an inside of global governance 

which defines everything on the outside as being anarchic, chaotic and thus in the need of 

governance. 

 

In the following chapter, The Globe and the Ghetto, Fleur Johns makes a very similar 

argument as she sensitizes us to the politics underlying the seemingly neutral discourse of 

global governance and to the conscious and unconscious production and reproduction of 

power relationships on the academic and policy levels. She argues that the practice of 

considering (especially in some legal writings) and practicing global governance “is marked 

by conventions of inclusive segregation and aspirations for authority.” To truly reflect the 

conceptualization, Johns juxtaposes recent writings on global governance with 16th century 

Venetian writing on “worldliness,” thereby unearthing the paradox with which the current 

global governance discourse grapples: in order to achieve global completeness we need to 

cultivate the divergent.  

 

In the third chapter, Global Governance as the Hegemonic Project of Transatlantic Civil 

Society, Jörg Friedrichs takes an outside perspective on the global governance discourse, 
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showing that the debate is defined by three projects with hegemonic ambitions. In the political 

realm, the Western model of the democratic constitutional state continues to challenge all 

other forms of political organization. In the economic realm, transnational corporations are 

becoming the key actors of global business. In the sphere of transnational society, liberal 

nongovernmental organizations are raising claims for superior moral authority. Among each 

other, these three hegemonic projects are engaged in a set of sometimes cooperative, 

sometimes agonistic relationships. When taken together, these relationships can be said to 

make up the post-Westphalian, or neo-medieval, world order. If global governance is 

understood as an alternative to conventional politics, it should be stated as clearly as possible 

what this alternative is supposed to comprise. Thus, Friedrichs argues that global governance 

is best described as a muddled combination of parapolitics, i.e. the continuation of politics 

within the societal sphere, and metapolitics, i.e. the politics of assigning roles to international 

politics and transnational economics. 

 

The fourth chapter, Problems of Democratising Global Governance: Time, Space and the 

Emancipatory Process, is written by Heikki Patomäki, who argues that if we criticize global 

governance as a concept, we must also search for alternative conceptualizations. However, if 

we do this, it means we have to address questions of transformative change. Thinking about 

transformative change involves asking questions about power. And this, of course, leads to 

questions about accountability and democracy. He starts out by re-reading David Held’s 

Democracy and the Global Order (1995) and then critiques it from a post-structuralist and 

critical-realist perspective. He uncovers the metaphors that structure Held’s cosmopolitan 

solution and finds that these are not neutral descriptions but hidden political (euro-centric) 

choices (linear time; spatial representation). He then finds similarities between the Kantian 

conception of a perpetual peace and Held’s cosmopolitan democracy. After focusing on the 

two concepts of space (deconstructing sovereignty as an essential category) and time (since 

the world is an open not a closed system there can be no linear account of world history) he 

offers his presupposition for making the world a better place: a pluralist security community, 

which “consist[s] of geo-historical interdependent social systems which do not prepare for the 

use of collective violence against each other” This, he claims, can be achieved through 

emancipatory research and concrete utopias. 

 

The last chapter of this theoretical part, Enforcing Global Governance: Rethinking the 

Legitimate Use of Organized Violence, by Anna Leander, is similar to the one by Patomäki, as 

 14



it challenges the mainstream global governance discourse by focusing on one specific 

element. However, contrary to the former, Leander does not engage in the question of how 

democracy can best be achieved, but rather probes the question of the extent to which 

including security concerns in global governance requires and rests on a revision of statist 

notions of which uses of force are legitimate and which are not. The emergence of a sort of 

global governance of security has been prompted by (and only possible through) important 

changes in the understanding of what is meant by legitimate use of force and who can define 

it. Reasons for this development are, first, the increasing discrepancy between the boundaries 

of polities and the boundaries of states. That discrepancy makes the idea that states are 

legitimate in their use of force increasingly strenuous and contested. The second is that non-

state actors have managed to make credible claims both about the legitimacy of their own use 

of violence and the non-legitimate uses of state violence. In the next step, Leander opens up 

Pandora’s box asking whether some entity other than the state should have the right to define 

the legitimate use of force. The article does not claim to be able to answer this question and 

thus confronts us with some important dilemmas which arise in this context and which after 

all make up politics. Leander therefore for example highlights the increased role of the 

international community and the perhaps not so welcomed aspects of moving politics 

upwards.  

 

Challenging the organization and the actors of global governance 
The following three articles (Matthias Finger, Ayca Ergun and Basak Cali, and Rebecca 

Johnson) focus on the institutional and organizational design in which the actors of global 

governance confront each other. The chapters are focusing in particular on the activities of 

International Organizations and how they or the agents acting upon them influence the 

practices that are now all simply subsumed under global governance. The authors strongly 

challenge the idea that these processes set in motion are always for the better and they can 

therefore be seen as clarifications of the argument developed in the first part of the book of 

what happens when global governance is not criticized enough but taken as a concept that 

simply relates to an outside truth like for example the idea of global governance being good 

governance. As a starting point for reflecting what is happening the three articles understand 

global governance as an organizational phenomenon in which new institutions develop, new 

actors become important, and new dichotomies have to be politicized. 
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In chapter six, Global Governance Through the Institutional Lens, Matthias Finger challenges 

the common understanding of global governance as a pragmatic technocratic and neutral 

approach allowing us to describe global problem-solving. Instead he focuses on global 

governance, from the perspective of organization theory, as an institutional phenomenon. He 

argues that globalization exerts certain pressures on the state and nation-state organization, 

such as the UN, to which the latter responds by rearranging itself. Some actors profit more 

than others from this institutional redesign. The evolution of partnerships with the private 

sector is not so much a result of efforts to better solve increasingly global problems, but rather 

an adaptation strategy to financial pressures and legitimacy problems, that leads to 

complicated and sometimes very problematic outcomes. In his article Finger re-introduces the 

role of the state into the discussion of governance; this perspective permits him to examine the 

role of the nation-state within the UN system and to point out specific instances where 

governments have been instrumentalized. 

 

In the following chapter, Global Governance and Domestic Politics: Fragmented Visions, 

Basak Cali and Ayca Ergun demonstrate in two case studies of human rights organizations in 

Azerbaijan and Turkey how international agents of global governance prompt changes in 

policy through the funding and training of human rights organizations and the insinuation of a 

western ‘rights based’ discourse that implants terms like ‘gender’, ‘conflict resolution’, and 

‘monitoring’ with a fixed western content. Ergun and Cali make reference to this concern 

when they cite the dependent relationship that develops between local HROs and the 

international community in Azerbaijan and Turkey. Groups on the ground appeal to the 

international community for help in moving recalcitrant state actors and the “agents of global 

governance” demand strict adherence to internationals’ programs and message in return for 

their attention and continued funding. 

 

Chapter eight, Reconstructing the Balkans: The Effects of a Global Governance Approach, 

written by Rebecca Johnson, also focuses on the distance between the global and the local, 

however with a stronger focus on governments and a more optimistic tune. Johnson focuses 

on post-conflict reconstruction in the Balkans by looking at how international money and 

personnel have provided power incentives for individuals in the region to profess adherence to 

a new understanding of political, economic, and social organization, despite potential 

dissonance between these norms and local customs. She explores this tension by examining 

how leaders and citizens in Southeastern Europe have responded to the Balkan Stability Pact’s 
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programs. Specifically, the article investigates two questions: is the global governance 

approach the best one to adopt in aiding post-conflict societies, and what are the tradeoffs of 

this approach in terms of securing domestic support and durable reforms? Johnson is well 

aware that notwithstanding her critique, there might not be much of an alternative for the 

Balkans. 

 

 

Challenging the legal practices of global governance 
The last three articles (Andreas Paulus, Julie Owen, and Robert Wai) focus on the role of 

norms in the global governance process and they politicize some of most recent legal 

developments. In particular they investigate the role of public international law, of human 

rights as a specific sub-branch, and of private litigation.  

 

In chapter nine, From Territoriality to Functionality? Towards a Legal Method of 

Globalization, Andreas Paulus focuses on the question of hierarchies in international law and 

what role they play in a world where global governance has become a fact of life. He argues 

that there exists neither a clear hierarchy between different issue areas, nor a hierarchically 

superior institution that would be capable of coordinating and deciding conflicts of values and 

norms. Whereas the ordinary domestic lawyer will have a place for these decisions in the 

domestic legal system – in courts or in political institutions acting within a hierarchy 

established by law – the international sphere lacks such hierarchies and sufficient rules for 

balancing the values involved. Paulus claims that the establishment of new hierarchies such as 

ius cogens or quasi-constitutional conflicts of law rules such as Article 103 of the UN Charter 

do not alter this prospect in a decisive way. Complexity prevents clear-cut conflict rules. 

Therefore we need a culture of mutual respect and accommodation between different issue 

areas that will not look for a “hierarchical” solution to value conflicts but will seek a practical 

solution in specific cases. Thus, one may speak of a move from constitution to discourse – 

away from formalized hierarchies towards a search for compromise. 

 

In the following chapter, Human Rights as Civil Religion: The Glue for Global Governance, 

Julie Owen challenges the “secular approach to Global Governance,” according to which 

human rights serve as the foundation of world order. In her view, human rights replace other 

religions as the underpinning of social life. According to Owen, this approach leaves religion 
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out of the picture and threatens the respect for freedom of religion. Furthermore it limits 

debate about the unsettled content and meaning of specific rights.   

 

In the last chapter, Transnational Private Litigation as Transnational Governance, Robert 

Wai focuses on the role of transnational private litigation as transnational governance. He 

explores whether “transnational litigation of private law claims in national courts could 

constitute part of a pluralist regime for the governance of transnational economic activity”. He 

convincingly shows that contrary to conventional expectation, private litigation can be an 

alternative way of doing politics on a global level, as it can substantially make a difference, 

for example by redistributing assets from MNCs to private actors. A focus on private 

litigation thus explores new issue areas that the traditional focus on human rights ignores. Wai 

also asks whether transnational litigation can have regulatory functions as it can potentially 

deter private actors from committing socially unwanted behavior. Litigation can also enhance 

such processes as information sharing thereby strengthening transnational networks. Last but 

not least, international litigation is able to challenge dominant normative frameworks of world 

politics, for example by breaking up the more or less closed rule systems in which 

multinational corporations operate. Transnational litigation is thus opening up political spaces 

and avenues that were not available before;  as a side product the article therefore also 

examines the delicate question of where the legal and the political spheres differ and interact.   
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For example, the designated major purpose of the World Trade Organization consists in the 

global regulation of international trade. As such, the institutional agenda is set against all the 

problems arising from the issue-area of international trade. Principles such as the most-

favoured-nation clause, the agreements on antidumping measures or the reciprocity of tariff 

reduction are intended to deal with barriers and obstacles that stand in the way to the 

establishment of an open and free conduct of international trade (Araki and Marceau 1997). 

The successful implementation of the institutional purpose, however, demands that the ‘long-

term basic rules’ on the basis of which international trade should proceed are uncontested 

respectively uncontestable. With the focus on implementation, the objective of regulating 

international trade turns into the struggle against failures of national policies to adopt the 

outlined principles of conduct and to follow the laws and values of this global institution. The 

liberalisation of international trade becomes highest priority and the institutional principles 

and rules must not “be shipwrecked on the ragged shores of national policies” (Woods 2002: 

36). The interference with national economies is justified with the higher purpose of trade 

liberalisation, while any arising difficulties and drawbacks are attributed to the failures of 

governments and national administrations to refrain from protective measures and to 

implement the pre-eminent rules of the global institution (Wilkinson and Hughes 2002). 

Ultimately, the institutional objective seems to be no longer directed against the difficulties 

and hindrances of international trade, but turns against any particularistic tendencies located at 

the national or local level. 

In a similar vein, the disturbing character or, better, the inadmissibility of any resistance is 

clearly reflected in Rosenau’s focus on compliance as evidence of the authority of global 

institutions and rules. The increasing influence and importance of global governance is 

evidenced by the emergence and rule capacity of ‘spheres of authority’ beyond the power and 

rule of the territorial state. These spheres of authority are marked by “their capacity to 

generate compliance” and  to “lead people to comply with their directives” (Rosenau 2002: 

72). In compliance becoming the dominant feature of authority, Rosenau expresses the 

fundamental logic of the global governance discourse: As long as global institutions are able 

to effectively generate compliance from the side of their addressees, the challenges of 

‘fragmegrative world’ can be met and order can be maintained. The worst case that can 

happen to the world of global governance is non-compliance and resistance naturally leading 

to disorder and chaos understood as an inability of the global institutions – or spheres of 

authority – “to frame goals, to implement them, to realize them” (Rosenau 2002: 75). Here, 

Konrad Späth CPOGG  18 / 27 



the only alternative open to the global recipients is to comply with the global regulation of 

any kind or to risk to be swallowed by disarray and chaos. Any resistance, even if pronounced 

on the grounds of legitimate public concerns, becomes a hindrance to governance in the 

global: 

“For all kinds of reasons, however, some fragmegrative situations are fragile, deleterious, violence-
prone, and marked by publics who resent, reject or otherwise resist the intrusion of global values, 
policies, actors or institutions into their local affairs. It is these situations that pose problems for global 
governance ... corrective steering mechanisms that upgrade the quality of global governance seem 
urgently needed.” (Rosenau 2002: 78, emphasis added) 

Nothing is allowed to stay outside the grip of the ‘seamless fabric’ of global governance. 

Situations which are “woefully lacking in appropriate steering mechanisms and thus [are] in 

need of enlightened rule systems” (Rosenau 2002: 79) seem to be not acceptable to the 

progressive development of an ever more needed global governance. The implication of this 

logic is not only that any resistance is placed outside of global governance, but “that it is 

something to be overcome with effective governance” (Latham 1999: 36). With the starting 

point that asks the question of how global problems can be handled, the discourse on global 

governance is so pre-occupied with the question of how order is possible that it finally ends 

up in a single encompassing logic that leaves no place beyond governance where alternatives 

could be formulated or resistance could occur. 

 

Global Politics without Politics: The Political Atrophy of Global Governance 

The envisaged all-encompassing nature of global governance with the shift of any resistance 

to the outside could possibly offer a viable solution if it were not complemented by the 

construction of an inside that falls short of a desirable political space. As a corollary to the 

functional necessity of global governance and the exclusion of any resistance, the script of 

global governance makes up a space of efficient regulation in which politics as the choice 

between different alternatives is left aside.  

The global governance discourse obviously sets in after common values are chosen, 

objectives are set and the right path to an orderly world is selected. Otherwise, the exclusive 

stress on efficiency and implementation could not be explained. If we take, for example, the 

path of argumentation offered in the literature on global governance, there is a given demand 

of regulation at the global level that has to be met by global institutions. From this, the 

discussion of global governance is inclined to directly jump into the debate on the supply side 

of global governance. The governance structures necessary to meet the demand are either said 
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to be existent but insufficient or not properly in place and therefore to be established. What 

then follows is the analysis of possible steps to improve the performance of global governance 

institutions (e.g. König-Archibugi 2002; Rosenau 2002). With the emphasis on the 

performance, the debate on the definition of proper goals and objectives for the governance 

endeavour is left aside. The given perspective on the demand side as well as the chosen means 

on the supply side are closed to any further scrutiny. There is no place for a process of 

defining the proper aims and objectives of governance that would allow to sensibly assess the 

efficiency of the chosen means. 

To make things worse, any deliberation on alternative values, purposes and objectives is 

depicted as a mere hindrance to the progressive accomplishment of the envisioned order and 

is seen as obstacle to the effective installation of global institutions. The realisation of 

efficient regulation beyond the nation state, the argument goes, does not allow for hesitant 

deliberation and weighing up of different possibilities. In this way, the inside of global 

governance is characterised as an a-political striving for identified and already set goals, while 

political disputes and conflicts represent a severe obstacle to the realisation of the envisaged 

order. As the Commission on Global Governance formulates it: 

“Political differences and conflicts between states, sensitivity over the relationship between 
international responsibility and national sovereignty and interest, increasingly serious national 
domestic problems, and the somewhat disorderly nature of the international system of organizations 
and agencies – all these constitute considerable obstacles to leadership at the international level.” 
(Commission on Global Governance 1995: 354-55) 

The here intended exclusion of political differences and possible clashes of interests is telling 

in regard to the orientation of the global governance discourse. The “principally optional 

character of politics” (Thaa 2001: 516) is submitted to the idea of efficiency and progress that 

leaves no room for conflicting arguments and contests over substantive issues. By this move, 

any form of deliberative judgement is made conclusive from the beginning because the 

direction and purpose of global steering is already given right from the start and is protected 

by the uncontestable realm of efficiency. In this way, the reliance on the compulsory  

judgement of the already given global governance discourse paves the way for an exclusive 

necessity destroying any room of pluralistic and free choice between potential alternatives. 

The already mentioned issue of a network governance is another case in point. The focus on 

ever more expertise through the gathering of technical and sophisticated knowledge disguises 

the fact that the decision about whom to include as contributor of knowledge is already a 

political act. In this way, the idea of neutral networks of knowledge in a certain issue area 
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with its emphasis on technical and efficient outcomes cannot offer a substitute for public 

procedures of decision-making that helps to make decisions based on comprehensible 

processes and thereby enables accountability. The reliance on non-hierarchical networks of 

any kind leaves the question unanswered who finally and ultimately decides about who is 

allowed to participate, who sets the agenda, and in which range of parameters the expected 

outcome should fall (Woods 2002: 37). The retreat into universally accepted principles or “a 

set of core values”(Commission on Global Governance 1995: 48) that are supposed to offer 

guidance to the proper implementation of governance does not hide the fact that the 

determination of the ‘public good’ always remains contestable and therefore subject to 

conflicting interests and arguments (Dahl 1999: 27). 

Global governance becomes somewhat ‘post-political’, because it is something that takes 

place after values are chosen, goals are set and political deliberations have designed the future 

path to a better world. Because political struggles and contests would be counterproductive to 

the emerging consensus of global regulation, governance itself has to become a sort of 

boundary for the political. Instead of the legitimisation of political decisions through the 

weighing up of different alternatives, giving a real choice to the affected addressees of global 

governance, the discursive formation of global governance offers a unidirectional and one-

dimensional path that shifts the presumed legitimisation of authority and rule systems into the 

sphere of a mere naturalisation in which alternatives to the dominant discourse become 

unthinkable (Hopf 2002). 

What falls by the wayside, is a concept of politics which is concerned with questions of which 

affairs are to be pursued, how problems are to be identified, and who possesses the ultimate 

and supreme competence to interpret a certain state of affairs as some-thing. Global 

governance is functionally happening, while increasingly „the bridge between governance and 

politics becomes obscured“ (Latham, 1999: 42). Global governance takes place after the 

relevant issues are identified and the course of action is selected. Inside the global governance 

system, the type of problems and the form of solutions that should guide governance are 

already identified and are waiting for implementation. Any form of politics is supposed to 

stay outside, because it would undermine the effective operation of the governance system.  

CONCLUSION 

Global governance does not end ‘unitness’. Even though the discursive formation of global 

governance seems to challenge the established ‘inside/outside’ distinction of the sovereign 
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state, the conceptual configuration implied by global governance creates new boundaries of 

‘inside/outside’. The logic of a distinction of inside and outside thereby persists in our 

vocabulary making up the idea of global governance and shows how the principle of 

sovereignty is still deeply entrenched in our imagination of political space. 

The discursive reproduction of the distinction of inside/outside in the global, however, comes 

up with two shortcomings: First, the all-encompassing logic allows nothing to roam outside 

the governance grid, since everything beyond global governance would move to 

dysgovernance. And second, the concept of global governance comes up with pre-defined 

values and goals, thereby excluding any political deliberation and contest from its own 

agenda. To overcome these shortcomings, a ‚therapeutical re-description‘ (Rorty, 1989) 

would be necessary to confront the a-political conception of global governance which 

interprets the dissolution of territorial-bounded politics as the disappearance of politics itself. 

A concept of global governance that suffers from severe deficiencies as regards the place of 

politics and the mediation of aspirations to universality with claims to particularity, falls short 

from an approach to world order that could show ways to raise and hopefully answer 

questions about “what concepts like political community, obligation, freedom, autonomy, 

democracy or security can mean in the context of contemporary rearticulations of political 

space and time” (Walker 1993: 79). 
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