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During the little more than five years of its existence, the WTO has rapidly become the dominant organisation in what is seen to be a highly centralised system of de facto, if still emerging, global government. Critical observers characterise the promotion of the WTO as “the surreptitious creation of a kind of planetary executive” together with the IMF, World Bank and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD)
. Others note that “(f)or the first time in history there is effectively a world government, but in its constitution it acts as an instrument of corporate rule”
. One Geneva-based NGO more favourably inclined towards the WTO notes approvingly that “the WTO is evolving from a technical negotiating forum driven by trade ministries towards a more politically relevant organisation concerned with overall governance in global economic policy”
. This is precisely what motivated thousands of organisations from around the world, and mobilised the tens of  thousands of demonstrators in Seattle to reject the WTO as  an instrument of  “economic globalisation” and an undemocratic tool of  “corporate rule”. 

Within this perspective, whatever alternative global organisations or institutions are selected or created, all their deliberations and decisions should be located within and subordinate to the overarching framework of internationally agreed global conventions and principles. Amongst the most fundamental principles which all institutions and agreements would have to recognise and promote would be the primacy of human rights obligations, and the holistic nature of human rights embracing civil, political, economic, social, cultural, and environmental rights; the principles of progressive realisation of commitments and non-retrogression; the precautionary principle in the introduction of new processes and agreements; the principle of common but differentiated responsibilities according to capacities and responsibilities or culpabilities, the latter linked to the (emerging) ‘polluter pays’ principle; the principle of non-discrimination, together with the principle of ‘special and differential treatment’ for developing and especially least developed countries as compared to the more developed and highly developed.

Within this perspective also, the repeated call for “greater coherence” between UN agencies, such as UNCTAD, and the WTO and the Bretton Woods Institutions
, would then be pursued within a more clearly agreed common framework, standing above and independent of any one of the organisations. At present what this ‘coherence’ invariably amounts to, in practice, are adjustments in the analyses, policies and programmes of UN agencies towards the currently hegemonic neo-liberal theories and policies of the more powerful WTO, IMF and World Bank
. Whereas, in a different, more balanced and legitimate global system, they should all be made to conform to the principles and requirements enshrined in fundamental and overarching global agreements.

Conversely, where there are conflicts between such fundamental global conventions, on the one hand, and specific regulations or agreements within particular organisations, such as the WTO, on the other hand, the tension should not be resolved by and within one of the contending organisations, as happens at present through the WTO DSU 
. The alternative being proposed would require, for example, that the WTO’s trade terms cannot over-ride more fundamental human rights and environmental protection principles
. Along these lines, there is also support expressed for “an international court of law capable of enforcing all international conventions and guaranteeing a proper balance among international institutions such as the WHO, ILO, FAO and the WTO”
. 

It must be expected, once again, that, even as the debate widens on the need for a more democratic, accountable and coherent system of global government/governance, the initiators, manipulators and major beneficiaries of the existing dominant institutions will not meekly concur. This poses serious political challenges to all democratic forces worldwide.  But, even before that, there are a number of other very fundamental strategic questions on the justification for, and the meaning of the ‘rebalancing’ or ‘redesign’ of  ‘global governance’.

· Forms and principles of global government  and/or governance? 

The first questions relate to the notions of global governance and global government. They are often used loosely and even interchangeably, but they do not denote exactly the same thing and carry different implications. ‘Governance’ refers to the manner and methods, the ‘style’ or ways in which governmental functions are carried out - that is, a system of identified norms, practices and principles - without necessarily specifying the organisational means or institutional instruments. ‘Government’ refers more specifically to the processes of administering, operating or controlling a defined entity, and entails bodies of persons, structures and organs. In this light, it would seem that many of the global proposals being put forward by opponents of the current or emerging system led by the WTO place more emphasis on a desirable global system of values and principles than on the appropriate institutions and organisations. Yet, elements of both already exist and have to be appropriately reformed or transformed, inter-related or integrated.  

But the alternatives are about much more than simply responding to and reforming the status quo. Far-sighted conceptualisations of some form of democratic ‘world government’ pre-date by far the current perverted modes and institutions. Similarly, the motivations for some political forms and institutions of world-wide human cooperation and conflict prevention/resolution are not simply a response to or reflection of ‘globalisation’, even if this has stimulated new thinking on the subject
. In fact, what is emerging from the ranks of civil society, particularly world-wide developmental, environmental and human rights networks, is an entirely different approach. This is based upon a deepening recognition of the rights, and necessary context, for all human development - with planet earth as a fundamentally integral (and increasingly vulnerable) unity. This is accompanied by a growing understanding of the complex interdependencies and mutual responsibilities of all members of the human family to each other, to other species and to their common planetary home. It is these needs and necessities, above all, that must now motivate and define the nature and purpose of international political cooperation. 

But agreeing on epoch-changing means and modalities for this is not simply a conceptual but a political challenge because many governments and powerful vested economic interests feel very threatened and are resistant to the significant changes, to the new forms of global conditionalities and commitments required. And not even all non-governmental activists opposed to the WTO are in agreement that some form or institutions of global governance are called for. Thus an important challenge remains the discussion and dissemination of the raison d’etre, the purpose or justification for the existence of such global governance/government. The question is: whether, or how human beings deal collectively with fundamentally important matters of universal human rights, common human concerns and shared planetary responsibilities; what they are, and the appropriate means for guaranteeing their effective implementation and universal observance according to agreed modalities. 

· Rescue,  revival, and reform of the United Nations system  ….   and its members

With regard to the institutional component of such a system of shared human responsibilities, it is not sufficient to look to the United Nations system, as presently constituted, and promote it as the viable and desirable alternative to the current highly undesirable ‘planetary executive’. The UN system is certainly the most inclusive and legitimate expression of inter-national cooperation, and potentially has a much greater role to play. But it has been deliberately eroded and discredited, especially over recent years, by an anti-democratic, self-serving strategy driven above all by the United States.  By selectively disbursing or withholding financial resources, and privileging rival organisations that can be more easily controlled
, the aim of this strategy has been to discipline, downgrade and even displace the ‘unreliable’ UN agencies which are considered to be rather too susceptible to the views of the majority developing countries, and overly concerned with ‘development’ and the like
. Huge political and ideological pressures and financial threats have been exerted, for example, on UNCTAD to make it conform to and serve the new global paradigm, or give way to the WTO entirely
. Conversely, where the more effective UN agencies, such as the UNDP, WHO, and UNICEF have managed to continue doing useful world-wide research and policy development, based on criteria broader than those of the neo-liberal paradigm, they have been targeted by the US to be placed under the direction of new ‘more reliable’ figures who have undergone appropriate experiences and conditioning in institutions such as the World Bank
, and even within the upper echelons of the US government.  

These stratagems pose serious threats to the content, character and potential future role of these UN agencies. However, the organisational, financial, political  - and moral - vulnerability of the UN system derives also from the lack of financial and political independence, and lack of serious and united intention, commitment, determination and/or democratic legitimacy of most of its member states. Thus, the multiple challenges to promoters of the UN as the basis of an alternative global system for human co-responsibility include: the formulation and implementation of long-overdue institutional reforms, including full accessibility, transparency and accountability, and especially over greater and guaranteed resources. This reform demands, above all, the ‘rescue’ of the UN’s socio-economic agencies from neo-liberal influences and organisations. But this will be extremely difficult, and the UN will not become a totally democratic, legitimate and effective system until all its participating member states are themselves fully democratised, more politically and financially independent, and imbued with a different set of  understandings and principles.

· Changing governments’ policies  …..   and/or governments?

This, in turn, poses the more direct challenges to democratic forces in all such countries to change their governments’ national policies and practices and international positions and performance; or, if that fails, to change their governments. And that does not exclude the currently/ostensibly ‘democratic’ governments in the North. The concomitant challenge to all democratic forces throughout the world, but particularly in the well-endowed North, is how to support such struggles elsewhere without trying to set the terms or substituting for the people most directly concerned, because it is the genuine empowerment of people’s organisations, and all people, through such struggles, that is the real measure, and guarantee, of democracy in their countries. 

And the democratic control of people over their own national governments is essential both to deal with the specific problems and particular needs within their countries, and in order to enable them to use their governments as intermediate instruments - protectively and proactively, defensively and offensively, separately and together - to deal with the gargantuan transnational corporations and banks, overweening global institutions such as the WTO, and overwhelming global processes
. It is manifestly obvious that the weak - people or countries - are immeasurably strengthened by working in combination because the united whole is always greater than the sum of the parts. In this regard, some non-governmental strategists in countries of the South
 propose ‘positive engagement’ or even ‘alliances’ between Southern ‘civil society’ forces, including business forces, and their governments against the dominating forces of the North. Others see the inclusion of business interests as problematic (see also pages      ); and the whole idea of such national alliances raising other problems without a transformation of these states
. 

The extremely complex strategic challenge, therefore, is how to change governments through changing their policies and/or how to change policies through changes in government or changes of government. Some of the more proactive governments in the developing world, such as the Group of 15 (G15) and even, to some extent, the G77, seem to be adopting stronger positions, verbally at least, on some of the global issues being discussed here
. They might take even more advanced  - and active - positions with stronger NGO ‘persuasion’ and/or social movement pressures. However, the issues and forces facing peoples organisations in these countries are  multi-dimensional and multi-directional. The functioning of the state in most of the developing world is characterised by multiple defects reflecting, on the one hand, the ineptitude, indifference and unrelenting political and economic self-interest of the domestic governing elites
. On the other hand, growing public-private collusion and corrupt self-serving practices have been actively fostered in many developing countries (and elsewhere) by IMF/WB imposition of sweeping privatisation programmes
. And the moral and political degeneration, social divisiveness and economic deterioration, and the ensuing social and environmental crises have, in turn, been aggravated by the swingeing reduction of the resources and role of the state - and its very legitimacy - as a result of IMF macro-economic prescriptions. Furthermore, even where international neo-liberal marketisation agencies, such as the World Bank, belatedly recognise that there is, indeed, a necessary role for the state in developing countries, this idea is now acceptable to Bank tacticians precisely because such national governments have been thoroughly ‘re-conditioned’ or recast and can now, fairly confidently, be relied upon to implement domestic policies that conform with those of powerful external bodies, institutional or entrepreneurial. 

Clearly then, the forces to be dealt with are complex interactions of internal/domestic and  international/global forces, and financial/political/economic factors. Thus, the historic challenge to peoples’ social and political movements in the countries of the South, whether faced with well-meaning but weak or incompetent, authoritarian abusive or brutal, corrupt, collusive and compradore or – in extreme cases – so-called ‘collapsed’ states (that is states that have been collapsed), is to revive or recapture, re-conceptualise and restructure the national state for democracy and development. And that means both national and international. Clearly, also, there is an important strategic role in this - that goes beyond just sympathetic ‘support’ - by non-governmental analysts and activists located in the North who are positioned, physically and politically, closer to the centers of global power where they have a crucial role to play.

·  Minimised government   …..   or multiple levels of government?

The challenges of restructuring the state do not end there. The reassertion and re-conceptualisation of the role of national governments confront non-governmental analysts and activists, North and South, with some other difficult and potentially divisive questions. The pervasive arguments by the more enthusiastic globalists proclaim the actual or immanent ‘demise of the nation state’:  its replacement at home by ‘more efficient’ market forces, and, abroad, by the independent operations of transnational corporations and the policy disciplines of global institutions. However, such arguments are also taken up by some progressive writers and NGO strategists 
. On the one hand, these arguments are used as part of a radical critique of the neo-liberal paradigm and in order to expose the rapidly advancing or, in some views, complete displacement of the state by ‘the market’. Others, however, are motivated by (an understandable) disillusionment with the abuses and repeated betrayals by their own elected national governments, and even the failings of the erstwhile welfare state. Furthermore, they (rightly) oppose the increasing distance and divorce of government from the demos – whether within multi-national regional entities such as the European Union
, or on a global scale in the WTO. 

However, within this perspective, there is a current of opinion that reacts by arguing not just that national governments are being replaced, but that they should be replaced. In this view, the alternative is to locate government at the local level. However, rather than reactively and simplistically rejecting the role of national government, the real challenge and the real debate that is required is on the appropriate relationship, and division of labour or delegation of powers and decision-making between local, other sub-national/provincial, national, regional(multi-national), inter-regional, continental, and global levels of government. Each has its uses, potential advantages and justifications, and none can be promoted, a priori , to the exclusion of any others. 

The respective roles and powers of different levels of government have to be a reflection of the complex internal political, economic, environmental, social and cultural specificities of different countries and regions, as well as common needs at the global level. It is, for example, argued in many areas of the developing world, that the most urgent internal need, and an effective external strategy for them to cope with the overwhelming global economy, and Northern dominated power blocks, is to (re)group their own countries into multi-national regional entities
. This is particularly so in Africa where so many of the countries and economies arbitrarily created by colonialism, are environmentally unsustainable and socially artificial, politically fragile, structurally weak, small, land-locked, and often simply non-viable economically. They need to be combined or fully integrated. However, the re-groupment of African countries into carefully negotiated stronger regional communities of nations
 is a very different process and concept to the argument that such nations are unsustainable and passe’ and can or should simply be swept away by global processes.  Viewed from the South, the radical reduction and removal of the role and resources of national governments is a fundamental part of the problem not the solution, and this is particularly the case in Africa. 

National and regional/multi-national forms of government have to be utilised in order to maximise the effectiveness of weaker countries in responding to the overwhelming processes and powers of the emerging global system. And all such bases of governmental activity have to engaged with in order to mobilise people where they are focused, where they have interests in common, where they are organised and feel they can and have to have influence. These are the multiple, combined or complementary bases from which to build movements that are commensurate with the huge challenges of engaging with the global system ….. and with the national governments creating or colluding with it. 

· National rights and national sovereignty  ……  and/or global hegemony ? 
With respect to the need for some form of global governance/government to deal with common global concerns, shared human responsibilities and universal obligations, the further questions 

relate to the definition, delimitation and complex relationship between global obligations, on the 

one hand, and national rights or ‘sovereignty’, on the other. The challenge is how to defend the rights of people to pursue policies and modes of development tailored to their needs and aspirations within their own communities and national frameworks, while at the same time defining global parameters and overarching common principles that need to be observed by all. Clearly, ‘national sovereignty’ has to be viewed as a relative not an absolute concept, and fine balances have to be struck on what issues fall within or outside of the domain of national decision-making, and how to inter-relate these. But the most essential pre-condition is to (re)conceptualise global governance/government not as a supra-national but a multi-national or inter-national system within which nations and peoples interact through their elected representatives and agree to deal collectively with key global issues. 

However the ‘relativity’ of national sovereignty applies to much more than the relationship between national rights, on the one hand, and global responsibilities and universal principles, on the other. The debate has to be located within the real context of the current global system and balance of power. One common and superficial response, even within the ranks of non-governmental analysts, is that ‘globalisation has put an end to national sovereignty’, just as it has (supposedly) ‘ended’ the role of the nation state. But the states of the more highly industrialised economies and strongest countries have never had a more powerful role than they have today, separately and together, in reshaping and running the entire world, and imposing their global ‘principles’ and/or interests on all other (weaker) governments and economies. The powerful states which arrogantly intrude into the affairs of weaker nations constantly invoke and conflate ‘higher principles’, ‘good governance’, and the like, with their own strategic aims and national interests.

Similarly, the so-called ‘replacement of national sovereignty’ by new forms of ‘globalaccountability’ and the internationalisation of many matters of government applies most invasively to the weaker and weakest countries. It does not apply similarly in the stronger countries
. The apparent ceding by EU member states of national sovereignty over foreign/trade policy to Brussels is actually designed to pool and collectively strengthen their national sovereignties vis-à-vis the outside world
. Furthermore, although much criticised by opponents of the EU, the relative adjustments of the respective domestic policies of the member states has happened through inter-governmental processes of negotiation and mutual accommodation - even if not particularly democratically, as far as the general populations are concerned
. However, in radical contrast, the erosion of national rights or the loss of national sovereignty of weaker states over much domestic policy has been to - and through - remote global forces and institutions, and in large measure beyond the choice of governments, let alone the knowledge and approval of their populations
. 

· Alliances against the domination of governments in the North over the South   ….. 

       and alliances between peoples organisations North and South. 

This ‘Western’ hegemony poses fundamental challenges to all progressive peoples’ social and political organisations to build South-North peoples alliances that cut across these lines and that counter and end these patterns of Western/Northern domination and exploitation of the Third World/South. There is huge potential for such South-North peoples alliances, already evident in the international environmental movement,  international peasant and small agricultural producers alliances, and the international anti-debt campaign, amongst many others. However, these many and varied experiences have also raised significant questions about the uneveness of resources, the locus of initiatives, immediate tactical issues and broader strategic aims, and above all the nature of ‘leadership’ in such vast international alliances. 

Some non-governmental organisations located in the North have long manifested a self-confident assumption of leadership roles that, in part, reflect their greater resources and, frequently, the financial  dependence of their ‘partners’ in the South upon them. Many NGOs in the North have also been marked by an unselfconscious paternalism that reflects these attitudes (amongst many worse) towards the South within their societies. They sometimes even mirror the presumptuousness of their governments. More seriously, some northern NGOs actually opt to work with/in their governments in international institutions and help to improve the legitimacy of their international roles and their bona fides 
.  This is completely at odds with Southern views of the interests of Northern economic agencies in their countries, and their experiences of the practices of Northern governments vis-a-vis the South. Fortunately there is a growing self-confidence of peoples social and political movements in the South in engaging with their counterparts in the North on these and other substantive issues
. There are also expanding mass mobilisations in the South that give them ever-greater ‘authority’ in their engagements with their partners in the North, as well as the mass power to contribute to changing the global balance of power (see also  9  below).

Within this broad international alliance-building, there is also the more specific challenge to peoples organisations, North and South. They have to build alliances with  - and help to strengthen – not only organisations in ‘the South’ but also progressive peoples organisations within the United States. Drawing US citizens’ organisations into close relations and solid alliances with their counterparts in the rest of the world is crucial in order to counter parochialism, chauvinism, racism and xenophobia within the US, and to build national and internationalist peoples movements there. These have an essential role to play in the international struggles to bring the United States as the world super-power fully into the human family of nations and emerging system of global accountability and planetary responsibility. Without this, the sincere desire of ordinary US citizens to defend their national sovereignty and democracy could serve, unwittingly, to reinforce the extremely dangerous positions and actions of the US as the global hegemon.

THE ULTIMATE SCENARIO  …..  AND LOGICAL CONCLUSIONS 

Following on from the above far-reaching global governmental changes and epochal political challenges (amongst many others) facing all of humanity, non-governmental activist-strategists have to carry their analyses and debates on the WTO per se through to the logical conclusion, which is its closure. This is the most far-reaching option of all and completes the overview of all the possible scenarios with respect to the future of this particular institution within the broader global context. This scenario entails the removal of the WTO because it is the institutionalised expression of a particular, highly tendentious ideology and very specific economic and political interests. In this light, too, dealing with the WTO also entails broader and deeper ideological and systemic transformations
.
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