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Endorsements

“The author presents to us an excellent contribution to our understand-
ing of the complex development towards global multi-level governance.
His very well researched case studies focus on the regional integration
in the European Union and in South-East/East Asia, the interlinkages
between them and their potential to effect global change. Particularly
interesting, because much less studied until now, is the chapter on the
‘““‘advisory factors” that are stimulating and facilitating the regionalisation
process as well as the chapter on the efforts in both regions to promote a
more knowledgeable civil society through changes in higher education
systems. The book ends with a visionary outlook on further develop-
ments towards a better, knowledge-based multi-level world. Indeed very
impressive.”

Horst Giinter Krenzler, Professor at Munich University Law Institute

and former Director General for External Relations at the European

Commission

““César de Prado has written an impressive book on the growing engage-
ment between Asia and Europe. He argues convincingly that this could
motivate the US, the indispensable superpower, and other stakeholders
in the international system, to join hands in offering our diminished multi-
lateral institutions a much needed injection of dynamism, leadership and
new directions.”

Tommy Koh, Founding Executive Director of the Asia-Europe Foun-

dation and Chairman of the Institute of Policy Studies
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“A rich and interesting book, crammed with an astonishing range of de-
tail about networked governance from Europe to Asia. His theoretical
framework encompasses actors from international organizations to cor-
porations, universities to think tanks, offering a way to map the new
world order.”
Anne-Marie Slaughter, Dean of the Woodrow Wilson School of
Public and International Affairs, Princeton University

“A carefully researched analysis of East Asian and European regional-
ism, their driving forces and the interaction between the regions. The
study is remarkable both for its theoretical quality and its novel empirical
data. A most valuable source for students of regionalism.”
Karl Kaiser, Visiting Professor at Harvard University and former
Director of the German Council on Foreign Relations

“This timely book provides a highly comprehensive and illuminating
exposition of the new fluidity of global and regional multilateral gover-
nance. César de Prado did an excellent of job in providing a valuable
analytical framework and persuasive cases for students of international
relations and the new global order.”
1l Sa-Kong, Chairman and CEO of the Institute for Global Econom-
ics and Chair of the ASEM Vision Group, 1998-2000

“The demise of multilateralism has been announced prematurely. César
de Prado demonstrates how increased regionalism in Europe and in Asia
has assured its remarkable comeback. His book shows convincingly how
this came about and why.”

Albrecht Rothacher, Editor in Chief of the Asia-Europe Journal

“This interesting book makes a strong case for the emergence of a multi-
level global governance system that knits together regionally-based
governments and non-governmental actors with specific reference to
Europe’s and Asia’s knowledge systems. Interested readers will learn
from de Prado’s analytical framework and some well-researched case
material.”

Peter J. Katzenstein, Walter S. Carpenter Professor, Jr. of Inter-

national Studies at Cornell University
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Global multi-level governance

During the Cold War the United States and the Soviet Union formed a
bipolar world system in which they clashed to control larger areas
through strong alliances or outright dominance of key countries (Gaddis,
2005). Few, if any, parts of the world could really claim to be non-aligned
or independent of the power contest. But the fall of the Berlin Wall from
11/9 soon led the Soviet Union to give way to a Russia with only regional
ambitions, while the relaxation of the US global projection allowed allies
in Europe and East Asia to enhance or explore new international dy-
namics. During the 1990s a new paradigm of connectivity grew on flexi-
ble, functional coalitions driven by a mix of state and non-state actors
that directly or indirectly connected most people across the globe. But
the 9/11 attacks in New York and Washington provoked the rage of the
Bush junior administration; this was felt mainly in Central and Western
Asia, leaving the rest of the world perplexed about how best to cope or
help out. As much of the world increasingly worries that the US govern-
ment may not judiciously lead a just peace and prosperity even in the
face of unexpected tribulations, a plurality of public and private allies
and friends increasingly find it necessary to reach out in novel ways and
share their increasingly global multi-level experiences and wisdom.

Global multi-level governance: European and East Asian leadership, de Prado,
United Nations University Press, 2007, ISBN 978-92-808-1139-1
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In search of new theoretical paradigms of dynamic world
order

Much of the Cold War international relations academic literature that de-
veloped in the United States, often written by European émigrés who
had fled trouble at home, focused on the concept of the unitary or “West-
phalian” power-maximizing state. Morgenthau’s (1948) six principles of
political realism became the classical view that the chief units of analysis
of an anarchic world system are and will for long remain the states, rep-
resented by their public authorities (governments), seeking rationally to
maximize their power to influence or control others, a concept often
now referred as seeking relative gains among states. States make and
enforce their own laws in times of peace, but prepare for war and make
it when their basic, mainly but not only material, interests conflict and
threaten each other, regardless of the constraints from the growing cor-
pus of international law, broadly defined to include principles, norms
and specific rules. This approach, which matured during the Cold War,
traditionally focused on the security dimension, which realists claimed
determined the more flexible, “low-level’’, economic and social power di-
mensions. Realism nevertheless evolved into several variants as realist
authors had to concede that even during the Cold War states often coor-
dinated and cooperated with other states in various ways. Some tried hard
to explain existing world patterns. For instance, Waltz’s (1979) structural
or neo-realist view argued that military stability comes from the teaming
of independent states into a bipolar camp, while Gilpin (1981) presented
a more dynamic picture in which states’ alliances constantly shift around
a bipolar structure. More recently, Mearsheimer (2001) has become the
more articulate advocate of an offensive strand of realism in which
great-power cooperation is still very unlikely, thus possibly leading to a
new bipolar confrontation.

Nevertheless, many critics have been reflecting to counter these types
of potentially very fatalistic world views based on the nation-state (Keo-
hane, 1986). Woodrow Wilson’s ideal hopes for strong and efficient inter-
national organizations could not advance much during the Cold War, but
many authors argued that international institutions, law and/or ideas,
driven by both state governments and private actors, are decisive for
the long-term restructuring and stabilization of the international system.
Krasner’s (1983) regime theory focused on a broad plurality of interna-
tional (or intergovernmental) institutions and more or less written laws
of state conduct that help shape the global system. Many of these regimes
are nowadays linked in various ways to the UN system of organizations,
treaties, funds and programmes. But other regimes, especially the liberal
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ones promoted by the Bretton Woods economic organizations, envision a
greater role for private business actors.

Other authors viewed world development still differently. Wallerstein
(1974) argued from a Marxist approach that the world has historically
been divided into developed capitalist areas controlling the fate of feu-
dal developing ones, with only minor possibilities for the latter to be-
come fully developed. But as the Cold War ended, constructivists like
Wendt (1992), focusing on identities, beliefs, attitudes and actions of
individuals and groups of peoples, began catching more people’s atten-
tions by arguing that it is possible to construct a peaceful world govern-
ment bound by a mix of political, economic and social institutions and
norms.

In retrospect, the above mainly US-based academic theories seem like
the sophisticated articulations of the contending ideological frameworks
of different domestic actors. I hypothesize that realists and neo-realist up-
grades were in general favoured by military strategists eager for a long-
lasting US power dominance; liberal regimes were preferred by diplo-
mats and business people; social constructivists were promoted by social
democrats and less profit-oriented international civil society organiza-
tions; and critical approaches were closer to the working classes although
very distanced from Stalinist or Maoist incongruities.

In the end, these theories of international relations failed to predict
or explain the demise of the Cold War and what the future may bring
(Carlsnaes, Risse and Simmons, 2002; Wight, 2005). Nowadays, anarchic
international relations academics in the United States are giving increas-
ingly similar weight to realist, liberal, constructivist and eclectic theories
(Peterson and Tierney, 2005). Some corporativist research disciplines re-
main focused on finding simple explanatory theories based on indepen-
dent and dependent variables, while others are more discursive in pre-
senting a plurality of causes and effects. Despite the rise of e-learning
technologies, most of these paradigms are still basically constructed in
the domestic circuits of publications and conferences, and it is remark-
able how little attention the academic networks centred in the United
States continue to pay to the growing corpus of ideas from most of the
rest of the hyperlinked world.

The classical understanding of international diplomacy, as well as
the distinction between high politics (security, diplomacy) dealt by gov-
ernment officials and low politics (economics, culture, social inter-
actions) dealt by profit-oriented businesses and broader civil society,
are becoming less relevant as more public, private and, especially, mixed
actors get used to communicating transnationally and develop their
own informal systems of functional control. The aim is now to harness
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knowledge for competitive innovation. Much information may be coded
and shared globally, but much knowledge remains tacitly localized at
lower levels as formal and informal actors nurture their functional invest-
ments.

Inspired by the “‘consilient” thinking of Wilson (1998), I argue that one
should try to make sense of the many interrelated analytical levels that
jointly transform the current hyperconnected world system. Traditional
nation-states are now embedded in a new global multi-level governance
framework in which a plurality of public and private actors competitively
interact in a refined dimension of territorial power where not only the
United States but world regional processes have become particularly sa-
lient. To understand my proposed framework better one first needs to re-
assess the nature of the state and its usefulness as a world unit of analysis,
since states are increasingly exploring and advancing both internal and
external multi-level patters of regional collaboration. Secondly, one then
requires an understanding of the nature and behaviour of the many non-
state actors that engage and influence the multi-level dynamics still gov-
erned or organized by state actors.

Evolving multi-level states

When one quickly flips through an atlas of human history one sees how
areas of political control broadened and shrank in seemingly unpredict-
able ways, but often as the result of fighting. The experiment of sustain-
ing a system of states began in seventeenth-century Europe as sovereign
rulers, tired of battling each other, agreed to limit political and military
control over clearly delimited territories. In the following centuries there
were still many wars and redefinitions of state boundaries, but the con-
cept of territorially sovereign ‘“Westphalian” nation-states is nowadays
very relevant to organizing the life of most citizens and residents, not
only in Europe but also increasingly in other parts of the world. The
number of internationally recognized states has grown from 74 in 1948
to about 200 in 2006 due to decolonization and partitions (that of Serbia
and Montenegro being the last one at the time of writing).

All around the world states are subdivided in unique and more or less
clear successions of smaller administrative and/or political units, all the
way down to cities and villages, and then to neighbourhoods, households,
citizens and residents. Some examples of how the competitive but peace-
ful resolution of intrastate federal tensions for legislative and executive
powers could serve as inspiration for the increasing interactions between
countries.



GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE 5

Local tales of two superpowers

The United States has gradually expanded from a shaky confederation of
former English colonies first internationally recognized in 1783 into a
strong and widespread federation of 50 states and several other territo-
ries, districts and possessions, mainly in the Pacific Ocean and the Carib-
bean. Although the federal government in Washington D.C. greatly in-
creased its powers in the twentieth century, a territorial balance is aimed
at as Congress is elected on the basis of states’ populations, while each
state sends two persons to the Senate. Meanwhile, several hundred na-
tive Indian reservations are now overseen by both the federal govern-
ment and tribal councils that have slowly regained some powers. More-
over, many states autonomously advance positions in a number of issues,
in particular the promotion of international trade and investment. Many
competitive cities and localized economic clusters on the west and north-
east coasts dynamize both the rest of the United States and much of the
world, to the point that a few cities like New York and Los Angeles have
an even stronger global reach (often especially linking to other global
economic and cultural cities) than the states in which they are located.

Chilly and autocratic Russia conquered many of the territories first
unified by the Mongol hordes in Northern Asia, and at one point even
controlled Alaska — soon sold for a pittance to the expanding United
States. The former Union of Soviet Socialist Republics, dysfunctionally
controlled from Moscow, gave way to several independent countries
soon after 1989. The main one is the Russian Federation, which for sev-
eral years struggled with its internal constituents until it concluded in
1994 a treaty with all of them except Chechnya. As the Caucasus re-
mained very conflictual and several ethnic republics demanded more au-
tonomy, the Kremlin under Putin appointed seven regional governors to
head large federal districts (four in Europe and three in Asia) on top of
the 89 Russian member subjects. Meanwhile, a nationalistic Russia uses
its energy resources as a tool of global power projection and has tensions
with several of its neighbours that are strengthening links with more
democratic countries, but this situation does not yet seem to be heating
up to a cold confrontation reminiscent of earlier times.

Decentralization in European states

The global city of London is the capital of the United Kingdom, currently
a complex political union of four “home nations”, each having separate
football teams and a different set of political prerogatives. England re-
mains the core of the union, but Scotland has a powerful parliament, in-
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spiring the weaker Welsh national assembly, and Northern Ireland has
after decades of sectarian fighting become a unique condominium of
both the United Kingdom and the Irish Republic. The home nations are
then subdivided into a variety of smaller units that have been reorgan-
ized more often than their counterparts in other European countries.
Under its Crown there are also several overseas territories and depend-
encies, but 15 other Commonwealth realms, formerly part of the mighty
British Empire, pay diminishing formal respects to the English monarchy,
and some even debate fully pulling out of the loose association. The
Crown does not seem to mind too much, as versions of English form the
lingua franca of world diplomacy, business and knowledge, linking even
the rainiest British town to some global place or event.

The remnants of another awesome empire, the French Republic, are
now divided into five territorial levels whose gradual reconfiguration indi-
cates they are less centralized in the city-region of Paris than many people
believe. France’s 22 metropolitan and 4 overseas administrative régions
are subdivided into 100 départements and then further subdivided into
342 arrondissements, which in turn are composed of 4,035 cantons and
36,682 communes. The régions, départements and communes are known
as “‘territorial collectivities”’, possessing local assemblies as well as an ex-
ecutive, while the arrondissements and cantons are only administrative
divisions but are in search of regaining legislative prerogatives within
the context of a slow territorial decentralization that began in the early
1980s. Although France sustains some island enclaves and struggles to
maintain cultural links with scores of partially francophone countries,
France’s regions bordering Germany, Switzerland and Italy are now par-
ticularly dynamic as they help stitch together formerly antagonistic Euro-
pean nation-states.

While several European countries were largely unified with the treaties
forming the Peace of Westphalia in the seventeenth century, proto-
Germany was actually an array of small and distinct sovereign nations
only unified during the Franco-Prussian War ending in 1871, but not re-
strained in its visions to catch up and surpass the other global powers.
After two global wars largely initiated by a rising Germany, the federal
republic of Germany is now composed of 16 peaceful states (Bundes-
ldnder) which are much more autonomous than government subunits in
most other European states, perhaps with the exception of federal Bel-
gium and confederal Switzerland, and more dynamic than much of Eu-
rope if one excludes the poles of economic innovation around the largest
cities in Northern Europe. Further, new federalizing pressure has also be-
come prominent in other European countries. For example, Spain has
transformed from a unitary military regime into a federation of 15 auton-
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omous communities, some of which are peacefully arguing for nearly
confederate status, and dynamic Catalonia even successfully bargaining
new prerogatives every so often. Italy’s recurring political pressures occa-
sionally induce a referendum to ask the country whether to transfer pre-
rogatives to the northern regions. In these and new European member
states risks of national fracture are not really strong and the rare excep-
tions may peacefully lead to a new friendly arrangement, like Czechoslo-
vakia in the 1990s when it broke into Czechia and Slovakia, both new
countries becoming member states of the European Union in 2004. Eu-
rope’s substate regions also reach internationally for economic and socio-
cultural purposes, and in federal states the substate regions sometimes
press for broader external prerogatives. For instance, a few years ago
the Belgium region of Flanders commissioned UNU-CRIS in Bruges to
advise on various foreign policy elements relating to Eastern European
countries.

Dynamism in East Asian countries and beyond

Not only the United States, Russia and Western European states are now
reorganizing their political, economic and socio-cultural structures as
substate units link more globally; some East Asian countries are experi-
encing similar decentralization pressures.

The People’s Republic of China, tracing its history to a near succession
of centralizing empires and in some periods ruled by dynasties originat-
ing in Northern Asia, is today composed of 23 provinces with a long tra-
dition of Han control, 5 autonomous regions with complex histories
(Tibet, Xingjian, Inner Mongolia, Guangxi and Ningxia), 4 centrally ad-
ministrative municipalities (Beijing, Shanghai, Tianjin and Chongqing)
and 2 special administrative regions (Hong Kong since 1997, and Macao
since 1999). The legal status of a de facto economically independent Tai-
wan within China remains a difficult problem for the whole region, and
Beijing tries to rein in demands for greater autonomy from Tibet and
Xingjian. The Chinese ruling party periodically focuses on the need to
manage governance challenges better at various levels (provinces, coun-
ties, municipalities and towns) and has even allowed some competition in
village elections. Moreover, China’s current leadership tries to spread in-
land the economic progress of the special economic zones created since
the 1980s in coastal areas, and border provinces may form part of broad
regional development plans that promote links with neighbouring coun-
tries.

Even relatively centralized Japan is in the process of a new large-scale
internal reorganization. Historically a collection of warring feudal dai-



8 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

myos that finally held their peace under the dynastic Tokugawa military
shoguns, and later with cultural emperors no longer living in Kyoto but in
the former Tokugawa castle in Tokyo, Japan is in the twenty-first century
undergoing its third administrative reorganization in modern times by
merging many of the cities, towns and villages into more efficient units
with some elements of autonomy. The economic and socio-cultural au-
tonomy and global projection of the Kyoto-Osaka-Kobe Kansai region
remain a source of inspiration for other economic poles that try to soften
links from the Tokyo/Yokohama-centred Kanto region. Meanwhile,
Japan’s local communities have had since the late 1980s a country-wide
council that promotes their internationalization in quite a few issues. In
addition, the Japanese government seems to be seriously considering a
plan by which several groups of the current 47 prefectures would merge
into a small number of relatively powerful regions or states. As in the
past, some unexpected external event or earthquake may be the only
trigger required to consolidate a new multi-level reorganization.

Other countries in East Asia are also beginning to address the issue of
political federalism as they realize that innovative regions, government
sponsored (the Multimedia Supercorridor in Malaysia, Media Valley in
South Korea, etc.) or otherwise, need to have more degrees of freedom
to compete successfully in today’s hyperlinked world.

The current boundaries and administrative divisions of most countries
in other parts of the world often reflect histories of colonial or imperial
administrations, bargains or wars. Yet many of these countries have also
began to evolve in relative peace. For instance, the independence and
partition of British Indian provinces and princely states were bloody and
are still causing problems, especially between India and Pakistan. Yet the
28 states and 7 union territories currently composing the Indian federa-
tion are the result of several, mostly peaceful, reorganizations to manage
linguistic diversity and population growth. All states and two union terri-
tories (Delhi and Pondicherry) now have elected governments, and the
central government is allowing some economic decentralization to pro-
mote economic growth through international trade and investment.

The dis-United Nations system

Not only is there a great variability within states; there is also a surprising
variability of states’ external projections. The uniqueness of each coun-
try’s foreign policy is reflected in its geographical scope, functional goals
and means, timing and domestic inputs. While public and private actors
in the countries presented in the previous section reach to much of the
world by military, diplomatic, economic and socio-cultural means, many
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other countries lack the resources to staff anything but a few embassies
abroad.

The world must continue to cope with the variegated nature and pro-
jection of its states. Six decades ago, after various European and East
Asian nation-states and imperial systems fought each other to the
ground, the federated United States “‘reluctantly” took up the role of
global Westphalian architect. After having helped Europe and much of
the world out of Soviet communism the United States is now the main
global superpower, but struggling by “hard” military and ‘“‘soft”” non-
military means to incorporate much of the rest of the world in its gover-
nance vision. “‘Friendly”’ countries have accepted or bargained most US
rules to build more open nation-states, alone or in shifting patterns of
international cooperation. Less friendly countries may also build their
nation-states in peace, but “rogue’ ones going all the way to defy the
US-sanctioned world view may get punished. The United States still has
enough military power to implement international law all around the
world, but it does so selectively, clumsily for some, and with numerous
reservations, as it is not sure how much it can trust or understand friends
and foes around the world who are finding new ways to deal with it
(Walt, 2005). Meanwhile, many other countries simply cannot manage to
function by the rules even if they had the will to do so; one-third of the
world population still lives in sorrowful states that have failed or are near
failing to provide basic human security, including peace and health (For-
eign Policy, 2005). Given this panorama, many wonder if all capable may
together keep building a prosperous and happier community.

The promotion of international issue clubs is one way, but powerful
countries are having difficulties in jointly sustaining and expanding their
ruling agendas. The United States is the prominent member in the exclu-
sive club of countries holding UN Security Council veto power or effec-
tive nuclear capacity that is under strong pressure to reform, and the nu-
clear non-proliferation treaty that the United States helped advance in
the 1970s is nowadays in question as the United States makes exceptions
to its allies or friends and others threaten to pull out. Meanwhile, the real
global influence beyond stock-taking exercises and cooperation pledges
of the Group of Seven most industrialized, market-oriented democracies
has long been questioned (www.G7.utoronto.ca). Moreover, although the
G7 selectively relaxed its membership criteria in the 1990s to engage
Russia, a debate rose about whether the original G7 countries should
even be attending the G8 meetings held in 2006 in a still non-democratic
Russia with renewed power aspirations. The Canadian government pro-
posed having a G20 in order to account better for developing powers,
but there is not yet a consensus in Washington about how far to advance
such a proposal from Ottawa.



10  GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

Reforming and decentralizing the United Nations

The gradual and rational reform of the UN system (www.un.org;
www.unsystem.org) of organizations and linked regimes is a very difficult
but necessary step to achieve sustainable peace and prosperity around
the world (Kennedy, 2006).

Despite some remarkable successes, the United Nations has been a
rather ineffective and complex structure through which the nowadays
191 member countries (some special states and territories are not formal
members) have struggled to promote elements of peace and security, de-
velop friendly relations and cooperate in solving international problems
and promoting respect for human rights. Partiality and overlapping of in-
stitutional remits, mismanagement of limited financial assets and much
political discord over development paths render the UN’s visionary ob-
jectives even more difficult to achieve.

The United Nations is nevertheless embarked on an unprecedented
multiple reform process that promises to deliver benefits to a world dis-
appointed with the evolution of global governance. This and many other
issues were discussed in the world summit convened in New York just be-
fore the 2005 General Assembly. The outcomes of the 2005 assembly’s
final agreement were naturally mixed, but better than anything coming
from such high-level gatherings in a long time. It agreed on a Global
Partnership for Development, not too far astray from the Millennium
Declaration’s set of basic social development goals and targets. It also
agreed on better peace building, peacekeeping and peacemaking mea-
sures, on a general responsibility to protect populations from gross
abuses and on condemnation of terrorism. And it decided to reform its
management so as to assess priorities and allocate budgets, human re-
sources and oversight capacity better.

Yet the UN Charter was not substantially reformed, and the reform of
the Security Council was delayed. The final arrangement for the Security
Council might include a formula with a three-tier membership, with re-
gional powers being directly involved. One option under discussion was
that the United States, Russia, China, the United Kingdom and France
would continue their oligopolistic position of holding a veto, but they
would be joined by seven or eight semi-permanent members elected on
a regional basis for a renewable four-year period, and by a group of ro-
tating members elected on a regional basis, as now, for a non-renewable
two-year term. Another discussed option, based on proposals first put
forward in 1997 by a UN committee, calls for an expansion from 15 to
24 members, including 6 new permanent members (possibly Japan, India,
Germany and Brazil plus two African countries, perhaps Egypt and
South Africa), and 3 more regionally elected non-permanent members.
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The key to an effective UN reform may not be to accommodate more
countries with rising regional power; rather, it may be how better to rec-
ognize and effectively decentralize to regional processes in which groups
of countries first prove they can gradually interconnect and find their own
regional solutions while raising broader global admiration.

Global and regional visions have for decades remained in constant and
fruitless tension. The project for a League of Nations envisioned by US
President Wilson was to be based on world regions, but it did not succeed
and, for a variety of reasons, the League proved ineffective in preventing
another major war. The United States and its allies during the Second
World War long debated the conflict between global and regional ar-
rangements. In the end, US-centred universalistic principles based on
the nation-state system won in the 1945 San Francisco conference, where
the UN Charter was approved by 51 government representatives. Al-
though autonomous regional arrangements are in principle also allowed
by the Charter’s articles 52-54, they have rarely been invoked, and the
UN system’s regional commissions have much less weight than the small
administrative functional commissions, specialized agencies and various
programmes and funds linked through the UN Economic and Social
Council.

The road to transform the United Nations into a multi-level platform
that selectively decentralizes to good regional processes is very winding
and full of potholes, but given the limited capacity of the current nation-
state system it may well be the safest one to take. The United Nations be-
gan soon after the end of the Cold War to explore regional security coop-
eration through two types of complementary meetings. Following a 1992
Russian proposal and a 1994 UN General Assembly declaration, the UN
Secretary-General began convening in 1994 a series of high-level meet-
ings with regional organizations aiming at a vision of a regional-global
security mechanism, having already resulted in several modalities for
conflict prevention and peace building. More importantly, in the wake of
the 2002 Iraq crisis the UN Security Council began looking for partners
in peace and security, and convened an exploratory meeting with re-
gional security organizations in April 2003, which led to a second one in
July 2004 to find ways to increase collaboration between the United Na-
tions and regional organizations in stabilization processes, particularly by
exchanging information and sharing experience and best practices. In a
third meeting that took place in October 2005 members unanimously
signed a resolution urging regional and subregional organizations that
have a capacity for conflict prevention or peacekeeping to work within
the framework of the UN standby arrangements system that allows coun-
tries to commit resources for UN peacekeeping operations. This meeting
was jointly organized by former UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan, be-
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ginning a fruitful series of multi-level gatherings that should continue
under the new Secretary-General Ban Ki-Moon and the goodwill of
members of the Security Council. The window of opportunity is still
open, as most regional processes are still looking for model roles to help
multi-level countries successfully link across the world.

The rise of the macro-regional level

In the late 1970s European studies began to flourish, in particular with the
creation in Florence of the European University Institute (www.EUIeu),
the first intergovernmental European postgraduate research and training
centre in the social sciences. Its rich and rather anarchic academic de-
bates have been reflecting the full variety of European and North Amer-
ican approaches to law, economics, history and political and social
sciences (Eilstrup-Sangiovanni, 2006). They do not stop at analysing par-
ticular intra-European aspects, but they often focus on the evolving na-
ture and role of Europe in the world. Social constructivist approaches
are relatively advanced, but many resident and visiting academics are
known for their scepticism about the future of Europe. Participants dis-
cuss whether Europe will become a super-federal state with soft or hard
global ambitions, an intergovernmental alliance with a minor external
projection, a macro-protectorate of the United States in which reaffirmed
nation-states keep bickering, or simply an increasingly less relevant part
of the world, possibly collapsing into a new medieval rivalry of smaller
levels of governance in which hordes of migrants would radically trans-
form an ageing European culture.

During the Cold War the European Economic Community was care-
fully watched for its implications for the GATT agreements in trade lib-
eralization, but it was not really considered a serious multidimensional
regional space. Meanwhile, the Non-Aligned Movement (www.E-NAM.
org.my) and many other groupings of developing countries could not sub-
stantially advance their grand declarations of peaceful cooperation. Thus
the study of a peaceful macro-region was left to a minority of thinkers
who basically focused on how much and how Europe would regionalize.
Mitrany (1943) began arguing even before the war was over that Europe
should advance one step at a time, as the regionalization of functional
sectors would give impetus to other sectors. This approach led to various
neo-functionalist refinements, sometimes less normative and just based
on empirical analysis, but sometimes arguing about the need to adapt
various public and private actors. Meanwhile, interstate or intergovern-
mental theories argued that states’ governmental actors are still the key
to regional cooperation, which was by no means crystallized to the point
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of not being able to revert to the previous set of competing European
states. Russet (1967) exceptionally took a global view when he analysed
countries’ voting in the United Nations, their trade patterns and their
membership in international governmental organizations. He concluded
that there was not a world system made of regions, although he noticed
that besides European economic cooperation there were developments
suggesting an incipient Asian subsystem.

After the Cold War a vision of the world divided between first (US-
led), second (Soviet-led) and third worlds is basically gone (although
some leaders of the Non-Aligned Movement meet every three years and
present strong declarations, but leave it others to consider implementing
them), and we are all now living in fluid and flexibly interconnected
multi-level spaces. New world regional dynamics are particularly compet-
ing for recognition and influence, which, as in the case of countries and
international organizations, may be analysed and reanalysed in many
dimensions as they evolve. But before theorizing and judging their inter-
nal and external merits and demerits it is necessary to have good knowl-
edge of their present form and nature.

A more plural generation in the academic study of other macro-
regional processes has began to develop as regional groupings around
the world become more substantial. The growing plurality of approaches
from around the world jointly contributes to theorizing a variety of multi-
dimensional forms of integration, including economic, political, military,
social and cultural aspects advanced by both governmental and non-
governmental actors, thus going far beyond the goal of creating region-
based free trade regimes or security alliances of earlier regionalisms usu-
ally advanced by governmental actors. In this complex and competitive
field there is not yet even a clear consensus on the necessary conditions
to recognize a macro-region as sufficiently homogeneous and distinct.
That is natural, as many post—Cold War macro-regional spaces still have
somewhat unfocused goals and limited resources, and frequently contain
smaller and variable groups of countries, often overlapping, thus in effect
creating still very fluid multi-level dynamics above the level of the nation-
state. There is nevertheless some academic vocabulary in English denot-
ing different possible paths to develop macro-regional spaces. The term
“regionalism” refers to the driving role of political institutions in estab-
lishing a regional governance coherence and identity; the term “‘regional-
ization” implies a more fluid process driven by a plurality of actors, often
profit-oriented businesses. And the terms “regionness’” and ‘‘regionhood”
have been advanced to argue that structural regions may be socially
constructed, as if mimicking the development of Westphalian political
territories into modern nation-state models. Yet a crucial caveat is here
necessary. While world powers have sanctioned a system of sovereign
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nation-states, the world is not giving way to a new system of similarly
sovereign regions, as we will now see. The rise of macro-regions, coupled
with intrastate dynamics, is instead giving way to a new multi-level
paradigm that goes beyond the study of European or global macro-
regionalism.

The world’s main regional projects

The EU (http://Europa.EU) regional process, originating in selected func-
tional cooperation in the 1950s among 6 countries, rose over alternative
regional projects and kept growing; in May 2004 it enlarged from 15 to 25
member states nowadays preoccupied with rationalizing their institutions
to manage their many and peaceful multi-level interactions better. The
European Union is often seen as the paradigm of a new regionalism
wave that widens to embrace new members, deepens to address more is-
sues and reaches out to the world for a variety of purposes. But other
macro-regional processes are developing around the world in different
ways.

Regionalism in East Asia is nowadays arguably the most interesting
after that in Europe for the increasing strength of its many internal and
external links. The Association of South-East Asian Nations (www.
ASEANsec.org) was created in 1967 by Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philip-
pines, Singapore and Thailand to diffuse security tensions; nowadays its
10 member countries deal with a broad range of issues, and it hopes to
crystallize its achievements in a semi-constitutional charter by 2007 to
commemorate its four decades of evolution. Although highly networked
with important partners from around the world, ASEAN is particularly
linking with its receptive North-East Asian neighbours through the
ASEAN+3 process that began in 1997. Japan, China and South Korea
(the ““3”), although traditionally proud powers with a recent history of
confrontation, used the 2003 ASEAN+3 summit to launch a process of
tripartite cooperation that is regaining momentum after Japan’s Koizumi
stepped down in the autumn of 2006. Understanding their need to tran-
scend their differences and solve some pending problems, ASEAN+3
countries are now advancing a broad-based East Asian Community grad-
ually reaching to neighbouring and distant powers. The first East Asian
summit held in 2005 after the traditional ASEAN-centred summits wel-
comed Australia, New Zealand and India to begin a discussion on strate-
gic issues. Further, ASEAN and North-East Asian countries are at the
centre of a growing set of interregional relations that reach America, Eu-
rope, Africa and other parts of Asia. In other words, although the United
States has allowed some regional self-government in non-communist Eu-
rope and East Asia through its alliances with Germany and Japan (Kat-
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zenstein, 2005), in the twenty-first century not only the European Union
has been advancing a global projection, but also East Asian countries
have successfully begun to develop external functional dialogues and co-
operation linkages.

In the Americas, the United States is still the driving force behind an
open economic regionalism model focusing on trade and investment lib-
eralization rather than European or East Asian multidimensional cooper-
ation, which it believes would come naturally after the economy is liber-
alized. Its business firms have led the active North American Free Trade
(and Investment) Agreement (www.NAFTA-sec-alena.org) since its in-
ception in 1992, and it hopes to advance similar development ideas
through the Free Trade Agreement of the Americas (www.FTAA-alca.
org) and triennial Summits of the Americas (wWww.Summit-Americas.
org). The FTAA’s eighth ministerial meeting in November 2003 tried to
maintain political commitment to conclude negotiations by January 2005
against the background of the failed WTO ministerial meeting in Cancun
the previous September. However, an earlier comprehensive free trade
agreement was then scaled down in terms of timing, participation, rights
and obligations. Meanwhile, the US Monroe Doctrine is still the key to
the fate of the broader Organization of American States (www.OAS.
org), the institutional leader of the Summits of the Americas — far from
a regional process as its Charter, signed in 1948, hopes “to achieve an
order of peace and justice, to promote their solidarity, to strengthen their
territorial integrity and their independence”. In short, these are largely
contradictory goals which, coupled with very limited resources and the
potential erection of a great wall along the US-Mexican border, render
the OAS quite ineffective.

South of the Rio Grande, Latin American countries are trying once
again to cooperate regionally and develop in more areas, hoping to avoid
the failures of previous waves. Efforts during the 1960s—1980s were
driven by the dominant role of the state in the economy and a develop-
ment model relying on import substitution. At the end of Cold War many
countries were mired in debt crises, forcing them to rely on a US-backed
neo-liberal model of structural adjustments including economic deregula-
tion and various types of trade liberalization, substantially lowering tar-
iffs. In the race to compete there are nowadays over 30 new regional in-
tegration initiatives, forming a mesh hard to disentangle, but what is
important here is that some are moving beyond narrow trade issues to
deal with a larger array of economic issues and even aiming at political
and socio-cultural ones. The most prominent is the Southern Cone Com-
mon Market (www.Mercosur.org.uy), dating back to 1991 and institution-
alizing broad relations in 1995 between Brazil, Argentina, Uruguay and
Paraguay. Chile, Bolivia and Peru are associate members, and it has
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actively pursued closer relations with other countries (like Mexico) and
regions. It signed a free trade agreement with the five countries (Bolivia,
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru and Venezuela) of the Andean Community
(www.ComunidadAndina.org), entering into force in July 2004, which is
a key step towards closer South American economic integration with
broader community aspirations, a process formally launched a year later.
Meanwhile, the Central American Integration System (www.SGSICA.
org) that started in 1991 faces many challenges but has progressed in
trade issues as it links with North America, although it maintains dis-
tance from the Caribbean Community and Common Market (www.
CARICOM.org) of mainly English former colonies aiming to re-enact a
common political space. Trying to create a coherent layer over these
and other Latin American regional cooperation processes is the Rio (de
Janeiro) Group. This is an intergovernmental mechanism (yet without a
fixed secretariat or website) for permanent political consultation and co-
ordination of many issues beyond trade created in 1986 by the Contadora
and Support groups concerned with the political crises of Central Amer-
ica; it has grown so far to 19 members. In the meantime, Latin American
countries have not only participated in interregional dialogues with Eu-
rope and East Asia, but have also begun to explore links to other parts
of the world. The fate of these top-down regional and interregional ef-
forts is still uncertain as non-governmental actors have not yet deeply re-
gionally integrated and governments have not fully tuned to a common
long-term strategy. For instance, Venezuela, resisting US pressures to lib-
eralize trade, recently tried to lead a different set of alliances and link-
ages with Cuba and other Latin American countries while jumping from
the Andean Community into Mercosur.

Struggling regional processes

Regionalism in South Asia partly hopes to revive a range of relations
similar to those of previous Indian empires. Mogul India (including
present-day Pakistan, Bangladesh and Sri Lanka) later became the core
hub of Britain’s trading empire in Asia, but its decolonization process al-
most closed the country as it focused on breaking the traditional social
hierarchies. Many socio-economic problems left unresolved are now ad-
dressed in a more liberal fashion, moving away from earlier loose links
to the former Soviet Union and the Non-Aligned Movement orbit, by in-
creasing cooperation with the economically dynamic world. Yet India’s
relations with its neighbours have not been very good and the long South
Asian Association for Regional Cooperation (www.SAARC-sec.org)
process remained stalled. SAARC, officially born in 1985 to advance
jointly in economic, social and cultural development, was hampered by
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the rule of unanimity, by its slow and non-binding procedures, by a lack
of trade promotion progress (a preferential trading arrangement entered
into force in 1995 but discussions for a freer trade area are dragging) and
by the geopolitical tension between Pakistan and India. Dialogue on po-
litically contentious matters was officially not allowed under the SAARC
Charter. However, regular meetings of ministers did provide opportuni-
ties for informal talks, which have finally paid off. While at the beginning
of 2003 India and Pakistan were on the edge of war over the issue of
Jammu and Kashmir, a year later they agreed to a negotiated solution,
now well on track. This took place on the margins of the twelfth SAARC
summit, where participants approved a free trade agreement entering
into force by 2006 and decided to advance a social chapter hoping to
improve the dismal indicators of human development. SAARC’s path
remains quite steep and bumpy. The February 2005 summit meeting was
postponed due to India’s posture on the internal political developments
of Nepal, but in November in Dhaka SAARC members welcomed China
and Japan as observers while considering giving some sort of observer
status to accommodate the increasing interest of neighbouring and
distant powers, including Iran, South Korea, the United States and the
European Union.

The post-Soviet space has given rise to many competing, broad-based
regional processes of still unclear potential for good global governance.
Not only is Russia fearful of further territorial losses and conflicts, but
during the 1990s it tried to maintain its grip on its neighbourhood
through the Commonwealth of Independent States (www.CIS.minsk.by)
that holds regular summits and has a secretariat in secluded Belarus.
But the CIS has been ineffective in maintaining peace or promoting eco-
nomic and social development, and Central Asia became again in the
1990s a cauldron of geopolitical hostilities. Under President Putin, a
Russia concerned with European enlargement, US takeovers and encir-
cling alliances, facilitated by recently more pro-Western Ukraine and
Georgia and North-East Asian growth and instability, is nevertheless re-
viving its external projection through shifting regional agreements. A
1991 Collective Security Treaty of dwindling membership was upgraded
in 2002 into a Collective Security Treaty Organization. A project for a
Eurasian Economic Community appeared in 2000, ambiguously super-
seding a planned CIS Customs Union and hoping to merge with the Cen-
tral Asian Cooperation Organization (CACO), itself the successor of
earlier attempts (the Central Asian Commonwealth, Central Asian Eco-
nomic Union and Central Asian Economic Cooperation). Meanwhile, the
Community of Democratic Choice advanced in 2005 by Ukraine and
Georgia catalyses Baltic, Caspian and Black Sea countries in conjunction
with Europe and the United States.
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South of Europe there is another rather fragmented area of precarious
stability and uneven development. Formal, interstate efforts at regional
cooperation based on ethnic and linguistic affinities are not strong. The
League of Arab States (www.ArabLeagueOnline.org), created in 1945
among many of the new states formed in the wake of the dissolution of
the Ottoman Empire and the retreat of European colonial powers,
nowadays has 22 members that usually prioritize nation-building and
self-sufficiency over long-lasting regional cooperation. For these and
many other reasons it has become a large area of still generally limited
social, political and economic dynamism. Meanwhile, on the eastern side
of the League, six rich oil- and gas-producing countries formed in 1981
the multidimensional Gulf Cooperation Council (www.GCC-sg.org),
which is lowering and standardizing tariffs and even exploring monetary
cooperation. But on the western side of the League, five quarrelling
countries defer real convergence through the Arab Maghreb Union
(www.MaghrebArabe.org) they created in 1987. The evolution of the
League of Arab States is particularly dependent on global geopolitics.
Each military action led by the United States in the area divides it but
prompts new efforts for smaller groups to explore more fruitful ways of
cooperation. And as the mantra of freer trade slowly percolates, there
are greater chances of success for a Greater Arab Free Trade Area to
be gradually implemented this decade among the 14 main traders of the
League — that is if the Bush administration’s current chief vision for the
region does not strain the process too much. The hawkish plan for a
greater Middle East partnership, stretching all the way to Pakistan and
giving priority to imposing formal democracies and opening markets
while attacking informal transnational links, has not yet convinced the
world. Meanwhile there are other regional linkages not based on ethnic-
ity that could promote peaceful development. One could argue that the
Organization of the Islamic Conference (www.OIC-OCl.org), established
in Rabat in 1969 at the height of confrontations with Israel, is not a sub-
stantial organization despite its 57 member states and its many agencies
in all kinds of fields given the great diversity within the Islamic world.
Yet the Economic Cooperation Organization (www.ECOsecretariat.org),
established in 1985 by Turkey, Iran and Pakistan, three ethnically and
politically very different Islamic countries, for the purpose of promoting
economic, technical and cultural cooperation, has been expanding with
some success (it works in English) to seven other Central Asian repub-
lics.

In the large and diverse area south of the Sahara, several regional pro-
cesses, often based on European colonial legacies, are not only suffering
problems of competition and coordination but also a generalized lack of
resources and, in and around Congo-Zaire, a horrific war to appropriate
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natural resources. The Economic Community of West African States
(www.ECOWAS.int) was created in 1975 by 16 countries (Mauritania
withdrew in 2000) to advance a free trade area, and later upgraded to
broader economic and political cooperation. ECOWAS now wants to
launch a monetary zone based on the extension of the geographically
smaller area in the French-speaking Economic and Monetary Union of
West Africa (www.UEMOA.int) using the West African franc, and per-
haps joining the Communauté Economique et Monétaire de I’Afrique
Centrale (www.CEMAC.cf) to the east. In the meantime the rest of sub-
Saharan Africa is advancing a series of multidimensional regional group-
ings whose success is still uncertain. The Southern Africa Development
Community (www.SADC.int) was created in 1992 to advance economic,
political and social issues and in its 2003 summit approved a long-term re-
gional indicative strategic development plan and a charter of fundamen-
tal social rights. The SADC may now have some chances to achieve a
free trade area with the recent joining of South Africa, the leader of a
more successful and non-overlapping Southern African Customs Union.
Yet the SADC overlaps the Common Market for Eastern and Southern
Africa (www.COMESA.int), established in 1994 among countries all the
way up to Egypt, which looks for a customs union - COMESA'’s formal
institutions have even started to consider cooperation in peace, security
and foreign policy given the troubles in some of its members. In addition,
Kenya and Uganda have been reaching to Tanzania and smaller neigh-
bours to promote still another regional project, the East African Com-
munity (www.EAC.int). Meanwhile, the continent created in 2002 the
African Union (www.Africa-Union.org), in the wake of the ineffective
Organization of African States, hoping to accelerate social, economic
and political integration and partly catalysing and coordinating the exist-
ing smaller regional mechanisms. It links with the New Partnership for
Africa’s Development (www.NEPAD.org), a proposal emanating from
South Africa, the richest and politically most dynamic country in the con-
tinent.

There are other interesting regional projects linking large areas of the
world that until recently one would hardly think could be functional. The
Pacific Islands Forum (www.ForumSec.org.fj) is an intergovernmental
consultative organization founded in 1971 as the South Pacific Forum
gravitating around Australia and New Zealand, but the name changed
in 2000 to reflect better the wider geographic locations of its more reso-
lute 16 member states. Its secretariat, which grew out of the South Pacific
Economic Cooperation bureau, now centralizes broader political issues
and chairs the Council of Regional Organizations in the Pacific, a consul-
tative process to coordinate the activities of its autonomous members.
Meanwhile the Arctic Council (www.Arctic-Council.org) brings together
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North America, Northern Europe and Russia to discuss social, economic
and environmental issues through a combination of national governments
and indigenous peoples increasingly well organized in international and
substate multi-level platforms. The Antarctic Treaty (www.ATS.aq) that
has been developing since 1961 does not focus on territorial claims but
on ways to maintain a sanctuary for global scientific cooperation. The
third UN Convention on the Law of the Sea (www.un.org/Depts/los)
that entered into force in 1982-1994 has established the International
Seabed Authority in Jamaica (www.ISA.org.jm). Finally, for dreamers
whose limit is the sky, the International Space Station (www.esa.int/
esaHS/iss) is just a springboard.

In sum, the many regional projects nowadays arising around the world
(see summary in table 1.1) do not seem either a passing fad of political
élites who like to travel abroad to forget their domestic concerns or a ge-
ostrategic positioning for some ominous clash. Rather, a variety of coun-
tries aware of the perils of isolation want to lead or link to their neigh-
bours for a broad range of political, economic and socio-cultural
purposes to be accomplished in the long term under functional and com-
petitive principles.

The spread of knowledge-based transnational actors

How is it possible that the world’s shaky system of nation-states holds de-
spite being challenged by a variegated set of emerging micro-regions and
macro-regions? My argument is that new types of less territorially bound
private and mixed actors have risen thanks to the accelerating informa-
tion and communications revolutions and have gradually woven strong
meshes of functional interests that irreversibly link various levels of gov-
ernance.

The broad concept of governance, promoted in transatlantic academic
circles over past decades, refers to modes governments have of coordi-
nating, often through shifting networks, with many other actors. A po-
litical territory is still governed “top down’ by institutionalized govern-
ment actors, but they selectively allow domestic and external private and
mixed actors to reach “bottom up’’ into functional governance areas. In
the European Union there are so many types of government agencies
linking with, and decentralizing to, private actors that the European
Commission helped start in 2005 a large-scale pan-European Integrated
Project on New Modes of Governance (Www.eu-newgov.org) to examine
thoroughly their nature, structure, goals, resources, interrelationships
and outcomes. In East Asia the growing interaction among domestic and
international public actors may soon require a similar exercise. In the
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Table 1.1 World multidimensional regional processes

Number of
Geographical Year of countries
location Name establishment  (2006)
Americas Organization of American States 1951 35
Rio Group 1986 19
Andean Community 1997 5
Mercosur 1991 4
Caribbean Community and 1973 15
Common Market
Central American Integration 1991 7
System
Africa African Union 2002 53
Southern Africa Development 1992 14
Community
Economic Community of West 1975 15
African States
Islamic world  Organization of the Islamic 1969 57
Conference
League of Arab States 1945 22
Gulf Cooperation Council 1981 6
Arab Maghreb Union 1987 5
Europe Council of Europe 1949 46
European Union (Communities) 1993 (1957) 25
East Asia Association of South-East Asian 1967 10
Nations
ASEAN+3 (China, South Korea 1997 13
and Japan)
Tripartite Cooperation 2003 3
Eurasia Commonwealth of Independent 1991 11
States
South Asia South Asian Association for 1985 8
Regional Cooperation
Pacific Pacific Islands Forum 1971 16
Arctic Arctic Council 1996 8
Antarctic Antarctic Treaty 1961 45
Oceans Law of the Sea (UNCLOS III) 1994 149

meantime the Govern Asia project (www.governasia.com) launched in
Barcelona provides a first platform for a comparative governance
approach in China, India, the Philippines and Viet Nam. To contribute
to these efforts, this section will now overview the main actors linking

across multi-level areas of global governance.
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Business actors

A world system assumed to be composed of Westphalian nation-states
logically required one to assume the overriding primacy of states’ govern-
mental apparatus in international relations. Public government actors
have in the past decades indeed become very active, as they have agreed
many treaties and codified customs for states to recognize each other’s ter-
ritories and generally and functionally engage in economic, social, political
and military activities. Yet although the final interpretation and adjudica-
tion of the existing laws and rights rest with contracting states, they are
often not needed, nor capable of or interested in being the prime actors.

The spread of profit-seeking business firms in the past decades does
not require much argument to convince observers of their power as key
actors in globalizing capitalist systems. Firms now come in all sizes and
shapes, from small investment and consulting partnerships to state-
owned enterprises and large conglomerates, or focused firms no longer
chartered by governments of nation-states but incorporated and taxed in
whichever country or locality makes more economic sense. Many firms in
liberalized economies link in more or less shifting networks to advance
minor functional issues as well as broad political economy interests, all
adding up to the bottom lines of accounted and unaccounted financial
statements. Yet the territorial bases of the bigger global corporations still
maintain much value. Ruigrok and van Tulder (1995) analysed govern-
mental assistance to Fortune 100 companies (mostly based in North
America, Western Europe and North-East Asia), finding that the main
non-tariff measures were government procurement (often defence re-
lated), licensing arrangements, promotion of selected international stra-
tegic alliances and advantageous approaches to intellectual property
rights protection (that is, lengthening the duration and scope of
government-sanctioned monopolies to reward innovation). According to
the triangular diplomacy model of Strange (1996), traditional state-state
diplomacy has irreversibly been joined by state-firm and firm-firm diplo-
macy in the transnational political economy.

The tertiary or service sector based on human activities accounts for
about three-quarters of economic added-value among developed coun-
tries, and over half in the rest of the world. Access to useful information
and applying knowledge are crucial to raise the productivity of globally
competing actors. Financial markets were the quickest to globalize,
thanks to telegraph, telephone and computing. New transport and info-
communication technologies have allowed more service activities to raise
their profits. Indeed, the largest business firms have appeared in service
sectors like info-communications and banking (Financial Times, 2000).
And the world’s richest businessmen are often at the head of these firms.
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Microsoft’s Bill Gates, the world’s first centibillionaire (despite his char-
ity activities he could claim ownership of a noticeable slice of the world’s
annual economic output), leads a long list of globally networked billion-
aires hoping to catch up with him through the increasing shares of prof-
its of not necessarily computer-based but always knowledge-driven firms
operating among the many competing multi-level political, economic and
socio-cultural standards.

Weaving more social actors

As global movements of people increase in numbers and types, the gov-
ernance of nation-states becomes an even more challenging multi-level
priority (Global Commission on International Migration, www.GCIM.
org). According to the International Organization for Migration (www.
IOM.int), in 2005 the global stocks of migrants exceeded 3 per cent of
the total world population. North America is still the main destination
of the world’s migrants, but recently Europe’s migrant population has
risen to over 6 per cent and there are fast-increasing exchanges of people
within East Asia. Models to welcome and accommodate migrants in func-
tioning nation-states, ranging from optimistic melting-pots able to tran-
scend parochial cultures to more multicultural mosaics, are under strong
global pressures to adapt (Parekh, 2006). Yet localizing pressures remain
strong. The United States, once one of the key magnets for many people
who wanted to progress politically and economically, is, according to Put-
nam (2000), becoming socially fragmented and less politically participa-
tory, while Huntington (2004) warns that the mainly Protestant basis of
the United States may be undermined by immigrants from other civiliza-
tional spaces — ideas that seem to have percolated into the 2006 immigra-
tion law hoping to reaffirm an Anglo-Saxon national identity over the
many ethnic minorities that compose the country, especially the southern
states that hold many millions of Hispanics. Fortunately, other parts of
the world keep tearing down walls.

The nearly 500 million citizens and residents of the European Union
should be able to move and find work without much trouble from con-
trols. Tourist visas are no longer needed for citizens who have similar
passports, and no longer needed in the Schengen area when flocking on
to affordable trains and airplanes. There are exceptions for Eastern
Europeans, and many other enthusiastic migrants still face various dis-
criminations, but they do not substantially diminish the great mobility
that most people may enjoy. Most European member states, although
now in the middle of a grand debate on how to accommodate the rapid
growth of European and global migrants, remain committed to both a
full-fledged internal market and an “ever closer union of peoples”.
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Like the European Union, the East Asian community is gradually real-
izing its hopes of a closer interaction of peoples. ASEAN countries are
lifting tourist visa requirements and promoting many people-centred ini-
tiatives as part of an ASEAN socio-cultural community concept launched
in 2003. Meanwhile, short-term people’s exchanges among North-East
Asian countries have flourished in the past few years in a new climate
of gradual political opening. The World Tourism Organization (www.
World-Tourism.org) indicates that East Asia is the world’s fasting-
growing tourist market, with the majority of tourists coming from within
the region. Skilled workers employed in high-tech multinationals enjoy
relatively good mobility among the well-linked economic hubs of coastal
East Asia. And cheap labour from poorer countries is employed in more
developed economies in low-tech sectors like construction, agriculture
and food distribution, domestic service and ‘“‘adult entertainment” —
relatively worrying situations that are now addressed by multi-level trade
unions and pro-worker NGOs like the Migrant Forum in Asia (www.
MFasia.org) and the Asian Migrant Center (www.Asian-Migrants.org).
Meanwhile, the governments of Japan, mainland China and South Korea
are weaving many more types of their bilateral people’s exchanges into a
more tripartite or trilateral regional space, softening their traditionally
restrictive policies to accommodate an increasing number of workers and
other migrants (Van Arsdol et al., 2005).

As distinct cultures communicate and interact in fluid environments
with little recourse to segregation, younger generations eventually realize
they have to manage creatively and competitively, like complex financial
portfolios, a multiplicity of globally interlinked layers of social and polit-
ical identities. As reflected in the public opinion surveys of the European
Eurobarometer (http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/), a majority of peo-
ple in most EU member states are increasingly considering themselves
as having some European identity on top of their national identity.
Meanwhile, responses from the newly established (East) Asia Barometer
(www.AsiaBarometer.org) show that most urban people in East Asia are
not opposed to the idea.

The Union of International Associations (www.UIA.org) indicates that
the tens of thousands of international and transnational organizations not
directly under the control of governments or businesses operate not only
from America and Europe, but increasingly from parts of Asia and be-
yond. Given the restraints on civil society in many countries, few inde-
pendent organizations may claim to be very influential in global multi-
level governance, but the rise of info-communication sectors is changing
the panorama. For instance, increasingly vocal groups of a variegated
international “‘civil society”” coordinated through e-mail and internet
largely contributed to the failure of the controversial World Trade Orga-
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nization ‘“‘Millennium Round” of negotiations to expand the scope of lib-
eralization which would have been launched in November 1999 in Seat-
tle, setting the tune for later confrontations at high-profile international
gatherings. Moreover, e-mail and websites have been instrumental in
forming a multi-level World Social Forum (www.ForumSocialMundial.
org.br). After a first meeting of hundreds of thousands of activists in
Porto Alegre (Brazil) in 2001, their leaders decided that from 2002 on-
wards there would be regional, continental and thematic forums to ex-
tend their influence. Regular European forums attract many activists,
and in parts of Asia and elsewhere civil society keeps growing in num-
bers and organizational strength.

Adaptive public actors

To manage the activities of these active transnational actors, many coun-
tries and regions are accordingly adapting their public diplomacy in a
multi-level fashion. The US government announced in early 2006 a re-
configuration of its diplomatic corps to move diplomats stationed in Eu-
rope to many large cities in areas around the world lacking US embassies
and consulates so as to understand and link better with a greater variety
of actors. The EU countries may soon create a European External Action
Service converging the functions of member states’ embassies and the
representatives of the European Commission. There are already agreed
elements in the formation of a European diplomatic academy to help
staff European diplomatic offices with both federal and intergovernmen-
tal personnel. And in 2006 the first Asia-Europe diplomatic academy
gathering took place in Poland, as many countries in East Asia are also
creating or enhancing international studies and training centres that in-
creasingly link with each other and the world.

International lawyers are also joining forces. For decades there were
few courts or arbitration mechanisms capable of swiftly giving injunctions
in complex interstate conflicts or reining powerful countries into ac-
knowledging their value. For instance, the US government under the
Bush junior administration led a group of powers suspicious of giving
away some sovereignty to the International Criminal Court (www.ICC-
CPL.int), rendering many people fearful that they preferred to create, in-
terpret and enforce their own laws and morality in such a way as to un-
dermine the work and will of the broader international community. But
the Bush administration began slowly to realize that secret and special
gaols like the one in Guantanamo are detrimental to its foreign policy
objectives.

While the world slowly finds minimum international agreements on
how to define and judge the international crimes of state and non-state
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Table 1.2 Actors in global multi-level governance

Nature/tendency Subdivision Strength
Public Legislators Low
Executives High
Judges Low
Intermediary Religious institutions Low
Political parties Low
Track-2 advisers Medium
Universities Medium
Private Profit-oriented businesses Medium

Not-for-profit independent social organizations Low

actors, regional and international organizations develop a legal personal-
ity. International organizations linked to the UN system and others have
one for many functional purposes. The European Union defends its legal
prerogatives in national, European and international courts of justice.
Africa and other parts of the world are also developing regional legal in-
stitutions to advance the processes overviewed in the previous section.
ASEAN plans to conclude at the end of 2007 a charter to give it a strong
legal personality. As it promotes its linkages between parliaments and le-
galizes its institutions it will doubtless try to develop broader regional
legal mechanisms reaching to China and beyond. Moreover, recourse to
private international law, once a very rare option for most small enter-
prises and individuals as it required much time, skill and money just se-
lecting the applicability of conflicting civil laws in different countries, is
gradually giving way to a multiplicity of soft legal mechanisms and courts
around the world for businesses to solve their differences and individuals
and social groups to plead for their basic human rights.

Slaughter (2004) argued that more effective and just intergovernmental
cooperation is possible if one agrees on better ways to create accountable
synergies among the growing number of transnational informal net-
works of government officials in legislative, executive and even judicial
branches capable advancing functional aspects of global governance
(table 1.2). For global public networks to function it is also imperative
that virtual public spaces mobilize knowledge-based transnational actors
that help consensuate basic operating principles of the evolving world
order in which nation-states have de facto already softened the principle
of sovereignty.

Knowledge mediators

In a budding number of liberal democracies the interplay among political
parties reflects the resolution of conflicts of basic interests among many
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institutionalized public and private actors. Although political parties are
still far from becoming the key instrument of global civil society linkages
with multi-level governance institutions (Chase-Dunn et al., 2006), prog-
ress has recently been manifest in Europe, East Asia and beyond. Inter-
national working-class and communist political associations now com-
mand only a fraction of their past power as more centrist global political
platforms consolidate. The Socialist International movement (www.
SocialistInternational.org) is nowadays a low-key platform for many
democratic centre-left parties, while the International Democrat Union
(www.IDU.org), created in 1983, has already accommodated centre-right
parties in about 60 countries. The Liberal International movement
(www.Liberal-International.org), dating from 1947, remains a weaker co-
alition of small centrist or similar parties, but the green parties, which
emphasize local autonomy and democracy, started in the 1990s a global
coordination with an incipient multi-level structure (www.GlobalGreens.
info). Overall, regional political platforms have a growing presence in the
European Parliament, an institution that has slowly increased its rele-
vance to the point of having dismissed the Santer Commission for a mi-
nor corruption scandal, and with the prospects of increased powers in
future constitutional upgrades of the European project. Meanwhile, the
biennial International Conference of Asian Political Parties (ICAPP)
that began in 2000 with the help of German political foundations to link
political parties of Asian-Oceanian countries is attracting increasing in-
terest. Delegates from 82 political parties in 32 countries gathered for
the third ICAPP in Beijing, showing China’s ruling party that contested
regional political platforms can advance progress without undermining
basic stability, and Chinese and other delegates from 90 parties attending
the fourth ICAPP in Seoul in 2006 agreed on a declaration to consolidate
regional peace and prosperity (Xinhua News, 2006). As these and other
regional networks of parliamentarians grow, the vision that drove the
Inter-Parliamentary Union (www.IPU.org), dating from 1889 efforts in
France and the United Kingdom and now including 143 national par-
liaments and 7 associated regional parliamentary assemblies, may soon
attract more global attention.

Religious institutions and state philosophies with encompassing views
of human development have long been very influential in mediating be-
tween terrestrial powers and ordinary people. After the collapse of the
ideological Cold War, religious institutions are still influential in Europe,
America and beyond, but limited when it comes to the management of
ever stronger and more complex global multi-level networks overflowing
with information and knowledge (Hanson, 2006). The Catholic Church
and its hub state, the Holy See, do not command the strength of previous
centuries even in Rome; other Christian denominations move independ-
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ently; detrimental Islamic fundamentalism is now under attack by Bush
and his allies; and most other widespread religions (Buddhism, Hindu-
ism, animism, etc.) are even less capable of global transformations. It is
thus difficult for the world to promote a religious dialogue and compro-
mise on fundamental values. Perhaps more and more structured councils
and ecumenical and interfaith dialogues, humbled by irrefutable human
progress, will provide more hope and wisdom to the world. In the mean-
time, pressure to advance global multi-level governance in the informa-
tion age has required nervously praying governments to link in novel
ways with business firms and independently rising socially concerned or-
ganizations.

When intergovernmental relations are tense and transnational political
parties and other strong civil society mechanisms are lacking, govern-
ments have often used informal (sometimes called Track-2) diplomacy
that flexibly brings together academic scholars, retired government offi-
cials, social activists, public figures and other mediators. Track-2 pro-
cesses with a research base and mechanisms to link broadly are nowadays
quite numerous around the world. In two successive Christmas specials in
the early 1990s The Economist (1991, 1992) weekly magazine presented
two lists of reclusive but influential think-tanks and networks around the
world, with relatively few outside the United States and Europe. While
that may have made interesting holiday reading, there are now more
comprehensive and systematic directories of the growing think-tank
activity around the world that require much patience to digest. Europa
Publications (1995) released a large-scale survey that cannot realistically
be properly updated given the explosion of think-tanks around the world.
Similarly, Japan’s National Institute for Research Advancement (www.
NIRA.go.jp/ice) has long been producing a Think Tank Directory that
can nowadays no longer catch up with all global organizations or regional
developments in East Asia. Many of these think-tank networks and
transnationally linked policy communities were instrumental in catalysing
regional progress, but in a competitive environment for policy ideas, like
firms venturing into profitable markets, think-tank networks increasingly
become differentiated into competitive multi-level epistemic policy actors
trying to advance their proprietary visions to link governments with a
more complex set of private actors.

The more independent lobbies of international civil society actors
reaching the ears of government officials are sometimes labelled as
Track-3. While few countries’ governments promote truly independent
civil society organizations, basically all countries around the world use
relatively autonomous universities to advance their governance goals.
According to the International Association of Universities (www.Unesco.
orgfiau), there are over 100 million students attending some 16,500
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higher education institutions in over 180 countries. While some govern-
ments still try to turn these institutions into tools of antagonistic nation-
building, universities have become bases for globalizing economic and so-
cial linkages, forcing countries and regions around the world to regulate
them in a more open, multi-level fashion. The triple helix concept (Etz-
kowitz and Leydesdorff, 1997) is becoming increasingly useful to concep-
tualize the flexible and competitive connections between universities,
governments and businesses in North America, Europe and other places.
Moreover, university-based academics and students have also often
galvanized major social revolutions (like Paris in 1968, or Beijing in
1989) and nowadays are often behind global multi-level social move-
ments like the Porto Alegre World Social Forum. In between these ten-
sions to globalize universities for business or revolutionary purposes,
countries in Europe and East Asia are leading regional cooperation proj-
ects in higher education that will merit a full chapter of this book.

The framework: Governing more levels of networked actors

The knowledge revolution facilitated by information and communication
technologies is rendering obsolete the traditional realist paradigm in
which military power was used to conquer sovereign territories and their
material and human resources. Nowadays, as states link, business firms
compete for economic power based on the standardization of production
bases and consumer markets in more liberalizing economies, while new
transnational forms of civil society get formed and become engaged to
check the excesses and make up for the deficiencies of markets. To man-
age this situation, public governments need to reinvent themselves to
maintain their usefulness. They increasingly link with evolving networks
of profit-oriented businesses as well as more socially conscious civil soci-
ety actors. Thus they form new governance levels that force a gradual
adaptation in the size and shape of traditional nation-states and other
areas of governance below and above them. The great complexity of
political interactions within and across my four main analytical levels of
political interaction is summarized with examples in table 1.3.

Applied transdisciplinary research (combining their main insights into
useful syntheses), rather than just theoretical interdisciplinarity (selec-
tively adding partial insights of detached and entrenched academic disci-
plines), now allows us to build on the increasing understanding of the
plural rise of regions and the rise of peaceful transnational actors so as
to advance a framework of global order based on multi-level governance.

A historical synthesis could render four main generations in the study
and understanding of world politics increasingly informed by the peaceful
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Table 1.3 Global interactions within and across levels of public government

Projection towards

Level Global Macro-regions States Substate regions Strength
Global Interplay among UN Key to global multi- Classical international ~ UN Security Council Weak but
and related level governance — relations — UN Commission of rising
organizations and UN’s increasing Transitional Inquiry on Darfur
treaties — WTO vs recognition of EU Authority in
UNCTAD and other regional Cambodia
processes
Macro- EU’s negotiating Macro- EU promoting change EU efforts to develop =~ Medium
regional power in the WTO interregionalism — in accession and Russian Karelia but rising
Asia-Europe candidate states
Meeting (ASEM);
EU and East Asia’s
projections towards
other world regions
States International regimes Macro-regionalism — Classical international  Classical federalist Strong but
— US reforming the France and relations — ratified tensions — Germany declining
UN through Bolton; Germany, through exchange negotiating with its
EU promoting the traditional engines of ambassadors, etc. states
ICC of the EU New external
New external projections —
projections — Finland’s aid to

Spain’s projection
towards Latin
America

Aceh
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Substate
regions

Catalonia’s creation
of cat. regional top-
level internet
domain

Catalonia leading New federalist
creation of EU tensions — Flanders’
Committee of the own foreign policy
Regions towards Eastern

European countries

Micro-interregionalism

— Oresund
economic region
between eastern
Denmark and
south-western
Sweden

Global cities — New
York, London,
Tokyo in capital
markets

Weak but
rising
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Table 1.4 Theoretical evolution in the understanding of world order after the
Second World War

Associated theoretical

Type of regional paradigm in world
Generation Period process politics
1 1940s—-1950s  Expansion through Realism
security projection
2 1960s—1980s  Increasing importance Neo-realism with
of trade concessions to liberal
institutionalism
3 1990s— Formation of broad Mix of realism, liberal
preferences in institutionalism and
economic, social and constructivism
political aspects
4 2000s— Regions enhance their Global multi-level
external projection to governance

various levels

rise of regional processes, all paving the way to a new global multi-level
governance paradigm (table 1.4). The first generation was the times of
forceful politics, when even ‘“‘enlightened” countries and empires ex-
panded largely through military strategy. International relations scholars
would clearly argue that those were times of crude “realism”, in which
warring states constantly competed for territorial, material and human
resources. The second generation started at the end of the Second World
War, and concentrated on peaceful, functional and intergovernmental
economic cooperation in Western Europe. But while some global eco-
nomic regimes helped engage more countries into the Western economic
system, much of the global architecture was still largely explained by
realists focusing on Cold War rivalries. The third generation, often based
on ‘“new regionalism”, has developed since the end of the Cold War by
arguing that in addition to increasing economic exchanges, political insti-
tutions and socio-economic interactions are constructing more complex
regions not only in Europe but also around the world, as overviewed
above. As many regional processes advance, regionalism theory comes
of age but sometimes competes with new forms of liberal institutionalism,
constructivism and, especially since 9/11, a neo-realism that argues that
world politics is defined by both multipolarity competition and more dif-
fuse, non-state challenges of terrorism and illegal trade. Hénggi, Roloff
and Riiland (2005) distinguished between five levels of international
policy-making: global, inter- and transregional, macro-regional, transbor-
der institutions at a subregional level and bilateral state to state, and then
analysed how some world regions are indeed becoming more relevant ac-
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tors as they engage in autonomous bilateral relations that naturally vary
in form, function, intensity and regularity.

A new generation of understanding of multi-level world order is possi-
ble when focusing on the plural interactions of public and private actors
between and across many countries, regions and global regimes. Despite
their variety and adaptation, states remain the main units of analysis to
understand global governance, and state-to-state or international rela-
tions led by public actors are a natural consequence of the state system.
Yet global cities and incipient micro-regional diplomacy have risen from
the federal flexibility of nation-states to advance economic and socio-
cultural issues functionally. But much more important for global gover-
nance is the competitive rise of macro-regional processes in economic,
socio-cultural and even some political and military issues. Functional
overlapping inter- and transregional relations are a consequence of in-
creasing external projection of the formation of a macro-regional level.
Meanwhile, on top of it all are the patchy global regimes not totally de-
pendent on states’ actors, as they are starting to adapt to the rise of other
levels of governance. With this flexible and functional framework clas-
sical international relations, as well as new regional studies, become sub-
sets of the complex dynamics of multi-level governance. The traditional
concept of international foreign policy becomes increasingly less relevant
as a region’s intentions become embedded in multi-level interrelation-
ships. Each area of governance now reconfigures the external projection
of its domestic interests in a multi-level fashion. The size and shape of a
governance area functionally change and evolve beyond the contours
of traditional nation-states. Using a metaphor for the internet age, a
multi-level governance region thus becomes a political node dynamically
linking to other nodes through a variable geometry and mix of optimizing
actors that nurture flexible economic spaces and social identities.

The structure of the book’s case studies

The book will argue the validity of the above theoretical framework by
focusing on how Europe and East Asia are leading the transformation
of global governance into a multi-level system with flexible states and re-
gional processes collaborating with dynamic knowledge actors.

The European project revolving around a union since the early 1990s is
doubtless the main case of new world regionalism with an increasing
global, multi-level projection. It often serves as a benchmark to multi-
dimensional regional processes in Latin America and Africa due to the
institutional density and relatively strong cultural or colonial links, and
gives inspiration or raises interest elsewhere. But the interrelated pro-
cesses in North-East and South-East Asia are much more interesting
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and important, as no natural or historical community informs current re-
gional developments. Japan, South Korea, China and South-East Asian
countries are a unique mix of regimes with little similarity to those found
in other regional processes around the world. But the increasingly linked
economies of East Asia are roughly of equal density and size as Europe’s
or North America’s, and a Confucian legacy leads many of their people
to prize education for progress. More crucially, despite their still frequent
political tensions, they have not fought for decades and are not likely to
do so as their interests become embedded with the whole world’s. In
sum, regional developments in East Asia suggest an alternative working
regional model worthy of very close study to understand the future of
global multi-level governance.

For each chapter, I focus first on regional developments in Europe and
their increasing external dimension. Then I elaborate on the converging
regional developments in East Asia and their increasing global projec-
tion. Afterwards, I compare the European and East Asian cases and see
where they may be creating global multi-level synergies. Europe and
East Asia in particular share commonalities when reaching inter- and
transregionally, not only among themselves but also to other parts of the
world. The process of reforming multilateral organizations and processes
would be facilitated through gradual decentralization to a layer of inno-
vative regions that better address the interplay between local and global
concerns. Naturally, this multi-level approach requires a new engagement
of the United States with its dynamic multi-level friends and allies.

Chapter 2 analyses the activities of Track-1 public government actors
advancing supranational political interaction and institution-building.
Chapter 3 studies the role of policy think-tanks and similar advisory
Track-2 actors helping policy-makers to mediate regionally and globally
with other public and private actors. The following two chapters argue
that increasingly Track-3 business and social actors are helping consoli-
date knowledge-based regional and global governance. Chapter 4 studies
how governments are promoting regional economic cooperation than al-
lows the competitive interplay of public and private profit-oriented busi-
ness firms in new sectors. The chapter pays particular attention to the
multi-level development of converging information and communication
sectors at the centre of new economic globalization. Chapter 5 focuses
on how global social change is sought through a transformation of the
higher education institutions that link regionally. The concluding chapter
will first present a summary of my argued framework, then transdiscipli-
nary theoretical implications and, finally, some basic policy recommen-
dations to advance knowledge-based global multi-level governance with
more engaged and clear-sighted actors.
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Advancing multi-level
intergovernmentalism

Chapter 1 introduced the theoretical and empirical elements to under-
stand global multi-level governance. The following four chapters are
complementary case studies to prove it as a worthwhile paradigm. This
chapter focuses on the main public actors with the overall political power
to lead the advancement of such a paradigm. The following three chap-
ters focus on key types of actors that complement public ones from differ-
ent angles.

We will start with the political developments behind the construction
and increasing global projection of the European regional space before
proceeding with the ever more interesting East Asian regional process.
Afterwards, both processes will be studied for their potential to effect
global change in other parts of the world and in international organiza-
tions like those of the UN system.

Overview of the European projects

The reconstruction of Western Europe that began six decades ago has
led to an unprecedented durable peace and prosperity in a growing num-
ber of European countries. Under a Pax Americana, many people in
Western Europe worked hard to lift their countries from rubble and
some thought even harder on ways to consolidate a durable peace by ad-
vancing in steps until reaching a political union. The pooling of scarce re-
sources soon led to the gradual creation of a larger space for businesses

Global multi-level governance: European and East Asian leadership, de Prado,
United Nations University Press, 2007, ISBN 978-92-808-1139-1
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and workers, all while maintaining social safety nets and renouncing
military competition, hoping eventually to consolidate a political union.
Complementary developments have been uneven, but remarkable none-
theless.

During the 1940s there were some interesting regional projects that
still exist. At the end of the war, five Northern European countries (Swe-
den, Denmark, Finland, Norway and Iceland) created the Nordic Council
(www.Norden.org) to advance closer cooperation in political (basically
parliamentary) and social (education, culture) issues. Meanwhile, the
governments in exile of Belgium, the Netherlands and Luxembourg
had also started during the war to explore economic cooperation, which
became in 1948 the Benelux Treaty (www.benelux.be), transformed in
1960 into an economic union to last for at least 50 more years.

Seeing good prospects in such early regional experiments, British poli-
tician Winston Churchill gathered in 1948 in the The Hague (Nether-
lands) Congress all kinds of pro-European groupings to declare a com-
mon desire to work supranationally in all possible areas. The first
institution coming out of this broad vision of peaceful coexistence was
the Council of Europe (www.COE.int), aiming to form a Western union.
It was set up in 1949 by 10 countries in the symbolic city of Strasbourg,
now in France but formerly in Germany. The Council of Europe eventu-
ally did not agree on pooling much functional sovereignty, but its current
46 member states work jointly to advance aspects of broad and difficult
areas like human rights, culture and education. It also has a Congress of
Local and Regional Authorities that promotes self-government within
signatory states. Moreover, successful membership in the Council of Eu-
rope has always been a prerequisite for any European country wishing to
join the more demanding and functional European Communities (now
the European Union).

An appeal made by Robert Schumann, the French foreign minister, in
May 1950 is considered the starting point for the three European Com-
munities, the institutional precursors of what four decades later became
the European Union (http:/Europa.EU). Following his appeal, the
Treaty of the European Coal and Steel Community, or Treaty of Paris,
was signed in April 1951 and came into force in July 1952. For the first
time, a group of very diverse states (France, Germany, Italy, Belgium,
the Netherlands and Luxembourg) that had many times fought each
other agreed to render European history obsolete by working towards
peaceful integration in tangible strategic sectors. The treaty made it pos-
sible to lay the foundations of the community by setting up a high author-
ity, a parliamentary assembly, a council of ministers, a court of justice
and a consultative committee. Following the successful implementation
of the Treaty of Paris, although France was opposed to the reconstitution
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of a German national military force, the Frenchman René Pleven envis-
aged the formation of a European army. The European Defence Com-
munity negotiated in 1952 was to have been accompanied by a political
community, but both plans were shelved following the French National
Assembly’s refusal to ratify the treaty in August 1954. So efforts to get
the process of European integration going were discussed at the Messina
(Italy) Conference in June 1955 and took the form of specific proposals
on customs union and atomic energy cooperation. They culminated in
the signing of the treaties of the European Economic Community and
the European Atomic Energy Community (also known as Euratom) in
Rome in March 1957, coming into force in January 1958. The aim of the
European Economic Community was to establish a common market
based on the four freedoms of movement of goods, persons, capital and
services and the gradual convergence of economic policies. The aim of
Euratom was to coordinate research programmes on the peaceful use of
nuclear energy, a promising technology already being advanced by mem-
ber states. Although the Euratom treaty was concluded for 50 years, the
two other community treaties ran for an unlimited period, which gave
them an almost constitutional character.

From the European Communities to the European Union

The European Economic Community treaty set guiding principles and a
legislative framework to manage mainly the elimination of customs duties
between member states, the establishment of an external common cus-
toms tariff, the introduction of a common policy for agriculture and trans-
port and the creation of a European social fund. The common market
implied not only the free movement of goods through the scrapping of
tariffs and related trade barriers, but also the mobility of factors of pro-
duction (workers, services and capital) that required addressing many
structural economic conditions. It was envisaged that a common market
would be achieved in three stages from 1957 to 1969. By then a customs
union was legally completed and member states had adopted a common
external tariff for trade with third countries, but there were still major ob-
stacles to internal mobility of goods, people and capital. Yet the Euro-
pean Court of Justice interpreted the regulations in the transitional pe-
riod in such a way that, when it ended, a number of provisions took
direct effect. Meanwhile, the Euratom treaty had laid down highly ambi-
tious objectives, including the rapid establishment and growth of nuclear
industries, although these had to be scaled down since they touched di-
rectly on national security interests. A parallel agreement stipulated that
a parliamentary assembly and a court of justice would be common insti-
tutions to the three communities. It only remained to merge the execu-
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tive institutions, which happened with another agreement signed in 1965.
From that time onwards the European Economic Community became
more prominent than the two sectoral communities, representing a vic-
tory for the general purpose over narrow functional goals.

The European Communities project could not sit in complacency as it
was open to healthy competition. The United States, the manager of the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (www.NATO.int) since its inception
in 1949, also helped most of non-communist Europe to enter a path of
joint economic reconstruction through the Marshall Plan, which was co-
ordinated by the Organization for European Economic Co-operation
(OEEC) set up in Paris in 1948. The member countries of the OEEC
proposed setting a broad free trade area to which countries not willing
to enter the European Economic Community could belong, and in which
the European Economic Community would function as one unit. As
these negotiations failed, in 1958 the seven countries outside the commu-
nity (Austria, Denmark, Norway, Portugal, Sweden, Switzerland and the
United Kingdom) decided to form the European Free Trade Association
(www.EFTA.int) to enhance their future bargaining power in establish-
ing the envisioned wider free trade area. EFTA is based on the Stock-
holm Convention signed in November 1959, and became operative six
months later with a small secretariat in Geneva (this was then superseded
by today’s Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development in
Paris — www.OECD.org — to provide comparative research and policy
recommendations to a growing number of industrial countries around
the world). Finland, Iceland and Liechtenstein later joined EFTA, but
Finland and most of the original seven eventually withdrew as they grad-
ually joined the European Communities/Union. EFTA still exists with
four countries, although Norway, Iceland and tiny Liechtenstein basically
move along with the European Union under a scheme called the Euro-
pean Economic Area that came into effect in 1994-1995. The Swiss con-
federated cantons, always circumspect of strong governance systems,
nevertheless maintain many privileged relations with the European
Union as they have basically accepted the four economic freedoms (for
goods, services, capital and people) and other economic regulations
which are at the foundations of the European Economic Community of
the European Union.

The European Communities/Union were enlarged every few years as
they were joined by European countries satisfying ever stricter demo-
cratic and economic criteria. After a French veto during the 1960s, the
United Kingdom finally joined in 1973, together with Denmark and Ire-
land, but Norway voted against accession in a referendum. Greece be-
came the tenth member in 1981, Portugal and Spain joined in 1986,
Austria, Sweden and Finland joined in 1994 and 10 former communist
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countries joined in 2004, enlarging the European Union from 15 to 25
member states. They were deemed to have met the Copenhagen Criteria
agreed by EU leaders in July 1993: they had stable institutions guaran-
teeing democracy, the rule of law, human rights and respect for and pro-
tection of minorities. They already had a functioning market economy
with capacity to cope with competitive pressure and market forces, and
their institutions were able to administer the obligations of membership.
This was the fourth and most complex wave of enlargement, and possibly
the last large-scale one. Romania and Bulgaria acceded in 2007, but
Turkey, the Balkans and perhaps others will most likely be kept waiting
for full membership while they are engaged in various functional ways.
Encouraged by the initial successes of the economic community, the
aim of also creating political unity for the member states resurfaced in
the early 1960s and several proposals were advanced. Yet the negotia-
tions failed on three points: uncertainty as to the place of the “‘outsider”
United Kingdom with its special transatlantic relationship, disagreement
on the issue of a European defence system aiming to be independent of
the US-led NATO, and the excessively intergovernmental nature of the
institutions proposed, which was likely to undermine the supranational
aspect of the existing community institutions. Yet an incipient foreign
policy coordination, the European Political Cooperation, was set up in
1969 at the summit conference in The Hague. Moreover, rotating confer-
ences of heads of state and government (called European Councils, for-
mally unrelated to the Strasbourg-based Council of Europe) were intro-
duced to provide some political impetus and settle the problems that
ministerial council meetings could not handle. For instance, to help
tackle the worsening economic crisis of the late 1970s, a European mon-
etary system was established on a voluntary and differentiated basis,
eventually leading to the creation of the euro. Another example began
at the London European Council of 1981, when the foreign ministers of
Germany and Italy put forward a proposal for a “European Act” cover-
ing a range of subjects: political cooperation, culture, fundamental rights,
harmonization of the law outside the fields covered by the community
treaties, and ways of dealing with violence, terrorism and crime. It was
not adopted in its original form, but some parts of it resurfaced in the
“Solemn Declaration on European Union” adopted by state heads meet-
ing in Stuttgart in June 1983. This text forms an important base for the
Single European Act of 1986, the first substantial change to the Treaty
of Rome. Its main objectives included creating a large internal market
by 1 January 1993; increasing the role of the European Parliament; and
improving the decision-making capacity of the Council of Ministers. The
Act strengthened the European Community’s powers by creating new re-
sponsibilities: a monetary capability, social policy, economic and social
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cohesion, research, technological development and the environment. It
also institutionalized the European Political Cooperation on foreign
policy.

Several treaties in rapid succession added substance and structure to
the European project. The Treaty on European Union was signed in
Maastricht in February 1992 and came into force in November 1993.
The Union was based on the three existing European Communities, but
supported by new policies and forms of cooperation all commonly cate-
gorized into three pillars. Pillar one comprised the existing supranational
or federalist European Communities. The other two pillars were based
on more cautious intergovernmental cooperation in which ministers,
aided by lower-level committees of civil servants, acted unanimously.
Pillar two was the evolving common foreign and security policy; pillar
three was cooperation in the fields of justice and home affairs, which in-
cluded issues like visas, asylum and immigration. The Treaty of Amster-
dam was signed in October 1997 and came into force in May 1999. Its ob-
jective was to amend and amplify the content of the Maastricht Treaty in
five main areas: freedom, security and justice; citizenship; external policy;
institutions; and closer cooperation. It advanced some issues like democ-
ratization, but it did not include all the institutional reforms which were
necessary for enlargement. But contrasting with the European Political
Cooperation, the Treaty of Amsterdam, hoping to create a new “‘area of
freedom, security and justice”’, moved much of the Maastricht third-pillar
provisions into the first pillar or Economic Community machinery. Only
policy and judicial cooperation on criminal matters remained rather in-
tergovernmental, but, spurred by 9/11 and similar events, the European
Union is nowadays particularly enhancing its cooperation in justice and
home affairs.

The Treaty of Nice (France) was signed at the European Council of
December 2000 to address some of the shortcomings of the previous
treaties. Yet political compromises made it an extremely complex and
opaque system of voting and institutional allocation. Thus Germany
prompted in Nice for a serious process of reform and clarity. The Euro-
pean Convention on the Future of Europe (http://European-Convention.
eu.int) was set up in 2002 to draft a constitutional treaty that would trans-
form the Union’s institutions and enhance their prerogatives to accom-
modate the largest intake of new members. The draft treaty was pre-
sented to the Council meeting at Thessalonika (Greece) in June 2003,
which agreed to use it as a base for further intergovernmental work that
run from October 2003 to June 2004. All 25 EU member states signed in
Rome in November 2004 the “Treaty for European Union”, but the pro-
cess of unanimous ratification required for the treaty to enter into force
was temporarily frozen in mid-2005 after a majority of French and Dutch
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voters rejected it in successive referenda. Actually, as the construction of
Europe was seen by many citizens concerned with globalization pressures
as too remote and driven by technocratic élites, these referenda on Eu-
rope served as an admonition to national politicians. Since then, the
élites of the European institutions and member states advance elements
of the treaty that do not require full ratification and search for compro-
mises and visibility to break the deadlock. It is possible that later in this
decade France and the Netherlands will carefully stage new referenda for
somewhat revised constitutional compromises.

A flexible, multi-level Europe

Despite the problems in strengthening and applying the various EU trea-
ties, European collaboration advances through complementary multi-
level regional mechanisms. Within the European Union there is the pos-
sibility of general closer cooperation in key issues with selected opt-outs
or exceptions for one or more member states (Kolliker, 2005). Differenti-
ated integration is a long-standing practice necessary to accommodate
the great diversity of European political systems, even more so now that
12 ex-communist countries are basically playing by the rules they once
formally despised. Differentiated intergovernmental cooperation has also
long been a common practice in the functional areas that largely remain
outside the European Communities/Union remit.

Usually France, Germany and a few continental European countries
join EU agreements without reservations, and the United Kingdom and
others opt to wait and see if and when they would like to join fully. This
is the case in monetary union, used so far only in 13 countries as the
United Kingdom, Denmark and Sweden decided not to join for the time
being, and the last batch of EU member states may decide to convince
the euro-land group that they meet the membership criteria. The Treaty
of Amsterdam of 1999 actually contained general provisions allowing
some member states to take advantage of common institutions to or-
ganize closer cooperation between themselves. Given these flexible ar-
rangements, there are now many calls by politicians in Europe to proceed
with European integration through greater use of the reinforced cooper-
ation of willing leading countries which others may eventually join.

Sometimes a limited intergovernmental agreement grows and becomes
part of the European Union. That is what happened with the Schengen
Agreement that allows citizens and residents to move freely without
showing their passports when crossing internal borders. Signed in the
1980s by a few continental countries, the Schengen Agreement was incor-
porated into the European Union in the 1990s for most countries to fol-
low with the exception of the United Kingdom and Ireland. This type of



42 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

differentiated arrangement may also happen in the energy sector. In Feb-
ruary 2006, in the middle of escalating difficulties in securing oil and gas
from the Middle East and Russia, France, Germany and the Benelux
countries announced plans to create among themselves an energy market
that is now spurring the rest of the EU countries to speed common liber-
alization.

But many other regional intergovernmental mechanisms exist and
evolve in unique ways. This has been happening in big science projects
(CERN, Eureka), transport (the European Space Agency, Airbus, Euro-
control), communication (GSM for mobile, the Galileo positioning sys-
tem), sports (football, athletics), education (higher) and other functional
knowledge areas. Of particular interest are the ongoing developments in
communications and higher education, sectors which will be analysed
later in this book.

Finally, the flexibility of the multi-level nature of the European Union
shows in the collaboration of substate regions called Euro regions. Com-
plementing the work to promote local governance by the Council of Eu-
rope, the European Union has an advisory Committee of the Regions
(www.COR.europa.eu), set up in 1993 after being prompted by the Span-
ish autonomous community of Catalonia. This committee has been seek-
ing the right to refer to the Court of Justice cases where the principle of
subsidiarity is infringed. This principle says that European governance
should take place at the lowest level possible as long as joint goals are
not compromised. It is expected that the new Treaty for Europe will
eventually confer this fundamental right which would clarify the degrees
of flexibility among existing multi-level governance developments in Eu-
rope (summarized in table 2.1).

Europe’s growing external dimension

The European project is now at a crucial juncture to adapt nimbly to
new, sometimes local but often global, challenges. European institutions
have been since the beginning designed to help handle not only internal
but also external policies and relations regarding the issues over which
member states decided to pool sovereignty. But reflecting the differenti-
ated nature of overlapping European projects, Europe’s joint external di-
mension also advances through functional differentiation.

Institutional development

The three European Communities, created in the 1950s by the Treaties
of Paris and Rome, have at their institutional core the Commission of
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Table 2.1 Europe’s complementary regional projects

Regional process

Countries involved

Issues

External dimension

Ad hoc
intergovernmental

Council of Europe

European Economic
Association

European Union

Nordic Council

Benelux

Euro regions

US in transatlantic
partnership

Most of the world through
interregional processes

Variable, often started by
a few countries and
reaching to many others

So far 46, but open to all
European democracies

28

Now 27, but potentially
open to all of Europe in
ways not yet fully
defined

Several in EU

EU-X

Denmark, Finland,
Iceland, Norway,
Sweden

Belgium, Netherlands,
Luxembourg

Substate regions

Comprehensive (includes
military cooperation)
Broadening

Functional cooperation
usually in long-term
projects like education,
science, sports, transport
and communications

Culture, education, human
rights: the base of
Europe’s long-term soft
power

Basically the economic
dimension of the EU
plus the special interests
of the European Free
Trade Area (minus
Switzerland)

Economic, social, political,
security; all issues
having increasing
external dimensions

Closer, enhanced
cooperation, often led
by France and
Germany, which others
may later join

Selected opt-outs can be
negotiated to address
the concerns of
particular countries
(Eurozone etc.)

Cooperation among
parliaments, and in
education and culture

Economic union until 2010
(possibly superseded)

Economic and social
cooperation

the European Communities. Also simply called the European Commis-
sion, it is in full charge of external trade in goods but has only a second-
ary role in external trade of services, capital and human resources —
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issues that the Commission has to devolve to member states. Moreover,
during the 1980s and 1990s the Commission became increasingly charged
with cooperation mechanisms, as well as with humanitarian and emer-
gency aid. To handle all that external activity, the Commission has devel-
oped six full directorate-generals employing hundreds of people involved
in external relations, divided according to geographical and functional
objectives. While the European Parliament is still rather secondary in
the whole process, the secretariat of the EU Councils has taken a stron-
ger role in advancing a common foreign policy, albeit in an intergovern-
mental fashion in more difficult issues, even military cooperation.

Soon after creating the intergovernmental European Political Cooper-
ation in 1969, the foreign ministers of the then six member states and a
few Commission officials began meeting in a rotating fashion in some of
the nicest restaurants of their countries. Long and good meals and wine
were supposed to induce finding compromises, which were later reported
in Brussels to the ambassadors of the member states to work on. In be-
tween meals, ministries exchanged confidential information through a
system of telegrams, telexes and faxes named COREU. For several years
they worked like that, following the principles of non-interference and
equality. Their only policy instruments were mutual information and con-
sultation in their efforts, with rather limited success, to harmonize views
and concert diplomacy, especially towards the United States. The Euro-
pean Political Cooperation was enhanced when heads of state and gov-
ernment began meeting in European Councils. The first European
Council of 1975, chaired by the then French President Valéry Giscard
d’Estaing, dealt mainly with economic issues, but a few international po-
litical issues were raised (Palestine, South Africa). Throughout the fol-
lowing decades, heads of state focused more on security and defence is-
sues.

The main actor in Europe’s overall external dimension has been the
General Affairs and External Relations Council, a meeting of foreign
ministers regularized by the Single European Act signed in 1986. Minis-
ters discuss and coordinate to the extent possible both political (intergov-
ernmental) and economic (federal) issues (pillars one and two), with
pillar three increasingly part of the other two. There is a debate about
creating a regular defence council, which has not yet happened formally
although there have been informal meetings of defence ministers since
the late 1990s alongside foreign ministers. Below the meetings of heads
of state and ministers, the diplomats making up the Political and Security
Committee prepare the general ministerial meetings and the Military
Committee of top generals provides advice and recommendations.

The high representative is a position created in 1999 by the Treaty
of Amsterdam to link politicians and bureaucrats better. S/he is also
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secretary-general of the Council Secretariat (www.Consilium.Europa.eu)
where s/he is located. In international meetings the European Union is
usually represented by the “troika”, originally meaning the heads of gov-
ernment of the countries that just held, hold and will next hold the six-
month-long rotating EU presidency, but nowadays meaning the head of
government of the country holding the presidency alongside the presi-
dent of the European Commission and the high representative.

Towards a fuller foreign and security policy

The European Union has grown since the 1950s mainly on economic
bases, so the external projection of its economic policies is much more
homogeneous and influential than in other areas. The European Union
has become a trade power with about 20 per cent of world trade, mainly
with industrialized countries in Europe, North America and East Asia,
although it is also substantial in many developing countries. External
trade and related economic policy decisions are taken mainly in the so-
called “(Article) 133 Committee” of ministers and the Directorate-
General for Trade (until recently headed by Commissioner Pascal Lamy,
current head of the WTO). Since the adoption of the euro, monetary pol-
icies are handled by a combination of economic and finance ministers of
the 27 member states, a smaller ministerial of the countries which have
adopted the euro and the Frankfurt-based European Central Bank, one
of the most independent agencies of the European Union.

General development aid policy aims to help poor peoples with finan-
cial, technical, trade (tariff) and humanitarian measures. The European
Commission’s Directorate-General for Development manages special
partnership arrangements for the 70 African, Caribbean and Pacific
(ACP) countries which are former colonies of France and Britain. Origi-
nating in the Yaoundé and Lome Conventions from the 1960s until the
1990s, and updated in the Cotonou Agreement of 2001 for the next de-
cade, the ACP arrangements promote cooperation in many areas and
use special instruments to encourage trade and stabilize export prices,
but these arrangements will in a few years be phased into special free
trade agreements. Meanwhile, with a large group of least developed
countries the European Commission has recently taken the initiative to
open its markets fully to everything but arms.

The European Union has other types of broad cooperation and associ-
ation agreements with much of the rest of the world, depending on how
close the relationship is. They tend to include clauses on a broad range of
issues, including political dialogue; respect for human rights and democ-
racy; establishment of WTO-compatible free trade over a transitional
period; provisions relating to intellectual property, services, public pro-
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curement, competition rules, state aids and monopolies; economic coop-
eration in a wide range of sectors; cooperation relating to social affairs
and migration (including readmission of illegal immigrants); and cultural
cooperation. Regarding human rights, the European Union may publicly
condemn abuses, make representations and adopt various measures to
correct them. The strongest arrangements have been with former com-
munist countries in Eastern Europe to prepare many of them for eventu-
ally joining or otherwise linking with the Union.

The European Union also leads the world in the amount of humani-
tarian and food aid given to countries suffering from human crises or nat-
ural catastrophes, like in former Yugoslavia, Rwanda, Burundi, Angola,
Sudan, Iraq and Indonesia.

EU member states increasingly have a joint global presence in issues
handled outside the European Community, but a European foreign pol-
icy in security and defence remains a rather fragmented intergovernmen-
tal process with less tangible results than in the issues presented above.
Since the beginning of the European Political Cooperation ministers
have broadly informed and consulted each other on matters of foreign
and security policy of general interest, but this ‘‘systematic cooperation”
usually led only to joint declarations.

The Treaties of Maastricht and Amsterdam in the 1990s added new
foreign policy instruments and improved the structure and hierarchy
among them. On top of systematic cooperation are ‘‘common positions”
adopted by the Council to define the approach of the Union to a par-
ticular matter. Member states must ensure that their national policies
conform to common positions. There have been many common positions,
especially relating to international forums such as the Organization for
Security and Cooperation in Europe (www.OSCE.org) that links trans-
atlantic partners with much of the post-Soviet space, and towards the
United Nations.

A common foreign policy is considered full-fledged when it can handle
military defence. Europe is still under US military oversight through
NATO and bilateral arrangements, although it has argued for more au-
tonomy while it upgrades its military institutions. The Western European
Union (www.WEU.org), a low-key military organization created in the
1950s, is since the creation of the post of high representative for the
EU’s common foreign policy supposed to be able to contribute to the so-
called Petersberg missions approved in 1992 for European troops to en-
gage in humanitarian and rescue tasks, peacekeeping and crisis manage-
ment, including peacemaking, that may require actual use of force.

Yet since earlier capacities proved of little value to help resolve the
Balkans conflict in the mid-1990s, in 1997 the European Council adopted
“joint actions”, a slightly more ambitious tool to be used to address spe-
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cific situations where operational action by the Union is deemed neces-
sary. Joint actions must lay down their objectives, scope, the means to
be made available by the European Union, the conditions for their im-
plementation and, if necessary, their time duration. The next level of
joint cooperation regards common strategies applying in selected areas.
They are decided by the European Council upon the recommendation
of the Council of Ministers. Common strategies are also required to spec-
ify their objectives, duration and the means to be made available by the
Union and member states. On top of it all are the principles and general
guidelines defined by the European Council, including matters with de-
fence implications.

With these initiatives a European security and defence identity has
slowly appeared alongside an evolving NATO. The current agenda in
European foreign and security policy is being determined by the Euro-
pean Security Strategy, designed after the lack of a common response re-
garding the US-led regime change in Iraq. Like the 2002 National Secu-
rity Strategy of the United States, it focuses on international terrorism,
proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, regional threats, failing
states and organized crime. Approved in the European Council of De-
cember 2003, it involves all the three pillars of the Union and was wel-
comed by the United States and multilateral organizations as it highlights
the need to use human and social policies to solve largely global threats.

The European Union has already co-led some semi-military operations
with NATO in Macedonia, and arranged police operations there and in
Bosnia. More importantly, it has led UN forces in Congo-Zaire, and is
nowadays becoming, again under the United Nations, the main pacifying
force on the southern Lebanon border. While there is not yet a European
army to help realize its purposes, a number of complementary forces are
being set up. Nowadays most European countries contribute to a non-
standing European rapid reaction force of more than 60,000 troops de-
ployable anywhere in the world within 60 days for a period of 12 months,
and to smaller battle groups deployable within two weeks. And there are
also some experimental complementary military assets led by smaller
groups of countries, like Eurocorps in continental Europe and Eurofor
and Euromarfor in Southern Europe, which are at the disposal of Euro-
pean, NATO, OSCE or UN leaders.

The salience of interregionalism

The European Union maintains a strong multi-level set of external rela-
tions that include basically all of the world’s states, as well as regional
and international processes and organizations. Relations with the United
States face many difficulties but are generally strong and mutually bene-
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ficial. The Transatlantic Declaration adopted in 1990 set the new princi-
ples of cooperation and consultation, and the New Transatlantic Agenda
of 1995 laid a more detailed framework across many activities, with eco-
nomic issues further addressed in 1998 in the special Transatlantic Eco-
nomic Partnership. The “full and equal partnership” also aims to stabi-
lize and develop other regions of the world. Disagreement in the wake
of the US takeover of Iraq and complex commercial matters make that
task very difficult, but the historic visit of President Bush to Brussels’ Eu-
ropean institutions in February 2005 promised to mend the rift.

Particularly relevant for global multi-level governance, the Union has
actively developed interregional dialogue and cooperation processes that
go beyond the core trade and aid competencies of the European Com-
mission and aim at comprehensiveness by raising a growing number of
political, economic and social issues.

EU relations with Latin America have since the 1990s progressed
partly through interregional agreements with political, economic and so-
cial objectives that also foster regional integration. The San José Dia-
logue, which forms since 1984 the cornerstone of EU-Central American
relations, hopes to solve armed conflicts by means of dialogue and nego-
tiation and includes a cooperation programme to address the socio-
economic causes of the crisis. The meeting in 2004 took place alongside
the third EU-Latin America and Caribbean summit, the highlight of
a process which since 1999 has tried to catalyse relations with Latin
America as a whole, as well as with its various subregional processes,
through a strategic association touching political, economic and coopera-
tion aspects. For that a bi-regional group of public administrators manage
over 50 priority actions. The European Union concluded in 1983 a first
cooperation agreement with the Andean Community, followed by a new
one in 1993 which provided for economic and trade cooperation and de-
velopment cooperation and included a most-favoured-nation clause. The
last joint meeting was held in parallel with the Rio Summit in June 1999.
The European Union has since 1999 had a framework agreement with
Mercosur to achieve a partnership for political and security issues, closer
cooperation on economic and institutional matters and the establishment
of a free trade area for goods and services under WTO rules. EU and
Mercosur officials also meet on the margins of interregional summits.
Meanwhile, there are almost non-existent interregional arrangements be-
tween the European Union and the US-led NAFTA process, which Eu-
rope sees as too focused on trade and investment liberalization without
enough concern for social and political issues.

The comprehensive Euro-Mediterranean Partnership has since 1995
governed EU policy towards the strategic southern and eastern Mediter-
ranean; that is, the Maghreb, the Mashrek and Turkey. The partnership,
also called the Barcelona Process, overarches bilateral and multilateral
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relations and seeks peace and stability based on fundamental principles,
the creation of a free trade area and broader social, cultural and human
relations. The European Union gives some financial and much political
support to the process, but it seems it is never enough. Part of the reason
is the recent problems of the Middle East, which the European Union
craves to resolve faster with a complementary multidimensional Middle
East peace process. As the issue converges with others, the European
Union is advancing a proposal for a “wider Middle East” to reach to
Iraq and Iran. Meanwhile, the European Union would like to have an-
other free trade zone with the relatively peaceful and developed Gulf
Cooperation Council countries to upgrade the cooperation agreement it
signed in 1989 with the group.

The enlarging European Union has always put a special effort in its
neighbouring areas and advances a number of overlapping initiatives to
reinforce each other. In March 2003 the European Commission adopted
a communication setting out a new framework for relations over the
coming decade with the almost 400 million people of what it calls “wider
Europe” - the southern and eastern Mediterranean, Russia and the
western newly independent states. The strategy aims to create a “ring of
friends” by offering them greater aid, cooperation and access to its inter-
nal market in exchange for concrete political, economic and institutional
reforms.

The European Union’s relations with Russia have much improved in
the last decade. A partnership and cooperation agreement addresses in
the decade 1997-2007 trade and economy, science and technology, en-
ergy, environment, transport, space and a range of other civil sectors, as
well as more complex dialogues on broad political issues and justice and
home affairs. It pays special attention to the long-term procurement of oil
and gas, and hopes that an energy charter treaty setting clear rules even-
tually gets ratified by the Russian Duma. Meanwhile, the joint summit of
2003 went further and agreed to structure in the long term all relations
into four spaces consonant with Europe’s structure (the three EU pillars
and other issues outside them): economy; freedom, security and justice;
external security; and research, education and culture. An upgraded
agreement starting in 2007 would like to focus more on regional issues,
which might lead to some cooperation between the European Union and
a still somewhat relevant Commonwealth of Independent States that tries
to keep the allegiances of former Soviet republics locked in by other
powers. Yet tensions remain, as the enlargement of both the European
Union and NATO make many Russians feel threatened, which leads the
Kremlin to use energy and military tools for strategic purposes.

Relations between the European Union and the African continent
promisingly advance in a multi-level fashion in the new century. The
aforementioned African-Caribbean-Pacific “Cotonou” Partnership
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Agreement, signed in 2000 for 20 years to supersede earlier agreements,
mainly affects 48 sub-Saharan countries located south of those involved
in the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership and “wider Europe” initiative.
While differentiated to take account of the levels of development and
the specific concerns of the countries concerned, the agreement embodies
a comprehensive partnership based on three pillars: political dialogue,
preferential trade relations and significant resources devoted to develop-
ment and economic cooperation. Since October 2003 ACP negotiations
have advanced at the subregional level, first with Western (ECOWAS)
and Central (CEMAC) and then with Eastern and Southern African
countries. Furthermore, the European Union has been increasingly en-
gaged in conflict-prevention activities in Africa and in the financing of
post-conflict demobilization and reconstruction programmes. In most
cases this has been in support of Africa’s own mediation efforts entrusted
to regional or pan-African bodies. At the continental level the first EU-
Africa summit was held in Cairo in April 2000, a joint, comprehensive
EU-Africa Strategy is being drafted with the collaboration of civil society
for the second summit planned for late 2007 in Lisbon, and the European
Union is prepared to use the NEPAD scheme for any activity that may
be led by (South) Africans themselves.

Europe’s relations with developing South Asian countries could fur-
ther improve. Europe used to be the South Asian countries’ most impor-
tant trading partner and a major export market, but the overall degree of
trade is very low while India’s trading relations with East Asia have re-
cently been growing fast. Meanwhile, development cooperation between
the European Union and the countries of South Asia covers financial and
technical aid as well as economic issues. Europe has in this way been try-
ing to support the institutions and activities of SAARC (including ex-
change of information, technical aid and training), but internal problems
of SAARC have traditionally prevented any effective advancement.

The European Commission pushed in 1994 for a broad-based process
of increasing dialogue and cooperation towards Asia (East, South-East
and South) with its “New Asia Strategy”. A Singaporean initiative react-
ing to the original EU Asia Strategy led in 1996 to the interregional Asia-
Europe Meeting (ASEM) process that helped pave the way for closer in-
dependent collaboration first between East and South-East Asia. ASEM
was designed as an intergovernmental, flexible dialogue and action on
broad political, economic and social issues involving the member states
of the European Union on one side and the Asian countries of ASEAN
and North-East Asia on the other. The relatively slow but tectonic tran-
formations catalysed by the ASEM progress during its first decade are
now giving way to a rising and better-structured East Asia that is defining
some of the main changes of global multi-level governance.
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The increasing coherence of East Asian links

The last dynastic Chinese empire gradually decayed in the nineteenth
century due to a complex mix of internal and external factors. Towards
the end of that century, Japan came out of its secular near-isolation and
entered a new world being divided or influenced by Western powers. In
the twentieth century the Japanese military led the Japanese empire to
defeat or conquer some of its neighbours, including parts of once-mighty
China and mainly European colonies in South-East Asia, arguing it
would paternalistically lead an East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere — a dis-
course that ended with the US victory in 1945.

In the following decades East Asian countries underwent bewildering
transformations. Mao took over China, aided by Stalin; the country
later tried to isolate itself, and finally began to promote links with non-
communist countries that paved the way towards modernization for
Deng’s China. Chiang’s Taiwan relied on the US security umbrella and
eventually became democratic, a situation that allows a plurality of voices
on its possible status vis-a-vis mainland China. Japan became a military
protectorate of the United States but with much independence to profit
from global markets. Russia’s grip on Mongolia softened and the newly
democratic country gradually participates in a variety of regional pro-
cesses. The United States remains the key security balancer in the split
Korean peninsula and the region. South-East Asian countries became in-
dependent, often after struggles, and began forming nation-states under
communist, military, monarchic or populist regimes. But an unwise move
that mishandles one of the animosities which still plague the region could
well turn into a large-scale regional, or even global, confrontation.

Nevertheless, most countries of East Asia have realized that coopera-
tion is better than conflict to solve their differences and prosper in peace.
Some countries in South-East Asia took in the 1960s a first intergovern-
mental step in regional cooperation. Since the mid-1990s, North-East Asia
has entered a path of closer cooperation that builds on links to more ad-
vanced regional developments, especially in South-East Asia but also in
other parts of the world. How much South-East and North-East Asian
countries are really willing to weave a dynamic, multi-level East Asian
community is still open to debate, but among the many mixed signals
the developments in political institutional processes sound exceptionally
promising.

The institutional harbingers: The ASEAN subregional core

After minor development plans to help large parts of Asia, and unsuc-
cessful efforts to create alliances between several young countries in the
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region, the Association of South-East Asian Nations (www.ASEANsec.
org) was quietly launched in Bangkok in 1967 (Severino, 2006). Under a
Pax Americana underpinned by bilateral security arrangements (Acharya,
2001), foreign ministers from Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines, Singa-
pore and Thailand signed a short, simply worded ASEAN (or Bangkok)
Declaration, hoping to create an atmosphere of dialogue and cooperation
to help maintain a precarious peace in the region and counter the fear of
Soviet- and Chinese-backed communism as well as limit the desires for
intervention of the United States and its allies. The cautious ASEAN
intergovernmental path has remained flexible but communicative, stress-
ing process over quick results. It has grown to 10 countries and attracted
the interest of many more country and regional partners. It has not yet
advanced as much as the European Union, but it has recently picked up
speed in terms of the number and depth of policy issues it addresses.

The first five ASEAN member countries successfully focused on re-
gional peace and stability. In 1971 they signed a ‘“zone of peace, freedom
and neutrality”’. The Declaration of ASEAN Concord and the Treaty of
Amity and Cooperation were adopted in Bali in 1976, the same year that
a small secretariat was set up in Jakarta to prepare the rotating meetings
taking place in hosting countries. During the following years the mood
was hopeful, but ASEAN economic and social cooperation remained low.

After the Cold War against Soviet-backed communism basically ended
in the early 1990s, ASEAN began a new phase of growth. It explored
broader regional coordination in a substantial number of economic is-
sues, as well as so-called functional areas that addressed particular micro-
economic and social issues. And, spurred by the financially sparked crisis
of 1997, ASEAN leaders declared even more and grander goals. At its
sixth summit meeting that took place in Hanoi in December 1998, it
drew up the six-year-long ‘““Hanoi Plan of Action”, the first in a series of
plans to achieve the much broader “ASEAN Vision 2020’ adopted at the
second ASEAN informal summit held in Kuala Lumpur a year earlier,
aimed at a regional “‘concert of Southeast Asian Nations, outward look-
ing, living in peace, stability and prosperity, bonded in partnership in dy-
namic development and in community of caring societies”.

An independent Brunei Darussalam joined ASEAN in 1984, and four
former antagonists joined during the next decade: Viet Nam in 1995,
Laos and Burma/Myanmar in 1997 and Cambodia was finally admitted
in 1999 after being temporarily given observer status only due to its inter-
nal political struggles. The independence of East Timor, achieved in
2000-2002, forced the ASEAN club to consider further expansion. But
to decrease the pressure for substate regional fragmentation, East Timor
was only accepted as a candidate observer.

In the new century ASEAN is rapidly transforming itself into a coher-
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ent community, hoping not to lose momentum in the new global turmoil.
In October 2003 in Bali, leaders agreed in a solemn declaration to ad-
vance the ASEAN Concord II Community project in which three broad
communities for cooperation (political and security, economic, socio-
cultural), somewhat resembling the EU pillar concept, would help
achieve the ASEAN vision to live in peace and prosperity by 2020. For
that, the current Vientiane Action Programme, being implemented over
the period 2004-2010, is advancing its more concrete plans of action,
taskforce recommendations and many detailed programmes and mea-
sures.

ASEAN?’s political goals include soft democratic elements, an enhanced
institutional framework, strengthening legal and governance mechanisms
and the promotion of human rights. The ASEAN secretariat, which has
become the hub for 25 regular ministerials and many hundreds of annual
lower-level intra-ASEAN and external gatherings and follow-ups, may
soon become more effective with plans for decentralization to ASEAN
members so as to achieve greater coordination with national bureauc-
racies. If such a move were successful ASEAN may then increase the
number of technical functional agencies to be based in different coun-
tries; so far there are only small, low-profile bodies like the ASEAN
management agency in Brunei and an ASEAN agency for biodiversity
in the Philippines.

An ASEAN programme for shaping and sharing norms is highlighted
by the efforts to have a legally binding ASEAN charter by the end of
2007, when ASEAN members meet in Singapore to celebrate the fortieth
anniversary of the association. An eminent persons’ group comprising 10
distinguished and respected citizens from ASEAN member countries
in 2006 examined and provided bold recommendations on the direction
of ASEAN and the nature of the charter, to legalize ASEAN going be-
yond the so-called “ASEAN way” of non-interference in other members’
internal matters and consensus-driven intergovernmental processes. In
its June 2003 ministerial meetings ASEAN started to discuss the inter-
nal problems of Burma/Myanmar, and at its July 2005 summit Burma/
Myanmar bowed to pressure and skipped its 2006 turn in the group’s ro-
tating chairmanship, all while its ruling junta retreated to a jungle post
built with Chinese help after the United States invaded Iraq.

The ASEAN Security Community encourages further accession to the
Treaty of Amity and Cooperation by non-ASEAN countries after India,
China, Japan and Australia recently acceded and committed themselves
to promoting good relations with ASEAN and not using force to solve
disputes. It will further encourage good conduct in the oil-rich South
China Sea, the securing of a nuclear-free ASEAN, mutual legal assis-
tance, a convention on counterterrorism, suspect extradition, maritime
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security cooperation and many measures to address conflict prevention,
conflict resolution and post-conflict peacebuilding. The inaugural
ASEAN defence ministers’ meeting held in Kuala Lumpur in May 2006
reaffirmed the general interest “to bring ASEAN’s political and security
cooperation to a higher plane to ensure that countries in the region live
at peace with one another and with the world at large in a just, demo-
cratic and harmonious environment”, adopting a concept paper for en-
hanced, frank and transparent dialogue and cooperation in all aspects of
defence and security involving various political and military actors.

The other two ASEAN communities are also advancing towards a
broad range of goals, hoping to achieve a fine balance between economic
and social progress. The ASEAN Economic Community addresses trade
in goods and services, finance and direct investment and sectors like
transport, info-communications, science and technology, energy and
food. And the ASEAN Socio-Cultural Community plan of action aims
to tackle the full range of development concerns in the region to build a
community of caring societies, to manage the social impact of economic
integration especially through skill upgrades, to enhance environmental
sustainability and to strengthen the broader cultural foundations of re-
gional social cohesion.

Flexibility within ASEAN

Many of the detailed programmes of the ASEAN communities are, as in
Europe, advancing through the functional differentiation that brings to-
gether only the capable, willing or concerned countries or subregions.

The original ASEAN-5 countries are still the core of ASEAN. Their
long history of interaction gives them an advantage over the newcomers.
In particular, Indonesia, Malaysia and Singapore often take the lead in
many issues, later welcomed by the rest of the members lacking experi-
ence or funding capacity.

Singapore has also pioneered links with neighbouring subregions
and countries. The Singapore-Johor-Riau Growth Triangle became the
Indonesia-Malaysia-Singapore Growth Triangle. Its success led to a much
larger and comprehensive Indonesia-Malaysia-Thailand Growth Trian-
gle, and the East ASEAN Growth Area (EAGA) comprising Brunei, In-
donesia, Malaysia and the Philippines (BIMP).

Meanwhile, the Agreement on Transboundary Haze Pollution was
signed in 2002 by all ASEAN members, hoping to solve the environ-
mental crisis caused by land clearing by open burning on the Indonesian
island of Sumatra. It entered into force a year later as six countries rati-
fied it (Brunei, Laos, Malaysia, Burma/Myanmar, Singapore, Viet Nam);
Cambodia later ratified the treaty, but Indonesia has yet to do so.

These ASEAN-X arrangements (in which X number of countries are
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given opt-outs in order to facilitate advancing a particular issue) are used
not only for intra-ASEAN but also for external issues. For instance,
ASEAN countries in the fertile Mekong River basin (Cambodia, Laos,
Myanmar, Thailand and Viet Nam) are engaging south China to solve
common problems raised by China’s construction of dams (Dosch,
Duerkop and Thang, 2005). The Greater Mekong Sub-region Program,
launched in 1992 and drawing on the experiences of the UN-sponsored
Mekong Committee dating back to 1957, has the strategic support of the
Japan-led Asian Development Bank in nine broad sectors, including a
transport programme with three “economic corridors”. After years of en-
gagement, China has become proactive by presenting its southern neigh-
bours with a general development plan for the river basin that includes
capital assistance. The leaders of the six countries even meet in summits,
the first one held in 2002 in Cambodia to promote economic cooperation,
and the second one in Kunming (China) in July 2005 to deal with social
issues such as human-trafficking and drug-trafficking as well as transpor-
tation linkages, tourism and telecommunications.

ASEAN’s multi-level external relations

To hold a broadening and deepening ASEAN together better, its mem-
bers have always relied on a mesh of external multi-level links with both
important neighbours and distant powers. The United States saw the gen-
esis of ASEAN in the late 1960s as a useful tool to complement its net-
work strategy to contain communism in South-East Asia, and after a pe-
riod of neglect is nowadays paying more attention to a renewed ASEAN
that positions itself to balance China and other regional powers. ASEAN
has one observer (Papua New Guinea) and one candidate observer coun-
try (East Timor), but it has particularly reached first to Japan and later to
nine other dialogue partners (Australia, Canada, China, the European
Union, India, New Zealand, South Korea, Russia and the United States)
with which it has formalized regular high-level meetings and a variety of
dialogue and cooperation processes. They all meet in post-ministerial
conferences, which take place after the regular ASEAN summits, to ad-
dress all kinds of issues.

The key concern of ASEAN’s external partners has remained the pro-
motion of security. When the Cold War ended, Canada and Australia
suggested establishing a conference for security and cooperation in Asia
that included human rights issues, following the model of the conference
leading to the Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe.
Eventually, a less intrusive ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) proposed
by Japan was agreed in 1991, based on a memorandum to establish the
Asia-Pacific Political Dialogue, which has become the main intergovern-
mental venue advancing a dialogue in security issues in and around the
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region. The ARF had its first meeting in 1994 and now brings together 23
participants: the 10 ASEAN members, the 10 dialogue partners, North
Korea, Mongolia and Papua New Guinea as an observer. The ARF’s
broad range of activities in confidence-building and preventive diplomacy
among both friends and potential military antagonists follow an incre-
mental approach to complement the various bilateral alliances and dia-
logues underpinning the region’s security architecture. Politically compli-
cated subjects like human and political rights, nuclear weapons and
terrorism are not excluded from the agenda, although the provision of in-
formation by participants is voluntary. And the ARF’s role to engage re-
gional powers has so far advanced well. Following a proposal by China at
the tenth ARF in 2003, the first ARF Security Policy Conference was
held in Beijing in November 2004 with the participation of defence offi-
cials. Stakes are high regarding regional leadership, but they seem far
from reaching breaking point. The United States sent a low-level delega-
tion to the June 2005 post-ministerial conference and ARF to put pres-
sure on the group regarding the role of Burma/Myanmar, while the Chi-
nese premier decided to fly to Rangoon instead. At the same meeting the
ARF website (www.AseanRegionalForum.org), created with US funding,
was officially launched in Jakarta giving for the first time a comprehen-
sive picture of its evolution.

ASEAN is now spearheading a new wave of external relations with the
whole world in order to advance its community objectives further. It has
in particular reached to its powerful neighbours, but has profited from
links with America and Europe, often in an interregional fashion — a
model that ASEAN is now developing with Asia and Africa. The
ASEAN secretariat has a partnership work plan with the South Asia As-
sociation for Regional Cooperation, and has been involved in an Asian-
African subregional organization conference. ASEAN foreign ministers
had an informal gathering with counterparts in the Gulf Cooperation
Council in 2004, and signed a memorandum of understanding with the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization in 2005 and another one with the
Economic Cooperation Organization of Central Asia in 2006.

Finally, ASEAN is gradually making its presence felt in the multilat-
eral world. It has long coordinated basic positions in international orga-
nizations like the WTO, and its presence is becoming increasingly felt in
the UN system after it became an active observer in the work of the UN
General Assembly in October 2006.

Functional cooperation among ASEAN+3 countries

The ASEAN group started reaching with much greater impetus to the
whole of North-East Asia in the late 1990s to discuss collaboration in
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economic issues. Just after the financial crisis hit many Asian countries in
1997, and building on several years of strengthening links, Malaysia con-
vened the first informal ASEAN-+3 summit meeting. This timing was a
coincidence. Japanese Prime Minister Ryutaro Hashimoto had proposed
in January 1997 to regularize the Japan-ASEAN summits, and ASEAN
countries accepted in May with the condition of including China and
South Korea. On the afternoon of 15 December, after the regular
ASEAN summit, the then nine ASEAN leaders (Cambodia had not yet
joined) were invited to meet in the Palace of the Golden Horses in Kuala
Lumpur with counterparts from Japan, South Korea and the People’s
Republic of China. Although Mahathir Mohamad, Malaysia’s former
leader, was excited to host such a meeting, the heads of Indonesia and
South Korea did not attend for personal reasons, and several countries
were sceptical of Mahathir’s proposal to regularize such meetings despite
the financial crises. Leaders did not actually discuss measures to address
these growing crises, but generally focused on coordination and coopera-
tion in macro-economic and high-technology sectors, and discussed the
links East Asian countries had with the European model. The following
day ASEAN leaders met in three separate meetings with leaders from
the North-East Asian countries, and delivered three friendly joint state-
ments respectively.

The second informal summit, convened by Viet Nam and held in De-
cember 1998 in Hanoi, was much more important as it started to set
some bases. For this meeting the aftermath of the crisis of the previous
year was indeed an important catalyser. China’s Premier Hu Jintao pro-
posed a dialogue at the level of vice-financial ministers and vice-
presidents of central banks among ASEAN, China, Japan and South
Korea, “and to form an Expert Group at a proper time if necessary,
which is devoted to the in-depth research of the concrete means to regu-
late and control the international flowing capital”’. He gave assurances
that China’s currency, the renminbi, would remain stable, and announced
a donation of US$200,000 to a new ASEAN fund to help South-East
Asian countries jointly develop regional projects. Meanwhile, Japan’s
Prime Minister Koizumi pledged US$5 billion in preferential loans. The
following day China and ASEAN leaders discussed the need to resolve
the conflict in the South China Sea. More importantly, in the Hanoi sum-
mit the South Korean president successfully proposed launching an East
Asia Vision Group of policy intellectuals that would propose a quasi-
constitutional path aiming to construct an East Asian community.
ASEAN+3 (jointly with Japan, China and South Korea) and ASEAN+1
(with single countries) summits have continued as regular gatherings of
foreign affairs ministers and heads of state, increasingly galvanizing a
growing number of ASEAN+3 ministerial meetings. Economic matters
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have been a priority, but social and even security issues were soon added
to the leaders’ agendas.

Then, leaders meeting in the third informal summit in November 1999
in Manila politically agreed on the need to strengthen their mutual un-
derstanding, trust and cooperation. They declared that the pivot of the
East Asia cooperation shall be placed in economic, financial and scientific
and technological areas, but also agreed that they should work to main-
tain peace in the South China Sea and to discourage independentist pres-
sures within Indonesia.

With the new century, bolder advancements came from the commit-
ment of all sides. Alongside the fourth informal summit in November
2000 in Singapore, the first financial ministers’ meeting, the first eco-
nomic ministers’ meeting and the first foreign ministers’ meeting of
ASEAN+3 countries were convened respectively. Chinese Premier Zhu
Rongji stressed that cooperation in East Asia should aim at ‘“‘develop-
ment”’, that the “10+3” mechanism should turn into the main channel
for regional cooperation in East Asia and that financial, trade and invest-
ment cooperation frameworks should be gradually established so as to
realize the more extensive integration of the regional economy. The Jap-
anese prime minister in turn upheld the ASEAN principles of strictly in-
tergovernmental regional cooperation. And the South Korean president
successfully proposed creating an East Asian study group of government
officials to digest and polish the recommendations of the East Asian Vi-
sion Group to present a final report to political leaders. In this expansive
climate, the leaders from the three North-East Asian countries held their
second informal breakfast meeting and reached a common understanding
about holding a meeting at regular intervals to explore greater coopera-
tion in trade and investment among themselves and with ASEAN coun-
tries.

At the seventh ASEAN summit meeting in November 2001 in Brunei
(informal summits were discontinued in 2000 and regular summits be-
came annual) leaders exchanged extensive views on strengthening ex-
changes and cooperation in all sorts of fields, including people exchanges
and even non-traditional security. China and ASEAN agreed to establish
a free trade zone within 10 years and reached a consensus on several pri-
ority cooperation areas which have further advanced ever since. At the
eighth summit, convened in Phnom Penh in October 2002, China success-
fully proposed holding a 1043 ministerial meeting on combating transna-
tional crimes, and also advocated that East Asian cooperation required
going to a level of governance below the state by holding an East Asia
mayors’ forum. The ninth summit that met in October 2003 in Bali
could be called truly historic, as not only an ASEAN Concord II declara-
tion was signed, but the Chinese, South Korean and Japanese leaders
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also signed a comprehensive joint declaration on tripartite collaboration
(elaborated below). Also important was the eighth ASEAN+3 summit
held in November 2004 in Vientiane, in which participants agreed to
establish in the long term an East Asian community broadly but flexibly
defined and pursued.

All the above activity may not be dismissed as irrelevant for regional
construction, as a growing number of ASEAN-+3 mechanisms, from min-
isterials down to meetings of senior officials and directors-general and
sometimes working groups, do advance the political agreements declared
in the summits. Table 2.2 summarizes those mechanisms. Regular diplo-
matic, economic and financial ministerials lead a wide range of issues;
but there are ministerials for agriculture, fisheries and forestry, for en-
ergy, environment, tourism, transnational crimes, health, labour, culture
and arts, science and technology, info-communication technologies and
social welfare. Finance cooperation is a great concern that requires eight
working groups. And the fear of energy scarcity has led to the formation
of five working groups hoping to secure resources of traditional and new
energy sources. In the foreign ministerial meeting of July 2006 four new
sectors were added for high-level cooperation: rural development and
poverty eradication; women’s issues; disaster risk management and emer-
gency response; and minerals. Moreover, the first East Asian Cultural
Week was planned for 2007, to be jointly prepared by Thailand and
South Korea. An overdue stock-taking exercise will soon clarify progress
and facilitate a more rational work plan in a growing number of fields ac-
cording to the various inputs received from Track-1 and officially sanc-
tioned Track-2 gatherings.

The East Asian overall regional political project has long followed the
cautious ASEAN intergovernmental formula. Progress is at first gradual,
informal and voluntary, and countries refrain from interfering on delicate
issues considered internal by other countries. In that way, ASEAN+3
states form their preferences before bargaining and committing to
longer-term institutions — a stage that seems to be quite close. To help
consolidate the many high-level meetings and agreements, ASEAN+3
governments have been arguing more than ever the need to create more
permanent administrative and political institutions. In the past few years
Malaysia has stepped up its lobbying to establish an ASEAN+-3 secretar-
iat in Kuala Lumpur and has repeatedly offered to pay the set-up costs.
Although it did not receive unanimous support, leading to its rejection
in the ASEAN ministerial meeting of July 2002, just days before the
eighth ASEAN summit in October, Malaysia presented a reformed pro-
posal to have only a bureau on ASEAN+-3 affairs that would be “organ-
ically linked” to the ASEAN secretariat in Jakarta and led by a deputy
secretary-general. And South Korea also wanted to be considered a re-
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Table 2.2 ASEAN+3 institutional cooperation mechanisms

Senior Directors- Working
Leaders Ministers officials  general groups

Political and security ASEAN+3 X X X
summit
Economic, trade and X X
investment
Finance and macro-
economic
surveillance
Agriculture, fisheries
and forestry
Energy
Environment
Tourism
Transnational crimes
Health
Labour
Culture and arts
Science and
technology
ICT X
Social welfare X
Youth
Rural development Planned
and poverty
eradication

>~
>~
o

P KKK X

TXXE HXXEAE IR X K

anned

Women’s issues Planned Planned

Disaster risk Planned Planned
management and
emergency
response

Minerals Planned Planned

Total bodies by 1 17 19 3 13
level: 53

Source: Based on ASEAN (2006).

gional hub, and its government proposed in early 2005 creating an inte-
grated ASEAN-3 e-government centre in Seoul as of 2006 to facilitate
exchanges in such fields as human resources, technical support, education
and training (Xinhua News, 2005). Interestingly for global multi-level
governance, the proposal was raised on the occasion of the ASEAN+3
senior officials’ meeting on Creative Management for Government held
on the sidelines of the UN-sponsored Sixth Global Forum on Reinvent-
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ing Government. Nevertheless, it was decided that the best option was to
enhance the ASEAN secretariat with various external, multi-level func-
tions. Besides the virtual secretariat for the ARF mentioned above, it is
developing a virtual secretariat to manage relations with Europe through
the ASEM process (elaborated below), and thus facilitate the consolida-
tion of an ASEAN+-3 institutional platform.

Flexible East Asian regionalisms

Just like in Europe and within ASEAN, the concept of East Asian re-
gionalism implies a flexible, multi-level approach towards collaboration
where sometimes not all countries participate and at other times outside
partners are involved (table 2.3). ASEAN+1 meetings taking place
alongside those of ASEAN+3 are helping ASEAN to maintain a central
role in East Asia.

Since 2001 China-ASEAN cooperation has advanced on many fronts,
steered by annual meetings of foreign ministers, all leading to a joint dec-
laration on strengthening strategic partnerships for peace and prosperity
to guide their relations in the 2005-2009 period — the first time that China

Table 2.3 East Asia’s complementary regional projects

Level Countries Issues
External dimension US allies Hub-and-spoke Pax
Americana
13+N Strategic dialogue with

Intergovernmental

ASEAN

ASEAN subgroups

Tumen River area

North-East Asia
tripartite cooperation

Mekong River basin

Variable, often started
by advanced countries
and reaching to others

10

Varies

5 (reaching to Guangxi
in PRC)

neighbours in East Asia
summit

Functional dialogue and
cooperation with the
rest, increasingly
through interregional
relations

Economic and security

Three communities:
political-security,
economic, socio-cultural

According to issue

Economic dialogue

Economic, social, some
political dialogue and
cooperation

Economic cooperation




62 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

has set up a strategic partnership relationship with a regional organiza-
tion. China has promised to behave in the South China Sea disputes,
and was the first power to accede to the Treaty of Amity and Coopera-
tion in South-East Asia. China and ASEAN also agreed to create a free
trade zone progressively from 2006 to 2013, a process overseen by institu-
tional mechanisms like a senior economic officials’ meeting, a China-
ASEAN free trade negotiation committee and a China-ASEAN business
consultation meeting. Moreover, they are implementing a framework
agreement on comprehensive economic cooperation with specific agree-
ments on trade in goods, settlement of disputes and, possibly soon, ser-
vices and investment. They have agreed to cooperate in agricultural and
health sectors still under government control. China has even pledged
some aid through its Debt Reduction Program for Asia scheme, and is
helping to develop the Greater Mekong subregion through agreements
to facilitate the movement of goods and infrastructure.

In the face of a re-emerging China, Japan is also attaching more impor-
tance to reinforcing its already strong relations with ASEAN. In Decem-
ber 2003 Tokyo hosted a special Japan-ASEAN commemorative summit
meeting, in which the Tokyo Declaration and a dense action plan backed
with several billion yen were presented, aiming to strengthen economic,
political and security relations, with the stress laid on striving to establish
a community based on Asian traditions and values. At the meeting the
development of an “East Asian community” was first defined formally
as the goal of regional cooperation in Eastern Asia, reaching even to
Australia and New Zealand. Japan is also in favour of the development
of the Greater Mekong subregion and the ASEAN growth areas. It has
also signed the first-ever bilateral free trade agreement with Singapore,
and soon began negotiations with South Korea, the Philippines, Malay-
sia, Thailand and others beyond the region. In 2006 it began to stitch it
all together by funding a Japan-ASEAN integration fund with over 7 bil-
lion yen to advance political, military, economic and social projects.

ASEAN relations with South Korea were enhanced in 2004 when they
signed a joint declaration on a comprehensive cooperation partnership
and South Korea acceded to the ASEAN Treaty on Amity and Coopera-
tion. Soon afterwards both sides began negotiations on establishing a free
trade area, and expanded an ongoing set of functional cooperation issues.

Incipient functional linkages in North-East Asia

The prospects of East Asian cooperation may be formally driven by
ASEAN with Japanese yen, Chinese market access and growing links to
South Korea, but substantially they depend more on building friendlier
developments in North-East Asia, where proud and structurally diverse
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powers still seem preoccupied with realpolitik (Togo, 2005; Shambaugh,
2005). Recent animosities in the region include Japan’s island conflicts
with its maritime neighbours, the stance of Japan’s leaders on the mem-
ory of wars and colonization in the first half of the twentieth century, the
North Korean military build-up and the ongoing conflict between the
Chinese governments in Beijing and Taipei. Tensions between Japan
and China nowadays seem the main obstacle towards community-build-
ing, especially given China’s reaction to the visits of Japan’s Prime Minis-
ter Koizumi to the Yasukuni shrine where the souls of Class A war crim-
inals are honoured, and to the issue of Japan not fully accounting for its
past in history textbooks.

The whole show may be understood as a proxy clash to see who (and
how) leads — peacefully — in East Asia. Japan acts as if it wants to get it-
self cheaply out of the San Francisco Peace Treaty, in which it was seen
as a loser and communist China a winner, a strategy disliked by China’s
ruling party. But political exchanges among North-East Asian countries
have considerably grown in the past few years in a new climate of gradual
political opening. The 1998 joint declaration on ‘““Building a Partnership
for Friendship and Cooperation for Peace and Development” remains
the base for cooperation despite the high-level posturing between nation-
alistic Japanese and the Chinese ruling party. A similar long-term coop-
eration trend is discernible between Japan and South Korea as the 1998
joint declaration for “A new Japan-Republic of Korea Partnership to-
wards the Twenty-first Century” is crafting a future-oriented relation-
ship. And vindicating Kim Dae-Jung’s “‘sunshine’ policy to link the Ko-
rean peninsula gradually, China’s links with North Korea are relaxing
while new ones are being built with South Korea. China is now tending
to acquiesce in participating in alternative institutional mechanisms to
the point that Wada (2004) believes there are possibilities to create a
new ‘“Greater East Asian Community” that brings together regional
communities in South-East and North-East Asia.

There are signs that economic cooperation in the Tumen River area
is more than just a watered-down possibility. The area is the only direct
link from the North-East Asian inland to the Sea of Japan, spanning the
Yanbian Korean autonomous prefecture in Jilin, China, the central and
southern part of the Primorsky territory in the far east of the Russian
Federation and the Rajin-Sonbong area in North Korea. The develop-
ment of the Tumen River area was viewed with widespread hope by the
international community after the fall of the Soviet Union in 1991. The
UN Development Programme formally presented the Tumen River
Area Development Programme (www.TumenProgramme.org) and con-
vened a conference in Pyongyang that began a process of mild institu-
tionalization and a call for investment. In the following years various
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gatherings included committees and commissions, and even a secretariat
in Beijing, through which China, the Koreas, Mongolia, Russia and some-
times even Japan met. North-East Asian regional cooperation through
this mechanism has not been as substantive as that of ASEAN, mainly
due to North Korean intransigence, but the effort has promoted some
hopeful unilateral and bilateral responses. China has signed agreements
on harbour-sharing with Russia and North Korea, reached agreements
on opening sea-, air- and land-coordinated transport routes for goods
and passengers and launched the Hunchun Border Economic Coopera-
tion Zone. South Korea and Japan have shifted their overseas investment
to the Tumen River area. North Korea has established a free trade zone
in the Rajin-Sonbong area, opened harbours to the outside world,
planned to attract foreign trade and investment and increased its own in-
frastructure. Russia has also opened some harbours, drawn up a Great
Vladivostok plan and a development plan for its Primorsky territory and
established the Nakhodka and Vladivostok free economic zones. And
even Mongolia has begun improving its eastern railway network. All
these efforts are now paying off, as a more strategic action plan was
adopted in 2005 for the following 10 years.

Some success has also taken place in environmental matters. The
North-East Asian Conference on Environmental Cooperation began in
1992, attended by representatives from China, Japan, South Korea, Mon-
golia and Russia. In 1993 the North-East Asian Subregional Programme
on Environmental Cooperation was created, assisted by the UN Eco-
nomic and Social Commission for Asia and the Pacific. And since 1999
Japan, China and South Korea have begun holding annual meetings of
environment ministers.

And there is hope that high-level political summits facilitated by exter-
nal partners will help resolve the lingering animosities in North-East
Asia. An East Asian regionalism is emerging, starting with a process of
“ASEAN-+3"” cooperation and moving towards a substantive East Asian
community in which China and Japan may reconcile while enhancing
functional links if not yet full shared interests. Informal meetings started
in 1999 and soon activated lower levels, from ministers to senior officials
and working groups. To consolidate the progress they held the first tri-
partite leaders’ meeting during the ASEAN+3 summit held in October
2003 in Bali. Their first joint declaration had very high hopes for peaceful
development to sustain open coordination and cooperation in regional
and international affairs in collaboration with other actors, as seen in the
five shared fundamental views that are fully compatible with global multi-
level governance:

e The tripartite cooperation will be pursued in accordance with the pur-
poses and principles of the UN Charter and other universally recog-
nized norms governing international relations.
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® On the basis of mutual trust and respect, equality and mutual benefit
and with a view to securing a win-win result for all, the three countries
will seek ways to strengthen their across-the-board and future-oriented
cooperation in a variety of areas, including economic relations and
trade, investment, finance, transport, tourism, politics, security, culture,
information and communication technology (ICT), science and tech-
nology and environmental protection.

e With the governments of the three countries being the main players in
the tripartite cooperation, they will encourage business and academic
communities and various non-governmental organizations to play their
parts.

e The tripartite cooperation is an essential part of East Asian coopera-
tion. The three countries will, through regional cooperation in diversi-
fied forms such as ASEAN+-3, continue to strengthen coordination and
support the process of ASEAN integration. The three countries will
promote economic cooperation and peace dialogue in North-East Asia
for stability and prosperity in the region.

® The tripartite cooperation will be carried out in a transparent, open,
non-exclusive and non-discriminatory manner. The three countries will
maintain their respective mechanisms for cooperation with other coun-
tries so as to benefit from one another’s experience in the interests of
their mutual development.

The declaration included an agreement to promote a wide range of co-
operation areas broadly divided into three governance fields similar to
ASEAN’s communities. Economic cooperation would address trade, fi-
nance, foreign direct investment, settling economic disputes and improve-
ment of business governance, and agreed on advancing in some sectors,
especially info-communications. Cultural and people-related cooperation
would promote tourism and broader people-to-people contacts, including
education and media. Political cooperation would include both hard secu-
rity (including disarmament, the Korean peninsula issue, terrorism) and
soft security (environmental protection, disaster prevention and manage-
ment, energy, fishery resource conservation, disease, crime) issues. In a
functional approach, tripartite North-East Asian cooperation may well
advance through projects in areas of common interest, both subregionally
and externally, reaching first to ASEAN but also to the global level
through the United Nations.

Some institutionalization would be required for the three countries to
consolidate their list of good intentions. There are not yet formal discus-
sions to set up a North-East Asian secretariat like that of ASEAN, but
the incipient ASEM-Asia virtual secretariat may prompt institutional
commitments among the three. Moreover, the collaboration between pol-
iticians and technocrats at various levels has been substantial. A growing
number of annual tripartite ministerials in economic (economy and trade,
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finance) and functional (environmental protection, information and tele-
communications, patents) cooperation are steered by a three-party com-
mittee of foreign ministers who study, plan, coordinate, monitor and re-
port cooperation activities. In their first meeting, held in June 2004 in
Qindao, the three foreign ministers agreed to meet annually and decided
to formulate the Action Strategy for Tripartite Cooperation (ASTC).
The second tripartite summit held alongside the November 2004
ASEAN+3 summit approved the ASTC and a progress report of the
past year, then discussed in more details how to develop further in invest-
ment, trade, energy as a security concern, tourism and human exchanges,
environment, financial and exchange rate issues. The declaration specifi-
cally encouraged Asian regional cooperation in a multi-level environ-
ment, mentioning the ASEAN+3 mechanisms and the need to help
consolidate ASEAN’s key role in this process. It also mentioned the use-
fulness of the ARF discussed above, as well as broader processes dis-
cussed later: the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) and the
Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM). This broader interregional dimension
may be the key to maintain momentum in the faltering North-East Asian
cooperation, since China decided to cancel the seventh trilateral summit
in December 2005 due to “‘the current atmosphere’ of political posturing
over historical issues. Despite the political troubles, the three North-East
Asian leaders gleefully appeared next to each other for the colourful
picture of the first East Asian summit held in Kuala Lumpur after the
other, more consolidated, ASEAN-centred gatherings that exclude
“Westerners”. To diffuse the tension and cooperate with a smile, North-
East Asian governments must still use a multi-level political strategy that
reaches other key partners and parts of the world.

East Asia’s multi-level external dimension

East Asian linkages are not very strong when compared to the EU insti-
tutions, but they are consolidating as they reach out to the whole world.
We have seen how the EU institutions reach to much of the world for
a multiplicity of goals, originally trade-related, but increasingly compre-
hensive to the point of the European Union being viewed as an impor-
tant security player in some places. The European dimension is increas-
ingly multi-level, as interregional processes complement relations with
countries. Similarly, there is an incipient East Asian multi-level external
projection, usually formally led by ASEAN, to reach not only to external
powers but also interregionally to all parts of the world, hoping to be re-
ciprocated and thus mutually help construct a more regional political in-
frastructure. The ASEAN secretariat Directorate for External Relations
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has recently become the Directorate for Plus Three and External Rela-
tions. It hosts the ARF secretariat and an ASEM virtual secretariat to co-
ordinate relations better with both Europe and North-East Asia. While
the European Union rotates its presidency every semester, both ASEAN
and the three rotate every semester to engage with external partners.

ASEAN-centred East Asian neighbourhood policy:
The East Asian summit

Japan’s former premier Koizumi presented in February 2001 its East
Asian community concept, which although based on ASEAN-+3 would
also welcome Australia and New Zealand, two other allies of the United
States. Ever since then, Japan’s basic positions in community-building are
summarized in three broad principles: reliance on a step-by-step func-
tional approach; striving for an open regionalism or opening to selected
partners; and respect for universal values and conformity to global rules,
which is another way to say that unilateralism is not welcomed. Singa-
pore and Indonesia shared that concept for an East Asian community, al-
though China and Malaysia usually take a more critical stand — but not
hardened enough to prevent middle-of-the road compromise solutions
as in the end they do not want to antagonize the United States unduly.

The East Asia Vision and Study Groups (elaborated in chap. 3)
recommended having an East Asian summit as an upgrade of the
ASEAN+3 summits. Originally envisioned as a way to institutionalize
ASEAN+3 to give more formal weight to North-East Asian countries,
the idea of an East Asian summit evolved for ASEAN+3 countries to
discuss strategic issues of common concern with other key dialogue part-
ners that have signed ASEAN’s Treaty on Amity and Cooperation, in ef-
fect becoming a unique type of regional neighbourhood policy (in EU
terminology) that balances the interests of both Japan and China.

The eighth ASEAN+3 summit held in November 2004 in Vientiane in-
vited Australia and New Zealand, and also agreed to hold a first East
Asian summit immediately after its ASEAN+3 summit in late 2005 in
Malaysia, the country that then held the rotating ASEAN chair. For the
first East Asian summit, not only Australia and New Zealand but also
India attended, as a way to balance a rising China with another rising,
and somewhat more democratic, power that may be coming closer to the
US-led world. Moreover, this mechanism for ASEAN-+3 to advance a
neighbourhood policy will soon be consolidated, as it was agreed in
Kuala Lumpur that future East Asian summits will convene annually
after the smaller ASEAN-centred summits. Admitting new members
must be decided by consensus of existing members. Thus, although the
original criteria were set by ASEAN in accordance to Japan’s proposal
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for an East Asian community, not only ASEAN+3 but also India, Aus-
tralia and New Zealand have to agree jointly to welcome energy-rich
Russia, whose insistent President Putin was invited to come to Malaysia
at the time of the first East Asian summit and give a short speech before
leaving the gathering. At the end, two complementary declarations were
issued. The declaration by the ASEAN+3 process focused on maintain-
ing momentum in a variety of areas, while that of the East Asian summit
hoped to continue discussing more strategic issues that would help
advance the East Asian community. The declarations of the ASEAN-
centred summits held in Cebu (the Philippines) in January 2007 indicate
the increasing intention of raising the scope and profile of the East Asian
summit, but it is still very far from what the ASEAN+3 process has
already achieved.

The East Asian summit seems a compromise which is only slowly de-
creasing the large role of the United States in East Asia. In trying to
decrease attachments with the superpower, East Asian countries have
reached first to Europe and soon afterwards to much of the rest of the
world. Yet much of what is happening in East Asia may also be seen as
paving the way for the superpower to remain engaged in the region more
easily and acknowledge that East Asia can work together as a group that
resolves its own problems.

Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)

During the 1990s the Clinton administration took a friendly stand to-
wards East Asia in both political and economic terms. It joined the secu-
rity discussions in the ARF and engaged, under the broad rhetoric of
economic cooperation for growth and development within an idea of
open regionalism, an increasing number of ‘“‘economic” partners from
East Asia, Oceania and America through the Asia-Pacific Economic
Cooperation (Ravenhill, 2001; Feinberg, 2003). APEC (www.APECsec.
org.sg) was formed by most of East Asia plus Australia, New Zealand,
Canada and the United States; China, Taiwan and Hong Kong were
welcomed as distinct member economies in 1991; and Mexico, Chile,
Papua New Guinea, Russia and Viet Nam were also allowed in later in
the decade.

The Clinton administration saw APEC as a particularly interesting
venue not only for greater market access in difficult Asian markets but,
especially, to reach an earlier conclusion of the GATT Uruguay Round
of trade negotiations. The World Trade Organization got going, but
APEC did not advance as much as originally envisioned. Through its
yearly summits, and served by a small secretariat in Singapore, APEC
presented a series of declarations and resolutions, agendas and plans, al-
ways aiming at broader and deeper trade and investment liberalization as
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well as economic cooperation. It even expressed in 1994 its aim to
achieve a free trade area in many areas by the year 2020, a vision de-
tailed further in APEC’s 1995 Osaka Action Agenda and subsequent col-
lective action plans. That vision soon proved unrealistic given the many
developments moving in opposite directions. For one, the two largest
APEC economies, the United States and Japan, kept engaging in strong
economic competition epitomized by recurrent trade disputes. Further-
more, in the wake of the Asian financial crisis of 1997, the overall
APEC process entered a declining path. Moreover, APEC liberalization
accomplishments are still shallow and frail, as the members take deci-
sions only by consensus and there is no legal mechanism to assure com-
pliance with the agreements.

The late Clinton administration lost interest in APEC and focused in-
stead on helping bilaterally to finalize China’s accession to the WTO. Af-
ter all, APEC had reverted to being a relatively quiet venue for gradual
economic dialogue and cooperation. Given the limited effectiveness of
APEC, Japan, South Korea, Singapore and other countries are creating
free trade agreements with various American countries. But the United
States is now exploring using APEC to tackle security issues. The first
Bush administration began to confront China, to the point of risking its
successful entry into the WTO, but it changed course when hoping to in-
volve China in its global coalition against terrorism in all possible ways.
At the fifteenth APEC summit in October 2003 the economic leaders
agreed to pursue some security aspects of business transactions, although
they showed only mixed support for the resumption of trade liberaliza-
tion in the WTO.

APEC is not an interregional structure as it does not rely on relations
between different organizations — ASEAN being at best an informal
subgroup — but it has helped catalyse an interregional projection of the
East Asian countries. In other words, APEC may unnoticeably have
paved the way for more effective multi-level governance. In 1990 Ma-
laysia formally requested to create an East Asia Economic Group outside
APEC, but it was turned down by the United States and some other
countries fearing US reactions. The whole idea was then scaled down to
an East Asian Economic Caucus within APEC that never really took off.
Thus, in an open and partially competitive global multi-level system, it
was obvious that East Asia would look for partners elsewhere.

The Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM)

Despite the US veto to formal East Asian institutionalization in the
APEC process, closer independent collaboration between North-East
and South-East Asia started to come about with the help of the Euro-
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pean Union. This has taken place through the interregional Asia-Europe
Meeting (ASEM) process that began in 1996 as an effort to enhance and
rationalize the increasing ties between Europe and East Asia; it has grad-
ually deepened and broadened to become an important new diplomatic
tool for comprehensive global multi-level governance (Reiterer, 2006).

Despite the inclusion of Myanmar in ASEAN, EU-ASEAN relations
that began in the late 1970s have managed to increase relevance beyond
economic cooperation and development issues (Robles, 2004). The Euro-
pean Union and North-East Asian countries began in the early 1990s
promoting mutually closer bilateral relations in a broader range of issues
(Maull, Segal and Wanandi, 1998; Preston and Gilson, 2001; Wiessala,
2002). The tune was already set by improving EU-Japan relations, which
led in 1991 to the Hague Declaration full of good intentions in many
fields, some of which became substantiated during the 1990s in bilateral
and multilateral venues (Gilson, 2000). EU-China relations entered into
a temporary decline in 1989 after the Tiananmen student crackdown but
recovered soon afterwards (Edmonds, 2002) and in the new century rap-
idly thickened with all kinds of exchanges, often catalysed on the margins
of ASEM meetings.

The European Commission pushed in 1994 for a broad-based process
of increasing dialogue and cooperation towards Asia with its “New Asia
Strategy”. An economic factor behind the strategy was that the Euro-
pean Union was not allowed to participate even as an observer in the
APEC process, at a time when it seemed to be rising in relevance — it be-
came clear in 1993 that the United States was going to be more active in
APEC to accelerate the conclusion of the Uruguay Round of GATT ne-
gotiations, partially stalled by the French-led EU position not to liber-
alize the agricultural sector. But through the strategy the European
Union went further, as the overall goal was to accord a higher priority
to relations in economic, political and social terms to complement and
enhance the existing variety of improving Europe-Asia relations. The
strategy was well received, and was first updated in 2001 with a new com-
munication expecting to strengthen the EU presence in Asia by focusing
on six broad dimensions: political and security; trade and investment;
poverty reduction; promotion of democracy, good governance and the
rule of law; building partnerships and alliances on global issues; and pro-
motion of mutual awareness and knowledge.

A Singaporean initiative reacting to the original EU Asia Strategy
quickly led to the interregional ASEM process that helped pave the way
for closer independent collaboration between North-East and South-East
Asia (Lay-Hwee, 2003). After a brainstorming discussion in the 1994
World Economic Forum’s East Asia Economic Summit with the then
French prime minister, former Singaporean premier Goh Chok Tong for-
mally proposed in 1995 institutionalizing collaboration between Europe
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and Asia during his visit to France, where he found warm political sup-
port for the idea. As much of EU foreign policy is still intergovernmen-
tal, and also will be in East Asia for the foreseeable future, ASEM was
designed as an intergovernmental flexible dialogue and action on broad
political, economic and social issues involving the then 15 EU member
states (coordinated by the European Commission) and originally 10
Asian countries (coordinated by two rotating countries, one from South-
East Asia, the other from Japan, China and South Korea in North-East
Asia).

Heads of state have met biennially since the first summit (ASEM-1)
took place in Bangkok in March 1996, and an increasing number of min-
isters and senior officials meet in between to substantiate the broad range
of economic, political and cultural proposals agreed in the summits and
elaborate new ideas to be presented for future gatherings. In ASEM’s
first decade gradual progress was real despite the lack of public aware-
ness that APEC commanded. ASEM-2 in London, in the wake of the
1997 financial crises, concentrated on addressing economic and financial
problems, but it kept addressing issues in all pillars. ASEM-3 in Seoul
(the Korean government hosted it in the newly built ASEM tower) was
again broad-based, and even started to pay attention to security issues,
especially on the Korean peninsula. And, in the wake of the US reaction
to 9/11, ASEM-4 in Copenhagen enhanced leaders’ attention to a
broader range of security matters and launched a dialogue on cultures
and civilizations. ASEM-5 of October 2004 in Hanoi enlarged to accept
the new EU member states as well as Laos, Cambodia and Burma/
Myanmar, the three latest ASEAN members. ASEM-6 of September
2006 in Helsinki reviewed the first decade of the process and agreed on
strengthening the partnership while gradually admitting Bulgaria and
Romania on the European side and the ASEAN secretariat, India, Paki-
stan and Mongolia in the Asian group, a situation to be formalized by
ASEM-7 in Beijing. The achievements of all the ASEM summits are
summarized in table 2.4.

ASEM has quickly become an instrument in the creation of an East
Asian identity and community. ASEM preparatory meetings have been
particularly useful for East Asian government representatives to get
used to multi-level meetings on their own. Before ASEAN+3 formally
took off, there were ASEM-Asia preparatory contacts at the levels of
country, subregion (South-East and North-East Asia independently)
and region (South-East plus North-East Asia together) before meeting
with European counterparts. The Asian side of the ASEM process first
included the seven members of ASEAN at the time, plus China, South
Korea and Japan. In ASEM-5 the 10 new EU member states from Cen-
tral and Eastern Europe were allowed to join on the European side,
while Laos, Cambodia and even Burma/Myanmar, after a long row,
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Table 2.4 Overview of ASEM summits

ASEM  Year Place Highlights

1 1996  Bangkok Setting of three pillars: political, economic,
socio-cultural

2 1998  London Trust fund to help address financial crises

3 2000  Seoul Rise of political collaboration (Korean
peninsula)

4 2002  Copenhagen  General advancement; operational
rationalizing

5 2004  Hanoi Parallel enlargements to match the EU and
ASEAN+3

6 2006  Helsinki Deepening, strengthening, rationalizing and
planned enlargements

7 2008  Beijing Finalized enlargement to Bulgaria, Romania,

the ASEAN secretariat, India, Pakistan
and Mongolia

joined in the Asian side, in effect equating ASEM-Asia with ASEAN+-3.
The membership of Burma/Myanmar was difficult because its human
rights record prevented the European Union from agreeing to hold meet-
ings with a full ASEAN at the highest possible level, but in the end the
European side considered it more important to give the country a chance
in the hope that belonging to the grouping would socialize the military
junta and move it towards democratic openness. ASEM-6 coupled the
welcoming of the ASEAN secretariat as a key coordinating partner with
the launch of an ASEM virtual secretariat (www.ASEMvs.org), funded
by the Japanese government but managed from the ASEAN secretariat
in Jakarta, which will encourage the Asian countries to institutionalize
their own regional and subregional coordination.

Across the Pacific to reach developing America: Forum on East
Asia-Latin America Cooperation

Given the relative, but growing, success of ASEM and the diminishing
importance of APEC, the government of Singapore proposed in Septem-
ber 1998 to the government of Chile a multi-issue interregional linkage
with Latin American countries that soon led to the process called the
Forum for East Asia-Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC) or, in
Spanish, the Foro (de Cooperacién) América Latina y Asia-Pacifico
(www.FOCALAE.org). Singapore hosted in 1999 the first senior officials’
meeting of FEALAC/FOCALAE, bringing together the East Asian
countries, Australia, New Zealand and 17 Latin American countries, al-
most the Rio Group, for informal dialogue and cooperation based on
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principles of consensus, equality and mutual benefit. In March 2001 the
Rio Group held three complementary ministerial summits in Santiago de
Chile: first they met among themselves, then with EU representatives
and later with the East Asian representatives within FEALAC/
FOCALAE. The second ministerial in Manila in January 2004 enlarged
to Guatemala and Nicaragua, and presented a comprehensive plan of
action to advance chiefly through economic and cultural issues. To pre-
pare for the third ministerial in Brazil in 2006, Japan hosted a core group
meeting of senior officials representing both regions, as well as meetings
of the three working groups with overall attendance of all member coun-
tries. Of course FEALAC/FOCALAE cannot be a threat to APEC, but
it has the potential to consolidate another interregional mechanism that
helps global multi-level governance to become more dynamic.

While East Asia reaches to South America, Japan and China try to
plant some political seeds in the Pacific islands. As they hold not only
fish but for China also the potential of broader political recognition at
the expense of Taiwan, China began in 2006 substantially to reach to-
wards the Pacific Islands Forum, three years after Japan had promoted a
first summit.

The Asian Cooperation Dialogue and the Asia-Middle East
Dialogue

Despite the many difficulties, East Asian countries are also finding ways
to reach to South, Central and West Asia in a broad interregional fashion
to promote a balance between political, economic and social issues. In
this landscape, Singapore and Thailand have been active promoters of
multilateral processes that engage large countries like India, as well as
countries further west that have had little experience in multilateral co-
operation outside the Arab League or the Organization for Islamic Co-
operation. India now sees itself very much as a peaceful non-aligned
regional and world power, so it deals directly with other world powers
when it sees fit, especially those in East Asia. India warmed up to its rival
China, and both premiers met for the first time in June 2003; and India’s
relations with Japan, in the past friendly but weak, are slowly being en-
hanced since the first high-level visits in the 1990s. Meanwhile, India
signed a free trade agreement with ASEAN in November 2002, and
hopes to become a privileged partner of the East Asian community
through its participation in the East Asian summits that began in 2005.
A preliminary effort by South-East Asia to engage India was the In-
dian Ocean Rim Association for Regional Cooperation (www.iornet.
com). Tracing its origins to a 1997 meeting in Mauritius that brought to-
gether Australia, India, Kenya, Mauritius, Oman, Singapore and South
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Africa (countries with Indian diasporas), it nowadays has 18 members
(China, Japan, the United Kingdom, France and Egypt are dialogue part-
ners) discussing trade and investment facilitation. But it has very few re-
sources to tackle development or pressing problems; for instance, it did
not play a role in aiding the areas affected by the tsunami of December
2004. Thus, alternative venues are being sought. The Bay of Bengal
Initiative for Multi-Sectoral Technical and Economic Cooperation
(www.BIMSTEC.org) can help pick up the pieces of the IORARC as Pa-
kistan is not there to argue with India. Started in Bangkok in 1997, it tries
to promote transport and energy links; but like the limited ASEAN-X
relations with Guangxi (south China) in the Mekong River basin, these
activities are complemented by geographically broader dialogue and co-
operation mechanisms.

The first East Asian comprehensive multi-level effort to reach South
Asia and beyond started in Thailand in June 2002. The ruling Thai Rak
Thai party suggested during the first international conference of Asian
political parties held in Manila in September 2000 that Asia as a conti-
nent should have its own forum to discuss Asia-wide cooperation. The
idea received support from ASEAN leaders and many others. In June
2002 the Thai government hosted in Cha-Am, the royal town near Bang-
kok, the Asia Cooperation Dialogue (www.ACDdialogue.com), which
brought together ministers from 17 countries in East, South-East and
South Asia, and even some Arab state members of the Gulf Cooperation
Council, informally to discuss the diffusion of tensions and possibilities of
economic (finance, energy, etc.) and cultural and scientific cooperation.
Moreover, the ACD hopes “to become a viable partner for other re-
gions” and “‘ultimately transform the Asian continent into an Asian com-
munity, capable of interacting with the rest of the world on a more equal
footing and contributing more positively towards mutual peace and pros-
perity”. For that, Thailand strives ‘“‘to ensure that the inclusion of the
new countries will increase a certain level of equal representation of
each sub-region of the Asian continent”. The number of countries has
grown with each ACD ministerial, to a total of 28 by 2005, while others
may apply for the category of “partner for development”. In the end, the
success of these processes will depend on the level of commitment of the
participating countries. At first the ACD conducted 19 activities in 12
areas, including agriculture, tourism and poverty alleviation. The flexible
but top-down ACD process managed to bring Japan and China together,
as well as Thailand, in most of the activities generally agreed. But that
was not the case for other ACD countries. For instance, Singapore at first
only showed an interest in being involved in one area of cooperation that
focuses on small and medium-sized enterprises.

Singapore reacted to the ACD by trying to lead East Asian countries
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in a new Asia-Middle East Dialogue (www.AMED.sg) process of under-
standing that largely overlaps with the ACD. Singapore’s former pre-
mier, mega-interregionalist Goh Chok Tong, travelled in February 2004
to the region, raising hopes of activating exchanges within a year. In
June 2005 a broad spectrum of representatives of more than 50 countries
met in Singapore to discuss, following ASEAN’s intergovernmental prin-
ciples of non-interference on internal matters, possible consensual collab-
oration on all kinds of political, economic and social issues. Singapore in-
vited almost all of the Middle East countries, including Egypt, which
hosted the second AMED meeting in 2007. The AMED process was
open to all kind of issues: political, security, economic and social, the lat-
ter encompassing education, science, culture and media. It plans to be
“inclusive in spirit and focus on positive outcomes for greater coopera-
tion between Asia and the Middle East”, according to the concept paper
drafted by Singapore. Working principles will be ‘“voluntary, informal
and flexible”. As in all of East Asia’s interregional processes, AMED
will also adopt the ASEAN code of conduct of non-interference in other
members’ internal affairs and respect for each member’s unique culture
and social values. Contrasting with the ACD’s intergovernmental
approach, AMED’s participants included policy-makers, business people,
scholars and other opinion-formers, all encouraged to engage in frank
discussion acting in a private capacity.

The complementarities between AMED and the ACD may become
obvious in the near future. The timing for East Asia to reach west is
good given the lack of historical animosities between the participants in
these processes and the current balance in the Middle East raising mild
prospects for durable peace. For decades the ASEAN position on the
region has continued to support the peaceful settlement of the Middle
East conflict and the self-determination of the Palestinian people, not
only to maintain good relations with oil-rich countries but also because
many Filipinos, Thais, Vietnamese and Indonesians have found jobs in
the Middle East. And nowadays the economic strength of China, the
economic revival of Japan and the emergence of India have made these
countries attractive partners for cooperation to Middle Eastern develop-
ing economies.

Competing for the Eurasian heartland: Transforming the Shanghai
Cooperation Organization

It is also worth watching the evolution of competitive East Asian rela-
tions towards the former Soviet space for the potential to bring Russia
closer to the global multi-level governance system in selected non-
security issues.
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The Shanghai Cooperation Organization (www.sectSCO.org) is a
China-led multi-issue process that reaches to Russia and beyond. The
Shanghai Five group began in 1996 when China, Russia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan and Tajikistan began to discuss regional security and devel-
opment threatened by endemic instability. This group of five broadened
in 2001 into the Shanghai Cooperation Organization with the inclusion
of Uzbekistan. The SCO seems to be progressing well when one realizes
that China and Russia have had very cold relations for many years. The
original five countries started in 1996 to deal with some security issues; in
May 2003 the six agreed to establish a secretariat in Beijing towards the
end of the year and to promote an anti-terrorist initiative managed by
Kazakhstan; and in the summer of 2005, when the United States and
Japan were reaffirming their security alliance, Russia and China led joint
military exercises off the coast of eastern China. But since 2001 the SCO
has dealt with globally promising economic and social issues, which drew
the attention of the 2005 summit. Given the diversity of its members, the
SCO is still less a regional or interregional project than another try at en-
tente between two key powers, but it is also trying to expand geographi-
cally into very different governance areas. In 2004 it admitted Mongolia
as an observer and at the 2005 summit India, Pakistan and Iran were also
invited, while there were talks of reaching to other regional processes in
the post-Soviet space as well as to ASEAN, with which it signed a mem-
orandum of understanding to cooperate in five areas.

Japan has long been the largest donor for several Central Asian coun-
tries, and has often used the Asian Development Bank to promote infra-
structure cooperation. Moreover, in 2004 Japan started the ““Central Asia
plus Japan” dialogue with foreign ministers from Kazakhstan, Kyrgyz-
stan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan and Uzbekistan, a process that gradually
broadened into areas such as terrorism, drug-trafficking, landmines, pov-
erty reduction, health and welfare, thus hoping to help turn the volatile
republics into a grouping more independent from power games. At the
2006 meeting in Tokyo foreign ministers agreed to an action plan for fu-
ture cooperation in know-how, and a working committee will discuss ad-
vancing infrastructure projects, possibly with countries and international
organizations from outside the region.

To help link Central and East Asia, ASEAN signed in January 2006 in
Tehran a memorandum of understanding with the Economic Coopera-
tion Organization to share information, practices and experiences in the
areas of trade and investment, narcotics control, development of small
and medium-sized enterprises and tourism.

In the meantime, Russia has recently been mending its problematic re-
lations with East Asia as it would like to increase energy and industrial
exports and develop transport links while expecting to receive foreign di-
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rect investment to develop Russian Siberia and the Far Eastern regions.
For that, a multi-level strategy seems welcome. Russia’s relations with
Japan improved in 2003 as the Kurile Islands problem became decoupled
from economic cooperation. Russia joined both the ARF and APEC in
the late 1990s, and it has shown an interest in joining ASEM as an Asian
member. Therefore, it would be reasonable to expect that CIS or Central
Asian regional economic projects would be additional vehicles for Rus-
sia’s new global multi-level economic strategy towards East Asia.

The Tokyo International Conference on African Development and
the new Bandung spirit

The intensity of interregional relations of East Asian countries grows as
an increasing number of countries competitively try to lead their neigh-
bours to reach other parts of the world. In particular, Japan and the
ASEAN countries are also working to enmesh China’s increasing projec-
tion towards Africa into their own.

China’s multi-level strategy towards Africa began in 2000 when it
hosted the first ministerial meeting of the China-Africa Forum on Coop-
eration (www.fmprc.gov.cn/zflt/eng/) to complement its increasing inter-
est in procuring natural resources from various African countries despite
their sometimes very questionable political situations. The second forum
held in 2003 in Ethiopia (where the African Union has its secretariat) ad-
vanced a programme for cooperation in economic and social develop-
ment.

Japan then upgraded its Tokyo International Conference on African
Development (www.TICAD.net) process. Started in 1993 by the Japa-
nese government, TICAD now tries to catalyse a broader East Asian in-
terest as Japan promotes ‘““Asian modes of development and gover-
nance”’. TICAD-I led to the first Asia-Africa Forum organized in 1994,
which subsequently led to the Bandung Framework for Asia-Africa Co-
operation; in TICAD-III held in 2003 the Asian mode of development
was more assertively advertised.

In 1955 Sukarno hosted heads of 29 countries in Bandung (Indonesia)
at a first conference trying to create global anti-colonial, non-aligned sol-
idarity. The final declaration mentioned human rights, but ignored the
danger that foreign colonialists might be replaced with indigenous dicta-
tors. Half a century later, in April 2005 in Bali, some 87 delegations, in-
cluding 40 heads of state or government and more than 100 ministers, en-
gaged in a series of summit, ministerial and other meetings seeking to
reinvigorate the Bandung spirit and forge a new Asian-African strategic
partnership for the twenty-first century. The proclamations of Bandung
were quite diverse, from anger at American unilateralism to gentle urges
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(by Indonesian and Singaporean premiers) to promote good governance.
The next Asian-African meeting will take place in 2008 in South Africa, a
country trying to lead the African Union. If the Bandung spirit remains
open and flexible, honestly giving more prominence to good governance
and cultural moderation, it could become an ASEAN-led useful inter-
regional forum to complement the more pragmatic Japan-led TICAD
process and China’s overtures to the continent.

Summary

In sum, East Asian countries have been advancing interregional relations
with most of the world as a way to consolidate a regional identity (see
table 2.5). Sometimes competing processes are advanced by Japan and
China, but increasingly a convergence is noticed as ASEAN is allowed
to take the formal leadership.

Europe and East Asia: Soft global multi-level powers

This chapter has so far analysed how Europe and East Asia have been
developing multi-level political and institutional frameworks. It started
with the construction of the European Union and its increasing external
projection. The legally sanctioned institutionalization that developed in
Europe in past decades was unique and is not being overall replicated in
East Asia, although it seems to be gradually moving in that direction.
The chapter then analysed in greater detail the intergovernmental devel-
opments centred in East Asia to show their flexible characteristics, so far
quite compatible with Europe and the rest of the peacefully developing
world. It paid particular attention to the external dimension of East
Asia, which has been a much more important tool than in the case of
the European Union to construct a regional identity.

The previous section argued that the countries forming East Asia cen-
tred in the ASEAN+3 processes have started to create the basis of a
common external dimension. If one compares its basic elements with
those of the European Union (see table 2.6), one notices some striking
similarities. East Asia has some regional institutional actors with broad
goals and an increasing number of instruments to reach to a broad geo-
graphical range. In particular, East Asian countries have been developing
their external dimension towards key partner countries and world re-
gional bodies through intergovernmental processes where leaders and
bureaucrats discuss, consult and try to reach a consensus. The “East
Asian” way does not radically differ from the early, informal, “Euro-
pean” way during the 1969-1986 period of European political coopera-
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Table 2.5 East Asia’s main interregional and related processes

Name and Year Regions/countries

acronym established involved (2006) Issues tackled

Asia-Pacific 1989 North America, Trade liberalization
Economic much of Latin and economic
Cooperation Anmerica, cooperation;
(APEC) Oceania, Russia venturing into

security aspects

Asia-Europe 1996 ASEAN, North- Political, economic,
Meeting East Asia, EU socio-cultural, etc.
(ASEM) members;

planned India
and Pakistan
(almost SAARC)

Forum for East 1999 ASEAN-+3, Mainly economics,
Asia-Latin Oceania, Latin some politics,
America America socio-cultural
Cooperation
(FEALAC/

FOCALAE)

Asian Cooperation 2002 ASEAN-+3, Mainly economic

Dialogue (ACD) SAARC, GCC, development,
reaching to some social/
Central Asia intellectual input

Asia-Middle East 2005 ASEAN+3, Politics, economics,
Dialogue SAARC, Arab intellectual
(AMED) League

Tokyo 1993 Japan, East Asia, Export of Japan/
International African Union Asia’s economic
Conference on governance
African
Development
(TICAD)

Asia-Africa 2005 Most regions in Politics, economics,
Dialogue Follow-up both continents social

of 1955
Bandung
Conference

tion. But what is remarkable is that so far it seems to be working despite

the great diversity found among East Asian countries.

ASEM’s second decade

The evolution of the ASEM partnership reflects the growing weight and
interdependence between Europe and East Asia in political, economic
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Table 2.6 Comparison of basic elements in European and East Asian external

dimensions
Europe (EU) East Asia
Institutional Intergovernmental councils Intergovernmental summits
actors (heads of state, ministers) and ministerials; inspired
in charge; supranational by federalizing Track-2
(federal) commissions networks of experts linking
assist; ad hoc groups of globally
countries in some issues
Issues Quite comprehensive; Exploring comprehensiveness
noticeable in trade, and institution-building;
cooperation and aid, and keen on finance, energy
increasingly in security and security
Instruments Information, consultation, Information, consolation,
positions, actions; wide common positions; simple
array of agreements agreements
Geographical States (neighbours; US; other ASEAN:-centred dialogue
reach important powers); world partners (key and selected

countries, the EU);
prominence of
interregional processes;
some presence in
international regimes

regional processes;
international regimes
(especially the UN system)

and socio-cultural pillars, quite compatible with both the European pillar
structure and the ASEAN community’s vision.

In its first decade there have been over 100 collaborative initiatives.
Many of them were simply explorative, but quite a few catalysed closer
multi-level governance, especially in East Asia. ASEM-6 leaders meeting
in 2006 in Helsinki reaffirmed their interest in a comprehensive partner-
ship broadening political dialogue and strengthening economic relations
and socio-cultural exchanges. ASEM is now rationalizing, building on its
strengths and accomplishments, improving its working methods and de-
veloping institutional mechanisms to steer the process. ASEM has begun
its second decade by reaffirming its commitment to deepening economic
and financial cooperation, as well as by better focusing on a broad array
of policy areas of global interest: multilateralism and global threats; glob-
alization, competitiveness and structural changes in the global economy,
including labour issues, education and human resource development;
health; science and technology, including information and communica-
tion technology; sustainable development with a special focus on the Mil-
lennium Development Goals; climate change, environment and energy;
and intercultural and interfaith dialogue as a means to promote mutual
understanding.
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Under more flexible guiding principles ASEM partners now allow
functional leadership in setting priorities and advancing clusters of issues
and initiatives that can link public and private actors in the three main
pillars. The whole process now has a more rational hierarchy of steering
and coordination: overall sanctioning through biennial summits of heads
of state and government, steering through annual foreign ministerials, co-
ordination by more and more regular meetings of senior officials (usually
vice-ministers and functional deputies), ASEM coordinators and the
hosts of scheduled meetings, a supporting virtual secretariat and regular
contacts between ASEM embassies. Moreover, multi-level governance is
assured by a combination of informality, networking and functional flexi-
bility, with selected welcoming to relevant stakeholders, including social
partners and civil society gatherings of business people, parliamentarians
and many others catalysed by the Asia-Europe Foundation. For that pur-
pose, ASEM is enhancing its public visibility awareness through a public
communication strategy.

ASEM’s deepening, rationalization and expansion provides the Asia-
Europe partnership with the means to address global multi-level chal-
lenges better. In ASEM-6 Bulgaria and Romania were admitted as new
European members, while four partners were welcomed on the Asian
side, an enlargement to be formally celebrated at the ASEM-7 summit
in Beijing in October 2008. The ASEAN secretariat thus consolidates its
key multi-level hub position as it manages the ASEM virtual secretariat
and, indirectly, ASEAN+3 relations. Moreover, while the East Asian
summit reaches to selected ASEAN dialogue partners, ASEM prepares
the way for East Asia to reach to neighbouring regional processes. India
and Pakistan are the key to a sustainable peace in South Asia and the de-
velopment of SAARC. And Mongolia, celebrating the 800th anniversary
of its foundation by Temujin, is now once again a proud country whose
transition out of communism renders it in a unique role-model position
for the troubles in North Korea and Taiwan, thus giving more hopes of
North-East Asian community-building, as well as bridging to a Russia
that is eager to develop its Asian policy as a way to renew its global sta-
tus. A growing number of ASEM partners will advance in global multi-
level governance as they have committed to multilateralism and syn-
chronization with other relevant regional, subregional and bilateral
processes.

The final section of this chapter focuses on how Europe and East Asia
are, and could even better be, converging their external projections,
under the benevolent oversight of the United States, to spur change in
other parts of the world and, at the same time, reform the UN system
and related multilateral organizations into a dynamic global multi-level
functional platform.
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The potential of ASEM extraregionalism: Converging
interregionalisms

If Europe and East Asia share a similar world vision in which regions
have a useful role to play in dynamic global multi-level governance, one
may see a window of opportunity to create a dynamic layer of regional
processes for East Asia’s interregionalism, increasingly matching Eu-
rope’s interregional projection (see table 2.7).

The flexibility and enhanced scope of the multidimensional ASEM
process might hold the key to catalyse the above vision. Many activities
advanced within or across ASEM’s political, economic and social pillars
often touch the concern of the broader world. Moreover, political decla-
rations often highlight the potential synergies of regional and inter-
regional processes with multilateral ones. For instance, the chairman’s
statement of the sixth ASEM foreign ministers’ meeting in April 2004
stated a thought amplified ever since:

ASEM Ministers reaffirmed their commitment to multilateralism and to a fair
and just rules-based international order, with a strong United Nations at its
heart, to resolve international disputes, to promote positive aspects of global-
ization, and to advance democratization of international relations ... Ministers
also stressed the role regional organizations and dialogue mechanisms such as
ASEM can play in enhancing multilateralism.

The potential for extraregional synergies varies according to the de-
gree of overlapping in geographic terms and in the themes addressed.
Good ASEM relations with the US-led processes of regional cooperation
in America could be explored, as the potential of joint action nowadays
seems to be increasing as the final years of the Bush administration are
taking a less unilateral approach to address global concerns. The Trans-
atlantic Dialogue and APEC do not overlap geographically or themati-
cally with NAFTA or the Organization of American States, although
that could change in the future. In contrast, the European Union-Latin
America and Caribbean Summit and the Forum for East Asia-Latin
America Cooperation overlap very much with the Rio Group, not only
in geographic terms but also in the broad range of issues addressed. Sim-
ilarly, both Europe and East Asia now have mechanisms to reach the
whole of the African continent and its New Partnership for Africa’s De-
velopment, respectively through the EU-Africa and Asia-Africa and
TICAD processes. Meanwhile, Europe and East Asia could try to reach
to SAARC in complementary ways. Europe’s multidimensional relations
with SAARC are even weaker than those with India, but the external re-
lations of ASEAN, the Asia Cooperation Dialogue and Asia-Middle East
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Dialogue allow East Asia to engage with India and SAARC countries in
many issues in a wider geographical context. Moreover, as both these
processes also reach to some countries of the Gulf Cooperation Council,
they could evolve and allow bi-regional dialogue and cooperation, which
would then permit synergies with the EU-GCC agreement. In time there
could even be room for cooperation with the Euro-Mediterranean Part-
nership and the new Wider Middle East initiative. Finally, developments
in Russia and Central Asia merit all the attention possible. So perhaps
ASEM partners may want to suggest the SCO should link better with
East Asia, Europe and the rest of the world through, for example, a di-
versified development of energy and transport infrastructures.

Given the rapidly evolving global multi-level dynamics, the potential
expansion of the ASEM process to other partners with which both the
European Union and ASEAN+3 countries have strong relations would
need a thorough discussion on the pros and cons in the light of so many
overlapping regional and interregional processes. In particular, regional
community-building efforts on the Asian side and EU enlargement on
the European side represent considerable change at the interregional
level. The Asian membership of ASEM will remain until 2008 the
ASEAN+3 group of 13 countries. Yet alongside the ASEAN+3 summit
of December 2005 the first East Asian summit was held with India, Aus-
tralia and New Zealand. One could have thought of enlarging the Asian
side of ASEM to these three countries, but instead it enlarged to Mongo-
lia, India and Pakistan (the core and key of SAARC), as well as the
ASEAN secretariat. That way, an East Asia centred on ASEAN-+3 grau-
dally socializes neighbouring countries and institutionalizes its interre-
gional projection. Once East Asia organizes its external projection more
coherently there could also be potential for ASEM to enlarge through
extrarregionalisms. Thus SAARC and the Pacific Islands Forum, and
perhaps the SCO and the CIS, could somehow be allowed to join ASEM
in functional stages if they follow the criteria of both Europe and East
Asia when reaching to the world following globally acceptable goals.

Europe and East Asia may also show leadership by focusing on dy-
namic sectors that could construct a safer and more prosperous global
multi-level order in which not only states’ governmental actors but
broader civil society can play useful roles. By doing so they would en-
courage other interregional processes among developing countries not to
make the mistakes of previous decades of reducing useful links with the
global community. This includes, for instance, through the first Arab-
Latin America summit held in May 2005 in Brasilia (proposed by Presi-
dent Lula in December 2003 while touring the Middle East), where free
trade agreements were signed between Egypt and Mercosur, and Latin
America and Gulf States; and the courting of many other countries
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Table 2.7 European and East Asian interregionalisms

Geographic
region Regional process EU interregionalism East Asian interregionalism
America North American Free Trade None, but indirect links through the =~ None, but indirectly through Asia-
Agreement transatlantic partnership Pacific Economic Cooperation
Free Trade Agreement of the (APEC)
Americas
Latin America EU-Rio Group Forum for East Asia-Latin America
Andean Pact EU-Latin America and Caribbean Cooperation (FEALAC/
Mercosur Summit FOCALAE)
Africa African Union (and NEPAD) EU-African Union summits Tokyo International Conference on
African Development (TICAD);
Asia-Africa Summit (Bandung)
Economic Community of West EU-ACP (subgroups) None yet
African States
Southern Africa Development
Cooperation
Arab world  League of Arab States Euro-Mediterranean Partnership Asian Cooperation Dialogue
Wider Middle East initiative (ACD)
Gulf Cooperation Council EU-GCC gatherings/agreement Asia-Middle East Dialogue
(AMED)
Europe European Union Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM)

Council of Europe

EU-ASEAN
None yet
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East Asia

Eurasia

South Asia

Association of South-East Asian
Nations
ASEAN+3

Commonwealth of Independent
States

South Asian Association for
Regional Cooperation

EU-ASEAN
Asia-Europe Meeting (ASEM)

EU-Russia summits

Wider Europe initiative

Organization for Security and
Cooperation in Europe (OSCE)

EU-SAARC gatherings
Possibly ASEM

Shanghai Cooperation
Organization (SCO)

Central Asia-Japan Dialogue

ASEAN-Economic Cooperation
Organization Dialogue

Asian Cooperation Dialogue
(ACD)

Asia-Middle East Dialogue
(AMED)

Possibly ASEM
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and other regional and international organizations to cooperate with
SAARC.

Eventually not only countries and macro-regional processes but also
other levels of governance may occasionally be catalysed and welcomed
in ASEM. One could envision having substate regions in especially large
countries (Chinese provinces, Indian states, etc.) somehow participating
in selected issues of the ASEM process. This is still a difficult predica-
ment as some countries feel insecure about decentralizing to smaller,
more agile levels. Meanwhile, ASEM could help speed the reforms of
the ailing multilateral world by better linking with the UN system of or-
ganizations and related regimes. And with the gradual, functional wel-
coming of other regions and interregional processes, Europe and East
Asia may help engage the United States to lead the world into a dynamic
global multi-level system.

Reforming the United Nations into a flexible multi-level platform

While global norms and rules are plentiful, they are often not well coor-
dinated by the diplomacy of world powers or their intergovernmental in-
stitutions. But there is now a good chance that the UN system and the
converging Bretton Woods economic organizations could further reform
themselves to coordinate better with countries and world regional pro-
cesses. The impulse of a rising East Asia teaming with Europe could be
crucial for the United Nations to realize the potential of functional multi-
level decentralization. The slow-moving UN bureaucracy has only re-
cently started to realize the capacity of the European Union. The United
Nations recognized the European Community in 1974, but placed it in a
special category on its list of observers far removed from the list of mem-
bers. The European Union, on the contrary, has for long had great em-
phasis on the United Nations in its entire range of external relations.
The Amsterdam Treaty declared that to advance a common foreign and
security policy the European Union would follow the principles of the
UN Charter, a position maintained all the way to the EU security strat-
egy paper of December 2003 and beyond. Moreover, the main areas in
which the United Nations is active today — such as international peace
and security, human rights, environment, health, economic development
and poverty — are also priorities for the European Union. The European
Union also launched in 2003 a more specific strategy to coordinate better
with the United Nations in a way that helps, through financial support
and policy dialogue and participation, the UN functional organizations
coordinate better among themselves.

It should take little time for the United Nations to realize the changing
environment and potential of other effective regional actors, as in the
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past few years a growing number of regional processes and organizations
have joined the list of observers allowed in the sessions and the work of
the General Assembly.

The rise of East Asia may well catalyse a restructuring of the United
Nations. As Allied victors of the Second World War designed the struc-
ture, Asia’s leadership was largely limited to China (originally Taiwan,
but since 1973 the People’s Republic). Japan joined in 1956 and by the
1980s had become the largest regular financial contributor (the United
States has often refused to pay its dues on time). Thus Japan became
more assertive in influencing the United Nations, often taking a regional
leadership role, although both China and ASEAN are linking to the
United Nations through a variety of conferences. South Korea’s former
foreign minister Ban Ki-moon succeeded Kofi Annan in 2007 as Secre-
tary-General of the United Nations. More East Asian bureaucrats are be-
coming heads of UN organizations and increasingly speaking of regional
solutions to address regional concerns. The rise of East Asians in special-
ized agencies focusing on information, communication, education and
culture is especially noticeable. And the World Health Organization was
headed from mid-2003 by a South Korean medical technocrat, who has
now been superseded by the Hong Kong expert who effectively tackled
SARS. But the rise of some form of ASEAN-centred East Asian commu-
nity may hold the key to a new type of multilateral, multi-level system in
which regions and states coordinate and play an effective role if some-
thing akin to the EU actions could be advanced. The signing of an ASEAN
charter in 2007 will allow the 10 South-East Asian countries to be consid-
ered as a group when addressing many issues of the United Nations, a
precedent that surely North-East Asian countries would like to exploit.

The United Nations could then more easily enhance its vision and ca-
pacity by coordinating with effective regional processes to help solve re-
gional problems. It could also exert change in many issues in countries
through regional organizations and processes. And if a regional or local
problem is not well solved through a region and its member countries,
the United Nations could call on other regions and countries to discuss
ways to help solve it. As a good start, the UN General Assembly adopted
in September 2006 by consensus a global counterterrorism strategy
(www.un.org/terrorism/strategy) with concrete measures to ‘“‘encourage
Member States, the United Nations and other appropriate international,
regional and sub-regional organizations to support the implementation of
the Strategy, including through mobilizing resources and expertise”. As
the United Nations presumably becomes more efficient by partly delegat-
ing to regional processes, the European Union and the East Asian com-
munity should make clear to the United States that it can better lead such
a global, multi-level, flexible governance system by engaging with it.
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Further engaging the United States

The US geopolitical maxim in the past century has been to avoid large
geopolitical regions hostile to the projection of its governance model.
The “reluctant” superpower fought in the Second World War to prevent
Germany and Japan becoming regional hegemons. And during the Cold
War the role of the United States was crucial to maintain stability and
progress in both Europe, through allies like Britain and Germany,
NATO and many other transatlantic mechanisms, and East Asia, espe-
cially through its military presence in Japan, South Korea and the Philip-
pines. During the early post—Cold War years the US global set of multi-
level hub-and-spoke geopolitical policies was only partially relaxed, but
not reformed, to focus relatively more on geo-economics. Since 9/11 the
United States has concocted a new unilateral mission, enshrined in a wor-
risome theory of “preventive war” that has the potential to antagonize
even many of its closest allies, in accelerating the instalment of pro-
Western institutional democracies in Central and Western Asia to avoid
a convergence of anti-US regimes. But given the problems of taking over
Iraq, Bush inaugurated his second mandate with a more enlightened
speech that sounded as if he was trying to find a middle way towards
global peace. The idea is to prioritize liberal views around the world
through intelligence and diplomacy, albeit not renouncing military op-
tions. Regional processes close to the United States can surely play a
role, as the country hopes to influence more open regional cooperation
around the world in a fashion that would not hurt its global leadership
vision. According to its national security strategy of September 2002, the
United States would enhance the spread of its world vision and swiftly
take action to prevent the formation of enemies, be they countries,
groups of countries, transnational networks or combinations thereof.
Nevertheless, the United States acknowledged then, and stated more
explicitly in its national security strategy upgrade of March 2006
(www.Whitehouse.gov/NSC/), that to build a safer, more prosperous
world it needs to engage better with allies, friends and even appropriate
regional and global multilateral organizations.

The United States has long helped maintain momentum for an open
European Union, and often acquiesces to a growing European external
projection as it still has a very small military component. Thus a renewed
transatlantic partnership could help convey to the United States a better
sense of what happens in parts of the world where it is not well engaged.
Naturally, Europe should continue to learn about US concerns. When
the European Union was considering the possible lifting of the advanced
arms embargo to China, the United States clearly indicated its concerns
and so the European Union is not lifting the embargo until China makes
irreversible improvements in its governance system. And Europe now
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welcomes NATO reaching to Central Asia with the increasing input of
several European countries.

Moreover, the United States does not seem to worry that much about
how East Asia is developing an internal identity. Indeed, James Kelly
(2004), US-East Asia policy assistant secretary for East Asian and Pacific
affairs, declared at the end of the first Bush Jr presidency that Asian
regionalism may be beneficial for the United States:

Our Asian partners have begun forging more regional organizations among
themselves, reflecting their growing cooperation. We welcome this trend, un-
derstanding that strengthened ties and cooperation between nations of the re-
gion contribute to regional prosperity and stability, two of our highest prior-
ities. I have seen suggestions that the growth of regional organizations reflects
a loss of U.S. influence in the region. I disagree. The trend toward regional co-
operation offers the United States the opportunity to engage on a multilateral
level to address issues we were unable to resolve through bilateral approaches.

The oversight of multi-level governance may be the only reasonable
option left for the United States wanting to pacify Asia. The renewal of
the US-Japan hub-and-spoke alliance calls for Japan to play a more
active regional security role (Ikenberry, 2002; Cossa, 2005), and Wash-
ington continues to support institutionalized multilateral mechanisms (in-
cluding subregional efforts that do not include the United States) as use-
ful means to promote regional security and coordinate counterterrorism
efforts, while relying on ad hoc coalitions (or unilateral actions if neces-
sary) to address specific threats to its own security or the security of its
allies. Although it has stepped up its presence in South-East Asia to
deal with groups labelled as evil, the United States is also promoting a
stronger ASEAN in selected security aspects. On top of it all, perhaps
the United States may want to take the lead in reforming APEC into a
platform in which several regional groups and subgroups deal not only
with economic development and security aspects but also with a broader
set of political and social issues. Thus it could welcome both the Plus
Three process bringing in China, South Korea and Japan and the inter-
mittent six-party talks. Both Koreas, China, Japan, Russia and the United
States have met several times since 2003 to find a solution to the desper-
ate North Korean nuclear programme that threatens the peace of the re-
gion, especially since North Korea successfully launched a test rocket
over Japan in 1998 and apparently detonated a primitive nuclear device
in October 2006. But such a dialogue process has not advanced very
much in its prime goal (Snyder, Cossa and Glosserman, 2006), thus the
additional, soft influence of other parties might be welcome to build con-
fidence and promote functional cooperation.

The United States could then link with Europe and East Asia to the
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rest of the world in other ways. The G7/8 and the OECD could become
platforms of responsible countries and regional processes. The G7/8 has
for some years welcomed the leaders of the European Union and some-
times the heads of UN and Bretton Woods organizations, intergovern-
mental institutions that remain weak at best and are under strain to adapt
to new world realities. Moreover, the June 2003 meeting held in France
included for the first time China’s premier, as well as representatives
from other developing countries, in what has been labelled the G21, and
started a broadening of G7/8 concerns to help developing countries while
integrating them in the global economy. Meanwhile, a number of the
G7/8 economic development declarations are delegated to the OECD.
Through publication of statistics and a process of consensual dialogue
and peer review and pressure, it advances internationally agreed instru-
ments, decisions and recommendations to promote global governance
rules. It has been broadening to highly developing countries, often in
East Asia. Japan joined in the 1960s and South Korea in the 1990s, and
the OECD’s Centre for Cooperation with Non-Members has an Asia and
China unit which launched in 1995 a China programme that has dealt
with many dialogue and cooperation activities. The OECD nowadays
groups 30 member countries sharing a commitment to democratic gov-
ernment and the market economy, but it is in the middle of a discussion
process of overall reform and modernization to position itself more effec-
tively in the circuit of multilateral institutions. The debates revolve
around how to set priorities and streamline its many activities, how to
change its consensual decision-making to allow weighted-majority voting
for some issues and how to enlarge to new members so as to make the
OECD more geographically balanced and globally relevant. In other
words, the OECD reform process seems to be converging with that of
other international organizations.

For all those reasons and more, a legitimate United Nations and re-
gional organizations may have a more substantial role to play, thus help-
ing the hyperstreched United States to achieve a more just and pros-
perous peace. The United States is still the key to the United Nations
and its potential to enhance global multi-level governance. It is a found-
ing member, host of many of its organizations and should be the largest
and most exemplary funder and manager. Although the United States
uses the United Nations only as another tool in its foreign policy, it does
not want to discard it; rather, even the Bush administration reckons it is
time to make the United Nations more effective, and thus managed in
2005 to get the tough but controversial John Bolton temporarily ap-
pointed as US permanent representative. A more effective United Na-
tions would profit from the assets of the most committed states and re-
gional processes.
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3

The crucial influence of Track-2
advisory processes

Chapter 1 introduced the theoretical and empirical elements to under-
stand global multi-level governance, and chapter 2 analysed on the main
public actors with the overall political power to lead the advancement of
such a paradigm. This chapter focuses on the relatively understudied but
increasingly important set of Track-2 advisory actors that are facilitating
global multi-level governance processes by connecting public actors with
an increasing plurality of civil society actors. Here again we will focus on
both Europe and East Asia before looking into their potential to effect
broader global change. But first let us recall some facts about the role of
the United States, once the main source of advisory mechanisms for in-
ternational relations.

Advising the US foreign policy

The United States is still considered a respectable democracy by many
people around the world, noticing how the federal and state govern-
ments, political parties, large and small enterprises, single-issue associa-
tions and other manifestations of civil society all try to have a say
in many kinds of domestic policy concerns. Yet many would argue the
United States still needs to democratize its foreign policy process to ac-
count for the needs of all those affected by its actions.

The US government élites have during the past few decades been lead-
ing the opening of the world through military, political, economic and

Global multi-level governance: European and East Asian leadership, de Prado,
United Nations University Press, 2007, ISBN 978-92-808-1139-1
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socio-cultural means in a bipartisan consensus that only very rarely
showed substantial differences in the occasional public debate (Bacevich,
2002). A small but fluid intellectual hierarchy of foreign policy advisers
has been consolidated, while the average citizen, generally incapable of
visualizing a realistic world map, remains largely unaware. Congress
relies on many expert committees for particular issues that interest its
constituencies, where global issues may occasionally be important but
generally have not been (let us just recall how few members of Congress
hold passports). So the executive presidency has had much more weight
in generalist foreign policy-making. The most prominent executive body
in foreign policy is the National Security Council (www.Whitehouse.gov/
NSC), created by Truman in 1947 at the start of the Cold War and partic-
ularly strengthened during the Nixon administration, although now it is
in the middle of a soul-searching process as the Vice President’s Office
and the Defense Department have taken up leading roles (Rothkopf,
2005) and all intelligence agencies have military heads. There is also the
National Economic Council (NEC) created by the Clinton administration
to advance a global economic vision after the Cold War, but its influence
is much smaller than the NSC in our times of global turbulence. The
councils’ policy experts are drawn from academia, think-tanks and intelli-
gence organizations to try to synthesize the best available intellectual in-
put and present basic foreign policy recommendations. Ideas from civil
society that are not first analysed by ‘“‘respected” academics and selec-
tively synthesized by connected think-tanks and advisers are usually left
out of the foreign policy loop.

The élitist Council on Foreign Relations (www.CFR.org) has a long his-
tory of successful intermediation in sustaining debate between a broader
world of policy ideas and the federal government, thus serving as a useful
indicator of the rationalization of the cacophony of policy proposals try-
ing to influence the federal government. Although the CFR’s idealistic
beginnings, dating from the inter-war period, were very much in favour
of international institutions, after the Second World War it began leaning
towards a confrontational or realist perspective to forge shifting alliances
that helped contain communism at the expense of longer-term multilat-
eral commitments through international agreements and organizations.
Actually, the US global projection after the Second World War, largely
determined by the 1947 Truman Doctrine to contain Soviet-backed com-
munism, was intellectually inspired by George Kennan’s long telegram
from the US embassy in Moscow and later summarized in his anonymous
article “The Sources of Soviet Conduct” in the journal Foreign Affairs
(www.ForeignAffairs.org), the flagship publication of the CFR.

Perhaps the most notable international stretching of the CFR at the
height of the Cold War was the Trilateral Commission. Inaugurated in
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Tokyo in 1973, it was designed as a Track-2 facilitator to the G7 intergov-
ernmental process created in 1975. Not much real analysis can easily be
done on the inner workings of this restricted club of mega-networkers
(see the exception in Gill, 1990) launched from the United States by the
CFR, then chaired by David Rockefeller, and prominent practitioners
and thinkers like national security advisers Kissinger and Brzezinski
(then still a professor). Its public website (www.Trilateral.org) nowadays
indicates that the Trilateral Commission remains an organization of pri-
vate citizens with links to governments and businesses at the highest
level, often through commanding positions in think-tanks and advisory
networks. While most of its members still come from North America,
Western Europe and Japan, its somewhat renewed membership has ex-
panded, particularly to other East Asian countries. The Trilateral Com-
mission regularly requests independent expert reports on global and re-
gional issues, and has published four specifically on East Asia, the most
dynamic of the three regions: one published in 1985 dealing with security
problems in the region, another in 1988 focusing on transition aspects, a
third dated 1997 focusing on community-building and a fourth, released
in 2001, on how Asia can fit in the international system. An overall anal-
ysis of the evolution of the four reports indicates a trend away from secu-
rity concerns and towards finding ways to integrate the region in the
largely Western-led international system of norms, which can bring ab-
solute benefits to both East Asian and trilateral countries provided that
adjustments are carried out smoothly. The trilateral accommodation be-
came reflected in the Trilateral Commission’s membership, which in No-
vember 2000 extended its Japan group to form a Pacific Asian one that
stretches to other East Asian countries as well as to Australia and New
Zealand. It nowadays has about 100 regular members, many of them
from Japan, but a growing number from other neighbouring countries
with relevant positions in the think-tanks mentioned later in this chapter.
Even though China is not a democratic country in terms of party contest-
ation, the Pacific Asia group of the Trilateral Commission is making spe-
cial efforts to engage its more open leaders. So in 2003 there were also
nine members from China, Hong Kong and Taiwan in a special, prelimi-
nary category labelled “Triennium Participants”. That year the Trilateral
Commission held its plenary meeting in Seoul, and in late 2005 Beijing
hosted a regional trilateral event.

But after its takeover of Iraq, the United States, its vocal allies and the
international organizations it leads have lost much trust around the world
and have further disrupted the transatlantic partnership, both politically
and intellectually. Naturally, much of the world now tries not only to
adjust but, in a globally competitive market for ideas, influence a new
global policy intellectual transformation. Following the structure of the
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previous chapter, this chapter looks at the new global multi-level plural-
ity of Track-2 policy intellectual drivers increasingly catalysed from Eu-
rope and East Asia.

A distinct European policy intellectual world

The early history of European cooperation was driven by a small élite
of bureaucrats, politicians and intellectuals from various religious and
secular humanist backgrounds meeting in congresses, conferences and
committees, hoping to advance long-term broad federalist visions (Win-
and, 2001).

In May 1948 the Hague Congress attracted 800 delegates from Europe
and observers from North America. Organized by the International
Committee of the Movements for European Unity and presided over by
Winston Churchill, the congress brought together representatives from
across a broad political spectrum (including later political figures like
Konrad Adenauer from Germany, Francois Mitterrand and Albert
Coppé from France, Paul-Henry Spaak from Belgium and Altiero Spine-
1li from Italy) to discuss European cooperation and unity.

This landmark conference influenced the shape of the European
Movement (www.EuropeanMovement.org), which was created soon af-
terwards in October 1948 out of an earlier cross-country platform for
the coordination of political and civil society organizations. The move-
ment’s stated objective remains to ‘“‘contribute to the establishment of a
united, federal Europe founded on the respect for basic human rights,
peace principles, democratic principles of liberty and solidarity and citi-
zens’ participation”. Its various councils and associations, under the coor-
dination of the European Movement International, work to influence
major decision-makers across European civil society — its multitudinous
associations, governments, politicians, political parties, enterprises, trade
unions and individual lobbyists — to achieve these ends. The movement
focuses on seeking further integration in political, social and cultural are-
nas, using its network of lobbyists to achieve those ends, and since 1948
has lobbied on various subjects. Its efforts were important or decisive in
soon setting up the Council of Europe in Strasbourg, the College of Eu-
rope in Bruges and the European Centre of Culture in Geneva. From the
1950s through to the 1990s the movement helped set up think-tanks and a
network of discussion groups across Europe to maintain the momentum
of practical intellectual engagement and synthesize the most valuable op-
tions. More recently it has lobbied for the direct election of the European
Parliament, the Treaty on European Union (the Maastricht Treaty) and
the European constitution. The association reaches to both right and left



THE CRUCIAL INFLUENCE OF TRACK-2 ADVISORY PROCESSES 95

in the political spectrum in all the countries where it operates, its main
division being between the ‘unionists”, supporters of simple intergov-
ernmental cooperation along the lines of the pre-Maastricht European
Union, and the “federalists’, supporters of a federalized Europe gov-
erned along similar lines to the United States at which the constitutional
treaty is aiming.

The European Commission has traditionally dominated the advisory
function to European policy-makers. But thanks to the highly networked
and focused efforts of the European Movement and the like, the many
existing EU institutions have nowadays a complex array of mechanisms
to reach to broader civil society for their input. There are over 1,000
standing and parliamentary committees, more than the roughly 950
federal advisory committees with 62,000 members found in the United
States (Financial Times, 2005). Moreover, European institutions consult
tens of thousands of experts; it had in 2004 about 1,700 advisory groups
composed of a broad array of people, including government officials, lob-
byists, consumer groups and charity workers.

To upgrade the institutions and procedure of an enlarging European
Union, the Nice Council entrusted the drafting of the constitutional
treaty to a European Convention of just over 100 members of member
states’ governments, about 4 per country, mostly taken from political
élites. One of the key outcomes was to design a more coherent institu-
tional setting that would gradually enhance a more representative Euro-
pean Parliament and, therefore, the growing number of European politi-
cal party platforms. While a number of activities run in parallel to the
convention’s work to get citizens’ input, they remain too complex and
distant for most people to understand or appreciate, and eventually led
to the consecutive rejections of the treaty in France and the Netherlands.
The current freezing of the ratification process of the constitutional treaty
requires political élites to find better ways to communicate with civil soci-
ety and synthesize their inputs.

The role of more independent think-tanks and trusted advisers in EU
decision-making and construction processes is seen as potentially crucial
to get out of the current European impasse by making more coherent the
irreversible democratization of the European regional process. A 2004
in-depth analysis by Notre Europe (www.Notre-Europe.asso.fr), a think-
tank set up in Paris by former Commission President Delors and later
staffed by his chef du cabinet and former Commissioner Lamy, analysed
most think-tanks in Europe and concluded that they have not yet “fully
found their place in European policy-making: the value they add is not
perceived clearly, they are seen as moderately useful, and even some-
times élitist. Overall, they are believed to have a limited impact on poli-
cies and public opinion” (Notre Europe, 2004). So EU political élites are
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further promoting policy advisory venues that better link the plurality of
citizens’ concerns.

Germany has a large variety of relatively independent strategic and
economic think-tanks funded by federal or regional governments, as
well as seven political foundations with a strong global projection, a num-
ber of business foundations and many academic and cultural institutes.
Overall they have become more visible among the public than the tradi-
tional wise-looking academics. France also has a large community of
well-known advisory mechanisms. But, following its Gaullist tradition,
they are less independent than in the case of Germany, as they tend to
be tied to government agencies, academic centres or political clubs. In
contrast, there is an ever-growing number of privately funded and inter-
nationally networked think-tanks in England.

Much growth and diversity is also noticeable in Northern Europe. The
Swedish government has financed new bodies focusing solely on Euro-
pean topics, although the current Danish conservative government has
greatly cut funding to its think-tanks, forcing their merger and leaving
advice to the detached academic community. Meanwhile, Finland keeps
punching above its weight with an interesting plurality of think-tanks
that often honestly broker difficult issues.

There is a growth of more independent intellectual diplomats in South-
ern Europe, especially in Spain, with international relations research
centres and regional casas (houses) that explore European and global
multi-level issues. Despite Italy’s centrality to the European construction,
the few Italian policy clubs tend to revolve around charismatic personal-
ities who help produce much public debate but less conspicuous written
research. The European University Institute, mentioned in the introduc-
tory chapter, is a postgraduate research and training institute for the so-
cial sciences created in Florence in the mid-1970s as a counterpart to the
College of Europe created in Bruges for masters studies. The EUI has
had a policy advisory role since the beginning, and it was the place where
allegedly the euro was first coherently proposed by a British diplomat! It
now continues its think-tank activities through the Robert Schuman
Centre, superseding the earlier European Policy Centre.

Eastern European think-tanks have quickly been shifting from their
former roles as beacons of Soviet propaganda to compete in the public
space thanks to growing ties with Western Europe and North America.

Naturally, Brussels has recently become a magnet for new think-tanks
and regional networks. The Trans European Policy Studies Association
(www.TEPSA.be) was created in 1974 as a pan-European discussion and
research network by several national institutes at a time of relative slow
momentum of European integration. A few years afterwards the Centre
for European Policy Studies (www.CEPS.be) became the first Brussels-
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based generalist European think-tank, originally staffed with professors
from the EUI. Since the 1990s other names also becoming familiar in
the circuit include the European Policy Institutes Network (www.EPIN.
org), the European Policy Centre (www.EPC.eu) in Brussels and the
mega-networking Friends of Europe (www.FriendsOfEurope.org), physi-
cally located in between all the key European institutions. A more recent
addition in the rush to think the future of Europe is the Brussels Euro-
pean and Global Economic Laboratory (www.Bruegel.org), a think-tank
proposed by France and Germany and presided over by Mario Monti —
former EC commissioner for competition policy — with financial backing
from many member states and corporations.

Europe’s soft intellectual power

What is particularly important for global multi-level governance is the
growth and competitive external projection of European intellectual dip-
lomats organized in think-tanks and networks. Contrasting with the ear-
lier European expansion underpinned by religious and business funda-
mentalism, Europe now conspicuously exports a much more enlightened
humanism.

European political cooperation, the forerunner of a European foreign
policy, at first advanced in the 1970s through the “Davignon’ and other
high-level reports largely drafted by politicians and technocrats, some-
times in collaboration with a few researchers in think-tanks and networks
in Europe and beyond.

Policy intellectual transatlantic links were particularly helpful
for Europeans to be more pluralistic. The Salzburg Seminars (www.
SalzburgSeminar.org), a series of yearly seminars given by prominent
US and global faculties, were one of the main ways to mend European
rifts after the Second World War. Prominent intellectuals and business
leaders of the Mont Pelerin Society (www.Pelerin.org), first gathering in
1948 in the Swiss resort of Mont Pelerin, created think-tanks and founda-
tions around the world to promote economic liberalism. The Atlantic
Council of the United States spread the values of NATO in European
countries, while the International Institute of Strategic Studies (www.
I1SS.org) did much quoted analysis. Since the beginning of the European
project, European élites have been particularly active in reciprocating
North American bridging efforts. The Wilton Park (www.WiltonPark.
org.uk) and, later, Ditchley (www.Ditchley.co.uk) conferences in the
United Kingdom are just a case in point. But the number of links went
further. For instance, the Bilderberg group/conference is an unofficial
annual invitation-only conference of influential businesspersons, aca-
demics and politicians to discuss, off the record, common policies against
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firstly Soviet communism and, nowadays, global issues. Key political pro-
moters include Prince Bernhard of the Netherlands and Belgian Prime
Minister Paul Van Zeeland. The guest list of about 130 brings a plurality
of political representatives to discussions at five-star resorts, the first offi-
cial meeting in 1954 being in the Hotel de Bilderberg in the Netherlands.
Even more than the US-promoted Trilateral Commission, the annual Bil-
derberg meetings are covered by a veil, but anybody who cares to read
the occasional news about them realizes they have been for decades a
key gathering of influential policy-makers and thinkers from both sides
of the Atlantic. Martin Wolf, columnist on the Financial Times, left the
2003 transatlantic Bilderberg meeting in Versailles thinking that a di-
vorce between the United States and Europe “could easily become un-
stoppable” (Financial Times, 2003). The mood of subsequent Bilderberg
and other high-level transatlantic meetings has not been that sombre, as
the intellectual guidance emanating from the United States has been ad-
justing to a more balanced exchange.

The World Economic Forum (www.WEForum.org) is much more open
and visible than the Trilateral Commission, somewhat broader in scope
and membership (Track-1.5 rather than Track-2 as many political leaders
converse with other people), more European-led and more decentralized
in a global multi-level way. The WEF grew out of the conferences orga-
nized in the 1970s by Klaus Schwab, a professor of business policy at the
University of Geneva. It now attracts funding from about 1,000 member
global companies to allow many relevant personalities from government,
business and beyond to discuss pressing world problems. This takes place
in a variety of gatherings. The global Davos summits attract media atten-
tion, but there are also many other gatherings more focused on particular
issues, key countries or world regions. For instance, the WEF has also
been very attentive to, and perhaps instrumental in, the rise of East
Asia during the 1990s. In the WEF East Asia economic summit of 1994,
Singapore’s Goh Chok Tong and Lee Kuan Yew spoke forcefully of a
dynamic and economically growing East Asia and the importance of
strengthening links with Europe in a global triangular context, an idea
agreed with French Prime Minister Balladur who was also present at the
meeting. Soon after, Goh Chok Tong went off to Europe, where he first
formally proposed to the French government what soon became the
ASEM process. Overall, the future vision of the WEF for the Asian re-
gion is optimistic: China is on the move, ASEAN has awoken and Japan
seems ready to move again (Richter and Mar, 2002). So in June 2006 the
WEF inaugurated in Beijing the Center for Global Growth Companies,
around the time when Japan hosted the first-ever East Asian WEF gath-
ering. Meanwhile the WEF increases the frequency of its regional and
country gatherings all over the world, not shunning even the most diffi-
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cult places like the Middle East or Africa. Moreover, after the financial
and economic crises and the increasing uproar of transnational civil soci-
ety movements since the late 1990s, the WEF has broadened its scope to
invite social leaders from around the world, and its Schwab Foundation
for Social Entrepreneurship (www.SchwabFound.org) started its activ-
ities in the late 1990s with African and Indian summits.

Since the 1990s many more networked foreign policy think-tanks have
emerged in member states aiming to enrich and add coherence to Eu-
rope’s external projection. This may happen bilaterally, but some are set-
ting up branches in Brussels, like the Institut Francais des Relations
Internationales (www.IFRI.org). Many are joining forces, for example
through the earlier mentioned TEPSA that created Europe’s Foreign
Policy Network (www.FORNET.info), partly financed by the European
Commission in one of the many ways it uses to promote research and ad-
visory institutes dealing with various aspects of Europe’s complex exter-
nal relations.

Friends of Europe is nowadays perhaps the most active large-scale cat-
alyser of European domestic and foreign policy ideas and debate. It is
backed by a large number of engaged experts, often with highest-level
political experience, as well as by many business contributions. Its flag-
ship publication, Europe’s World (www.EuropesWorld.org), is an inde-
pendent policy journal launched with some 45 leading European think-
tanks in October 2005, when it claimed to be

the only pan-European publication that offers policymakers and opinion-
formers across Europe a platform for presenting ideas and forging consensus
on key issues. It also reflects the diversity of national policy debates in EU
states, with particular attention being paid to newcomer and candidate coun-
tries. A hard copy of Europe’s World is received by 20,000 selected people all
over Europe while over 180,000 more people are invited by email to consult
Europe’s World online.

Well, as the first article of the first issue is titled ‘“How China could divide
the West”, it seems that Europe’s key concern is really finding a fitting
role in a new global multi-level governance system being catalysed by
the rise of China in East Asia and beyond.

It is now the United States which seems to be adapting to the soft intel-
lectual power of European advisory mechanisms. US-based think-tanks
are rushing to establish European branches, like the Rand Corporation
(www.rand.org) in Leiden and the American Enterprise Institute and the
Brookings Institution, which have recently opened a European version of
their joint Centre for Regulatory Studies in Paris (www.AEI.Brookings.
org). The Salzburg Seminars now aim to reach much of the world to dis-
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cuss all kinds of critical regional and global issues. The Atlantic Council
of the United States and its many European chapters have similarly
broadened their remit to argue the need of a transatlantic partnership to
promote a better global system. And the International Institute of Strate-
gic Studies opened a branch in Singapore in 2003. In sum, although trans-
atlantic links may be of crucial value, they must now reach to plural re-
gions to advance a functioning global multi-level world.

The multi-level rise of East Asian policy intellectuals

As in the case of Europe before, a small group of East Asian advisory
¢lites are more recently trying to find an intellectual compromise which
in essence broadly accepts a powerful globalization framework as long
as it can locally steer it in beneficial ways. The Asian values academic de-
bate aired in the early 1990s by a diverse group of politicians (Lee Kwan
Yew, Shintaro Ishihara, Mahathir Mohamad) soon began catalysing in-
digenous thinking to influence the power of globalization discourses. Al-
though many in the West argued that Asian governance values were the
cause of the real crises in the late 1990s, many in East Asia claimed that
the prompt recovery of many of the affected countries that did not re-
form as much as the globalizing West wanted was due to the same values.
Whatever the rest of the world may wish, (East) Asian arguments are
here to stay as they grow and evolve.

These formerly grandiose debates are now less conspicuous and more
functional and hard-working — as seen, for instance, in the 1995 Foreign
Affairs article “The Pacific Way” by former diplomat Mahbubani, the
only South-East Asian to make it to the “Top 100 Public Intellectuals”
list of the Foreign Policy online journal (www.ForeignPolicy.com) and
currently head of the Lee Kwan Yew School of Government. This mod-
erated advisory trend particularly fits the informal networks that advance
policy in many Asian countries (Dittmer, Fukui and Lee, 2000). But the
numbers of East Asia’s policy experts outside government are not only
growing (Evans, 2004) but, given the scarcity of formal intergovern-
mental institutions, their interrelationships and influence are relatively
greater than those in legalized Europe (Morrison, 2004). It is conceivable
that the growth of regional think-tank networks heralds the birth of a
new type of governance institution that mixes the best of the European
legal approach with a still recondite Asian way of informal consultation
and organization.

This section first analyses the early policy intellectual developments
promoting regionalization among ASEAN states. Then it argues that
East Asia has been enmeshed by both Pacific American and European
advisory cultures. Next it focuses on the recent developments being led
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from North-East Asia to engage East Asia further. Finally, it argues that
East Asian regionalism is being further promoted by interregionalism
with other emerging world regions.

The harbinger role of ASEAN

The ASEAN process has managed to remain afloat and expand its inten-
tions as a function of the increasing intellectual input it has received from
a growing number and diversity of foreign policy experts (Nesadurai and
Stone, 2000). Some are close to government, but others are more inde-
pendent.

The first and arguably still most relevant regional think-tank network
focusing on a broad range of strategic studies is the ASEAN Institute of
International Studies (ISIS). Its beginnings are traced to individuals fa-
miliar with each other through transpacific conferences discussing peace
and security issues (Soesastro, Joewono and Hernandez, 2006). ISIS
held its first informal meeting in September 1984 in Bali, initiated and
organized by the Center for Strategic and International Studies (www.
CSIS.or.id), a leading think-tank in Indonesia that brings together busi-
ness liberals and government élites. The CSIS acts as the secretariat of
ASEAN-ISIS, and is located not far from the ASEAN secretariat in Ja-
karta. It formally launched the ISIS group at its fourth conference in
June 1988 in Singapore. At first members of ASEAN-ISIS worked indi-
vidually through their respective governments, but formalization of an in-
stitutional relationship began in April 1993 when they were invited to
feed ideas to the ASEAN senior officials’ meeting, thereby consolidating
their claim to be the key epistemic community in the region. In parallel to
the ASEAN process of enlargement, the ISIS group has since then been
broadening its membership, even to Burma/Myanmar, with the hope of
helping intellectually to open the country after they had unsuccessfully
discouraged other ASEAN leaders from accepting it as a full-fledged
ASEAN member.

ASEAN-ISIS has also enlarged its intellectual remit in the overall pro-
motion of institutional regionalization — albeit with links to key external
partners — in a growing number of areas merged in the concept of coop-
erative and comprehensive security. It was first successful in prompting
governments in 1990 to accede to the Treaty of Amity and Coopera-
tion. Later it promoted the realization of a South-East Asian nuclear-
weapons-free zone at the 1995 fifth ASEAN summit (although no nuclear
powers outside it have signed up). But more significant was the launching
of the ASEAN Regional Forum (ARF) in 1994, which has managed to
create measures of confidence-building and preventive diplomacy, made
moves to establish an Asian arms register and has led some governments,
including China, to publish Defence White Books. Moreover, ASEAN-
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ISIS became a model for the Council Security Cooperation in the Asia-
Pacific (www.CSCAP.org), which since June 1993 is the main Track-2
counterpart for the ARF (Ball, 1999; Simon, 2002). CSCAP is, like
ASEAN-ISIS, quite close to government officials. Some of its now 20
member committees are actually located in foreign ministries or related
research centres, while a few are located in more academic centres and
think-tanks, as in the case of the European, Australian and North Amer-
ican committees. They are all served by a secretariat currently located in
Malaysia’s ISIS. But CSCAP’s input is naturally not enough to handle all
possible conflicts in the region.

According to Riiland (2002), all this had relatively limited value. Ear-
lier in the decade a code of conduct on the South China Sea had not
yet been signed to prevent crises in that area, financial risks were still a
strong possibility, the non-interference principle in domestic issues was
still paramount and NGOs from civil society kept being marginalized.
Nevertheless, much has changed in the past few years. CSCAP’s defini-
tion of preventive diplomacy was adopted by the ARF; at the ASEAN+3
summit of November 2002 China signed the Declaration on the Con-
duct of Parties to prevent crisis; and ASEAN members started criticizing
Burma/Myanmar for its internal actions.

Moreover, ASEAN-ISIS has also influenced economic and social coop-
eration matters. It argued for ASEAN to join APEC, endorsed the East
Asia Economic Caucus and proposed the creation of an ASEAN free
trade area that more or less became a reality in 2003. It catalysed the
ASEAN People’s Assembly, which held its first meeting of society actors
in 2001. Subsequent meetings are taking place next to ASEAN+3 sum-
mits, with the hope that an ASEAN socio-cultural community may be
more quickly advanced and also to help China find ways to listen better
to the concerns of more actors.

ASEAN-ISIS is a reflection of how ASEAN institutions increasingly
rely on policy experts. The ASEAN secretariat is increasing both its in-
house research capacity and external consultancy procurement. It plans
to enhance its ASEAN Foundation created in 1998. To promote AFTA
it commissioned the McKinsey consultancy to produce a report full of
detailed recommendations that went all the way to the ASEAN summit
of 2003.

While the above regional efforts coalesce, a more competitive plurality
of ideas and networks is coming from public and private advisers in
leading ASEAN countries. Particularly relevant are Singapore’s intellec-
tual leaders, who as a group epitomize the concept of a large and well-
coordinated policy research milieu as they often rotate positions in gov-
ernment, academia, business and think-tanks. Much of that movement
takes place on the eastern outskirts of the National University of Singa-



THE CRUCIAL INFLUENCE OF TRACK-2 ADVISORY PROCESSES 103

pore, where a growing number of domestic and multi-level policy, re-
search and education institutions are consolidating into a think-tank
hub. The key node seems to be the Institute of Policy Studies (www.IPS.
org.sg), long directed and now chaired by Ambassador-at-Large Tommy
Koh, the relentless promoter of much of Singapore’s multi-level policy.
Physically connected to the Institute of Policy Studies is the National
University of Singapore’s Lee Kwan Yew School of Government (www.
spp.nus.edu.sg), soon to move to a bigger and more central location as
its large endowment is now attracting a growing number of potential
Asianists. Across the street are the Institute for South-East Asian Studies
(www.ISEAS.edu.sg), the APEC secretariat, the Asia-Europe Foun-
dation and, until recently, the Civil Service College. Nearby there are
several more Asia-related academic research centres, and closer to the
city centre is the Singapore Institute of International Affairs (www.
SITAonline.org), an ASEAN-ISIS member to which the former ISEAS
director recently moved. Moreover, the Institute of Defence and Strate-
gic Studies (www.IDSS.edu.sg) became in 1996 Singapore’s latest foreign
policy research centre. It is based at the Nanyang Technological Univer-
sity, which the government tries to enhance so as to compete with the
National University of Singapore to decrease the risks of stifling innova-
tion in multi-level foreign policy.

Malaysian leaders, always in competition with their Singaporean
neighbours, have also long promoted research think-tanks paying more
attention to East Asia. Soon after coming to power in the early 1980s
Mahathir wanted to bypass the inefficient bureaucracy, so he created the
Institute of Strategic & International Studies (www.ISIS.org.my) as a
somewhat independent but de facto policy planning department for the
Foreign Ministry. Malaysia ISIS is not only a key founding member of
ASEAN-ISIS, but also articulated the East Asian Economic Grouping
concept in the early 1990s. It convened in 1992 the Commission for
a New Asia, an élite group of 16 eminent persons from the region’s
countries — including Australia and India — that presented a year later a
manifesto entitled “Towards a New Asia”. Since the beginning it has
been the secretariat for CSCAP, and since 1987 (since 1991 on behalf of
ASEAN-ISIS) it has hosted the annual Asia-Pacific Roundtable, the
main networking gathering on regional issues that traces its origins to
the transpacific conferences from where ASEAN-ISIS sprung.

As Mahathir, Malaysia’s prime minister, declared his intention to step
down in late 2003, some members of ASEAN-ISIS thought he could then
devote more time to the East Asia Economic Grouping vision he origi-
nally promoted in APEC. Thus they held the first East Asian Congress
in Kuala Lumpur in August 2003, just before the seventeenth Asia-
Pacific Roundtable. Mahathir’s inaugural statement called on East Asian
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leaders to acknowledge that ASEAN+3 was really the East Asian Eco-
nomic Grouping he had long advocated. Afterwards, the substantive ses-
sions broadly discussed building an East Asian community with regular
summits, promoting an Asia Monetary Fund (the noted former Japanese
official of the Treasury Ministry, Sakakibara, argued that trade, invest-
ment and finance should move in tandem, with the overall goal of avoid-
ing foreign intrusion) and free trade agreements and enhancing sectors
like health, tourism, education and labour. The second East Asian Con-
gress, held in June 2004 in conjunction with the eighteenth ASEAN-ISIS
Roundtable, broadened the discussions to include the role of the media,
as well as the environment and political and security cooperation. Nowa-
days, yearly evolving congresses are one important way for ASEAN to
show it can intellectually lead more broadly in East Asia.

Meanwhile, other developing countries within the ASEAN region have
relatively few foreign policy research centres due to histories of strict
hierarchical command by royalty, the military or communist parties. Yet
a small number, not necessarily constrained by their governments’ lead-
erships, are appearing and joining ASEAN counterparts and beyond.
Jakarta’s CSIS not only acts as the secretariat of ASEAN-ISIS but also
coordinates a broader range of regional issues with the creation of the
ASEAN Economic Forum and the Europe East Asia (Economic) Forum.
Particularly active is the Philippines, whose relatively closeness to the
“West” is reflected in the range of intellectual policy debates coming
out of its public and private universities. The University of the Philip-
pines in Manila (www.UPM.edu.ph) hosts the Institute of Strategic and
Development Studies, which is a key founding member of ASEAN-ISIS.
It also hosts the Asian Center, the base of Professor Aileen Baviera, a
member of the East Asia Vision Group discussed later. But Catholic uni-
versities have also increased their interest in regional issues. For instance,
Wilfrido Villacorta, director of De La Salle University’s Yuchengco Cen-
ter (www.dlsu.edu.ph/research/centers/yc/), which came about with the
help of Japanese funding, became the first vice secretary-general of the
ASEAN secretariat in charge of some ASEAN+3 issues. And the his-
toric Ateneo de Manila University (www.admu.edu.ph) Centre for Asian
Studies is enlarging its growing number of Japan- and China-related
centres and programmes.

All these efforts to promote new thinking seem to be paying off,
as ASEAN political leaders decided to entrust their future vision to an
external eminent persons’ group. Comprising 10 distinguished ASEAN
citizens, in 2006 it provided bold recommendations on the overall
direction of ASEAN and the nature of the ASEAN charter — which, if
all goes according to plan, will be ready by the end of 2007 when political
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leaders meet in Singapore to celebrate the fortieth anniversary of the
association.

Enmeshing East Asia in the world

As argued in the previous chapter, functional interregionalism has be-
come a prominent feature in the construction of the East Asian process.
This phenomenon is also reflected in high-level advisory venues and pro-
cesses. A policy intellectual interregionalism was first tried with North
America. But a regional advisory identity was first successfully outlined
in East Asia’s relations with the European Union, and it has later been
enhanced with additional dialogue and cooperation processes with the
rest of the developing world. Here again, Japan is still often leading, a
re-emerging China feels it can benefit from being engaged and active
ASEAN countries are often allowed to take much of the credit for the
overall formal balancing process.

“All the major initiatives for the institutionalization of Asia-Pacific co-
operation from the mid-1960s onwards came mainly from Japanese aca-
demics, who acted in close association with the Japanese government,
and in collaboration with counterparts in Australia” (Ravenhill, 2001:
50). Shaped by the flying-geese theory of Kaname Akamatsu, Japanese
economist Kiyoshi Kojima proposed in 1965 to create a Pacific [Ad-
vanced Countries] Free Trade Area (PAFTA), which proved unsuccess-
ful but led to a long series — first meeting in 1968 — of Pacific Trade and
Development (PAFTAD) conferences of self-selected economists from
academia and government promoting economic liberalization. Mean-
while, Japan proposed to enlarge the Australia-Japan Business Coopera-
tion Conference, and hosted in 1967 the first conference of the Pacific
Basin Economic Council (www.PBEC.org), an association of prominent
business representatives from the same five industrialized economies
originally envisioned by Kojima and serviced by a small secretariat in
Honolulu. The lack of governmental interest in PAFTA led Kojima to re-
formulate the proposal into the more functional (less institutionalized)
Organization for Pacific Trade and Development (OPTAD), aided by
the writings of Peter Drysdale and John Crawford, two Australian stu-
dents of Kojima. OPTAD was also unsuccessful, but it generated mo-
mentum to create in 1980 another Australian-Japanese initiative, the
Pacific Economic Cooperation Council (www.PECC.org), a still-active
tripartite gathering of prominent and rather liberally minded government
representatives, academics and business people.

All that intellectual activity greatly helped the creation of APEC in
1989, timely proposed by the Australian government with the thawing of
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the Cold War, and well received by developing Pacific Asia economies
(mainly ASEAN) as it was not formally coming from either Japan or the
United States. Although eventually institutionalized with working groups,
regular high-level meetings and a secretariat in Singapore, APEC ad-
vanced slowly during the 1990s in the direction towards freer trade that
the United States wanted. There had long been a smallish Pacific Busi-
ness Forum meeting in parallel to APEC ministerial meetings, but under
the leadership of Fred Bergsten, formerly on the staff of the National Se-
curity Council and now head of the Institute of International Economics
(www.IIE.com) in Washington, D.C., leaders from members’ research
centres gathered in an eminent persons’ group to propose trade liberal-
ization successfully; this ran only from 1992 until 1994, when their man-
date was stopped for being increasingly vocal and specific in their recom-
mendations. Nevertheless, diehards of the eminent persons’ group formed
in 1995 the APEC Business Advisory Council (www.ABAConline.org),
with three experts per country and a secretariat in Manila, but overall
it cannot provide the leadership that the eminent persons’ group tried to
sustain. Meanwhile, APEC’s own small secretariat engages in only very
limited research, sometimes in cooperation with the Pacific Economic
Cooperation Council, whose members are very close to governments and
therefore restrained in providing ground-breaking ideas. Given APEC’s
role of advancing economic cooperation, it is undergoing a long and
crucial period of self-reflection. In Feinberg (2003) scholars from APEC
study centres thoroughly assessed APEC’s status quo, giving ideas to in-
vigorate it for the new economy. None of that intellectual input seemed
to make APEC advance very much in economic cooperation.

While APEC tries to reinvent itself, ASEM is promoting both bilateral
and bi-regional cooperation, epitomized by high-level intellectual inter-
action. A clear indication that ASEM, and therefore an ASEAN+3 with
interregional projection, is here to stay in some form or another is the
growing number of non-governmental policy groups that have risen in
and around it, advancing ideas to keep the whole process going forward.

On top of it all was the ASEM Vision Group, proposed by South Ko-
rean President Kim Dae-Jung in ASEM-1, which from February 1998 to
March 1999 gathered personalities who had moved between academia,
business, government and civil society to produce a comprehensive re-
port with 29 recommendations that still remain very relevant to improv-
ing cooperation generally in political, economic and social fields (see
table 3.1).

Meanwhile, somewhat outside the margins of ASEM, the leaders of
about a dozen research centres in Europe, East Asia and even Australia
strengthened their informal links and formed the Council for Asia-
Europe Cooperation (www.CAEC-asiaeurope.org) to provide additional,
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Table 3.1 ASEM Vision Group recommendations

Clusters

Details

Trade

Macro-economy,

Advancing WTO trade talks

Free trade in goods and services by 2025

Trade weeks

Work programme on electronic commerce

Closer macro-economic policy coordination and reform of

finance the international financial system
Global rules for enhancing transparency and prudent
financial supervision
Cooperation in economic assistance
Investment Promoting investment
Business Advisory network of senior executives
governance Business advisory councils
Sectoral Aviation agreements and aerospace development
cooperation Energy cooperation
Improved infrastructure framework
Information technology council
Virtual technology transfer centre and cooperation between
technology transfer centres
“Non-marketable” technologies — solutions in health care
Environment centre
Education Forum of education ministers and heads of universities
Dual degrees, targeted language teaching, simplification of
national academic regulations and survey of curricula
Scholarship programme
Visiting professorships
Social Forum for societal exchanges — strengthening ASEF
governance Managing social imbalances
Culture Biennial cultural festival

Politics and

Strengthened dialogue
Dialogues

security Designation of joint training centres and facilities for
peacekeeping operations
General Affirmation of the principles of good governance
governance Twinning of cities
Institutions ASEM secretariat

Source: Asia-Europe Vision Group (1999).

but more independent and constant, input to the ASEM process. The Eu-
ropean side is partially an outgrowth of CSCAP Europe; while the Euro-
pean secretariat has moved from London to Paris, the (East) Asian
secretariat has always remained at the Japan Center for International Ex-
change, a think-tank that benefited from some funding from Japan’s For-
eign Ministry to help launch the whole exercise. The CAEC taskforces
produced a variety of non-controversial reports for each ASEM summit
that included issues like finance, population and earth resources. It was



108 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

particularly active until ASEM-3, but it still produced reports on social
policies, migration and peace creation to feed into the ASEM-4 summit.
As having Australia on board precluded fully acknowledging the value of
the CAEC for the ASEM process, some of its members became active in
EU-ASEAN (ISIS) think-tank dialogues that began in the late 1990s and
since 2004 have been transformed into EU-East Asian think-tank dia-
logues with funding from German political and business foundations.
These types of open intellectual exercises are now further enhanced as
ASEM governments endorsed Finland and Japan’s proposal for the Uni-
versity of Helsinki Network for European Studies and the Japan Center
for International Exchange to lead a large-scale critical review of the first
decade of ASEM, presented to leaders attending the ASEM-6 summit in
2006 (Japan Center for International Exchange and University of Hel-
sinki Centre for European Studies, 2006).

The second pillar, focusing on economic and financial matters, has also
been progressing with the help of external policy advice. As ASEM is
largely intergovernmental, business actors are relatively less active than
in APEC. Yet the Singaporean government keeps trying to promote
them, through the Asia-Europe Business Forum that has agreed on a
low-key ASEM Connect initiative, and the convincing of INSEAD, Eu-
rope’s most global and reputed business school, to set up a regional Asia
campus in Singapore in 2000. Rather than from business groups, the evo-
lution of ASEM’s second pillar has received the input of a “Taskforce
for a Closer Economic Partnership”, first meeting in May 2003 at the
Real Instituto Elcano (www.ReallnstitutoElcano.org), a bipartisan Span-
ish think-tank that served as the taskforce co-secretariat while it pre-
pared a report for ASEM economic leaders. This taskforce called for
the creation of not only strong economic links but also permanent institu-
tions like an ASEM secretariat.

More important for long-term Europe-Asian exchanges is the engage-
ment of civil society. As the input of Track-3 actors risked not being
heard at the start of the ASEM process, the European Commission con-
vened the first large-scale Forum on Culture, Values & Technology
in January 1996 in Venice. Since then, Asia-Europe People’s Forums
(www.AEPF.net) meet on the side of ASEM summits and their input
is increasingly recognized by more ASEM partners. Also under ASEM’s
third, cultural/intellectual, pillar is the much more structured intergovern-
mental Asia-Europe Foundation (www.ASEF.org). It was successfully
proposed by the government of Singapore in ASEM-1, and first directed
from 1997 to 2001 by Singaporean Ambassador Tommy Koh, who largely
designed its multi pillar platform; by 2006 it had reached to over 15,000
intellectuals, students, media experts, culture-related and other opinion-
makers to discuss and cooperate in a regional and interregional fashion.
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Since mid-2004 ASEF has also hosted a website on the ASEM process
(www.ASEMInfoboard.org) as a pilot project to help disseminate rele-
vant news.

The leadership of North-East Asia

The ASEAN tradition of researching and consulting with a broader
range of actors is nowadays particularly widespread in Japan, South Ko-
rea and, increasingly, China, the key countries now still peacefully com-
peting to shape the East Asian community.

South Korea’s East Asia Vision and Study Groups

The East Asia Vision Group (EAVG) was formed in December 1998,
again under the initiative of the South Korean government under Presi-
dent Kim Dae-Jung, to become so far the closest to a preliminary con-
stitutional effort to help turn the ASEAN-+3 regional process into a
substantial East Asian community. A total of 26 intellectuals (2 per
country) gathered several times before submitting in 2001 a landmark
prospective report full of recommendations (East Asia Vision Group,
2001). The EAVG’s chairman was Professor Sung-Joo Han, who person-
ally established the Ilmin International Relations Institute (www.korea.
ac.kr/~ilmin/) at the élite Korea University in Seoul. Professor Han
hosted in May 1984 a transpacific conference that spurred the events that
led to ASEAN-ISIS. Then, again under Korean leadership, ASEAN+3
leaders agreed in November 2000 to convene the East Asia Study Group
(EASG) of governmental officials to assess the EAVG recommendations
and the implications of an East Asian summit. The EASG, established in
March 2001, submitted its own report to the ASEAN+3 leaders meeting
in Cambodia in November 2002, arguing that an East Asian summit was
both inevitable and necessary and presenting, as if suggesting intellectual
democracy, 26 recommendations generally ratifying the input of the
EAVG (East Asia Study Group, 2002). Naturally, the ASEAN+3
leaders warmly endorsed the outcome of the EASG.

Table 3.2 summarizes the plurality of outputs of the groups. Overall,
the joint goal of both reports is to promote more political and business
interactions while enhancing knowledge dissemination, all steered by net-
works of think-tanks while more permanent but lean and effective institu-
tions are constructed. In other words, the construction of an East Asian
community remains largely, but not completely, a top-down design.
There were 17 short-term measures ready for implementation, often
focusing on helping businesses, and 9 medium- to long-term measures
more concerned with difficult political and social concerns requiring fur-
ther study.
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Table 3.2 EASG recommendations and types of actor mainly addressed

Measures

Type of actor mainly addressed

Think-

Government Business tanks

Civil
Academia society

Short term

Form an East Asia business council

Establish GSP status and preferential treatment for the least developed
countries

Foster an attractive investment environment for increased foreign
direct investment

Establish an East Asian investment information network

Develop resources and infrastructure jointly for growth areas and
expand financial resources for development with the active
participation of the private sector

Provide assistance and cooperation in four priority areas: infrastructure,
information technology, human resources development and ASEAN
regional economic integration

Cooperate through technology transfers and joint technology
development

Develop information technology jointly to build telecommunications
infrastructure and provide greater access to the internet

Build a network of East Asian think-tanks

Establish East Asia Forum of the region’s governmental and non-
governmental representatives from various sectors

Implement a comprehensive human resources development programme
for East Asia
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Establish poverty alleviation programmes

Take concerted steps to provide access to primary health care for the
people

Strengthen mechanisms for cooperation on non-traditional security
issues

Work together with cultural and educational institutions to promote a
strong sense of identity and an East Asian consciousness

Promote networking and exchanges of experts in the conservation of
the arts, artefacts and cultural heritage of East Asian countries

Promote East Asian studies in the region

Medium and long term

Form an East Asian free trade area

Promote investment by small and medium-sized enterprises

Establish an East Asia investment area by expanding the ASEAN
Investment Area

Establish a regional financing facility

Pursue a more closely coordinated regional exchange rate mechanism

Pursue the evolution of the ASEAN+3 summit into an East Asian
summit

Promote closer regional marine environmental cooperation for the
entire region

Build a framework for energy policies, strategies and action plans

Work closely with NGOs in policy consultation and coordination to
encourage civic participation and state-civil society partnerships in
tackling social problems
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A key short-term measure was to “build a network of East Asian
think-tanks”, as they

can bridge between the academic community and political decision-makers.
Think-tanks can give early warning to governments and civic social groups be-
fore the problems become serious. Focusing on analysis of important issues,
they can concentrate on new political, economic, and societal trends that will
be potential problems in the near future, and they are able to detect new prob-
lems in advance. In addition, think-tanks can come up with measures and policy
alternatives to solve new problems to help decision-makers find appropriate
solutions. Furthermore, think-tanks can function as opinion leaders by foster-
ing favourable environments for decision-makers to adopt new policies to
address problems because they are able to provide the public with in-depth
studies on new policies and benefits to be produced by implementing such pol-
icies. Expanding globalization and deepening interdependence among East
Asian countries have necessitated think-tanks in the region to establish a net-
work to carry out their tasks more effectively because it becomes more and
more difficult for a country to solve new problems without cooperation from
other countries.

It will be relatively easy to establish a network of East Asian think-tanks be-
cause ASEAN has experience in building the ASEAN ISIS and extending it
through its network of institutions in Northeast Asian countries. Once a net-
work of East Asian think-tanks is established, the network will make a great
contribution to promoting political cooperation and deepening cooperative re-
lationships among East Asian countries.

The masses, as seen from the limited references to civil society, were at
first largely left out from the élite intergovernmental process, although
the élites hoped eventually to be able to reach to them and incorporate
them into the process. Many medium- to long-term measures are also
geared towards government-business collaboration. The rest of civil soci-
ety would later be brought into the process, as seen in the last of the
medium- to long-term recommendations: “work closely with NGOs in
policy consultation and coordination to encourage civic participation and
state-civil society partnerships in tackling social problems”.

Another of the 17 concrete short-term measures advanced by the
EAVG and taken up by the EASG was to establish the East Asian
Forum (EAF). Exactly, the proposal was to “Establish an EAF consist-
ing of the region’s governmental and non-governmental representatives
from various sectors, with the aim to serve as an institutional mechanism
for broad-based social exchanges and, ultimately, regional cooperation.”
The EAF would consist of “‘representatives from government, business,
and academic circles”, and ““will be modelled as a Track II process with
a view to encouraging dialogue and interaction, developing networking,
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and promoting an exchange of views and generation of ideas in the
region”’.

The outputs of the EAVG reflected the short biographies of its
members, available at the end of the report. Most had been working
in the main policy research centres in their own countries. Direct busi-
ness input was relatively limited, although it is possible that some of
the members had stronger business affiliations than those declared. And
broader civil society seemed to be underrepresented, for only the Malay-
sian representative declared having been involved in a non-governmental
organization.

The rising competition between think-tanks is particularly noticeable
in South Korea. Fifty-nine government research institutes with 18,000 re-
searchers were to be rationalized into five at the end of 1998, and placed
under the control of the prime minister (Korea Times, 1998). In the end
the plan was only partially implemented and nowadays about a score of
governmental research institutes remain active, but a few more indepen-
dent ones have appeared around business conglomerates and in aca-
demic institutions.

As South Korea has for long felt pressured to be a balancer between its
larger neighbours, it took from the recommendations of the East Asia Vi-
sion and Study Groups the responsibility of managing the East Asian Fo-
rum. Seoul’s Yonsei University, one of the promoters of the forum, has
also created the North-East Asian Network (www.NEAN.org) for young
people to explore common solutions to common problems more freely.
Moreover, current President Roh Moo-Hyun has established the Presi-
dential Committee on a Northeast Asian Cooperation Initiative (www.
nabh.go.kr) to set up strategic directions (Geung, 2005). If better coordi-
nated with the policy intellectuals of China and Japan, NACI could even-
tually grow alongside young think-tanks and Track-2 initiatives to cata-
lyse a subregional coordination office for the earlier East Asia Vision
and Study Groups.

Japan still in the leading role

In the late nineteenth century the Kyoto school of Eastern philosophy ar-
gued that Japan should not fully embrace Western liberalism but should
aim to be a leader in Asia by helping develop it. Japan’s military found
inspiration in such ideas, but twisted them, as military conquest is very
different from the concept of leadership by example commonly accepted
in other parts of the world.

Current East Asian regionalism is intellectually driven by a different
kind of policy experts who, at least in Japan, link to a more democratic
and stable policy process. Much of Japan’s consensus towards a multi-
level policy that accommodates a rising East Asia is first reached in the
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growing number of research centres and discussion committees of various
kinds formed at all levels. Japan’s ministerial bureaucracy has led that
process, and in the 1990s became somewhat more fluid (Tanaka, 2000).
The prime minister is chosen by the leaders of the dominant factions
in the ruling LDP party, which also oversee the creation of his cabinet.
The prime minister’s cabinet, collectively answerable to the Diet, signs
what has been agreed by vice-ministers, who in turn sign what has al-
ready been worked out in the relevant ministries. In an effort to secure
wide acceptance for their policies, ministries have often used all kinds of
expert councils and think-tanks to get ideas and disseminate the final
bureaucratic output. But Koizumi’s cabinet, operating in a context of
bureaucratic reform, tried in the new century to increase its influence in
a similar way. The prime minister’s cabinet research section has started
to promote more efficient policy-oriented consultative research groups
bringing officials and external experts in contact. Its best example so far
may have been the taskforce for Japan’s foreign policy, which comprised
mainly Japanese, US and Asian experts although also including experts
on Europe.

Japan still uses the multilateral route to advance regional ideas. It pays
almost 20 per cent of the UN budget, and has hosted since the mid-1970s
the publisher of this book, the United Nations University (www.UNU.
edu), which coordinates over a dozen centres and programmes around
the world. The UNU?’s overall output is not comparable to the large uni-
versities in most economically advanced countries, but it tries to catalyse
them to collaborate in novel ways. For instance, the UNU Asia Pacific
Initiative has recently been created to support the development of a
new-media studio to promote online multimedia broadcasting at the
UNU, expecting to function as a regional node in a networked virtual or-
ganization composed of partner universities, research institutions, NGOs
and businesses. Within the World Bank the Japanese government keeps
arguing in favour of Asian modes of development. In 1991 Japan fi-
nanced the World Bank’s East Asian Miracle report, which caused much
controversy and was generally dismissed later in the decade in the wake
of the financial crisis (World Bank, 1993). Nevertheless, since 2001 the
government of Japan has sponsored a new round of reports similarly ar-
guing the inherent good potential of a mixed public-private system of
economic governance for growth, albeit in need of some revisions in the
financial, corporate, judicial and social areas to become more innovative
(Yusuf and Evenett, 2002). In other words, the East Asian model has
been adapted to the European continental model of balancing economic
liberalization with social concerns.

Meanwhile, Japan’s private-led intellectual centres specializing in for-
eign policy have begun promoting a vision of a stronger East Asia within
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a multi-level context. For instance, the Japan Center for International
Exchange (www.JCIE.or.jp), created in the late 1960s to promote ex-
changes with the United States, has grown to incorporate a variety of
multi-level intellectual and civil society activities that increasingly focus
on the Asian region. This centre is familiar with the key Asian intellec-
tual resources as it has surveyed all major research institutes, NGOs and
foundations in the region (Yamamoto, 1995), and tries to keep track of
the recently exponentially growing number of dialogue and research ac-
tivities helping advance the idea of an East Asian community. Moreover,
the JCIE is also the secretariat for the Pacific Asia group of the Trilateral
Commission, and advances Track-2 research initiatives with North Amer-
ica, Western Europe and beyond.

Catering more to the increasing domestic supply of policy-oriented
think-tanks is the Japan Forum on International Relations (www.JFIR.
or.jp). Created in 1987 by former diplomat Saburo Okita and known for
its interest in regional issues, the forum is rather small but has developed
a unique élite-democratic system of producing policy recommendations
(PRs) that require approval by a majority of its about 100 Policy Council
members. Since the first PR in 1988, largely focused on Asia’s newly
industrialized countries, several others have increasingly focused on the
promotion of regionalism: PR11 of 1994 titled “The Future of Regional-
ism and Japan’’; PR19 of May 2000 titled “Economic Globalization and
Options for Asia”’; PR22 of December 2002 titled “Building a System of
Security and Cooperation in East Asia”, which exhorted in 15 points for
Japan to aim to lead in the long term an open regional core within a
broader, multi-level environment dealing with multiple issues (it was ap-
proved basically unanimously); and PR23 of May 2003 titled “Japan’s
Initiative for Economic Community in East Asia”, which specified 15
recommendations that included the creation in the short term of an
economic community, in the medium term a customs union and, in the
longer term, a common currency (it was approved by 72 non-drafting
members of the council). Complementing the PRs are occasional project
reports, like the one titled “Japan in Asia: What Should We Do? — Asia
as a Political System”, and outreach activities like the Global Forum of
Japan; since its start in 1996 this has been shifting its focus from quadran-
gular partners (Europe and North America) to neighbouring countries in
Asia-Pacific, sometimes in collaboration with the ASEAN Institute of
Strategic and International Studies.

The forum has also taken the lead in creating a platform to coordinate
the many rather small but competitive think-tanks, mostly linked to fac-
tions within ministries or companies, generally paying increasing atten-
tion to Japan’s role in the East Asia region. The Council on East Asian
Community (www.CEAC.jp) was inaugurated in Japan in May 2004, trig-



116 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

gered by the launching the previous year of the Network of East Asian
Think-tanks in Beijing and the East Asia Forum in Seoul. It is an intel-
lectual platform balancing business, government and academic inputs.
The membership of CEAC consists of think-tank members (usually
retired bureaucrats), individual members and corporate members under
the chairmanship of former Prime Minister Yasuhiro Nakasone and the
presidency of Ken’ichi Ito, former bureaucrat in the Foreign Ministry.
The basic management policy of the council is directed by a caucus com-
prising its president and vice-presidents. The plenary meeting, which is
attended by the members of CEAC, conducts policy debate among its
members and produces policy recommendations as occasion demands.
And in an effort to lead a transparent East Asian intellectual community
the council maintains links with the rest of the world in various ways, the
litmus test being China.

China’s search for valuable advice

As the People’s Republic was born in 1949, the Chinese People’s Insti-
tute of Foreign Affairs (www.CPIFA.org) was founded to promote élite
people-to-people diplomacy, but most international contacts and much
intellectual capability were obliterated during the Cultural Revolution.
Only since the late 1970s have party leaders allowed a slow rebirth of
policy research centres (for a general description of the research centres
feeding policy analysis to the party élite, see the first five articles in the
September 2002 issue of China Quarterly devoted to think-tanks). In the
newest, post-Tiananmen, generation of research sections and affiliated
institutes of party organs analysing international issues there is even
competition. The influence of the Central Committee’s China Institute
of Contemporary International Relations (www.CICIR.ac.cn) is decreas-
ing relative to the Foreign Ministry’s China Institute of International
Studies (www.CIIS.org.cn). Meanwhile, the Chinese Academy of Social
Sciences (www.CASS.net.cn), the main semi-independent establishment
specializing in longer-term views for the party, has been particularly in-
fluential in promoting the enthusiastic participation of China in the East
Asia process. But the Shanghai Academy of Social Sciences (www.SASS.
org.cn) and the Shanghai Institute of International Studies (www.SIIS.
org.cn) are also following similar wavelengths (they helped intellectually
to concoct the Shanghai Cooperation Organization), especially since they
were highly considered by Jiang Zemin, a former Chinese premier with
strong ties to that booming East Asian city. Moreover, Jiang used think-
tanks to develop a complex intellectual doctrine to broaden the party’s
policy process to the “Three Represents” — business people and bankers
(both competitively and globally minded), and large owners, often party
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members at the regional level; China’s Renmin University hosts a re-
search centre which advances that line of thinking.

China gradually continued to open up intellectually and politically, cre-
ating its own competitive model (but partially drawing from its regional
neighbours), as the fourth generation of party leaders appointed in 2002
had unprecedented academic credentials (Brodsgaard, 2002).

Nowadays the rapidly growing China Foreign Affairs University (www.
CFAU.edu.cn), funded by the Chinese Ministry of Foreign Affairs, wants
to be the key hub of East Asian intellectual diplomacy. It coordinates the
Network of East Asian Think-tanks, one of the recommendations of the
EAVG and EASG originally proposed by South Korea.

Building networks of East Asian think-tanks

Following the ninth near-term recommendation of the EASG, the Net-
work of East Asian Think-tanks (www.NEAT.org.cn) was set up. The
network has been handled by the Chinese government: it held its first
annual meeting in September 2003 hosted by the Asia-Pacific Research
Institute of the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences, but later the China
Foreign Affairs University took over its general coordination. Professor
Zhang Yunling, the host of the first NEAT conference, summarized the
consensus among many recommendations, all posted on the website.

Concerning the formation and work of Network of East Asian Think-tanks,
some consensus was reached among country coordinators through the working
meeting: Formal name, website, annual periodicity, openness to all think-tanks
and their scholars as institutional members and individual members in 10+3
countries. By a think-tank, it should be real policy oriented research institution
and to be a member of NEAT, scholars should do their research mainly on pol-
icy issues relating to East Asian cooperation. Each country designates, with the
support from the respective government, one leading institution as a country
coordinator responsible for developing the country think-tanks network, devel-
oping NEAT members, coordinating and organizing research projects, meet-
ings independently or projected by NEAT relating to East Asian cooperation
issues. NEAT will be a track 2 of East Asian cooperation process. It will assign
its representative to participate track 1 meeting and make recommendations to
senior officials meeting (SOM), ministers meeting and leaders meeting directly.
It is requested that NEAT recommendation should be included into the agenda
of above meetings. NEAT is led by the General Coordinator in cooperation
with the country coordinators. The general coordinator is the representative
of NEAT and is responsible for coordinating the work of country network
through country coordinator and developing the relations with outside think-
tanks, as well as international organizations. The coordinating office of NEAT
is allocated in Beijing, China. NEAT should get full support from East Asian
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governments. While it receives financial support from the government, it also
welcomes the support and contribution from private sector, foundations and
individuals. A website for NEAT (www.neat.org.cn) is going to be set up and
registered in China.

NEAT’s yearly meetings, which are held alternatively in North-East
and South-East Asia, have become increasingly structured and produc-
tive. In the second meeting that took place in August 2004 in Bangkok’s
Thammasat University, six working groups were established and spon-
sored by various countries:

e overall architecture of community-building in East Asia (sponsored by

Japan)

e concepts, ideas and empowering guidelines for East Asia (sponsored
by Malaysia)

East Asian investment cooperation (sponsored by China)

East Asian financial cooperation (sponsored by China)

energy security cooperation (sponsored by Singapore)

promoting economic integration in East Asia through resolving new
global imbalances (sponsored by Japan).

At the third meeting, hosted in August 2005 by the Japan Institute of
International Relations, the first set of proposals were presented and
discussed, hoping eventually to be accepted by forthcoming political sum-
mits. Just before that meeting, Japan’s Council on East Asian Com-
munity forcefully presented a summary report with many revolutionary
ideas to help lead the process (CEAC, 2005). Without ambiguity, Japan
should aim to achieve peace, prosperity and progress through openness,
transparency and inclusion. Japan would promote a broad range of useful
functional cooperations to help develop soft East Asian identities among
people. It hoped to promote through a mixture of bilateral and regional
mechanisms more open trade (including agriculture) and investment, and
would show a concern for monetary and financial stability, which would
require a strengthening and opening of its own financial sector, all to ac-
complish in steps a true East Asian economic community. But Japan
would not forget social concerns and would foster regional trust through
functional cooperation in energy and environment, maritime security and
infectious diseases. It would also promote longer-term cultural, research
and education issues that include accepting more human resources from
the region. To manage the whole process, Japan would continue arguing
that ASEAN should remain at the driving seat of yearly ASEAN+3
summits, as well as more infrequent East Asia summits including other
countries, but the ASEAN secretariat should be enhanced and a flexible
framework established to allow observers and associate countries to par-
ticipate, case by case, in functional meetings. At the same time, the re-
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port requests the Japanese cabinet to create regular East Asian policy
meetings with all concerned ministries jointly to sustain Japan’s regional
vision. Many of those recommendations would be very difficult to achieve
for a long time, but they overall signal that the time for decisive action in
a global environment has come.

The fourth NEAT country coordinators’ meeting, held in Kuala Lum-
pur in December 2005 in preparation for the fourth annual conference in
August 2006, proposed a new working group structure, in which “‘con-
cepts, ideas and empowering guidelines’ disappeared and the five work-
ing groups on economic and energy issues basically remained unchanged
but complemented by a new one on “‘intraregional exchange rate stability
and prevention of financial crisis in EAST Asia”, to be steered by Japan,
and two new groups to be managed by new countries: “IT cooperation in
East Asia” by Korea, and an “international conference between NEAT
and other regional groupings” by Thailand. During the fourth annual
conference, the fifth NEAT country coordinators’ meeting approved re-
ports from most of the working groups.

NEAT is possibly the Track-2 closest to the ASEAN+3 process, but
certainly not the only one, as Japan and ASEAN want to make sure that
their input is heard. Thus a new wave of research think-tank networks
has been developing to advance towards a more plural policy intellectual
space in East Asia.

After the financial crisis of 1997, Tokyo campaigned for an Asia Mon-
etary Fund to complement the role of the IMF. The United States and
other countries did not accept the proposal, but Japan now hosts the
IMF’s regional office for Asia and the Pacific to monitor regional devel-
opments and assess progress and issues in regional integration and coop-
eration.

Japan then created the Global Development Network Japan as part of
the World Bank’s Global Development Network. It is composed of
16 research centres close to the most relevant ministries and coordinated
by a common publications database (www.GDN-japan.jbic.go.jp). The
network complements the East Asian Development Network (www.
EADN.org), which brings together nowadays 32 members from the rest
of the East Asian community (plus Fiji and Hong Kong), with Singa-
pore’s Institute of South-East Asian Studies serving as the first regional
coordinator before it moved in 2004 to Thailand’s Development Re-
search Institute.

Moreover, Japan is following the example of the World Bank and
established in December 1997 the Asian Development Bank Institute
(www.ADBIl.org) to help turn the ADB into a knowledge bank. The in-
stitute is located in Tokyo and was first headed by one of Japan’s two
members of the East Asia Vision Group. Among the institute’s strategic
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initiatives is the design of intermediate financial market structures in
post-crisis Asia. One actual way was through the Asian Policy Forum,
whose third set of policy proposals focused on the sequencing of China’s
financial market liberalization. Its seven points recommended a series of
domestic reforms as well as the promotion of a managed, semi-open ex-
change rate system. Moreover, the ASEAN secretariat and the ADB in-
creasingly call on ASEAN+3 research think-tank groups to provide anal-
ysis and ideas on economic cooperation.

Meanwhile, ASEAN think-tanks have become even more active. For
instance, the Singapore Institute of Defence and Strategic Studies pre-
sented in November 2005 a report with 30 recommendations for the
East Asian summit (See and Emmers, 2005): It should aim to build confi-
dence and comfort in addressing broad strategic themes, including secu-
rity, in frank and constructive dialogue. It should aim at having useful
management practices (a flexible chair for the East Asia summit, a lean
secretariat, senior officials’ meetings and intersessional support groups
and meetings and stronger links with Track-2 and Track-3 actors). It
should be based in functional cooperation; in the short term address-
ing terrorism, piracy and maritime security and health security, but in
the longer term focusing on economics, energy, human security, transna-
tional crimes and weapons of mass destruction issues. More importantly
for global multi-level governance, the East Asian summit should be com-
plementary to existing mechanisms like ASEAN+3, the ARF and APEC.

Weaving tripartite cooperation

One may also notice thickening Track-2 developments in North-East
Asia to deal with a growing number of issues. After the Canadian gov-
ernment funded some conferences in 1991-1992, the Institute on Global
Conflict and Cooperation of the University of California, San Diego,
started in 1993 the North-East Asia Cooperation Dialogue between
China, Japan, both Koreas, Russia and the United States, which has
been peacefully wiring (www.WiredForPeace.org) the participants in the
yearly conferences to discuss many delicate issues of bilateral and re-
gional concern, and paving the way to the current multilateral six-party
talks to tackle the desperate North Korean attitude.

But one of the first tripartite agreements among the leaders of North-
East Asia was to create a new batch of North-East Asian young intellec-
tuals who would focus on the potential of future collaboration, implicitly
giving the message that they realize they need to get out of their current
political impasse but are not sure of the best way to proceed. Young
leaders from government, business, academia, media and people’s orga-
nizations, building on the experience of the first ASEAN+3 Young
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Leaders Forum in 2000 in Brunei, have been meeting in the Japan-China-
Republic of Korea Future Leaders Forum, designed since 2002 as an
annual forum for the exchange of opinions in seminars and symposia,
as well as field trips and visits to schools and government offices in all
three countries. This forum is co-organized by the Japan Foundation, the
Korea Foundation and the All-China Youth Federation, key government
organizations in promoting international cultural exchange.

Towards a global multi-level policy intellectual space

The end of the Cold War has allowed much of the world to explore new
collaborative dynamics in which extreme left-right cleavages are giving
way to a constructive plurality of cleavages tempered in a multi-level
fashion. As this chapter has argued, distorted visions of clashing civiliza-
tions are not shared by a majority of global policy advisers in Europe and
East Asia — who, on the contrary, see that civilizations are complex hu-
man constructions capable of bridging their diversities. The tradition
of private-led supranational policy advisers sustaining ideas of economic
liberalization and democratic governance has been broadening beyond
earlier transatlantic links into a rising multi-level Asia aiming to form an
East Asian community based on functional competition, somewhat re-
sembling the European project that was sanctioned by many politicians
and advisers in the United States during the Cold War years. Europe
and East Asia are now in a position to link further their relevant advisers
able to catalyse a broader, responsible, global multi-level civil society.

Strengthening the enlarged ASEM process

As a start, the revitalized ASEM process offers an excellent platform for
a multiplicity of relevant advisers to cooperate. The Council of Asia-
Europe Cooperation, having included Australia, is not in a position to
be recognized as a preferred Track-2 platform in an ASEM process that
has not enlarged to Oceania. Yet its last taskforce reports, dating from
2004, offered valuable advice for the plethora of international think-tanks
and cooperative networks in European and East Asian countries and re-
gions. They should further help Asia and Europe enhance global gover-
nance, reform multilateralism, raise awareness in the United States of
the increasing role of Europe and East Asia and address global issues re-
lating to security, energy and environment. The enhanced financial struc-
ture of the Asia-Europe Foundation will soon allow it to further more
elements of civil society and make politicians and business and people’s
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leaders from more countries able to learn from each other. But perhaps
what is needed is an ASEM multi-level vision group to reassess the evo-
lution of its recommendations according to multi-level developments.

Catalysing practical intellectuals in developing areas
around the world

To increase global safety and prosperity, Europe and East Asia could
best engage the rest of the world in a multi-level fashion, through inter-
regional dialogues and reaching to multilateral organizations so they be-
come more effective multi-level dynamic platforms for the growth of pub-
lic and private intellectual groups around the world.

The EU’s soft external relations with other regional processes usually
include policy dialogues as complements to the growing advisory links
that its member states are constructing with much of the world. Given
the relative successes in APEC and ASEM, East Asian countries are
increasingly active in using this type of semi-public diplomacy in their
broader set of interregional processes. The fourth NEAT country coordi-
nators’ meeting proposed a working group to advance an “international
conference between NEAT and other regional groupings”. Although the
results of that intellectual convergence may take some time to produce
visible results, East Asia is already exploring intellectual links with devel-
oping parts of the world.

In the Forum for East Asia-Latin America Cooperation (FEALAC/
FOCALAE), experts on both sides of the Pacific soon began providing
policy advice not only to promote trade openness but also to look for
closer, broader types of interregional collaboration. And so the Chilean
Pacific Foundation (www.FunPacifico.cl) and its main patron, the Chilean
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, hosted in October 2000 a first academic sem-
inar. Moreover, the first ministerial agreed to have increasing inputs from
think-tanks, and a first symposium for intellectuals from East Asia and
Latin America was held in Tokyo in February 2002.

Meanwhile, the Asian Cooperation Dialogue (ACD) began as a top-
down intergovernmental process with very little input from independent
intellectuals, and those few who aired an opinion in Thailand were criti-
cal of the whole exercise (Matichon in Thai, 23 June 2002). At first there
was only “‘a preliminary study on potential areas of Asia-wide coopera-
tion”, produced entirely by the International Studies Centre of the Thai
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, raising issues of physical linkages, people/
human linkages and cooperation and economic linkages and cooperation,
but it did not elaborate much on how to achieve these successfully. Yet
the ACD also soon began to rely on policy intellectuals to grow. Thai-
land compiled a list of academic institutions, development networks and
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research groups in ACD countries to serve as an academic arm of the
ACD. In June 2004, the day before the third ACD foreign ministers’
meeting, the Saranrom Institute of Foreign Affairs, in cooperation
with the Boao Forum for Asia and NEAT, co-organized the first ACD
high-level seminar on Asian cooperation and development. China
had been promoting the business-oriented Boao Forum for Asia (www.
BoaoForum.org), that has met since 2001 on the Chinese island of
Hainan, as a Track-2 business exercise that has become intertwined with
both the ACD and the East Asia community. Its 2004 annual conference
included an informal meeting for heads of Asia’s regional and subre-
gional organizations. And in December 2004 Thailand hosted the first
ACD think-tanks symposium, under the theme of “Towards Asian Dyna-
mism: The Potentials of the Asia Cooperation Dialogue”. The event was
attended by 36 participants, including those from the ACD listed think-
tanks. Exchanges of views were made on various issues, such as energy
cooperation, biotechnology, economic and financial cooperation in Asia
and human resource development. The symposium proposed action in
two areas, namely the creation of an ‘“energy security community” to
promote cooperation between energy-supplying and energy-consuming
countries in the region, and the establishment of an ACD human re-
source development centre.

Another potentially useful advisory venue to reach into the “Great
Balkans” is the first Asia-Middle East Dialogue (www.AMED.sg), which
more than a political summit was actually a mega-epistemic exercise, as
all kinds of political actors and experts came in 2005 to Singapore from
about 50 countries to discuss in a private capacity how to create synergies
and solve common problems.

Meanwhile, the generally forgotten African development pleas need
much more attention than is coming now even from East Asian policy in-
tellectuals. To enhance the New Partnership for Africa’s Development
through the Tokyo International Conference on African Development
process, the African diplomatic corps based in Tokyo and the United
Nations University decided to launch the Africa-Japan-Asia Centre for
Economic, Trade and Cultural Exchanges in Tokyo to ‘‘contribute to
furthering African awareness within Japan and the Asian community,
particularly within the business community” (United Nations University,
2003). The many sorrows of Africa demand all the help the world can
provide to help Africans develop their great potential.

Fresh ideas to transform international organizations

The UN system of international organizations in particular should im-
prove its global multi-level reach to synthesize the useful advice of global
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civil society. Policy advice coming from special ad hoc advisory commis-
sions and panels has produced so far uneven results because of, inter alia,
the variegated nature of issues they deal with, the political bargains de-
ciding their expert composition, the sometimes unfocused output pre-
sented and the changing mood of receiving countries (Thakur, Cooper
and English, 2005). But among the 100 recommendations for change the
United Nations presented in the 2004 report by the High-Level Panel
on Threats, Challenges and Change was the proposal to increase cooper-
ation with regional organizations and processes for soft security issues
like conflict prevention, peacekeeping, peace enforcement and peace-
building (Graham and Felicio, 2006). In addition, the Alliance of Civili-
zations (www.unAOC.org) initiative launched by the United Nations in
2005 reflects a potentially useful multi-level consultative precedent, as it
is being led by a high-level group of about 20 eminent persons chosen
from 11 regions (West Europe, East Europe, North Africa, West Africa,
Southern Africa, Middle East, South Asia, South-East Asia, North-East
Asia, Latin America, North America) who will be cooperating with simi-
lar initiatives and draw on work accomplished or under way in other
forums.

But much more could be done to transform the United Nations away
from being a travelling circus with a report-churning malaise into a flexi-
ble, global multi-level advisory platform. It could better coordinate with
the World Bank’s Global Development Network (www.GND.org), al-
ready based on regions and countries, to help refocus the Bank into a
knowledge-brokering institution. Further, it could try to have regional
advisers in the G7/8. And instead of following the repeated suggestions
of creating an East Asian version of the OECD to monitor its functional
regional developments, ECOSOC could decentralize much of its work to
a transformed OECD in which regional processes are accommodated in
stages while their country members are assessed for full membership.

In addition, the United Nations could envision better multi-level-
fashion coordination with relevant global civil society. Although thou-
sands of NGOs have UN consultative status, their input has in the past
been very limited for a number of reasons, including the lack of rigour
of some of them. But in the future some global Track-2 and Track-3 pro-
cesses could be better incorporated into the UN system as a consultative
platform on which their voices are transparently presented to Track-1 po-
litical leaders. This could start with the most prominent Track 1.5 gather-
ings, such as the Trilateral Commission, which is now divided into three
largely autonomous regional groups (North America, Europe and Pacific
Asia), and the World Economic Forum, which is increasingly gravitating
away from the Atlantic and into East Asia, where it is often cited as a
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model for business-led advisory processes like China’s Boao Forum for
Asia or South Korea’s World Knowledge Forum (www.wkforum.org).

But, like countries’ parliaments, the United Nations cannot forget
to accommodate the more critical global multi-level platforms that are
backed by many millions of people. Thus the United Nations should
better explore profiting from the ideas coming from the increasingly
structured World Social Forum (www.ForumSocialMundial.org.br). The
international committee of the yearly World Social Forum and the Brazil
organizing committee (2001 founding host) decided that from 2002 on-
wards there would be regional, continental and thematic forums across
the globe to catalyse social energies better where most needed. Thus the
World Social Forum poly-nodal decentralization notably started with
the Asian Social Forum that took place in Hyderabad (India), which
helped prepare for the 2004 World Social Forum held in Mumbai, India’s
economic capital. Since then a growing list of activities are taking place in
more places around the world where critical NGOs are allowed, includ-
ing in many parts of East Asia.

Europe and East Asia can help clear the US world vision

Finally, the US “intelligentsia’ should now be further engaged by having
the correct picture of friendly regional developments in Europe and East
Asia as well as the possibilities of dynamic global multi-level governance.

Since the end of the Cold War, not many policy intellectuals in the
United States have been trying coolly to understand and accommodate a
new world order in which regions have a greater role to play. One could
even argue that within the foreign policy élite some had long been pre-
paring the intellectual basis for longer-term multi-level geo-strategic con-
tainment. Indeed, the Council of Foreign Affairs journal Foreign Affairs
published the “‘clash of civilizations’ hypothesis by Samuel Huntington
(1993), which in essence proposed a very creative interpretation of
the recent evolution of world politics in which the transatlantic (mainly)
Christian West is united (many critics read he meant under US leader-
ship) to face potential conflicts with other world civilizations based on re-
ligion, thus separating Shinto Japan from Confucian China, Korea and
Viet Nam, Buddhist South-East Asia, Tibet and Mongolia, the Islamic
group from West Africa to Indonesia, the Hindu subcontinent, Catholic
Latin America, Orthodox Eastern Europe and Russia and sub-Saharan
African mixed animism. With what could be considered an unusually bla-
tant lack of impartiality, online visitors to the Foreign Affairs website
were for years constantly reminded that new online subscribers would
get for free this so-called “prescient essay”’, ““the X article of the post-
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Cold War World”. Somewhat departing from those ideas, Brzezinski
(1997) proposed a global strategy for the United States to maintain its
dominant security position over a Eurasian chessboard of cultural re-
gions. He argued in favour of the United States managing the mainly eth-
nic conflicts and relationships in Europe, Asia (where the rise of China is
just a potential regional issue) and the Middle East so that no rival super-
power could arise to threaten US interests and well-being. Despite this
ominous argument, he also claimed that the United States is the first and
last comprehensive superpower of the world system, and hoped that, like
Europe and much of East Asia, eventually other parts of the world would
be brought in line with the US system to help achieve global governance.

During the first Bush administration there were strong intellectual
pressures to consolidate a new type of unilateral global foreign policy in
favour of intervention and pre-emptive military attacks against selected
states (first seen in Afghanistan and Iraq, but the pressure keeps mount-
ing in the region), and general containment of any possible alliance of
external and internal factors that may be evilly working against the US
self-declared benevolent designs. Thus the National Security Council
was reinvigorated and complemented by the Homeland Security Council,
while the National Economic Council fell into disarray as its prominent
economists resigned in protest against Bush’s ways of handling the coun-
try’s mounting economic problems. Much of that recent unilateral pre-
emptive geopolitical doctrine was credited to a few ‘‘neo-conservative”
officials and advisers allying with supremacists in the Department of De-
fense (Drew, 2003). These ideas were forged in previous Republican ad-
ministrations and in Republican think-tanks and ideological platforms
like the New American Century (www.NewAmericanCentury.org), and
sometimes aired in the supposedly still impartial Council on Foreign Re-
lations. Once in power, these ideas were crystallized through the Depart-
ment of Defense’s Policy Board, composed of respected former govern-
ment officials, retired military officers and academics all ““‘conspiring” to
expand its original strategic defence scope to influence shorter-term over-
all US policy.

But the wonder of the US foreign policy process is that it can become
once more pluralistic and self-critical despite short-term political ma-
noeuvres to monopolize influential advice. Huntington (1999), criticized
from many quarters, began after a few years to acknowledge a long-
term trend towards multipolarity, Later, Brzezinski (2004) also argued
that the United States needed a better master-plan for world advance-
ment that brings in its friends to exact change in the fragmented Central
Asia and Middle East, the only really worrying areas for world peace.
Even some of the strongest critics of US foreign policy, like Chalmers
Johnson, Noam Chomsky and others gathering in the American Empire
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Project (www.AmericanEmpireProject.com), who were at first muffled,
nowadays have an increasing domestic resonance as more people ponder
in awe how developments in élitist US foreign policy may seriously ‘“‘blow
back’ and irremediably lose its valued leadership around the world, all
while negatively affecting the less fortunate people everywhere.

The accommodating actions towards Europe and East Asia of the sec-
ond Bush administration indicate that overall it is paying less attention
to civilizational cleavages and pre-emptive supremacist arguments,
and greater attention to alternative, middle-of-the road grand strategies
closer to the soft ones coming from, inter alia, Joseph Nye and Charles
Kupchan, influential academics with close relations to a more democratic
US government and a record of influential writing in, for instance, For-
eign Affairs. Nye (2002) argues that the United States should continue
promoting a more encompassing (with multilateral institutions), peaceful
and prosperous world system without unilaterally abusing on the military
front, as in the current global information age the United States is the
only superpower in military terms, but in economic terms faces strong
competition from Europe and Asia and in other issues faces many threats
from a number of transnational sources. Meanwhile, Kupchan (2002)
argues for the need for the United States to start constructing without
arrogance a prosperous multipolar world bound by open institutions and
norms; now it can do this relatively easily, in a way it may like, but it may
be harder and conflictual in the longer term. Regarding China, Kupchan
argued that it may require some constraining, ‘“‘But to assume that China
is already an adversary requiring rigid containment would be equally
unfounded — and likely would become a self-fulfilling prophecy.” It
is too early to tell, and the United States can afford to adopt a wait-and-
see attitude. Moreover, Washington should welcome regional integration
that promotes reconciliation and rapprochement, as the region will ulti-
mately need a self-sustaining order.

Even ‘“neocons” and new ‘‘realists” acknowledge the need for the
United States to be more accommodating. For example, Kagan (2002)
contrasts the militarist US (so powerful that it should be less arrogant
and pay more attention to the concerns of the rest of the world) and ide-
alist European (possible thanks to the United States) world views. And
Roy (2004), the first Eurasian to hold the Kissinger Chair of the Library
of Congress, argues that as all big powers (with the exception of US-
China relations) now maintain rather good terms with each other, the
most promising global scenario would arise if China should base its long-
term strategy on a McKinderian scenario of Eurasian strategic coordina-
tion, rather than follow the footsteps of the British Empire to hold on to
its acquired great-power position.

While transatlantic relations between North America and Europe are
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somewhat improving as high-level intellectual exchanges advise political
leaders (Council on Foreign Relations, 2004), the rise of the East Asia
community is not yet fully understood by the policy intellectual commu-
nities in the United States. Exceptionally, the influential US ‘‘futurolo-
gist” Rifkin (2004) argued that the communitarian but flexible European
socio-economic and political model is eclipsing the American dream of
unbridled individual capitalism, and that model is best being advanced
in East Asia. But others in the United States may not want to see such a
picture as they worry about the potential military capability of China and
its allies.

Nevertheless, the policy advisory community in the United States has
not yet reached a clear consensus on basic parameters in East Asia. The
Foreign Affairs journal did not prioritize East Asia after the Cold War,
and James Baker’s (1991) article calling for a US blueprint for a broader
Asia-Pacific architecture was the exception. During the Clinton years
there was not an overall policy, but patchwork policies. For instance,
when relations with Japan were loosening in the early 1990s, Joseph
Nye, prominent Harvard academic and former Democrat assistant secre-
tary of defense for international security affairs, teamed with Republi-
can Richard Armitage to lead a group that produced the bipartisan
“Armitage-Nye Report” to reaffirm the bilateral security alliance (Na-
tional Defense University, 2000). A leading group of Stanford-based
scholars proposed in 1996 to give the United States a coherent strategy
and a clear-cut set of policy priorities that would reverse the erosion in
power and prestige of the United States in East Asia, arguing in favour
of engaging China while adjusting security treaties with Japan and Korea
(Okimoto et al., 1996), but this never made it to the headlines. Mean-
while, single academic voices presented a variety of scenarios. For in-
stance, Hall (2002) argued that a more nationalistic Japan has easily
been able to delude the US policy intellectuals about its intentions to
lead Asia, first economically, which is happening in a de facto fashion,
and later more broadly. But Dittmer (2004) argued in favour of cautious
optimism in North-East Asian countries in their long march toward insti-
tutionalized regionalization, where it would be wise not to upset the ten-
sions of the regional balance of power, which perhaps may even be
resolved by informal production networks and economic integration.

The Council on Foreign Relations has nevertheless recently begun
printing bipartisan debates to help understand the prospects of regional
cooperation in East Asia. Abramowitz and Bosworth (2003) painted a
picture of a diminishing role of the United States in a rising Asia led by
China, although a war centred in the Korean peninsula could change ev-
erything. Meanwhile Gordon (2003) was more critical of current US pol-
icy that allows world trade regionalization at the expense of the WTO.
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And according to the former head of policy planning in the State Depart-
ment, and now head of the Council on Foreign Relations (Haass, 2004),
the United States must tackle the rise of China as the most important
medium- to long-term concern. Nevertheless, the editor of Foreign Af-
fairs (Hoge, 2004) highlighted the need to understand coolly and adjust
to the rise of Asia.

There are actually strong encouraging signs from policy advisers that
Washington may see the East Asian community developments as an op-
portunity to advance a global multi-level vision that does not seriously af-
fect its core values. As already mentioned, ASEAN-ISIS was catalysed in
the 1980s by transpacific conferences on security matters in which US in-
tellectuals hoped to help bring peace to the region, and the Institute on
Global Conflict and Cooperation of the University of California, San Di-
ego, started in 1993 the North-East Asia Cooperation Dialogue between
China, Japan, both Koreas, Russia and the United States, which has
paved the wave to the current multilateral six-party talks to tackle the
North Korean problem. Fukuyama (2005), a repented ‘“neocon”, has
even suggested that it may become a US-led organization, implicitly
acknowledging the need for regional solutions in North-East Asia. More-
over, one may think that APEC might be transformed into a new
platform for multi-issue cooperation in which the United States tried to
maintain some leadership role among the rise of East Asian cooperation
mechanisms. Key US policy intellectuals concerned with the region reor-
ganized in April 2003 into a higher-profile US Asia Pacific Council (www.
USAPC.org) with the support of the Department of State. This council
consolidated the US representation in the Pacific Basin Economic Coun-
cil and the Pacific Economic Cooperation Council. It is hosted by and ad-
ministered through the East West Center (www.EastWestCenter.org) in
Honolulu and Washington. And its honorary chairman is George Shultz,
former secretary of state and now fellow at Stanford’s most influential
Hoover Institution, while its chairman is Stapleton Roy, Clinton’s first
ambassador to China and currently managing director of Kissinger Asso-
ciates, the main geopolitical consulting firm through which the former na-
tional security adviser under Nixon and Ford maintains an active role in
the world’s political and governance advice, framed by his slightly soft-
ened version of realist geo-strategy that admonishes the United States to
be “implacable” if any power aims to take over the Asian continent (Kis-
singer, 2001).

To maintain the momentum towards a global multi-level governance
that engages the United States, an increasing advisory coordination be-
tween the European and East Asian intellectual projections will prove
crucial. Yet it should aim to promote healthy, competitive development
in other parts of the world. As the ASEM process was formed without
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becoming a counterbalancing force to the global military policies of the
United States, policy intellectuals from that country were not particularly
concerned with the details of the whole process (Bobrow, 1999). Al-
though Millot (2005) admonishes that nowadays the United States ‘“‘is
watching”, Europe and East Asia should make sure that more people in
the US policy advisory world are clearly seeing the very soft fluidity of
the ASEM process. As Brzezinski (2005) put it at Stanford University:

A European-Far Eastern connection or a European-China connection, which
some people are talking about, is likely to remedy a situation in which both
Asia and Europe conclude that the United States policies are disruptive, that
the United States in effect is isolating itself, and that they have to protect them-
selves against the likelihood of the ensuing chaos as a consequence of the fail-
ure of American leadership by collaborating more closely. However, that is
essentially a fail-safe policy, to be undertaken only in the face of a significant
failure by the United States.
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4

Global multi-level knowledge
economies

Uncertain economic globalization

The two previous chapters have analysed how global multi-level political
and advisory regimes are being formed largely through European and
East Asian leadership and the oversight of the United States. This chap-
ter focuses on “lower-level” or “‘bottom-up’’ governance concerned about
the large diversity of goods and services beyond war machinery that pub-
lic and private firms produce, trade, consume and invest under globaliz-
ing economic laws.

The current wave of economic globalization has also relied on the ex-
ternal projection of the United States. It used its unique position in the
wake of the Second World War to enact a new blueprint in much of the
non-communist world. It had for a time largely been successful in ensur-
ing the primacy of economics over politics or, in other words, it shifted
the development focus from redistribution to output growth in risky envi-
ronments. The United States did this in its own multi-level way. Through
bilateral pressure it exacted economic change in Germany and Japan,
and influenced many of its allies and friends. Through the Marshall Plan
(the European Recovery Programme managed by the Organization for
European Economic Cooperation), the United States induced European
countries to lift barriers to goods and capital to recover together as a
group. Globally, the United States used the Bretton Woods economic
multilateral organizations to liberalize economies increasingly so US-
based multinationals in all kinds of economic sectors could enter into
new markets.

Global multi-level governance: European and East Asian leadership, de Prado,
United Nations University Press, 2007, ISBN 978-92-808-1139-1
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Yet the US model had limits, so the mantra of an ever-more-liberal
economic order for capital, goods and services could not always convinc-
ingly be recited. While the International Monetary Fund (www.IMF.org)
and the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (www.
WorldBank.org) proceeded as planned and gradually added preroga-
tives, the plan for an International Trade Organization was scaled down
to a General Agreement on Trade and Tariffs (GATT) due to the oppo-
sition of the US Senate. As the United States relatively decreased its
mighty economic power while Germany, other European countries and
Japan recovered, its domestic lobbies demanded protection against for-
eign imports. Thus US policy began in the mid-1960s to show an incoher-
ence that led to occasional international instability (Katzenstein, 1978).

Yet the somewhat incoherent model survived and grew, with even
more explicit managed trade practices as part of a set of goals to ensure
that the United States remained an engaged but dominant actor in the
international system. Federal procurement encouraged technological
upgrades, and tax benefits encouraged exports. World trade continued
liberalizing through bilateral pressure from the OECD (www.OECD.
org), the successor of the organization managing the Marshall Plan, and
through several rounds of trade liberalization within GATT.

In the early 1990s, when the Cold War was basically over, the United
States temporarily shifted from geopolitics to geo-economics (let us recall
the fate of the National Economic Council) as it came into increasing
competition with European and Japanese economies first, and gradually
with some Asia tigers and China more confident of their new develop-
ment. After a transatlantic entente over agricultural products, the Uru-
guay Round concluded seven years of intergovernmental negotiations
when over 100 countries signed a series of international (finalized and
ongoing) trade agreements in goods, services and intellectual prop-
erty rights and agreed to the creation of the World Trade Organization
(www.WTO.org) to supersede the GATT regime. Since 1995 the WTO
has acted as administrator, supervisor, arbitrator, consultant and negotia-
tion forum for the issues under its many agreements broadly affecting
countries’ economic governance. It operates under the basic trade liber-
alization principles of most-favoured nation (same preferences to all
members) and national treatment (no discrimination between foreign
and domestic services) in all existing and future sectors and subsectors
that signatories may agree to liberalize. A key novelty has been the set-
ting up of a sophisticated legal redress mechanism for the sanctioning of
retaliatory measures in the case of uncorrected wrongdoing, an authority
that goes beyond the prerogatives of any other international economic
agency.

One of the WTO’s most important mechanisms for economic liberal-
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ization for the post-industrial world is the General Agreement on Trade
in Services (GATS). It divides services into 11 main sectors: business
(including professional services); communications (including telecommu-
nications and audio visual); construction and related engineering; distri-
bution; education; environment; financial; health and social; recreational,
cultural and sports; tourism and travel; and transport. There is a twelfth
category for “other” sectors. GATS explicitly excludes services supplied
in the exercise of governmental authority (article 1), which explains the
initially low overall commitments. But WTO members concluded within
GATS two more specific liberalization agreements: on communications
(mainly basic telephony, as many related value-added services had al-
ready been agreed upon; but not audio visual services), and financial
services, which would open more types of financial instruments to greater
world competition. GATS indirectly pressures liberalizing investment
regimes by dividing schedules into four modes of supply. Modes 1 and 2
refer to cross-border supply and consumption abroad (easy to liberalize
as they are hard for governments to control), while modes 3 and 4 refer
to commercial presence (closely related to foreign direct investment) and
the temporary presence of natural persons.

According to the data provided in the 2000 World Investment Report of
the UN Conference on Trade and Development (www.UNCTAD.org/
WIR), the surge of global cross-border foreign direct investment (FDI)
in the late 1990s was largely due to friendly mergers and, more often,
less friendly acquisitions of large firms in a small number of consolidating
manufacturing industries or liberalizing service industries within the de-
veloped world (UNCTAD, 2000). Annual FDI flows represented about
6 per cent of the world’s GDP, although total FDI stock was around 25
per cent of global GDP. Developed countries received almost 90 per
cent of FDI in 1995 (mainly the United States, Japan, the United King-
dom and Germany). Meanwhile, China was already taking about a third
of the share of developing countries, among which there is strong compe-
tition for relatively scarce and mobile financial capital, as other dynamic
Asian economies experienced during the years 1997-1999.

Automobiles, pharmaceuticals and chemicals, and food, beverages and tobacco
were the leading industries in the manufacturing sector in terms of worldwide
cross-border M&A activity in 1999. Most M&A in those industries were hori-
zontal, aiming at economies of scale, technological synergies, increasing market
power, eliminating excess capacity, or consolidating and streamlining innova-
tion strategies and R&D budgets. In most of the industries in which horizontal
M&A activity is strong, concentration ratios have intensified ... Telecommuni-
cations, energy and financial services were the leading industries in M&A activ-
ity in the services sector, largely as a result of recent deregulation and liber-



134 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

alization in these industries. In financial services, competitive pressures and
mounting information technology costs have given an added impetus to
M&As. (UNCTAD, 2000: xxi—xxii)

From the beginning of the WTO the United States and other trading
economies pushed for further investment liberalization. As it did not
find a consensus in the first WTO ministerial meeting in 1996 in Singa-
pore to advance the ambitious Multilateral Agreement on Investment,
the United States shifted to the OECD for preliminary negotiations
(Henderson, 1999). In essence, early proposals wanted a fully fledged,
binding international treaty encompassing a comprehensive, open-ended
definition of investment that included direct and portfolio investment,
real estate, intellectual property rights, rights under contract and rights
conferred by authorizations or permits. All phases of existing and future
investment would receive national treatment and most-favoured-nation
status. Reservations would be subject to ‘‘standstill”’, “‘rollback” and
“ratchet” provisions; and a “top-down” principle would be applied to a
general list. It would have a formal dispute settlement mechanism, appli-
cable to state-state and state-firms relations; and would tie all official ac-
tions of governments at all levels (federal and state in the United States,
regions in Europe, etc.), committing public actors to “‘upfront” liberaliza-
tion. More specifically, it would include privatization measures subject
to national treatment and most-favoured-nation provisions on the behav-
iour of public monopolies and state enterprises; disciplines on incentives;
and performance requirements more limited than trade-related invest-
ment measures. Further, it would give right of access and residence to
key foreign personnel. On top of all this it would address the questions
of extra-territoriality, regional economic integration organizations and
cultural industries. Later, environmental and labour standards were
added to the agenda.

Such a bold economic liberalization agenda naturally encountered
many obstacles, even among advanced economies. It did not lead to sub-
stantial convergence of minds within the OECD, as recurring transatlan-
tic disputes (including banana trade regimes, export tax credits and sub-
sidies to steel) were accentuated during the Bush administration. And the
lack of attention to labour and social issues catalysed international net-
works of activists, which at the WTO ministerial in Seattle in 1999 set
the tune for later confrontations at times of high-profile international
gatherings that forced economic leaders to become more reclusive and
reflective.

But the United States seems reluctant to lead a new world order, and
perhaps was trapped as it did not want to risk endangering its declared
multilateral goals. Noland (2000) summarized the three main themes and
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significant challenges in the US and world economies for the first half of
the new century. According to him, these were disputes over substantive
agendas, haggling over filling top leadership posts, and Asia’s possible
desire to go its own way and expand regional organizations in parallel
with, or in opposition to, the existing global order. These issues would
develop in the context of a probable slowing of the US economy, which
could contribute to a more conflictual trade environment than has existed
in the recent past.

Thus global economic governance has become the informal preroga-
tive of North America, Europe and East Asia, each group of countries
producing about 20 per cent of the world’s total economic production of
about 50 trillion euros in 2006. While some European colonies and US
allies had easily taken up capitalist economic systems, growing develop-
ing countries (Brazil, India, Mexico, Indonesia, Russia, Turkey) and es-
pecially small African, Asian and Pacific countries are still very far be-
hind in global economic production except for natural resources or a few
agricultural or industrial niches. Many of these countries would like to
benefit from economic globalization, but they feel aggrieved and there-
fore resist the pressure from advanced economies and increasingly form
alliances to indicate this.

The WTO only came close to meriting the name “world” in its name at
the fourth ministerial conference that met in secluded Doha (Qatar) in
2001. After 15 years of negotiations China and Taiwan were admitted as
members numbers 142 and 143, a score of candidates increased the pace
of entry negotiations, many developing members successfully began to be
increasingly vocal in presenting alternative views to those coming from
developed countries and selected NGOs were allowed to offer ideas to
bridge diverging economic and social objectives.

Although the WTO allows regional trade agreements if they open mar-
kets beyond the general WTO agreements, quarrelling member econo-
mies do not seem clear on how to tackle this growing issue. The 27 EU
member states, now much more than a regional trade agreement and
customs union, are represented by the European Commission. But the
WTO has received notification of hundreds of regional (actually, many
are bilateral) trade agreements under GATT article XXIV (Territorial
Application — Frontier Traffic — Customs Unions and Free-trade Areas),
and is aware of scores of additional ones not yet notified. Meanwhile
there is little understanding of the regionalization of services under
GATS article V (Economic Integration) and article V-bis (Labour Mar-
kets Integration Agreements). Indeed, the WTO Regional Trade Agree-
ments Committee, operational since 1995, has failed to complete its as-
sessments of whether trade agreements conform to controversial WTO
provisions. So the Doha Declaration of 2001 was aiming at ‘“‘clarifying
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and improving disciplines and procedures under the existing WTO provi-
sions applying to regional trade agreements. The negotiations shall take
into account the developmental aspects of regional trade agreements.”
As the wide disagreements on farming subsidies and other issues be-
tween transatlantic partners and many developing countries led in the
summer of 2006 to the suspension of the Doha Round negotiations, the
world now looks at economic alternatives to develop jointly.

The chapter will argue that Europe and East Asia are not advancing
regional solutions in opposition to the existing global economic order.
On the contrary, Europe and East Asia are showing much leadership
in promoting a global multi-level economic order that keeps the United
States engaged and increasingly attracts the attention of much of the
rest of the world. The chapter will focus in particular in the new economy
based on the information and communication sectors, which are among
the most liberalized of all in the WTO.

Effective global governance of info-communications

Scientists funded by public or private organizations in the United States,
Europe and Japan were behind most of the information and communi-
cation (info-communication) technologies of the past two centuries. As
they converge increasingly through the internet, these technologies have
been driving some of the most dramatic changes in global multi-level eco-
nomic governance behaviour. Last decade the MIT’s technology gurus
became extremely optimistic about how digital technologies would soon
transform the world (Negroponte, 1995; Dertouzos, 1997), and Harvard
political counterparts argued that the United States will long maintain a
global position of leadership (Nye and Owens, 1996; Nye and Keohane,
1998). Some of that optimism subsided as the high-risk, high-tech stock
exchange deflated around the turn of the century in New York, but the
huge military investment of the Bush government especially benefited
these strategic sectors.

Distinct info-communication technologies allow a variety of services.
Telephony technologies provide for instant one-to-one transmission of
human voice, which has to travel long distances bidirectionally along
switched circuits. Audio visual networks are based on the instant or
delayed unidirectional emission from one to many of large amounts of
sounds and images (broadcasting). Traditional computers process data
bits for on-site scientific calculations and word-processing. Newer com-
puter networks distribute packets of increasing types of information to a
growing number of users. Through the internet it has become technically
possible to send uni- and bidirectionally, to one or many machines, via
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cable or wireless, anything that can be transformed into digital binary co-
des, including voice and sound, pictures and images and multimedia com-
binations thereof. Consequently, distinct technologies still command dif-
ferent economic activities distinctly governed.

Traditional communications regimes

Since almost the beginning of telegraphy in the mid-nineteenth century,
international communications were handled in a multilateral framework
where state governments have had the controlling hand (Headrick,
1991). The ancestor of the International Telecommunications Union
(www.ITU.int) was established by European countries in 1865 to ensure
common standards for the interconnectivity and interoperability of tele-
graph traffic. Through subsequent decades the ITU has broadened its
membership to most of the world’s countries, and has taken responsibil-
ity for the various new communications transport technologies that have
been developing, including not only fixed-wire telephony but an increas-
ing number of technologies depending on the electromagnetic spectrum,
mainly radio, television, satellite communications and mobile telephony.

Soon after the commercial development of radio broadcasting, an
informal international conference of 10 countries led in 1925 to the cre-
ation of the Union Internationale de Radiophonie (UIR), originally to
address programme exchanges and copyrights but eventually also to dis-
cuss the allocation of frequencies. The UIR disbanded during the Cold
War, giving rise to regional groupings, while the ITU, which became
a member of the UN system in 1947, took over the coordination of
frequencies.

In the early days of limited wireless communications new spectrum
segments were usually allocated in an ITU-topped multi-level intergov-
ernmental fashion without much attention being paid to the first to de-
mand them for their new technologies. The process of spectrum alloca-
tion is still largely controlled by national governments, whose national
representatives attend, usually every two years, the ITU’s World Radio-
communication conferences to allocate between the three established
world regions the very broad range of frequencies under the supervision
of the ITU (technically, from 9 kHz to 400 GHz), leaving to members in
each region the subsequent final negotiations for more specific alloca-
tions and overall rationalization.

The increasing political-commercial competition for the allocation of
the scarce spectrum for mobile communications is handled through the
three world regions. The whole multi-level process has become a dy-
namic negotiation for primary interregional and secondary intraregional
allocations, reallocations and management to avoid interferences be-
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tween users of the same frequency in adjacent countries, or users of adja-
cent frequencies in the same geographical area. Within the Americas
there is little problem of coordination, as US firms dominate over the
rest. In Europe coordination has successfully taken place through the
Conférence Européenne des Administrations des Postes et des Télécom-
munications (www.CEPT.org), and earlier regional fragmentation has
given way to recent pan-European allocation of radio frequency for the
new generation of corresponding pan-European mobile technologies,
thus in effect creating a full European advanced wireless roaming environ-
ment. Its Asian counterpart is the Bangkok-based Asia-Pacific Telecom-
munity (www.APTsec.org), a body attached to the United Nations, which
started to show in the late 1990s some signs of a will to coordinate region-
ally a number of communications issues under the leadership of Japan.

The ITU-centred intergovernmental telecommunications regime was
particularly pressured to change by the WTO (Bronckers and Larouche,
1997). Discussions started in 1989 during GATT’s Uruguay Round and
still continue in the WTO over a number of issues not fully resolved in
the agreements signed during the 1990s. In essence, there has always
been a tension between the choice of regulatory venues and their associ-
ated prerogatives. The WTO is usually favoured by the United States and
many developed nations, while the ITU is preferred by developing coun-
tries as commitments there are less stringent and enforcement more diffi-
cult. Developing countries unsuccessfully resisted the inclusion of com-
munications services in the Uruguay Round, yet managed to put them
on a separate track. GATS-Communications distinguishes many subsec-
tors (voice; packet-switched data; circuit-switched data; telex; telegraph;
facsimile; private leased circuit; digital; paging; PCS — personal communi-
cations services; TRS — trunked radio system; mobile data; audiovisual;
and postal, courier and express mail services) for local, long-distance and
international service provision of sound, data, images or any combination
thereof, regardless of the technology of the underlying infrastructure
(cable, radio, satellite). While an agreement on ‘“‘value-added” services,
which were then seen as relatively unimportant, had been reached in
1994 within GATS-Communications (tables 4.1 and 4.2), there was no
agreement on the then much more valuable basic telecommunications
subsectors and the issue was entrusted to an ad hoc negotiating group
on basic telecommunications.

From the beginning, negotiations were dominated by the US insistence
on a critical mass of commitments that would grant reciprocal access to
firms of signatory member states for both value-added and basic telecom-
munication services. The US position was somewhat balanced by the role
of the European Union in finding a compromise with the political difficul-
ties many countries were experiencing to meet such strong demands.
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Table 4.1 Summary of first specific commitments on telecommunications services
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Source: WTO (1998a).

Key: a. Voice telephone services; b. Packet-switched data transmission services;
c. Circuit-switched data transmission services; d. Telex services; e. Telegraph
services; f. Facsimile services; g. Private leased circuit services; h. Electronic
mail; i. Voice mail; j. Online information and database retrieval; k. Electronic
data interchange (EDI); 1. Enhanced/value-added facsimile services; m. Code
and protocol conversion; n. Online information and/or data-processing; 01.
Terrestrial-based mobile; 02. Satellite-based mobile; 03. Other.

Table 4.2 Summary of specific commitments on GATS audiovisual

Countries
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Key: 02.D.A Motion picture and videotape production and distribution; 02.D.B
Motion picture projection services; 02.D.C Radio and television services; 02.D.D
Radio and television transmission services; 02.D.E Sound recording; 02.D.F Other
— the United States and Japan originally presented some commitments.
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Progress was arduous, and after a second postponement, the ‘““quad” (the
United States, Canada, the European Union and Japan) listed by Febru-
ary 1997 a critical mass of market liberalization commitments to open
their markets substantially to international competition early in 1998.
Eventually ratified by 69 governments representing more than 90 per
cent of the global telecommunications market, the agreement entered
into force in February 1998.

The globalizing agreement in the WTO has several limitations that still
give some controlling power to member economies (Tuthill, 1997). Over-
all commitments were high in OECD countries but lower in developing
ones. Moreover, the agreement allowed various moratoria for many de-
veloping countries, and some ‘“‘quad’ countries took important excep-
tions: the United States took some exceptions for certain radio and TV
broadcasting techniques, Canada limited foreign ownership to 46.7 per
cent and Mexico to 49 per cent, while Japan and other countries took ex-
ceptions to limit foreign ownership of their large incumbent operators.

Meanwhile, audio visual broadcasting services are not globally regu-
lated. They are not even part of the active WTO-GATS-Communications
agreement, since negligible offers by a French-led European position
prompted the United States, which had scheduled more substantial com-
mitments, not to accept the inclusion of audio visual in the agreement at
all. Nor has the United Nations been able to regulate them substantially.
The shock provoked by new global audio visual flows during the late
1960s led many newly independent and developing countries in the 1970s
to react strongly against information and values from the United States
and other Western countries, and many called for a new world informa-
tion and communications order that would respect local traditions. This
took place within the Paris-based UN Educational, Scientific and Cul-
tural Organization (www.UNESCO.org), since 1946 a proper UN organi-
zation with a very broad remit, including communication, which at the
time was headed by a Senegalese director-general (Spaulding and Lin,
1997; Taylor, 1997). Arguing that UNESCO was leaning excessively to
communist and third world ways that suppressed a free press and perpe-
tuated mismanagement, the US Republican administration left the orga-
nization in 1984 (in its wake the United Kingdom and Singapore did
likewise a year later), and during the next two decades UNESCO had a
limited projection.

This anarchic situation was also reflected in the lack of coordina-
tion among broadcasters and technological standards. Canada
formed in the early 1990s the World Broadcasting Union (www.
WorldBroadcastingUnions.org) with the vision of coordinating activities
among eight regional members: the Asia-Pacific Broadcasting Union,
the International Association of Broadcasting, the Arab States Broad-
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casting Union, the Caribbean Broadcasting Union, the European Broad-
casting Union, the North American Broadcasting Association based in
Canada and acting as the WBU’s secretariat, the Organizacién de Tele-
visiones Iberoamericanas and the Union of Radio and Television Orga-
nizations of Africa. When the International Organization of Radio and
Television formed by the former Soviet bloc disbanded in the early
1990s, its European members quickly joined the European Broadcasting
Union and the Asian members later began to join the Asia-Pacific Broad-
casting Union. Despite its hopes, the scope of the WBU is limited to the
more or less regular exchange of opinions (its scheduled world confer-
ences have been postponed), and its technical arm, the WBU Technical
Committee, is powerless beyond occasionally and vaguely exhorting the
world to find common standards after the global competitive upgrade
from black-and-white to colour television technologies during the 1950s
and 1960s rendered a global geography of competing standards frag-
mented along state lines. The first family of standards for technical
production, transmission and reception appeared in the United States
(NTSC), with two alternatives appearing in Europe, Germany’s PAL
and France’s SECAM. While all became compatible with existing mono-
chrome standards to allow smooth processes of local upgrades, they were
not mutually compatible. Since the 1990s digital TV technologies have
been emerging to compete for local and world markets: the US Grand
Alliance, Europe’s Digital Video Broadcasting and Japan’s ISDB-T (In-
tegrated System Digital Broadcast for Terrestrial) are the most impor-
tant, but China and India are also developing indigenous technologies.

The computing revolution

Information technology (mainly computer hardware and software)
remains one of the most international and globalized industries, largely
thanks to the leadership of US firms. Borrus (2000) described how the
United States regained world competitiveness in the newer generations
of computing hardware and software. This was epitomized by the rela-
tively liberal (as compared to the Japanese strategy) outsourcing of
proprietary, Intel and Windows technologies to dynamic firms in Asia
outside Japan. So while Asian firms followed US standards and were
able to sell globally, Japan’s restricted technologies never reached large
enough economies of scale. Although the complex production networks
expanded into Asia and Europe, all this new I'T hardware still relies on
a myriad of semiconductor chips largely standardized by US-based
private-led venues like the Semiconductor Assembly Council that ended
in 2004.

A global computing environment does not mean that governments play
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no substantial role. The US government intervened in the early 1990s, as
it was worried to the point of thinking that its national security and global
leadership position could be at risk by Japan’s increasing world market
share in memory semiconductors (microprocessors were still dominated
by US manufacturers). Domestically, the US government organized the
main domestic firms in a research and development consortium to regain
supremacy: the Sematech International 300 mm Initiative grouping 13
members. Internationally, semiconductors became one of the most prom-
inent trade rows between the United States and Japan. The Department
of Commerce worked to reach an agreement that partially secured an
open Japanese market to American producers, even demanding specific
minimum levels of US market share in the Japanese market. Eventually
the rest of the semiconductor-producing world also demanded a say, cre-
ating a great deal of activity, but not of a technological standardization
nature, in various multilateral and transregional venues. As a start, in
the 1994 EU-Japan ministerial meeting agreement was obtained from Ja-
pan for the European Commission to have parallel monitoring meetings
with Japan on all subjects covered by the then adopted US-Japan agree-
ments. Then the industrial federations of the United States and Japan cre-
ated in 1996 the Semiconductor Council, which soon became the World
Semiconductor Council when the EU and Korean industries joined. It
was launched in the follow-up to the US-Japan Semiconductor Agree-
ment (Vancouver Agreement), signed for three years in 1996 and then
renewed on a truly multilateral basis. It is not a regulatory organiza-
tion at all, just a mechanism for industry representatives to engage in di-
alogue and coordinate common positions on free market doctrines and
present recommendations to governments participating in the govern-
ment consultative mechanism, which involves joint government-industry
meetings.

Other global venues provide additional governance mechanisms to
tackle the many technical issues that computing gives rise to. Technical
matters arising from the evolution of electricity and mechanical devices
became much contested in the twentieth century when private entrepre-
neurs in Europe, the United States and other countries participated in
the race to promote their technologies (Loya and Boli, 1999). This even-
tually led in the early twentieth century to the creation of more per-
manent (technically non-governmental) bodies to organize regular con-
gresses of technical societies to deal better with increasingly large-scale
capitalist enterprise and rapid technological innovation. The Inter-
national Electro-technical Commission (www.IEC.ch) became in 1906
the first international coordination effort for researchers from several
countries to get together permanently to solve technical and commercial
problems due to the variety of electricity-related standards. In the field of
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mechanical engineering the International Federation of National Stand-
ardizing Associations was created in 1926, although dissolved in 1942
because of the ongoing war, and the International Organization for
Standardization (www.ISO.ch, ISO meaning “equal” in Greek) took
over the process in 1947.

Actually, the ISO is not a full-fledged international organization of the
UN system like the ITU, but an independent worldwide federation of
some 150 representative national standards bodies (the majority linked to
governments and regional groupings, although nearly a third are private)
in which some 30,000 ‘“‘voluntary” experts from various backgrounds
work in almost 3,000 technical bodies aiming to promote the develop-
ment of standards and related activities to facilitate international ex-
change of goods and services and develop cooperation in the spheres of
intellectual, scientific, technological and economic activity. After a series
of drafts are voted in specialized committees, the “final draft interna-
tional standards” are voted in more general meetings. If they get at least
75 per cent of the votes, they become international standards for mem-
bers and non-members to implement at their leisure. Although the ISO
has no mandate or resources to oblige compliance, technical experts in
both global firms and national and regional regulatory venues tend to
find value in maintaining some global connectivity.

Internet-based regimes

Like computing technologies, the internet has flourished through a multi-
ple global governance environment that allows both public and private
actors to give their inputs. Early internet standardization initiatives were
self-organized by computer experts, usually based in the United States
but open to the rest of the world. The dynamic behind the standardiza-
tion of the core internet protocol suite has been the groups converging
into the Internet Society (www.ISOC.org), a non-governmental organiza-
tion based near Washington, D.C., that sprung from pioneering internet
coordination efforts among many thousands of technicians in academia,
government and firms from all over the world. ISOC was created in 1990
from the secretariat of earlier technical management bodies: the Boston-
based Internet Architecture Board (www.IAB.org), which since 1983 has
been responsible for defining the overall architecture of the internet and
its standards and providing guidance and broad direction to the Internet
Engineering Task Force (www.IETF.org), in charge of technical issues,
formally established by the IAB in 1986, although informally much
earlier.

Although ISOC'’s coordination work was crucial to the early growth of
the internet, it is far from being the global regulator or even coordinator
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of the increasing number of info-communications service and infrastruc-
ture layers affected by the internet revolution. Its original role is dimin-
ishing in relative importance as other (global and regional, public and
private) standardization venues arise, hoping to set technological stan-
dards. Nowadays ISOC is just a largely US-based professional member-
ship organization of internet experts (many sponsored by big computing
companies) that comments on policies and practices and oversees a num-
ber of other boards and taskforces dealing with network policy issues.
Beyond its education and lobbying activities against “‘excessive regula-
tion”, it basically coordinated the decentralized upgrade to new versions
of internet protocols (IPs), having started in 1996 a very long process
to replace the previous congested version 4 (IPv4) with version 6
(www.IPv6Forum.com) that can accommodate many billions of info-
communication devices.

Perhaps the key indicator of the global multi-level evolution of the in-
ternet is its Domain Name System (DNS). Hosts are the computer sys-
tems connected to the internet and registered with associated unique IP
records, the internet equivalent to telephone numbers. The US govern-
ment, via its National Science Foundation, contracted the business
of number registration to a private firm called Network Solutions Inc
(www.NSI.com), while it delegated the technical coordination of all
unique internet numbering and naming parameters to the Internet As-
signed Numbers Authority (www.IANA.net), based at the University of
Southern California’s Information Sciences Institute. The IANA worked
with the Internet Registry (IR), which had the root database for the
DNS, and three supranational ‘“‘voluntary” organizations (called regis-
tries) in charge of allocating their assigned blocks of numbers in their
world regions: the American Registry for Internet Numbers (ARIN),
Asia-Pacific Network Information Center (APNIC) and RIPE NCC (Ré-
seaux IP Européens Network Coordination Centre). These agencies sub-
sequently reallocate or assign IP addresses to individual organizations,
such as internet service providers (ISPs) or national bodies coordinating
IP address space for a certain country, from which most end-users would
normally request assignments.

Each IP numeric record has an associated domain name or address,
easier to remember, usually with two parts divided by a period, while ad-
ditional labels (www, telnet, etc.) may be added to the name to indicate
the type of service and way of accessing it. Two main types of top-level
domain (TLD) names were introduced in the 1980s, when the number of
hosts was around 1,000 and growing exponentially in the United States
and beyond: “Symbolics.com” was the first registered domain for a ge-
neric top-level domain (gTLD), and ““.uk” the first country code top-level
domain (ccTLD). While ccTLDs were decided within the ISO in the
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1980s, they are now managed by state and regional agencies. Meanwhile,
¢TLDs are decided and managed by an increasingly complex mix of
actors. Of the original available set, three are managed by the agencies
under the US Department of Commerce and are demanded mainly by
private actors: ““.com” (commercial), ““.net” (network) and ““.org” (orga-
nization). Three others are mainly reserved for, and managed by, US
public institutions: “.gov”’ (government), “.mil” (military) and ‘“.edu”
(post-secondary education). The seventh one, “.int”, prompted by a re-
quest from NATO, is reserved exclusively for treaty-based international
organizations and managed by the ITU.

The problem of how to expand and restructure the DNS detonated as
the demand for easy-to-remember, thus valuable, short letter names
available under the generic .com TLD increased so rapidly in the late
1990s that contentions arose in the United States and abroad. While
start-up firms wanted more new TLDs (some have even proposed having
hundreds of them, which is technically easy to do in the new IPv6 version
mentioned above), objections came mainly from the owners of existing
trademarks (and their accompanying goodwill, sometimes very highly
valued by the stock markets at the turn of the century), which raised var-
ious claims regarding the investments behind their names and requested
safeguards against the dilution of their trademarks’ value were new
TLDs to be created. The global internet community tried for some time
to find a globally comprehensive solution. After years of technical discus-
sions, an international group of internet veterans produced a plan of re-
form in 1997, the same year the European Commission called for a more
comprehensive global charter for international communications. These
old-timers set up the Internet Ad-Hoc Committee (www.IAHC.org),
a large coalition of participants from the broad internet community
(grouped in consortia with more or less known acronyms: ISOC, IANA,
IAB, FNC, ITU, INTA, WIPO) that lasted until May 1997. The IACH
produced a generic TLD memorandum of understanding in which it was
agreed to set up the Internet Council of Registrars (CORE), registered
under Swiss law, to manage a gTLD system with seven new, competing
TLDs (store, nom, firm, web, info, rec and arts) in addition to the seven
existing ones. While the proposal was signed by 88 bodies around the
world involved in registering domain names, the US government and
part of the private industry sector were against it.

Three months after the proposal to form CORE, the US government
released a paper titled ““A Framework for Global Electronic Commerce”
arguing in favour of a not-for-profit private corporation under US law
and without governmental involvement. And six months later the White
House, working with the Department of Commerce’s National Telecom-
munications and Information Administration (www.NTIA.doc.gov), pro-
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posed in a green paper released in January 1998 to reorganize the struc-
ture and management of the DNS in a very US-centric way, although
open to the whole world. The crucial point was the creation, out of the
IANA, of a new, eventually (emphasis added) private-led, standard-
setting body in the United States and under US law, and the creation,
out of the current system of allocation of gTLD names, of a new system
under the temporary (emphasis added) overview of the US Department
of Commerce. It would coordinate the activities of registries indepen-
dently managing a small number of gTLDs around the world and (em-
phasis added) other issues of standardization as required by the evolution
of the internet. Concretely, the green paper proposed the creation of five
TLDs, each to be handled by a cartel of non-competing registries (private
companies), although competing registrars (also private firms but at a
lower level in the hierarchy) would deal with the end customers. The
whole system would be coordinated by what eventually became the In-
ternet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (www.ICANN.org),
a non-profit entity incorporated in California in October 1998 with an ini-
tial two-year mandate to take over responsibility for many core issues
still then performed under US government contract by the IJANA and
NSI. This implicitly meant that the new agency would be above the func-
tions of the ITU and other international organizations increasingly con-
cerned with various regulatory needs of global communications, although
the US government said representatives of such organizations could be
present through the IANA’s board of directors. After a several-months-
long dispute in 1998 between US and EU administrations, the European
Union agreed with the proposal as long as European actors were largely
involved and it took into account the rest of the world.

Well, it seemed that from the year 2000 almost e-verybody could be
happily represented in one way or another as ICANN organized as a
complex “hierarchical network”, partly top down and partly bottom up
(Kleinwaechter, 2000). Its main body is the 19-member board of direc-
tors; besides the CEO, 9 are selected by three main types of supporting
organizations and 9 by the broad internet users’ community (referred to
as “‘at-large membership”) from the industrial world, which jointly de-
cides on an external chief executive officer. The supporting organizations
are responsible for policy-making in the field of internet domain names
(composed by seven constituencies: business domain name holders,
ISPs, trademark owners, registrars, gTLDs, ccTLDs and non-commercial
domain name holders); internet addresses (constituted initially by three
regional internet registries, RIPE NCC for Europe, APNIC for Asia and
ARIN for North America; and later two more, AFRINIC for Africa and
LACNIC for Latin America); and internet protocols (ISOC’s IETF, the
W3C, Europe’s ETSI and the ITU-T). The at-large membership of inter-
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net users is open to anyone older than 16 owning an e-mail and a postal
address. As a trial to replace members of the ICANN board ‘“‘democrati-
cally”, in October 2000 a low turnout of savvy netizens from all over the
“e-world” directly selected five directors (one each for ICANN’s five re-
gions, North America, Latin America, Europe, Asia-Pacific and Africa),
while the other four in line should have later been elected in the way
originally agreed in May 2001, although the issue lingered with various
proposals to improve the electoral process. Meanwhile, several advisory
committees were set up alongside the broader Government Advisory
Committee (GAC), whose recommendations regarding the relation of
ICANN with ccTLDs and other issues lack direct applicability. Carl Bilt,
a former prime minister of Sweden, became the new chairman of the
board, epitomizing the rise of governments’ interest in having a greater
say in the internet’s structural development.

In the new century ICANN began adding new gTLDs whose registry
functions would be managed by specialized, new or existing, organi-
zations. Seven were approved in 2000: .aero (Société Internationale
de Télécommunications Aéronautiques SC), .biz (JVTeam, LLC),
.coop (National Cooperative Business Association), .info (Afilias, LLC),
.museum (Museum Domain Management Association), .name (Global
Name Registry, LTD) and .pro (RegistryPro, LTD). Seven more were
approved in 2005: .mobi, .post and .tel are going ahead to promote info-
communication activities; .jobs and .travel will probably soon follow suit;
but .xxx is on hold as the Bush administration blocked it for moral rea-
sons. The seventh one, .cat, sponsored by the Associaciéo puntCAT, is in-
tended to be used to promote Catalan regional culture (not cats), which
has spurred Scotland to propose a .sco and many other substate regions
to consider a similar move. Macro-regional TLD names are also appear-
ing. The Hong Kong-based Dot Asia Organization (www.DotAsia.org)
has been proposing the .asia gTLD, which in 2006 was approved by
ICANN. And prompted by the US government’s creation and control
of ICANN, Europe launched in 2006 its ““.eu” country/regional TLD, a
move that may trigger other macro-regional organizations and processes
to follow suit and force a multi-level restructuring of the whole DNS in a
way that brings ICANN closer to other public and private standards
bodies around the world co-led by Europe and East Asia.

The standardization of web parameters is an example of how ICANN
may evolve into a global multi-level governance platform for internet-
based info-communication services. The World Wide Web Consortium
(www.W3C.org) was created in 1994 by the inventor of the html language
used in web pages as he went back to Boston’s MIT, where he helped
organize the W3C in collaboration with Geneva’s nuclear research labo-
ratory CERN, with support from the US DARPA (the defence agency



148 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

from where the internet appeared) and the European Commission. Soon
it settled into a triadic structure, jointly hosted by the MIT’s Laboratory
for Computer Science (www.LCS.mit.edu), the French Institut National
de Recherche en Informatique et en Automatique (www.INRIA.fr) for
coordination in Europe and Keio University (www.Keio.ac.jp) in Tokyo
for coordination in the Asian region. These three main global nodes link
with subregional and local nodes to reach to all public and private actors
interested in contributing to the process.

The knowledge-based European economic space

There are a variety of European forms of capitalism evolving with pres-
sures for economic globalization. The United Kingdom has experienced a
process of reform and economic liberalization with ideas coming from the
United States, which parallels their special military partnership. Mean-
while, France and Germany may collaborate with such partnerships to
some degree, but both countries tend to resist economic liberalization
pressures and continue to pay more attention to state-industry relations
while providing “‘safety nets’ in their own ways, France being more cen-
tralized than federal Germany. Latin and Nordic countries present an
array of unique models that try to balance economic globalization with
social and institutional safety nets.

Linking macro-economies

But despite those differences, economic development debates have been
largely moved to the European level. The European Economic Commu-
nity started with the specific economic objective of creating a free trade
area. The increasing trade liberalization for goods soon led to a new
phase of economic integration: building a customs union. Member states
agreed that goods originating inside the community or elsewhere would be
free to move without customs duties, quotas or equivalent measures, and
they established a common external tariff whose revenues were used by
European institutions to regulate the incipient common economic space
(led by Germany), although much of it went to subsidize the agricultural
sector (led by France). As quotas were basically lifted in the 1960s, the
emphasis turned later to eliminating domestic obstacles to trade. Cross-
country harmonization has been a long and arduous case. It is not fully
accomplished, but a series of political, legal and regulatory arrangements
have made the European Union a fairly clear single market for goods.
In the 1970s the European Court of Justice laid down the principle of
mutual recognition, by which any product legally manufactured and mar-
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keted in a member state in accordance with the fair and traditional rules
and manufacturing processes of that country must be allowed on to the
market of any other member state. To help develop European standards
two bodies had already been created: CEN, a general-purpose organiza-
tion, was set up in 1961, and CENELEC in 1962 for the electrotechnical
field. These were at first relatively inactive, but production of European
standards has considerably grown since the 1980s when new and global
regulatory approaches superimposed the European standards on to na-
tional ones except when there were risks to health. The process is slow
and sometimes runs into difficulties, but the large majority of standards
are now European.

The goal of a single market also required freer movements of finan-
cial capital. The first measures permitted direct investment, short- or
medium-term lending for commercial transactions and purchases of
securities traded in stock exchanges. Further liberalization came in 1986
with long-term lending for commercial transactions and purchases of
securities traded outside stock exchanges. Liberalization was later ex-
tended to monetary or quasi-monetary transactions, such as loans, for-
eign currency deposits and security transactions.

It took a few more years to consolidate a monetary union that would
remove the costs in exchange transactions and fluctuation risks (high
since the 1970s when the dollar ended its convertibility into gold and the
oil supply became unstable) and allow greater comparability of costs and
prices. As early as 1969, when the international monetary system was
threatening to collapse, the heads of state and government decided at
the Hague Summit that the European Community should progressively
be transformed into an economic and monetary union. A first attempt
did not succeed in the 1970s, but in 1979 a European monetary system
was established to create a zone of monetary stability in Europe. The sys-
tem established fixed but adjustable rates of exchange between the cur-
rencies of the participating countries, and a European currency unit was
established. For many years monetary discipline led to some economic
convergence with a reduction of inflation rates and an approximation of
interest rates. The European currency unit was used by both central
banks and private financial houses. But the system was seriously dis-
rupted by the violent upheaval in the European exchange markets in
the autumn of 1992 following the difficulties in ratifying the Maastricht
Treaty in Denmark and France.

Nevertheless, the establishment of the internal market in 1986 had
committed the European Community to a path to monetary union. In-
formed by the advice of a committee chaired by Commission President
Delors, member states decided to advance in stages from 1990 until
2002, the year in which euro banknotes and coins finally became publicly
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available. The first stage required a completion of the internal market
and strengthening of economic coordination. The second stage saw the
creation of the European Monetary Institute to oversee newly required
financial and monetary discipline, which included five convergence crite-
ria regarding inflation, budget and government deficits, and interest and
exchange rates. The third stage began in 1999 when a European system
of central banks and the European Central Bank came into operation
and the euro became the sole official currency as the currencies of the
12 participating countries were irrevocably fixed, although it only started
to circulate in the form of banknotes and coins in 2002. Since then, mem-
ber countries engage in closer coordination of economic policies and aim
to ensure budgetary and fiscal discipline to maintain stability in the sys-
tem. Moreover, there are provisions to regulate the relationship between
the single currency and the currencies of candidates to join the euro and
other neighbouring countries. In May 2006 the European Commission
announced that Slovenia could soon take up the euro as it had met all
the criteria to join the Eurozone, but rejected the Lithuanian case be-
cause of its persistent high inflation.

Full economic Europeanization would require a liberalization of all
economic service sectors, which is a most difficult task as it usually di-
rectly affects other factors of production, like technology and human
resources. After many years of discussion, the EU legislation (called a
“directive’”) on services was approved in 2006, showing a traditional Eu-
ropean compromise between liberalizing and regulatory tendencies. To
face the global challenges posed by Europe’s ageing population, slow
economic growth and agriculture-based environmental model, heads of
state met in Lisbon in 2000 to launch a series of ambitious reforms aiming
to make the European Union ‘“‘the most dynamic and competitive
knowledge-based economy in the world” by 2010. Mid-term review of
this Lisbon Strategy (http://ec.europa.eu/lisbon_strategy/index_en.html)
showed unsatisfactory results, but the European Commission proposed
to establish a new kind of partnership with member states and decided
to focus on productivity and employment, with knowledge, research and
education as key tools. Many of these issues are actually handled pri-
marily outside the European Union. EU leaders still disagree on the best
mix of economic and social policies, as the United Kingdom and others
are questioning the benefit to economic growth of existing generous un-
employment, social security and pension benefits in most continental Eu-
ropean countries. The United Kingdom tends to lead groups in favour
of transatlantic economic liberalization, and France and Germany lead
others who prefer to harmonize tax laws to create a more common Euro-
pean economic space. The United Kingdom likes a plan from the Euro-
pean Commission to help workers retrain, and France prefers to promote



GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL KNOWLEDGE ECONOMIES 151

investment in research and development. To compound the problems,
the EU budget was under pressure as the United Kingdom was also fight-
ing France and others to maintain a special rebate on its financial contri-
butions because its small agricultural sector does not benefit much from
Europe’s common agricultural policy. Meanwhile, to find a converging
path between Anglo-Saxon and Franco-German forms of capitalism, the
European Commission is advancing the new concept of an “open method
of coordination”, which would allow firms more self-regulation, although
governments would still set the basic performance benchmarks.

Although the European Union keeps fighting verbally, it is flexible
enough to use other mechanisms to advance a variable geometry of
knowledge-based economic development. Often with France and Ger-
many at the core, groups of European countries have been nurturing Eu-
ropean business champions. While the overall value of this European
industrial policy is open to debate in today’s hyperlinked world, it has
sometimes helped some European sectors to become globally competi-
tive. The air transport industry is a success story as the many Airbus air-
planes developed through the collaboration between French, German,
British and Spanish firms are flying high around the world (despite the
delays in delivering the revolutionary A380). Meanwhile, mobile tele-
communications are another thriving sector as the GSM mobile standard
is widely accepted not only in Europe but globally. In the year 2000 the
European institutions launched an e-Europe vision to promote the
growth of Europe based on converging info-communications technolo-
gies, mainly building on the European successes in mobile technologies.
And in 2006 the European Parliament debated taxing SMS and e-mails
to complement the EU financing system based on a mix of taxes and
member contributions.

Telecommunications and audio visual

Until the 1980s, state telecommunications monopolies in Europe were
overseen by national regulatory agencies, coordinated through the inter-
governmental Conférence Européenne des Administrations des Postes et
des Télécommunications (Conference of European Post and Telecommu-
nications Administrations, www.CEPT.org). While the United States was
liberalizing domestically and promoting similar ideas abroad, the Euro-
pean Commission successfully took a leadership role in the 1980s and
1990s to Europeanize the telecommunications markets partially while
opening up to more global competition (Sauter, 1997; Pelkmans and
Young, 1998).

Ideas of economic liberalism coming from the United States were first
taken up by the UK’s Thatcher government in the late 1970s, leading to
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the partial liberalization of domestic telecommunications in 1981. While
the Netherlands soon followed suit, most other countries were only pres-
sured to liberalize partially and converge by the European Commission.
From 1957 to 1984 there was no European telecommunications policy
as such. The issue was first raised in the Council of Ministers only in
December 1977, when an agreement was reached to pursue limited pilot
projects, as in data communications. The first telecommunications action
programmes were launched in 1984, implying a coordination in the devel-
opment of new technologies and the first steps towards standardization
and opening up public procurement. While a 1985 white paper did not
contemplate telecommunications liberalization in the general liberaliza-
tion of 1992, the change came with a 1987 Commission green paper on
the development of the common market for telecommunications. It led
to the formation a year later of the European Telecommunications Stan-
dardization Institute (www.ETSI.fr) out of the earlier mentioned CEPT
that links with the ITU, and to a number of directives tackling four broad
policy objectives: the liberalization of telecommunications equipment
trade and mutual recognition of equipment testing; the selective liberal-
ization of telecommunications services (not yet voice); the separation of
national telecommunications regulation from the operation of networks
and services; and the harmonization of a range of public telecommunica-
tions offerings required for the provision of liberalized services (open
network provision). Preparing for full liberalization, the European Com-
mission reviewed telecommunications services in October 1992, leading
the Council of Ministers to agree in mid-1993 to liberalize all services
and infrastructure at the beginning of 1998. Before that, it forced a grad-
ual liberalization for mobile and alternative infrastructures during 1995-
1996. Fuller liberalization came in 1998, although allowing various mora-
toria to Greece, Ireland, Portugal and Spain. Yet the word liberalization
needs important qualifications, as new European-wide regulations repre-
sent a compromise between the goal desired by many firms for open and
contested networks and the reticence of incumbent national operators to
loosen their position, often claiming that they have invested large sums to
reach a unique position allowing for the provision of affordable universal
communications services. Thus, preparing newer but competing argu-
ments for the aftermath of a major policy and legislation review at the
end of 1999, the European Commission was in 1998 closely overseeing
the legal implementation in member states, as well as market privatiza-
tion, cable and wireless infrastructure investment and alliance develop-
ments, often catching the media headlines. But the regulatory tension
between the state and community levels is exemplified in the lack of an
EU-wide regulator, for the European Commission has to share many
prerogatives with member states’ regulators.
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Yet the rise of ETSI in telephony and audio visual standards produc-
tion and promotion has proven a de facto technological promotion venue.
Although legally a voluntary, open, market-led consensus standards body,
ETSI has become the preferred venue to balance the interests of all in-
terested parties, both private and public, and reach a common denomina-
tor to enter the European markets in telecommunications and, increas-
ingly, in converging sectors (information technology and broadcasting).
ETSI plans, develops, establishes and coordinates voluntary consensus
standards using agreed-upon procedures. And it has formed a growing
web of loose alliances with the growing number of private actors. As
ETSI has achieved successes teaming with firms in a flexible manner,
since 1995 CENELEC has been trying to develop into a relevant body
in the standardization of info-communications technologies by becoming
faster, more open and more relevant to market needs.

The second generation of mobile phones became fully digital and
largely cellular, which meant that it was now possible to manufacture
smaller, lighter, higher-quality and more secure phones that could be used
everywhere, rendering international service competition much stronger
than before. The main standard during the second generation was the
European group special mobile (GSM) cellular family of technologies.
The GSM technologies largely came out of the European Commission’s
co-funded research programmes (mainly RACE) by firms that grouped
in the GSM Association (www.GSMworld.com) and standardized at
ETSI. Although the final deal was struck in the early 1990s by national
governments, when mobile telephony services were fully liberalized in
Europe in 1995-1996 private firms were ready to compete in Europe
and beyond, which eventually led them to achieve a global leadership.
And so the GSM family of technologies kept growing, and came in the
new century to be used by hundreds of operators, manufacturers and
suppliers in most countries around the world.

But a third generation of converging mobile communications is not yet
that regionalized. Upgrading from GSM, competing European firms and
standards bodies advanced the Universal Mobile Telecommunications
System (www.UMTS.com) to provide a wide range of broadband services
from any terminal equipment. After delays and facing worrisome pros-
pects of repaying the high debts incurred in acquiring 3G licences, some
of the largest EU telecommunications firms finally started in the year 2001
launching in some areas full-fledged 3G services; Japanese and North
American operators have also been able to launch 3G services in Europe
based on somewhat competing technologies. The limits to full European-
ization of mobile info-communications are now pushed high in the sky as
it globally leads a multipurpose space-based radio navigation system, the
Galileo Joint Undertaking (www.GalileoJU.com).
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Public institutions are promoting more European audio visual content,
the most difficult aspect in communication sectors. After several years of
discussions, in 1988 the European Council adopted the ““Television with-
out Frontiers™ directive, setting up general rules for TV broadcasting in
several fields, including the promotion of the distribution and production
of European television programmes (MEDIA I and II), television adver-
tising, sponsorship and teleshopping, protection of minors, the right of
reply and the accessibility of events of major importance for society on
free-to-air television. Member states could nevertheless still restrict re-
transmission in other matters not harmonized by the directive, provided
that general European treaty provisions to achieve the internal market
were not breached. To help promote a European cultural space and
lessen Europe’s noticeable dependence on some types of American me-
dia content which supplies much of the television and cinema demanded
in the European markets, the directive declared the obligation for chan-
nels to broadcast a majority of European production ‘“where practi-
cable”. Its vague wording regarding content quotas was due to the pres-
sures of Belgium (concerned about its language policy) and Denmark
(disputing the competence of the European Commission), plus the
threats of the US Department of Commerce to take the issue to GATT
if it was found to be restrictive to US interests. Although the European
Commission tried to delete the “where practicable” clause, the Council
of Ministers rejected that proposal and a partially connected but rather
fragmented panorama is still visible.

Public institutions are also promoting more European audio visual
technological platforms. Europe’s analogue television market has since
the 1960s been divided by two incompatible standards developed by
French (SECAM) and German (PAL) industry. The ongoing upgrade
from analogue to high-definition digital televisions, to be completed in
the next few years, envisions a Europeanized market. Mainly European
broadcasters, but also consumer electronics manufacturers and regula-
tory bodies, formed in the early 1990s the Digital Video Broadcasting
(www.DVB.org) group project, which defined an open market-led
approach to digital TV technologies and services at the European level.
Since its beginning the DVB group has worked to allow the simultaneous
serving of several different consumer markets. Although it started with
satellite and cable means of transmission, which were easier to address
from both a technical and a regulatory angle, it has been growing to
cover all means of transmission (cable, satellite and terrestrial, by far the
most valuable segment) and many service options (standard and high
definition, wide-screen, free to air, mobile, encrypted for pay-TV, inter-
net, etc.). Nevertheless, these actions were not enough to replace existing
PAL and SECAM systems with full pan-European TV standards and
services as the digital TV market gave rise to rival, proprietary and often
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incompatible, conditional access systems on top of the common digital
platforms. DVB was supposed to work on every digital TV set indepen-
dently of its internal software and operating system. But when digital TV
started in Europe (the first terrestrial service was broadcast in November
1998 in the UK) some companies put a proprietary software layer on
top of the open DVB standards. Recalling the tale of the 1960s, the first
set-top boxes on the market were therefore incompatible: electronic pro-
gramme guides produced for the German market could not be used with
French set-top boxes and vice versa. And no one manufacturer is big
enough to impose a proprietary standard on a European or worldwide
market. Thus, here again, a European content market is in principle
facilitated through the adoption of common standards for new television
technologies, but countries and firms may ally to create barriers that may
be surmounted by paying a price.

European DVB is also expanding globally, albeit not as rapidly as
in the case of mobile telephony. In the new century, the DVB standards
consortia included over 200 well-known organizations (broadcasters,
manufacturers, network operators, regulatory bodies) in more than 30
countries worldwide (many in Europe, but also in Japan and even a few
in the United States) committed to designing a global family of standards
for the delivery of digital television (broadcasting and reception equip-
ment for professional, commercial and consumer applications) in any me-
dia. The DVB family has started to be widely accepted internationally in
the cable and satellite television segments that have to work on existing
analogue terrestrial infrastructures. DVB-S standards for satellite digital
television have already been used all over the world, including in the
European Union, United States, Japan and China, while the relatively
minor DVB-C standard for cable digital television systems has been
adopted in Europe, the United States, China, Australia and New Zea-
land. Expectations that it will be equally successful in the more valuable
fully digital terrestrial television segment will be more difficult to realize:
DVB competes not only with the incompatible ATSC standard and re-
ceiving set-top boxes of the United States, but also with other standards
being produced by East Asian companies largely building on DVB, but
differentiated enough to create a fragmenting barrier to trade in televi-
sion goods and services.

Information technology and internet

The information technology and internet revolutions have further caused
European regulators to coordinate to link globally. Due to the strong
global reach of useful US-based standards, European regulators and
firms decided not to promote alternative technologies.

As European IT firms were generally behind US and East Asian com-
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petitors in terms of market share, European public institutions teamed
with them to help recover some ground while presenting a more suprana-
tional and coordinated front. At the broadest policy level, since the early
1980s the European Commission has promoted the European Informa-
tion Technology Industry Round Table grouping the main firms, includ-
ing Alcatel, Siemens, Philips, Eriksson and Nokia. The European Com-
mission and member states also targeted much applied research into IT.
The member states let the European Commission become the main actor
in the maintenance of some European presence in IT, giving special em-
phasis to research in telecommunications equipment, whose relatively
strong market position would stimulate the weak IT and electronic indus-
tries. This took place within the EU Framework Programmes, as well as
the broader and more applied intergovernmental Eureka 127 or the Joint
European Submicron Silicon Initiative (JESSI), superseded in the mid-
1990s by the Micro-Electronics Development for European Applications
(www.MEDEAplus.org) Eureka 1535 and 2365 projects. In the end, while
the European communities were consolidating the internal market for
goods with a series of actions to Europeanize standards, including the
promotion of pan-European standardization venues in CEN, CENELEC
and ETSI, Europe had to accept Wintel and other IT standards from the
United States, as despite efforts the European Union has not been able
to lead in the setting of standards in key PC operating systems or semi-
conductors. More recently, Europe is labouring to promote Linux (www.
Linux.org), a globally open operating system first developed by a Finnish
student that has attracted many people around the world to nibble at
Microsoft’s market.

While the delivery of broad political declarations may easily fall short
of expectations, an important drive behind the e-Europe vision could be
the creation of a multi-level and multilingual regional space for electronic
commerce and society under an “.eu” country code (actually world re-
gional) TLD name. Upon receiving in 1998 the US green paper with the
proposal to create what eventually became the earlier analysed ICANN,
the European Commission reacted right away by requesting a greater
internationally coordinated approach, and soon developed a much more
detailed strategy to proceed with the creation of the .eu. The European
Commission actually coordinated all public and private interests at
the European level through meetings and online discussions within the
framework of the European Commission’s panel of participants. Its rec-
ommendations led in 2006 to the adoption of the ‘“.eu” TLD name,
commercialized under the oversight of the European Commission and
the multi-level European Registry of Internet Domain Names (www.
EURID.eu). Naturally, these developments do not preclude the continu-
ation of internet developments under country and generic TLD names.
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On the contrary, they increase the choices for European public and pri-
vate actors.

Summary

In short, the variability of Europe’s info-communications economic gov-
ernance renders a complex multi-level panorama in constant flux. Mobile
telephony became largely regionalized, but is now competing more glob-
ally in newer multimedia generations. Television has for long been seg-
mented on state lines, but European efforts are slowly regionalizing the
market. Regional computing efforts have yet to create a distinct Euro-
pean market as useful global standards are the most accepted. Finally,
the internet, a global technology, only becomes partly regulated at the
European level as the “.eu” regional TLD name gets going alongside
country code and global TLD names. Similar developments are begin-
ning to be taking place as East Asian countries are setting hypercon-
nected regional nodes.

The knowledge-based East Asian economic space

There is a much greater variety of industrial capitalisms in East Asia than
in Europe, but they are overall compatible with global economic regimes.
Japan’s competitive but nationalistic model, largely sanctioned by the
United States during the Cold War, has traditionally been steered by the
designs of bureaucrats in Tokyo. Administrative guidance requires firms
to follow ministerial decisions, which in principle aim to be consensual al-
though in practice are quite competitive, thus avoiding monopolistic scle-
rosis. At the top of the hierarchy of firms are a few large and diversified
indigenous industrial groups (Keiretsu) centred around a main bank and
making flexible use, as semi-independent contractors, of a very large
number of local small and medium-sized enterprises. The Keiretsu system
has since the 1990s been under pressure to rationalize, as many sectors
that the government considered strategic have not developed as envi-
sioned, leaving many banks without prospects of recovering many loans.
In this system only a token number of foreign firms were traditionally
allowed, although the mounting foreign pressure and need for foreign
markets, capital and technology led the Ministry of Treasury (formerly
of Finance) and the Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry (METI,
formerly MITI) to start a cautious guided process of joint ventures be-
tween domestic and foreign firms while the Keiretsu entered a process of
rationalization and consolidation. In 2005, as the country’s economic out-
look appeared shinier than in a long time, inward foreign direct invest-
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ment surpassed outward foreign direct investment for the first time in re-
cent Japanese economic history.

Other smaller East Asian countries are similarly reforming their
economies. South Korean Chaebol groups have undergone a rationaliza-
tion and opening up particularly spurred by the financial crisis of the late
1990s. South-East Asian government enterprises, as well as most private
enterprises, often owned by ethnic Chinese families, have similarly felt
the pressure to reform and link more globally. And China’s historic eco-
nomic transformation, rubber-stamped by WTO accession in 2001, sug-
gests an irreversible opening up to trade and investment in many manu-
facturing sectors, although its need for energy and food is prompting
Chinese firms to roam the world to secure long-term deals. The worrying
state of China’s banking and financial sector may harm economic growth
figures, but even if these key sectors collapsed China would probably
have to link even more globally.

Weaving a regional macro-economy

In the 1980s the Japanese economy increased its trade with an opening
China, with the booming economic tigers and with the inducement of the
Plaza Accord of 1984 to revalue the yen. Over a decade ago Gipoloux
(1995) argued that North-East and South-East Asia should be concep-
tualized together when analysed from a non-institutional (bottom-up)
economic approach. In East Asia there are several specialized clusters
of dynamic localities that have been formed by the subregional network-
ing, trading and investing activities of dynamic enterprises. These re-
gions, such as the South-East Asia of Japan, the Yellow South-East Asia
Rimland and the South China Sea, are part of a still larger East Asian
network which only recently began a long-term path towards institution-
alization.

Japan has been trying to lead its neighbours through selective net-
works that cut a middle course between the quite comprehensive and
deep regional economic integration model advanced in Europe and the
free trade area model preferred by the United States in North America.
Japan’s international economic governance plans centred on East Asia
particularly grew after the economic crises triggered by the financial
meltdown of 1997. In its 1999 white paper on international economy and
trade, METI began to show concerns about Japan’s isolation from the re-
gional trend. Ever since, METT’s white papers have featured regional de-
velopments in East Asia prominently, to the point of titling a 2005 paper
“Towards a new dimension of economic prosperity in Japan and East
Asia”. Similarly, Japan’s official development assistance increasingly fo-
cuses on East Asian regional cooperation.
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While visions for an East Asian economic community based on the
four European economic liberties (goods, services, workers and capital)
may not be fully realized in our lifetimes, East Asian countries have nev-
ertheless entered on a multi-level path of political economic collabora-
tion to allow regional collaboration in a global economic context that
suggests windows of opportunities to overcome the still-great diversities
in economic governance and go far beyond the NAFTA model. A still-
developing China seems to accept this course, while ASEAN becomes
the formal broker between the two economic giants and other important
economies to which they all link in multi-level ways.

The first noticeable political effort to create a regional trading space
was the APEC forum established in 1989. But, as briefly discussed in
chapter 2, APEC is too large and diverse to be effective in fulfilling its
vision, thus it is trying to retune it and possibly reinvent itself. APEC
has been subregionally enhanced since 1992 by the ASEAN Free Trade
Area (AFTA) that began operating in 2003. Common progress remains
slow, as most countries’ development hopes rely on similar sectors (agri-
culture, tourism), rendering it difficult to find complementarities, and one
finds many exceptions and moratoria in the general agreements. But
ASEAN maintains the political goal of consolidating a free trade area
and many of its bilateral agreements find synergies among complemen-
tary economies, as Japan and, to some extent, South Korea have substan-
tial stocks of technology and capital, while China and South-East Asia
can offer cheaper labour and natural resources.

In the year 2000 East Asian economic ministers began to explore the
possibility of starting to weave an East Asian free trade zone as part of
a long-term strategy towards a broader economic space. According to
the Manila-based but Japan-led Asian Development Bank (www.ADB.
org), in mid-2006 there were about 180 bilateral and regional trading ini-
tiatives centred in or involving Asia, all paving the way for greater trade
cooperation and integration, mainly among South-East and North-East
Asian countries. A few merit especial attention. A China-ASEAN free
trade area, which when fully operative possibly in a few years would
form the world’s biggest free trade area encompassing 1.7 billion people,
can easily advance as China is eager to import ASEAN agricultural prod-
ucts not finding their way to the protected Japanese market in exchange
for selling manufactured goods. Meanwhile, Japan has began to advance
bilateral comprehensive economic partnership agreements that go be-
yond trade and somewhat in the direction of the EU’s four economic lib-
erties as they also deal with foreign direct investment, human resources
and technology transfer. And Japan, South Korea and China have begun
discussions about trade cooperation and have even started some dialogue
regarding more open foreign direct investment regimes.
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In the wake of the financial crises, East Asian countries have also
advanced proposals towards greater monetary and financial cooperation
for East Asia. These included macro-economic policy coordination, ex-
change rate coordination, the need to develop a regional long-term capi-
tal market, the setting up of an Asian Monetary Fund partially indepen-
dent from the IMF and even a monetary union in the long term along the
lines of the European model. These initiatives may not easily be fully
realized, but they reflect an increasing common understanding among
diverse parties within the region that East Asia needs to develop new
approaches and mechanisms to protect itself better from the risks and
volatilities that led to the crises and to ensure a more stable economic de-
velopment environment for the region in the future. They are also a reac-
tion to the feeling that the IMF imposed a liberalizing rescue programme
that was far from optimal. Moreover, unilateral measures adopted by
some countries, such as the imposition of controls on capital outflow in
Malaysia and direct interventions by the government in the stock market
in Hong Kong, also indicate that alternative approaches could have
served better.

Regional progress in the financial sectors is slow but steady. An Asian
Monetary Fund proposal in late 1997 by the Bank of Japan was swiftly
turned down by the US government and discouraged by lack of interest
by China. Yet officials of finance ministries and central banks began in
November 1999 a peer review information exchange and surveillance
mechanism in exchange rates, macro-economic development and social
policies. The ASEAN surveillance and early-warning mechanism, which
may eventually be expanded to cover North-East Asia, is guided by the
Manila Framework group of 14 Asia-Pacific economies and supported
by the ADB. Since 2000 a regional financing facility has also been estab-
lished through the Chiang Mai Initiative, aiming to create a network
of bilateral swap arrangements to address short-term problems among
ASEAN+3 countries by mobilizing a growing portion of the very large
reserve holdings of its members. It involved an expansion of the ASEAN
swap and repurchase arrangement and a series of stronger bilateral ar-
rangements with Japan, South Korea and China, complemented by bilat-
eral agreements within North-East Asia: China has had exchange agree-
ments with Japan since 2002 and Korea since 2003. Further, in 2003 East
Asian countries agreed on an Asian bond fund as a starting point for the
Asian Bonds Market (www.AsianBondsOnline.adb.org), supported by
the ADB and largely funded by Japan. With these economic governance
initiatives, governments hope to develop capital markets attractive
enough to bring back some of the local savings that have long been fi-
nancing high US consumption.

In the short term the domestic behaviour of Japan is crucial to back the
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still-fragile scheme, so in 2005 Japan increased its contribution to main-
tain the system to about US$60 billion. But in the longer term China is the
key. It “escaped” financial trouble as its currency, the renminbi/yuan, has
been since the early 1990s strongly pegged to the US dollar with an ex-
change rate relatively favourable to growing Chinese exports to the US
market. There has been much pressure by the US government and af-
fected economic sectors to float the renminbi, but China argues that such
a move is premature as it would destabilize its very weak banking system,
which the government is very cautiously liberalizing as it tries to shed its
many non-performing loans. China began only in July 2005 very carefully
to revalue and partially float its currency for the first time in 13 years,
while pegging it against a basket of currencies selected by the criterion
of trade importance. Thus it first included, besides the US dollar, the
euro, the Japanese yen and the Korean won. As China wants to become
a regional financial and trading leader, that basket will surely increase its
weight of Japanese yen and other East Asian currencies. To prepare for
joint coordination an Asian currency unit began to function in mid-2006
as an indicator of the stability of participating currencies. In other words,
East Asia seems to be moving in stages to create a common exchange
rate mechanism that could be compared to the scheme that the European
Union has advanced since the late 1980s.

During the decades when Europe was advancing from a customs union
towards a closer economic union, East Asia lacked any formal or inter-
governmental arrangement for regional economic cooperation. Yet in-
dustrial Asia is finding a solution through its links with the rest of the
world. Japan had been arguing since the 1950s for a regional bank to
channel its development aid, but the ADB was only allowed to start be-
cause the US Johnson administration saw it as a good vehicle for regional
peace. Headed by officials from Japan’s Ministry of Finance (now Trea-
sury) since its inception in 1966, the ADB has long been peacefully pro-
moting different types of broader or narrower regional cooperation with-
in Asia and the Pacific islands. After the 1997 crisis, affected economies
lost some interest in the ADB, but it soon enhanced its regional outlook.
For several years the ADB has been developing infrastructure and com-
merce projects in the Greater Mekong, Central and South Asia and the
Pacific. The ADB reorganized in early 2002 and created a Regional and
Sustainable Development Department headed by a Japanese. Moreover,
the Regional Economic Monitoring Unit, created in March 1999, was
superseded under President Kuroda in April 2005 by the Office of Re-
gional Economic Integration to give both technical support and increas-
ing leadership to trade and financial initiatives, as well as to the broader
economic issues not only within the ASEAN+3 framework but also
within APEC and ASEM. The website of its Asia Regional Integration
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Center (www.ARIC.adb.org) provides so much in-depth information
about economic cooperation and integration that one wonders if there is
a need for a separate physical institution. If the mesh of bilateral, subre-
gional and regional economic activity in East Asia progresses in a fashion
compatible with the global economic order it may be an easy political
choice to strengthen the ADB instead of creating other regional eco-
nomic cooperation organizations like an Asian OECD or some version
of an Asian IMF.

In the meantime, East Asia continues to cooperate on a functional,
case-by-case basis, as exemplified by its adaptation to the global, multi-
level and dynamic economic interdependence of rising knowledge sec-
tors. In the ninth ASEAN-+3 economic ministers’ meeting in Kuala
Lumpur in August 2006, the ASEAN ministers reiterated that to advance
towards an East Asia free trade area they would need first to conclude
ASEAN+1 free trade areas and more comprehensive economic partner-
ships. ASEAN+3 ministers took note of two high-level Track-2 proposals
by Japan. The first is to establish an economic research institute for
ASEAN and East Asia (ERIA); they requested Japan to discuss this pro-
posal further with the ASEAN secretariat. The second is to launch a
study on a possible comprehensive economic partnership in East Asia
(CEPEA) comprising ASEAN members, Australia, China, India, Japan,
South Korea and New Zealand, all established or rapidly growing econo-
mies with global projections. At a more practical level, ministers noted
progress in the implementation of economic cooperation projects cover-
ing areas like information technology, small and medium-sized enter-
prises, standards and quality conformance, environment and logistics
management. They also approved five new cooperations on information
and communication technology, customs information exchange via a
website, logistics, comparable statistics and an agricultural technology
and management training programme for ASEAN countries.

Telecommunications and audio visual

The telecommunications sector lagged behind in ASEAN public sector
cooperation despite being one of the seven priority sectors covered for
negotiation under the ASEAN Framework Agreement on Services con-
cluded during the fifth ASEAN summit in Bangkok in 1995, expecting
to reach beyond the limited package of commitments undertaken earlier
in the WTO-GATS. Within its Directorate for Economic Cooperation
section for transport and communications, the ASEAN secretariat has in-
creased coordination with the ASEAN telecommunications regulators to
advance cooperation programmes and activities, including the harmoni-
zation of type approval standards and processes for telecommunication
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equipment, and the development of a common vision and framework
for ASEAN broadband interconnectivity and interoperability of national
information infrastructures. Meanwhile, ACASIA.net Communications
became the first business unit established in 1996 under the ASEAN
Telecommunications Alliance of the then six major long-distance tele-
communications carriers in the region to achieve better coordination of
advanced telecommunications services, to provide necessary impetus to
further the growth and expansion of the various existing regional collab-
orative ventures towards a seamless broadband ASEAN internet back-
bone.

East Asian telecommunications links have been helping regional de-
velopments in ASEAN. In 1997 Japan’s former Ministry of Post and
Telecommunications lobbied for a plan to create within the Bangkok-
based Asia Pacific Telecommunity (www.APTsec.org) an Asian telecom-
munications standardization institute (ATSI), a regional body promoting
the technologies of the region’s companies and sounding as if it wanted
to emulate the European Telecommunications Standardization Institute
that successfully promoted the GSM set of wireless telecommunications
technologies (Mobile Communications International, 1997). Although
original plans to have ATSI fully operative by 1999 were scaled down
due to coordination problems within the many and diverse members of
the APT reaching from Iran to the Pacific, an ad hoc group on standard-
ization chaired by Japan eventually led to an APT standardization pro-
gramme to harmonize standards coming downstream from the I'TU with
local needs.

Leading Japanese firms are also trying to promote converging info-
communications standardization regionally in alternative venues. For in-
stance, the Tokyo-based and NTT-sponsored Asian ISDN Council was
established in 1988, reflecting Japan’s interest in regionalizing high-speed
cable-based technologies. Original members from Korea, Singapore and
the Philippines were joined by others from Thailand, Indonesia, Malay-
sia, Viet Nam and China. Nowadays, the key public and private actors in
the region gather to exchange opinions and information on technologies
and their international standardization. Furthermore, the name changed
to the Asian Info-Communications Council (www.AIC.or.jp) in 1999 to
accommodate converging technological changes.

In 1997 17 telecom operators of East Asian countries, led by Japan’s
giant NTT, reached an agreement to begin an Asian multimedia forum
to secure interoperability of infrastructures and speed up the develop-
ment of new multimedia technologies, applications and services in the
five most relevant ASEAN countries (Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philip-
pines, Singapore and Thailand), Korea and also Hong Kong, now the
main entry point to mainland China’s partially liberalizing market. For
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Japan’s NTT, multimedia is broadly defined in terms of open computer
networks so as to encompass the key technological developments of the
information revolution centred on the internet. The multimedia platform
under construction includes platforms for market segments for con-
sumers, government and schools, and also for business consumers.

The early generations of wireless phones similarly present a frag-
mented panorama in Asia that is gradually being resolved. At first
Japan used indigenous systems while other East Asian countries adopted
various foreign systems, mainly the European GSM. The litmus test
for East Asian regionalization is happening this decade, as 3G standards
for mobile broadband communications are being adopted in countries
that are liberalizing their infrastructures according to their GATS-
Communications commitments. Japan’s NTT DoCoMo had been posi-
tioning itself for years to promote its 3G Freedom of Mobile Advanced
(FOMA) technologies around East Asia, although China, since 2001 the
largest mobile telecommunications market in the world, has so far pre-
ferred to allow in various foreign standards to compete among them-
selves while Chinese firms upgrade their technologies.

The key to a common regional info-communications space is the audio-
visual sector (Chang, 2003). One could think the prospects of broadcast-
ing cooperation in East Asia are dim, given the generalized protection
of all forms of media communication in the two main countries. While Ja-
pan’s government indirectly controls a media cartel (Hall, 1998), the Po-
litburo of China’s Communist Party, through the State Administration of
Radio, Film and Television (SARFT), strongly controls the main TV firm,
China Central Television, regulates the connection and standardization
content of local cable networks and is trying to establish a national radio
and cable transmission network to merge cable, wireless and satellite TV
as well as internet systems (Li, 2002).

Yet Japan has here again also long been trying to regionalize TV tech-
nology and content in East Asia in a multi-level fashion. The Asia-Pacific
Broadcasting Union (www.ABU.org.my) is a professional association of
terrestrial broadcasting carriers and producers in the fields of radio and
television established in 1964 after several Asian broadcasters’ confer-
ences were held between 1957 and 1963 under the initiative of the Japan
Broadcasting Corporation. While the ABU was not ready to work on
common colour TV standards, it has found avenues to cooperate in
exchanging limited amounts of TV content and has recently been declar-
ing its readiness to coordinate its activities with other standardization
venues, including the earlier mentioned Asia-Pacific Telecommunity.

For decades the main standards adopted in East Asia were versions of
Germany’s PAL, although NTSC has been used by three of the key US
military allies in the region: Japan, South Korea and the Philippines. Ja-
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pan’s public broadcaster NHK unsuccessfully tried in the 1980s to pro-
mote its multiple sub-nyquist encoding (MUSE) high-definition broad-
casting technology, to be commercialized in the world under the market
name HiVision. Although NHK led to the world’s first commercial trials
of HDTV in around 1990 with its MUSE technology, it was basically
abandoned when digital technologies were actually beginning to show a
potentially much greater future for everyone. During the 1990s NHK led
a digital broadcasting experts’ group (www.DiBEG.org) to develop an in-
digenous digital TV technology named ISDB-T (integrated system digital
broadcast for terrestrial), which is an improved variant of Europe’s DVB
for terrestrial broadcasting. Slowly being introduced in the new century,
ISDB-T will dynamically compete with the indigenous types of high-defi-
nition television that the Chinese government is nowadays considering
(Abi Research, 2006). According to the tripartite Bali declaration of Oc-
tober 2004 between Japan, China and Korea, “The three countries will
encourage communication and cooperation among their media organiza-
tions through joint seminars or in other forms with close communication
among the three governments.” If Chinese competing standards find
ways to collaborate with Japan’s NHK there is good reason to think that
Asia could be a harbinger in the partial regionalization of TV technolo-
gies, leading to easier exchanges of services.

All these and other activities are being promoted at the ministerial
level, increasingly within an ASEAN+3 framework. A first conference
of the ministers of information and broadcasting in the Asia-Pacific re-
gion that met in May 2003 in Bangkok recognized that “‘media profes-
sionals can play an important role in informing, educating and entertain-
ing the public, fostering peace and mutual respect” (Asia Institute of
Broadcasting Development, 2003). And to sustain the recent expansion
of distribution of films and television programmes in East Asia, under
the proposal of Japan’s METI at the ASEAN+3 economic ministerial
held in Jakarta in September 2004, ministers and experts responsible for
content industries gathered at the Asian Content Seminar in the follow-
ing month at the Tokyo International Film Festival. They agreed jointly
to study establishing an ‘‘Asian Content Promotion Center”’, develop and
exchange human resources, support Asian film festivals and enhance the
trade and investment environment — actions to be followed through an
“Asian Content Information Network” and future annual meetings. The
ASEAN functional Committee for Culture and Information has advanced
quite a few projects for regional promotion in radio, television, film,
video, printed media and, increasingly, new internet-enabled media. It
has gradually induced countries to broadcast ASEAN television news,
and a recent ASEAN digital broadcasting initiative is looking, inter alia,
to the formulation of common standards for set-top boxes. Moreover, the
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eighth conference of the ASEAN ministers responsible for information
meeting in 2004 agreed to invite the Plus 3 countries to their conferences
starting from 2006 to address international and regional issues.

Information technology and internet regionalization

At the same time that Japan and other East Asian countries begin to ex-
plore regional links in their traditionally closed telecommunications and
media policies, one can see regional collaboration in more global com-
puting and internet technologies.

As in the case of Europe, the liberal US policy to outsource informa-
tion technologies eventually led East Asian countries to choose and
compete with globalizing standards. For instance, through the Very
Large-Scale Integration consortium running from 1975 to 1979 the Japa-
nese semiconductor industry adopted and improved US standards. Even-
tually, Japanese producers forced Intel to leave behind memory chips
and, since 1986, concentrate on top-of-the-range, more valuable process-
ors. Since then, competition in random access memory chips has intensi-
fied with the arrival of Korean manufacturers, forcing Japanese firms to
quicken their pace to upgrade to more powerful devices required by mul-
timedia software. Similarly, Japan started in 1984 the TRON (The Real-
time Operating-system Nucleus) project to set computing standards and
architectures alternative to those emerging from IBM’s PC, but it hardly
developed beyond its domestic niche position, so Japanese IT firms basi-
cally build on Microsoft’s Windows operating systems.

Since Japanese academic researchers first linked to the internet in 1984
and China in 1987, global internet technologies also spread very quickly
in East Asia. The provision of an internet backbone in Asia was started
in the mid-1990s by both private and public consortia in the telecommu-
nications sector, mainly led by Japan, but with the relative prominence of
Singapore to maintain and promote its secondary hub position in East
Asia. For instance, the Asia-Pacific Advanced Network (www.APAN.
net), formed in 1997 hoping to create a high-performance ATM network
for advanced research in many fields, is a volunteer consortium in which
Japan’s second telecommunications firm KDDI provides the main hub,
while Korea Telecom and Singapore Telecom manage the other two re-
gional hubs.

But Japan’s efforts in the face of a rising e-China strongly require in-
creasing coordination with ASEAN. A key node is Singapore, with which
it agreed on significant joint IT development cooperation in Asia as Jap-
anese officials toured South-East Asia in January 2001 to exchange views
on Japan’s support programme for IT development, under which the
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prime minister had pledged at the G8 summit the previous July to pro-
vide US$15bn in the next five years .

As information technologies converged with other knowledge sectors,
ASEAN countries began in the 1990s to advance national information
promotion plans (Goonasekera and Ang, 1999). For instance, Singapore
developed an IT2000 master plan to consolidate the island-state as a re-
gional and global e-conomic hub, Malaysia built its 40-km-long Multi-
media Super Corridor and Indonesia’s Nusantara-21 project connected
by cable and satellite the 27 provincial capitals. The ASEAN Hanoi Plan
of Action launched in late 1998 expected to reach in stages a more com-
mon free trade and investment area by the year 2010, which included
achieving the interoperability and interconnectivity of national informa-
tion infrastructures. The third ASEAN informal summit of 1999 launched
an e-ASEAN initiative to establish a free trade area for goods, services
and investments for the info-communications industries, with the help
of a public-private advisory taskforce and, later, the ASEAN Business
Council (www.eABC.biz). Ministers and senior officials of telecommuni-
cations and IT nowadays advance a broad action agenda and detailed
work programmes to develop, strengthen and enhance the competitive-
ness of the ICT sector, reduce the region’s digital divides, promote coop-
eration between the public and private sectors and develop regional
infrastructure through the gradual promotion of interoperability, inter-
connectivity, security and integrity. A database of national information
infrastructure profiles and a digital divide database have been created,
national computer emergency response teams began in 2005, a virtual fo-
rum for ASEAN cyber-security is being formed, intra-ASEAN trade and
investment in ICT is being enhanced, an ICT products’ list and the tariff
reduction schedule have been updated, the creation of a database of
trade and investment policy and regulatory practices is under consider-
ation, some countries have begun to implement bilateral and plurilateral
mutual recognition agreements in telecommunications (electric and elec-
tronic products were in the 1990s the first to be promoted by the ASEAN
Consultative Committee on Standards and Quality), legal infrastructure
is being promoted and a network of ICT skills competency centres is in
place.

In the fourth ASEAN informal summit, participating leaders from
China, Japan and South Korea showed their support for the Initiative
for ASEAN Integration, proposed creating a study group to study the
feasibility of an expanded free trade zone and agreed to work towards
an ““‘Asian IT Belt” to link up cities of IT excellence. A more important
macro-regional link was established as an ASEAN-China memorandum
of understanding on cooperation in information and communications
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technology was signed in October 2003. Among the areas agreed are
China’s commitment to utilize its domestic training bases to provide
training for personnel from ASEAN member countries. ASEAN and
China have agreed to cooperate in developing mutual recognition agree-
ments for ICT skills certification. Furthermore, China will assist ASEAN
countries in the construction and development of information infrastruc-
ture such as fixed/mobile communications networks, multimedia applica-
tions and the internet.

Strong political backing is raising expectations that the current East
Asian fragmentation will give way in a few years to more regional com-
mon converging info-communications platforms. Japan hosted in Septem-
ber 2001 the first East Asia ICT Cooperation Conference, and a year
later it promoted the first China-Japan-Korea IT ministerial meeting in
Morocco alongside an ITU meeting. The second ministerial meeting,
held in September 2003, released a joint declaration for trilateral info-
communications cooperation in six areas: the next generation, telecom-
munication service policies, 3G and next-generation mobile communica-
tions, digital TV and broadcasting (including the 2008 Beijing Olympics),
open source software, network and information security and next-
generation internet (IPv6). More broadly the governments of Japan,
South Korea and China

will enhance, as a priority, exchange and cooperation in broadband communi-
cations, mobile communications and e-business. They will continue to advance
high-tech communication R&D and promote exchanges in such areas as new
generation communications network and the third generation mobile communi-
cations. They will also expand the application of ICT in all sectors of society
while ensuring its security. Meanwhile the three countries will seek to play a
positive role in building a broadband network throughout Asia, accelerate the
development of internet industry and facilitate the flow of information within
Asia.

Working groups and forums first met in the spring of 2004, and the next
ministerial held in July 2004 in Sapporo added an international coopera-
tion working group to promote efficient cooperation, as well as an ad hoc
study group on the idea of a grand convergence idea called “Ubiquitous
Network”, and decided to rename the regional cooperation framework
as the “East Asia (CJK) ICT Summit”.

Nowadays most East Asian countries are part of competitive multi-
level info-com links. Japanese firms have managed to get large global
market shares in some computing niches like notebook displays or spe-
cial ceramic semiconductors, while South Korea and Taiwan are strong
in other types of semiconductors. North-East Asian countries are nowa-
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days trying regional collaboration in operating systems, but instead of
developing something totally new they are building upon the globally
available Linux-based software and operating systems. Asia Open Source
Software (www.Asia-OSS.org) holds biannual conferences in East and
South Asia, the first held in 2003 in Thailand and co-sponsored by Ja-
pan’s Center of International Cooperation for Computerization, that
focus on the upgrading of software program skills and the creation of re-
gionally mutual recognition standards, although this has to be done tak-
ing into account the current environment where Silicon Valley still leads
a large global network of computing hubs.

On top of US global operating systems, Japan and other East Asian
countries have been able to promote local forms of written communica-
tion. When computers became increasingly used for text-based applica-
tions, US-based computing firms had to code the language scripts of the
countries where computers were going to sell. The text that computers
handle was originally limited to a character set named ASCII (American
Standard Code for Information Interchange), large enough to code the
simple Roman alphabet in which English is based, but not at all suited
to code the over 100,000 ideograms (including homonyms and other map-
pings to the meanings) found in the scripts of China, Korea and Japan.
Nevertheless, a working group of the multilateral ISO/IEC Joint Techni-
cal Committee JTC-1, which had been studying the issue for some years,
circulated a first draft of a standard in the late 1980s. In 1991 a group of
US software firms (Microsoft, Xerox and Apple) set up the Unicode
Consortium (www.Unicode.org) and, as it at first deliberately restricted
what it would encode to the most common Asian characters, Japanese
and other members of the JTC-1 working group and national standards
bodies raised a dispute, thus forcing a compromise. ASCII then became
a subset of a globally comprehensive Unicode standard that has been up-
grading over the years to add more characters and languages.

The issue of language script encoding is what may eventually bring
North-East Asian countries together in the internet-based multimedia
age. Japan allowed commercial internet activities in the early 1990s, at
the same time as the precursor of Japan’s Network Information Center
(www.NIC.ad.jp) was formed. Since then the country has experienced
an exponential growth in connections and applications, an increasing
number of them suited for the Japanese language and culture. In 2000
the JPNIC transformed into a more agile corporation to take over the ad-
ministration of the .jp domain name registration and management, the
Japan Registry Service (www.JPRS.jp), which soon began its registration
service for general-use .jp domain names and a better service for brows-
ing Japanese .jp domain names through the internet. Internationally, the
JPNIC first and JPRS later have been promoting their policies with inter-
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national organizations at different levels. At the lowest, the JPRS was
proposing its RACE encoding algorithm for international domain names
developed in collaboration with US-based Real Names (www.RealNames.
com) as a standard to be agreed at the IETF. At the visual level it has
been active in W3C. And, at the broadest policy level, it entered an
agreement in February 2002 with ICANN underscoring, in the words of
its president, their “joint commitment to promote a stable Internet, both
worldwide and locally in Japan ... It continues the Japanese Internet
community’s traditions of leadership in the global Internet, and their
interest in participating fully in the ICANN process.”” At the same time,
the Japanese .jp stakeholders have been active with other countries and
regional organizations in East Asia. This includes even China, whose
Communist Party has certainly maintained strong controls over the inter-
net to limit information considered harmful to basic political and social
stability, but has generally welcomed wide use of the internet for eco-
nomic purposes.

The Asia Pacific Networking Group (www.APNG.org), originating
in the National University of Singapore, is the core for newly created
regional internet organizations dedicated to the advancement of regional
infrastructure. It is flexibly organized by part-time volunteers, mostly
from advanced economies. The APNG has spawned several Asia-Pacific
organizations, information, trade and policy discussion. One of the most
relevant was the Asia-Pacific cross-country TLD body to try to coordi-
nate and organize the region’s TLD name holders (www.APNG.org/
APccTLD), which initiated in July 1998 with other AP organizations a
first, but short-lived, forum of general discussion. One of the key topics
of interest for the APNG has been promoting a decentralized, multilin-
gual internet environment. Researchers at the National University of Sin-
gapore’s Computing Faculty started in 1998 a pilot project with academ-
ics in Japan to create domain names in Chinese, which soon developed to
incorporate more languages. The project quickly became operational with
the launching of services in Taiwan in December 1999 by International-
ized Domain Names Server (www.i-DNS.net), a largely Singaporean firm
that has quickly spread around Asia and the United States. It has also
engendered other firms, like TimeNet (www.TimeNet.net), a Taiwanese
firm that since late 1999 has registered names written in Chinese and
many other languages; since 2000 it has been trying to spread and glob-
ally coordinate with the Multilingual Internet Names Consortium (www.
MINC.org).

It may be just a matter of time before strong regional solutions appear
in Asia. In November 2000 US-based VeriSign tested allowing the regis-
tration of second-level domain names in Chinese, Japanese and Korean,
thus still forcing use of .com, .net, .org gTLDs under US oversight. But
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the Chinese government blocked internal registrations, stating that regis-
trations in Chinese are its sovereign right. Moreover, as the Bush Jr ad-
ministration was worrying about the pressure that the Chinese govern-
ment puts on search engine companies like Google to comply with its
stringent media regulations, the US State Department set up in 2006 a
global internet freedom taskforce composed of key government and
non-government actors and advisers to consider, inter alia, restrictions
and censorship on US companies, tracking and repression of dissidents
and efforts to modify internet governance structures in order to restrict
the free flow of information.

If the US pressure grows, it is probable that industrial Asia will soon
create an organization to regulate a regional Domain Name System
for Chinese characters under existing ccTLDs and gTLDs, or even create
unique regional TLDs to be steered perhaps in some sort of e-East Asian
community way. A key development is the “.asia” TLD name proposal
launched in 2004 by the Hong Kong-based Dot Asia, originally backed
by a consortium of mainly East Asian country and regional internet reg-
ulators, although the name has attracted the support of a growing num-
ber of countries, organizations and companies. Although .asia has not
yet been approved by ICANN, China is apparently considering launching
a system to use Chinese characters under “.cn”, “.com” and “.net” TLD
names, thus allowing users to type Chinese characters instead of Roman
alphabet letters for website and e-mail addresses (BBC Online, 2006). It
seems this system would still be compatible with the global internet run
by ICANN, but it could be decoupled, of course at some cost, and more
easily if jointly agreed with other countries writing in ideograms.

Summary

In sum, like in Europe before, East Asian countries have begun to re-
gionalize their macro-economies and knowledge sectors while increasing
global linkages. The telecommunications and audio visual sectors, tradi-
tionally under state control in East Asia, are slowly becoming more
open in a regional fashion. And on the other side of the global info-
communication coin, they are also beginning to work together to benefit
from the global revolution in computing and internet technologies.

Towards a global multi-level economic knowledge
governance

Bergsten (2000) argued that triadic economic governance could be detri-
mental if not accompanied by global liberalization. But Ravenhill (2002)
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counterargued that trade and investment collaboration in East Asia has
produced only modest results and that neither a preferential trade agree-
ment nor an Asian Monetary Fund is likely to materialize. My position
is still different and more optimistic. I claim that increasing regional eco-
nomic cooperation in both Europe and East Asia is real and, at the same
time, they are setting mechanisms for closer but selective global inter-
dependence. Although industrial Europe and East Asia maintain distinct
forms of regulated capitalisms, both their public and private actors
have proven largely compatible with the North American sort, especially
in knowledge-enhancing info-communications sectors. As countries con-
verge regionally, they are at the same time opening globally to grow, al-
though in a competitive environment where functional cooperation ren-
ders a constantly variable geometry of multi-level economic governance.
Thus these joint developments have the chance to enhance further a dy-
namic global multi-level governance system, starting with the United
States — which, although continuing to advocate the opening of econo-
mies, strongly protects sectors ranging from agriculture to computing, oil
exploration and the management of ports.

Promoting flexible regional nodes

ASEM-6 called for the resumption of global trade talks in the WTO, but
the real focus was to advance bilateral trade deals, starting with ASEAN
and South Korea. An FTA with China first requires addressing several
important issues (market economy status, counterfeit goods, high market
access barriers, questionable human rights record, tense relations with
Taiwan, arms embargo). During the ASEM gatherings leaders discussed
ways to enhance cooperation in the interdisciplinary fields of innovation,
science and technology, advanced various bilateral deals, supported an
ICT ministerial meeting organized in Viet Nam in December 2006 and
agreed that the possibility of a follow-up to the first science and tech-
nology ministerial conference should be studied. Furthermore, leaders
acknowledged the important role of the Trans-Eurasia Information Net-
work (www.TEIN2.net), largely funded by the European Commission, in
extending connectivity between Asia and Europe in the fields of research
and education and related sectors, directly connected to a highly ad-
vanced pan-European research and education network.

ASEM should reach to the many people in Europe and Asia who are
still unaware of each other through more common info-communications
infrastructure links that help sustain the slow but continuous growth of
multimedia. ASEM’s economic partnership could further facilitate com-
petitive public and private enterprises’ efforts for joint research, devel-
opment, standardization and distribution of info-communications infra-
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structures and services. This would include laying ‘“‘cyber silk routes”
of high-capacity cables (possibly along railroads), further upgrading and
enlarging the Trans-Eurasia research information network, exploring the
best uses of the Galileo Joint Undertaking radio navigation system and
other space technologies, making sure that the new generations of multi-
media mobile devices have even more compatible cores that nevertheless
allow for competitive proprietary elements and promoting useful applica-
tions based on the Linux open software platforms.

Europe and East Asia could also further engage the United States not
only through clubs like the G7/8, but also through their respective inter-
regional relations with North America (transatlantic partnership, APEC,
etc.). But as economic development is rather limited in much of the rest of
the world, knowledge economies could competitively reach other coun-
tries in stages. Europe and East Asia can offer alternatives that balance
the local needs of developing countries while making sure they remain
economically linked in competitive multi-level patterns. This approach
would offer some protection mechanisms but also promote more com-
petition, thus causing less harm than the shock therapies of the 1990s
that destroyed the political and social fabric and created long-lasting
resentment.

Europe and East Asia have strong incentives to promote jointly the in-
corporation of Russia, the Middle East and the broader Eurasian space
into a knowledge-driven world economy. Many of these countries rely
heavily on energy resources, which become a tool in global political
clashes. But silk roads in info-communication sectors could easily be laid
alongside energy pipelines, highways and railroad systems. For that, the
European Union’s relations with its neighbours could better link with
the Asian Cooperation Dialogue, the Asia-Middle East Dialogue, the
Shanghai Cooperation Organization or an enhanced East Asia summit.

The Latin America development record is mixed. Some of its agricul-
tural and industrial niches are globally competitive, but its service sectors
are generally lagging behind. Here again, Europe and East Asia might
consider the promotion of greater linkages to info-communication sectors
through the EU-Latin America and the Forum of East Asia-Latin Amer-
ica Cooperation.

Meanwhile, much of Africa, the Caribbean and the Pacific are even
less developed in service sectors. Most people in these parts of the world
still have little access to telephony, plural audio visual channels, comput-
ing or internet connections. Like the US Marshall Plan after the Second
World War, and now that the United States gives very little public eco-
nomic aid for long-term development, Europe and East Asia could elab-
orate a multi-level development plan based on economic sectors that
structurally link territories among themselves and the rest of the world,
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and chiefly on knowledge sectors with broad spill-over effects on the rest
of the economy as well as political and social development. European
and East Asian initiatives could, for instance, promote the regional adop-
tion of MIT MediaLab’s “one laptop per child” vision (www.Laptop.org)
to sell US$100 computers in millions of batches, or similar plans by other
US-based info-communications firms (Intel’s EduWise, AMD’s 50 x 15,
etc.).

Transforming international e-conomic organizations

European and East Asia could at the same time help transform interna-
tional organizations into new platforms to promote balanced multi-level
growth in the knowledge economy.

We have seen that key governance aspects of internet-based communi-
cations rely on public and private experts organized in a multi-level way
based on three principal nodes in the United States, Europe and Japan:
ISOC for electronic issues and W3C for web applications. And as
ICANN struggles to find a solution to govern the Domain Name System,
Europe’s “.eu” and a similarly effective version for East Asia may before
long catalyse a world regional platform of TLD names on the side of
country code and public and private global-generic ones.

An ever more decentralized and dynamic ITU would greatly help in
the process. It has for decades managed the allocation of valuable spec-
trum bands for wireless and satellite communication and broadcasting
through three large world regions, and has successfully collaborated with
the ISO and IEC, organizations across the street in Geneva that help
produce global standards out of basic info-communications technologies.
In 1998, and headed since then by a former Japanese vice-minister of
telecommunications, the ITU adopted a strategic plan with the overrid-
ing goal of becoming the international focal point for all technical, devel-
opment and policy matters relating to telecommunications, and reaching
to other info-communication sectors. To prepare for that, the ITU’s stan-
dardization process, which generally has been shortened from four years
to a few months, is collaborating more closely with private firms and con-
sortia. Its World Summits on Information Society advanced in 2003-
2005, largely through regional conferences, and formed the Internet Gov-
ernance Forum (www.IntGovForum.org), a democratic and transparent
multistakeholder policy dialogue open to national governments, the pri-
vate sector, civil society, intergovernmental organizations and interna-
tional organizations. This may go beyond the high-level Information and
Communication Technologies Task Force (www.UNICTtaskforce.org) of
the UN Economic and Social Council active in 2001-2004, prompted by
the Digital Opportunities Task Force established at the 2000 G8 summit.
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Although it consulted a multiplicity of actors, studied national and
regional e-strategies and decentralized to five regions, it did not truly
reflect the regional processes that are shaping global multi-level gover-
nance. Its working group on internet governance, set up in the I'TU’s first
World Summit on the Information Society in 2003, was supposed to find
a way to promote effective internet multi-level governance, but its three
main proposals to reform the internet did not go far enough: maintain
ICANN in the United States as the main organization controlling TLD
names and addresses; create a new agency under UN control; and create
three government agencies for policy, oversight and global coordination.
Yet a possibly better solution is to acknowledge the multi-level nature of
info-communications advanced by effective macro-regional processes and
give them greater weight in catalysing further multi-level nodes around
the world. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights recognizes that
“everyone has the right to freedom of opinion and expression; this right
includes freedom to hold opinions without interference and to seek,
receive and impart information and ideas through any media and regard-
less of frontiers”. But as ASEAN reminded in its joint statement to the
first World Summit on the Information Society, the global strategy to
realize the information society must be based on concrete milestones
rather than broad visions, and its action plans should be adapted to each
region’s unique and diverse needs.

As info-communications sectors keep growing and transforming
other global economic sectors like finance, energy, education, health and
leisure, other economic governance regimes could take heed. Bretton
Woods organizations and others around the UN Economic and Social
Council might want to coordinate broadly but functionally with effec-
tive regional processes that have proven they can remain globally open
through an interplay of both public and private actors. The International
Monetary Fund, nowadays in an unusual period of reflective tranquillity,
launched in 2005 a medium-term strategy hoping to make it more effec-
tive in tackling its many tasks, including not only global monetary stabil-
ity and financing temporary balance of payments problems, but also
creating standards and codes, promoting data transparency, assessing fi-
nancial sectors, combating terror-linked finance and money-laundering
and helping low-income countries. The new multi-level geographies of
money and credit have thus prompted the IMF to propose, inter alia, con-
sulting groups of countries on issues of systemic importance, formulating
regional work plans that pay heed to the concerns facing the region and
supporting regional and other reserve pooling arrangements. Meanwhile,
the World Bank would have no particular problems in following suit. It
even argued that regional agreements can prove beneficial to member
countries, and if open can promote global growth (World Bank, 2005).
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Although more funding and better management is hard to find, the Bank
could coordinate with regional development banks and state banks on
the one hand and the global private development banking system on the
other.

The stalled WTO really needs to find a working compromise soon in
defining functional regional trade agreements. So far, many regional or-
ganizations are admitted on its Committee on Trade and Development
but only a few regional processes are allowed as observers in some of its
other committees: on the Committee on Regional Trade Agreements only
the Organization of American States is a regular observer, while the Lat-
in America Integration Association is an ad hoc one. Before the indefi-
nite suspension of the Doha Round of negotiations, developed countries
were pressuring developing ones in many ways, encircling them and ask-
ing for sectoral numerical and qualitative targets. But these pressures to
change the political economy of protectionist countries would be better
channelled through the many regional trade agreements that keep flour-
ishing. A WTO possibly woken up by Europe and East Asia could well
start decentralizing to effective regional nodes via functional, sectoral
multi-level agreements in selected regions. Gradually, the WTO would
then become a humbler multi-level platform that balances the irrefutable
concerns of most economic actors.

Much more global thought is required to assess the general validity of
the above recommendations, but the final case study of this book hopes
to provide an even more concrete example of how a global multi-level
governance system may gradually be advanced by attracting more and
more educated people.
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5

Towards higher levels of education

The three previous chapters have looked at how innovative global multi-
level political, advisory and business-led regimes are being formed
largely through European and East Asian leadership and the oversight
of the United States. This chapter focuses on how both regional pro-
cesses are promoting a more knowledgeable global civil society through
the gradual transformation of their higher education systems.

Globalization of higher education

To promote a knowledge-based political economy, governments around
the world are now trying to cope with the social fissures between those
few with the skills to flourish in a liberalized world market and the many
still lacking these assets. One of the necessary answers is lifelong educa-
tion that induces people to design their own educational paths. Interna-
tional education has become crucial for both economic growth and social
construction, thus perhaps discrediting the realist dictum that powerful
states are locked in confrontational power games. The growing mobility
in the higher education sector presents an opportunity for longer-term
interaction as international university students usually spend several
months or years in another country, which quite often leads to socializ-
ing, working and even marrying and otherwise living peacefully in the
host country or in a third country.

At the end of the last century about 8 per cent of the total OECD adult
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Table 5.1 Leading exporters of education services (consumption abroad)

1999 2004 % change 1999-2004
World total 1,680,268 2,452,929 46.0
United States 490,933 572,509 16.6
United Kingdom 232,540 300,056 29.0
Germany 178,195 260,314 46.1
France 130,952 237,587 81.4
Australia 117,485 166,954 42.1
Japan 56,552 117,903 108.5
China 44,711 (2005) 140,000 213.0

Source: American Council on Education (2006).

population had a university degree (tertiary) and only a small percentage
studied abroad (Larsen, Martin and Morris, 2002). Globally, UNESCO’s
Institute of Statistics (www.uis.unesco.org) annual global education di-
gests showed that nearly 2 million university students, about 2 per cent
of the world’s total, were then studying abroad (see table 5.1). Almost
one-third of the world’s foreign students were during the 1990s attracted
to the United States by its academic reputation and job opportunities af-
terwards. But many European and East Asian countries are also attrac-
tive destinations for international students.

With the demand for skills to adapt to the globalizing knowledge soci-
ety, the trend to study abroad is expected to grow exponentially for many
years. Private profit-seeking institutions are still a minority, but many
state-controlled universities have begun to compete for talent and money
wherever they can. “Western” universities are not just marketing their
courses to prospective wealthy incoming foreign students; some academic
institutions and business schools, as well as financial and computing
multinationals, outsource specialized teaching internationally while con-
trolling the curriculum, quality standards and qualifications. More univer-
sities are opening campuses abroad, not only in America and Europe but
now often in China and other Asian countries, that teach a large variety
of courses in all kinds of disciplines. And online education aided by mul-
timedia technologies is further helping promote sectoral growth.

The governance of the higher education sector has also been under-
going rapid changes as governments of both developed and developing
countries have began a regulatory drive in response to the growing
demand for more global lifelong learning opportunities (WTO, 1998b;
World Bank, 2002; UNESCO, 2003b). That demand is leading to various
degrees of autonomy from the long-established practice of top-down,
structural government planning. Governments and private actors are
reforming curricula, creating evaluation and accreditation mechanisms,
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promoting institutional differentiation and using info-communication
technologies. Progress is still not globally visible, but under the leader-
ship of Europe and East Asia the world of higher education governance
is advancing in a hyperlinked, multi-level manner.

The renaissance of European higher education

To further the goal of a full-fledged internal market and an “ever closer
union of peoples”, a growing European project has particularly been
weaving a more common human resource infrastructure.

In the past decades European governments have created two postgrad-
uate institutions to study and research European integration. The Col-
lege of Europe began in 1949, just after the Congress of Europe galva-
nized by Churchill, with a campus in Bruges (a new campus in Warsaw
opened in the 1990s) to teach masters courses in law, economics, politics
and administration. After decades of discussions the European Univer-
sity Institute was created in Florence in the 1970s to teach and research
similar subjects, as well as history, at doctoral and post-doctoral levels.
The European Institute of Public Administration (www.EIPA.eu) then
opened in Maastricht in the early 1980s to train public administrators
from European governments. Newer initiatives have appeared since
then, co-financed by national governments and other actors. For instance,
the Academy of European Law (www.ERA.int) was created in the early
1990s with the collaboration of Luxembourg and the German city of
Trier. And a world-class European Institute of Technology may open by
the end of this decade with the collaboration of industry.

The Lisbon Strategy set up by the European Council meeting in Lis-
bon in 2000 aimed at processes to reform the European Union into ‘“‘the
most dynamic and competitive knowledge-based economy in the world”
by 2010. Such a grandiose vision will naturally not be achieved, but some
aspects of it, like higher education, are advancing well as they allow insti-
tutional actors to link more freely in a multi-level way. Two comple-
mentary intergovernmental processes promote this new form of higher
education collaboration: one centred in the European Union’s European
Commission; and a more recent broader intergovernmental transforma-
tion closer to the Council of Europe’s long-term vision of an enlarged
Europe.

The Erasmus programme

The European Commission has been for almost two decades managing
an increasing number of projects agreed by EU ministers, originally fo-
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cusing on the mobility of students and more recently paying greater at-
tention to the Europeanization of content. The directorate for education
and training within the European Commission’s Directorate-General for
Education and Culture (http:/ec.europa.cu/education/index_en.html)
proposes and manages the growing number of programmes and strate-
gic initiatives. The most relevant is the European Community Action
Scheme for the Mobility of University Students (Erasmus). Established
in 1987, the Erasmus programme was the first comprehensive action on
interuniversity cooperation for student and, to a lesser extent, faculty
mobility. Socrates, a broader education programme, continued and ex-
tended the Erasmus action in higher education in the years 1995-1999.
Erasmus and other education actions were complemented through Soc-
rates by various transversal actions like Lingua (for language learning)
and Minerva (for open and distance learning and the use of info-
communications technologies). The second phase of Socrates, running in
the seven-year period 2000-2006, advanced in eight actions/areas that
reflect the individual’s progression through the learning life, from pre-
school and school education (Comenius), then on through higher educa-
tion (Erasmus) and finally even into adult education (Grundtvig).

While there were only 3,244 Erasmus students in the 1987/1988 aca-
demic year, the numbers grew exponentially to over 135,000 in 2003/
2004, the year in which the number of Erasmus teachers reached 18,500
— numbers indicating that teachers are proportionally more mobile than
students. The number of education establishments participating in the
programme has similarly grown to nearly 2,000. Part of the growth is
due to the enlargement of the European Union and the opening of the
Erasmus programme to Norway, Iceland and Liechtenstein (members of
the European Economic Area) and Bulgaria, Romania and Turkey (can-
didate countries). But much of the success reflects a genuine interest
among the participating students and faculty, assisted by enlightened ad-
ministrators, to broaden their minds beyond the confines of the tradi-
tional nation-state.

The Erasmus programme at first strongly facilitated the growth in the
number of intra-European university networks and association focusing
on various, broader and narrower, aspects of higher education. Nowa-
days, several groups of universities stand out for their goals of collabora-
tion in a broad range of issues of internationalization. There are also
many other groupings focusing on European subregions. Moreover, there
are university associations of teachers, students, managers, rectors, sec-
tors (medicine, law, business, etc.), technical colleges and, more recently,
institutions focusing on online delivery, all trying to give some input to
the regionalization process.
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In Socrates’ first phase Erasmus managed around 200 projects focusing
beyond the earlier networking of single university departments and into
promoting broader university mobility and curriculum innovation. In
Socrates II, Erasmus provided large sums not only to support and cata-
lyse physical exchanges of students and faculty but also to develop con-
tent broadly; thus it placed more emphasis on teaching-staff exchanges,
on recognizing credits gained taking similar courses in different countries,
on transnational curriculum development and on pan-European thematic
networks. Moreover, Socrates promoted a thorough comparative analysis
of education systems and policies, and the exchange of information and
experience to help formulate and implement educational policies around
the European Union. In other words, through the Socrates programme
the European Union has been changing the national university systems
to help Europeanize at home the majority of students who are not yet
very mobile.

In a conference titled the Sound of Europe held under the Austrian
presidency in Salzburg in January 2006 and attended by over 300 Euro-
pean opinion-formers, the EU’s high representative for common for-
eign and security policy pleaded that the best way Europe could get out
of its current pessimistic impasse was to multiply the efforts of the Eras-
mus programme. The EU budget for the period 2007-2013 noticeably
increased its allocation for education, and groups all the above pro-
grammes into a grand concept of lifelong learning that benefits national
economies and societies. Yet these actions can only complement the
transformation of higher education systems which are still under the pre-
rogatives of national governments or, in federal countries, involve sub-
state regions.

The structural “Bologna Process”

A newer pan-European intergovernmental ‘“‘Bologna Process” expects to
go beyond the Erasmus programme and achieve a broad European re-
gional space in higher education towards the end of the current decade.
Education ministers of the four largest European countries, commemo-
rating in 1998 the 800th anniversary of the establishment of the Univer-
sity of Paris, raised a set of basic principles for common development of
higher education, and decided to commit themselves ‘‘to encouraging a
common frame of reference, aimed at improving external recognition
and facilitating student mobility as well as employability”. Several other
education ministers soon signed the Sorbonne Declaration, and a year
later ministers of 29 European countries meeting in Bologna signed a
detailed charter or magna carta aiming to establish a European Area of
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Higher Education (EAHE) by 2010. This would imply the adoption of a

range of measures addressing all key aspects of mobility of higher educa-

tion:

e casily readable and comparable degrees (through an explanatory Euro-
pean degree supplement)

¢ two main cycles (undergraduate of at least three years, and postgradu-
ate of masters and/or doctoral degrees)

e a system of credits based on students’ work (such as the European

Credit Transfer System)

e promotion of mobility of students and teachers (through programmes
and the removal of barriers)

e promotion of cooperation in quality assurance (including in curricular
development)

e promotion of the European dimension (including inter-institutional co-
operation).

The Bologna Process now advances through biennial summits of edu-
cation ministers from a growing number of European countries. In 2001
ministers from 30 countries meeting in Prague refocused some topics and
added three action lines:

e promotion of lifelong learning
¢ opening the policy process to higher education institutions and students
e further promoting the attractiveness of the EHEA.

In September 2003 ministers from 40 countries (the majority of the
Council of Europe, but also including Russia) meeting in Berlin (www.
Bologna-Berlin2003.de) agreed on measures to speed up the develop-
ment of the EHEA at the bachelors and master levels by making their
academic degrees comparable by 2005, and to focus on increasing the
quality of higher education. They also added a new action line:
® doctoral studies to promote synergies between the EHEA and a Euro-

pean research area.

Although the ministerial agreements and recommendations of the Bo-
logna Process are not legally binding, there is a generalized will and ef-
fort to transform Europe’s education systems so they may globally excel.
The Norwegian city of Bergen hosted in May 2005 education ministers
from 45 countries (Ukraine, Moldova, Armenia, Azerbaijan and Georgia
were welcomed) who decided not to add new priorities but instead chose
to reinforce the existing commitments (www.Bologna-Bergen2005.n0).
Ministers adopted the overarching framework for qualifications in the
EHEA, comprising three cycles (including, within national contexts, the
possibility of intermediate qualifications), generic descriptors (focusing
on skills) for each cycle based on learning outcomes and competences
and credit ranges in the first and second cycles. They urged universities
to make sure that PhD programmes become more in tune with European
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job market requirements (raising even the idea of a European doctorate
label), and asked for core principles in PhD programmes. By the time of
the next summit in 2007 in London (www.dfes.gov.uk/bologna/) educa-
tion ministers will be looking for progress in the implementation of the
standards and guidelines for quality assurance; in the implementation of
the national frameworks for qualifications; in the awarding and recogni-
tion of joint degrees, including at the doctorate level; and in creating op-
portunities for flexible learning paths in higher education, including pro-
cedures for the recognition of formal and non-formal prior learning to
make it easier for students to move from one cycle to the next. There is
even a possibility that the intergovernmental Bologna Process may be-
come partially supranational, as ministers meeting in Bergen welcomed
the principle of a European register of quality assurance agencies based
on national review; the issue of creating a new committee to oversee this
register is being considered.

Europe’s higher education reaching to the world

European colonial expansion had a strong educational component. Cath-
olic powers created university systems in Latin America and beyond. Ox-
ford and Cambridge were the models for many new universities, includ-
ing the first colleges created in the North American colonies, although
the German concept of a research university also took root and eventu-
ally flourished there. For centuries many students from the colonies felt
the need to sojourn in Europe to further their learning.

While European countries now jointly transform in various ways their
higher education systems, they have to work hard to compete in the
broader world. The Bologna Process has always stressed a global projec-
tion. In 1999 European education ministers declared that “‘the vitality
and efficiency of any civilisation can be measured by the appeal that its
culture has for other countries. We need to ensure that the European
higher education system acquires a world-wide degree of attraction equal
to our extraordinary cultural and scientific traditions.” In later meetings
ministers have been further emphasizing the need to promote a greater
European higher education that encourages international collaboration.

The European Union has been advancing a number of global and tar-
geted initiatives to different parts of the world. The European Commis-
sion has helped create scores of European documentation centres and
depository libraries in leading universities. And Jean Monnet Action pro-
motes knowledge on European integration through teaching and re-
search, grants, chairs, courses, centres of excellence, conferences and in-
stitutional support. About 800 universities in 60 countries offer Jean
Monnet courses as part of their curricula, involving a network of 1,800
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professors and reaching an audience of 250,000 students every year.
Much of this recent global projection focuses on a rising Asia. The Euro-
pean Commission has also globally promoted the creation of EU study
centres drawing on European faculties and documentation. In East Asia,
ASEAN and China have created a dense network, two EU institutes
have recently appeared in Japan and newer consortia are planned in
South Korea and Australia. Although regional networks may be encour-
aged, they are free to evolve in their own way as these institutes become
largely self-financed after a few years.

The European Union has also been complementing its Socrates-
Erasmus schemes with initiatives connecting Europe with the rest of the
world, be it countries or regions. Agreements on higher education and
vocational training cooperation with the United States and Canada began
in 1995, and a few years later pilot projects were started with Australia
and Japan. The Tempus programme, which during the 1990s covered the
countries of the former Soviet Union, the western Balkans and Mongolia,
was extended in 2002 to the EU’s Mediterranean partners. And the
ALFA and AlBan programmes similarly link the European Union to
Latin America. In the new century the number of initiatives towards
Asia is particularly increasing. The ASEAN-EU University Network
Programme (www.deltha.cec.eu.int/aunp/) promoted in 2000-2005 uni-
versity cooperation between the European Union and South-East Asia,
especially through networks, applied research, curriculum development
and development of human resources. Asia Link (http://ec.europa.eu/
comm/europeaid/projects/asia-link) is a cooperation programme that
since 2002 has promoted regional and interregional networks between
the European Union and Asian developing countries (South and South-
East Asia and China).

From 2004 the Erasmus Mundus programme (http://ec.europa.cu/
education/programmes/mundus) promotes the European Union as a
centre of excellence through cooperation and mobility between Europe
and the rest of the world at the masters level. Its first phase, lasting until
2008, is independent of the Socrates-Erasmus programme, but a conver-
gence if not a merge between the two programmes is expected after-
wards. For the time being, Erasmus-Mundus finances quality European
masters programmes involving at least three universities in three Euro-
pean countries, complemented by funding to attract students and aca-
demics to Europe, and European students to the rest of the world. As
the majority of international students now come from China, India and
other Asian countries, there are specific efforts to link with these coun-
tries and regions in a climate of increasing political and social dialogue.

All this activity does not decrease the relevance for European member
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states of internationalizing their higher education systems. Actually, most
countries have recently enhanced their own efforts. The United King-
dom has expanded the global projection of the British Council (www.
BritishCouncil.org), hoping to maintain its leadership position in Eu-
rope’s international education, already facilitated by the widespread use
of English in the world of learning and ties to former colonies through
the Association of Commonwealth Universities (www.ACU.ac.uk). Simi-
larly, France is nowadays complementing the ongoing actions of its
Agence universitaire de la Francophonie (www.AUF.org) that promotes
French-based language and education in its former colonies with a more
global EduFrance agency. While German is not so popular around the
world, its German Academic Exchange Service (www.DAAD.de) re-
mains among the most active and successful cultural institutes that pro-
mote the internationalization of German universities. Spain plans a
similar academic exchange agency, explores new ways to promote the
Spanish language and is trying to connect the European Erasmus pro-
gramme to Latin America while promoting broader exchanges through
the Organizaciéon de Estados Iberoamericanos para la Educacion, la
Ciencia y la Cultural (www.OElLorg). Other Southern European and
Northern European countries are similarly labouring with the govern-
mental tools and traditional attractions (Portuguese communities, Italian
high culture, Nordic affordability and efficiency) at their disposal.

The multi-level construction of an East Asia higher
education space

During the second half of the twentieth century the higher education sys-
tems in East Asia developed in different directions. Japan allowed the
creation of many private universities to complement those funded by na-
tional and local governments. Mao’s China basically closed its univer-
sities during the Cultural Revolution, and only in the 1980s did it begin
a path of recovery and catching up with the industrial world. ASEAN
countries also took different directions to promote their own paths of
nation-building, but they generally have been adapting to pressures to in-
ternationalize higher education while keeping the door open to regional
collaboration. Given the mixed historical record, it is thus understand-
able that the efforts to regionalize while globalizing aspects of higher ed-
ucation in East Asia are of a very different kind than in the case of Eu-
rope. While Europe is structurally adapting its higher education systems
mainly through the Erasmus programme and the Bologna Process, the
process in East Asia is more recent, complex and surprising. Building on
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various overlapping regional networks and institutions, the ASEAN+3
countries have recently began to converge while generally transforming
their higher education systems.

I argue the case in a chronological, multi-level way. I first analyse the
initiatives originating in South-East Asia, then present the efforts of
North America and Europe to help embed East Asia. Next I introduce
the ASEAN+3 vision hoping to bring together the developments in
South-East and North-East Asia. Finally, I highlight the recent and key
efforts by North-East Asian countries to start a path of intellectual recon-
ciliation that promises to consolidate a flexible multi-level East Asian re-
gional space.

Initiatives from South-East Asia

The first regional initiative for higher education collaboration came from
a small but open group. The Association of Southeast Asian Institutions
of Higher Learning (www.ASAIHL.org) was founded in 1956 as a non-
governmental organization at a meeting in Bangkok of the heads of eight
state universities in the region. The association is still administered
through a general conference, an administrative board and a secretariat.
It is a clearing-house of information and assists member institutions in the
recruitment and placement of faculty and staff, in exchanges of professors
and students and in the development of cooperative arrangements on
specific projects. And it grants a token number of fellowships, but, given
its meagre resources, the ASAIHL has linked more globally to survive,
and nowadays includes many Asian members as well as others from de-
veloped countries: Canada (two), Japan (four), Australia (six), New Zea-
land (five), the United States (six), Europe (one) and Hong Kong (one).

The next regional development came from UNESCO. It established in
1961 in Bangkok its Asian Regional Office for Primary and Compulsory
Education; two decades later this extended to higher education and, in
the late 1980s, became the UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bureau
for Education (www.unescobkk.org). Through the Regional Convention
on the Recognition of Studies, Diplomas and Degrees in Higher Educa-
tion in Asia and the Pacific, UNESCO-Bangkok provides limited finan-
cial and technical assistance and sustains an overall policy debate for re-
form. It sometimes assists developing countries in a subregional fashion,
as in a plan to establish the Greater Mekong Virtual University, and by fo-
cusing on quality assurance and mutual recognition issues and promoting
regional networks (the UNESCO, 2003c). There are many UNESCO
chairs, over 40 university twinning and networking scheme networks and
an Asia-Pacific regional group of the UNESCO-sponsored Global Univer-
sity Network for Innovation. More interestingly, it is now developing a
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new regional education strategy to ““interpret global priorities and goals
in a regional context’” and ‘‘adapt broad institutional strategies to achieve
the regional goals”.

UNESCO works in tandem with the South-East Asia Ministers of
Education Organization (www.SEAMEO.org), which was established in
1965 as a result of a meeting held in Bangkok between the education
ministers of Laos, Malaysia, Singapore, Thailand and the then Republic
of (South) Viet Nam, the chairperson of the UNESCO national commis-
sion of the Philippines and a special adviser to the US president. SEA-
MEOQO has a wide remit to promote cooperation in education, science
and culture, but it has linked outside the region to prosper. It currently
includes the 10 ASEAN countries and East Timor as regular members,
while a few Western countries are associate members, the International
Council for Open and Distance Education is an affiliate and Japan is a
donor country. They all meet annually, and its headquarters in Bangkok
is shared with the regional office of UNESCO. SEAMEO has grown into
a network of regional centres to promote training of specialists, including
the Regional Institute of Higher Education and Development (RIHED).
Independently founded in 1970, it reconstituted under SEAMEO in
1985 after a period of inaction (Wongsothorn, 1997), and nowadays the
RIHED ‘“‘responds to needs related to policy and planning, administra-
tion and management of higher education”. With core funding from the
Thai government, it deals with commissioned projects for training, con-
ferences, research, information and consultancy, often in regional group-
ings (like the East Asian Growth Area, the Greater Mekong subregion,
and the Indonesia-Malaysia-Thailand Growth Triangle). Since 1997 it
has been complemented by a regional open-learning centre based in In-
donesia. According to SEAMEQO, over 50,000 professionals from the re-
gion (and beyond) have participated in its training courses, and over
25,000 in professional technical conferences, seminars and workshops;
but only some 3,000 people have participated in graduate degree pro-
grammes (Soekartawi, 2002).

ASEAN took three decades to go beyond irregular discussions and
small pilot projects to find its formal leading role in multi-level higher ed-
ucation. A first ASEAN Committee on Education meeting took place in
Manila in 1975, and at a second one in 1977 it decided on four “‘problem
areas’ to tackle (manpower development, teacher education and training
of other education personnel, the education system and special educa-
tion) and even proposed establishing an ASEAN university. A meeting
of the ASEAN ministers of education held in Manila in 1977 advanced
several issues in pre-university education but did not touch upon higher
education. Nothing else happened until Malaysia successfully proposed
in 1989 reactivating the Committee on Education to complement the
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work of SEAMEO. Finally, the fourth ASEAN summit of 1992 reaf-
firmed ASEAN studies and the ASEAN University as priorities for edu-
cation cooperation and also urged that student exchanges at secondary
and tertiary levels be implemented as a strategy for promoting awareness
of ASEAN. The Charter of the ASEAN University Network was later
signed by the ASEAN ministers responsible for higher education, while
the agreement on the establishment of the ASEAN University Network
(www.AUN.chula.ac.th) was signed in November 1995 by the heads of 11
participating universities. The ASEAN University Network has since es-
tablished a secretariat at Chulalongkorn University in Bangkok and man-
ages incipient collaborative programmes (masters studies, short-term ex-
changes of students and faculty, scholarships), information networking
and even collaborative research. Moreover, it includes the ASEAN Vir-
tual University (www.aunVirtualU.dlsu.edu.ph), managed from Ateneo
University in Manila, that has compiled a first ASEAN studies course syl-
labus based on ““Anglo-Saxon” bibliographical references. But given the
relative slowness of progress towards a fuller-fledged regional university
system, the ASEAN University Network also started to reach to other
countries, especially China, Japan, South Korea and the European
Union, as well as India and Russia.

The decisive moment took place in an informal retreat held in Bang-
kok in August 2005, when many issues were agreed before polishing and
rubber-stamping them in the formal ASEAN summit of December. Edu-
cation ministers accorded to promote seriously ASEAN exchanges of
teachers, staff and students, as well as the creation of common content
in traditional and info-communication platforms. The ASEAN University
Network would be strengthened with a view ultimately to establishing the
ASEAN University, and it would work to promote mutual recognition
of academic degrees and qualifications. They agreed to establish an
ASEAN ministerial meeting on education that would meet alongside the
annual SEAMEO meeting. Finally, ministers in the Bangkok retreat
“agreed that regional coordination mechanisms for education collabora-
tion through the ASEAN and SEAMEQO forums should be synergized to
work with countries beyond the Southeast Asian region and with other
regional and international organizations on education”.

Education ministers and senior education officials from South-East
Asian countries, as well as partners and other representatives from the
region and beyond, gathered in Singapore in March 2006 for the first
ASEAN education ministers’ meeting (ASED) alongside the forty-first
SEAMEO Council conference. ASED agreed to promote an ASEAN
identity and socio-cultural community, building on the strengths of the
region’s multiethnic societies arising from the many country experiences
and reaffirming that education plays a key role in the promotion of re-
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gional identity and the ASEAN socio-cultural community. They agreed
to deepen, and expand to other countries, ASEAN’s many activities and
programmes that enhance interactions and exchanges among students
and educationists in the region on a bilateral or regional basis. ASEAN
and other countries would strengthen ASEAN studies, produce resource
books, enhance ICT technologies, bring students and teachers together
and encourage other people-to-people interactions, study how education
relates to multiethnicity quality, find good combinations of language edu-
cation that combine English with national and mother tongues, promote
vocational technical education and select and train school leaders.

All these initiatives are bound to grow within the ASEAN socio-
cultural community since they include a broad range of programme areas
and concrete measures to promote more globally competitive human
resources.

Country reforms

As basically all ASEAN countries face common global challenges, they
have begun jointly to analyse the evolution of all the key elements of
their higher education systems (UNESCO Asia and Pacific Regional Bu-
reau of Education, 2006). To meet the increasing student demand, uni-
versities are training academic and institutional staff, developing new cur-
ricula and searching for funds as they are turning into corporations, fully
privatized or at least entering various public-private strategic partner-
ships. ASEAN countries’ new competitive strategies increasingly involve
regional and global transnational partners. Many countries in the region
remain importers of cross-border education from Anglo-Saxon countries,
or, in the case of the poorest countries, dependent on international devel-
opment aid, but most are also now racing to develop and compete in
multi-level education markets.

The city-state of Singapore has been radically transforming its higher
education system, hoping to become a multi-level hub for higher educa-
tion that benefits its overall economic development. The University of
Singapore created in 1962 out of the earlier Raffles College became the
National University of Singapore in 1980, and a year later it founded the
Nanyang Technological Institute (a university since 1992) to help train
high-tech workers to maintain rapid economic development. Singapore
Management University became in 2000 the third government university
inspired by the Wharton School of Business at the University of Pennsyl-
vania. But to promote its global vision, Singapore’s government decided
in the late 1990s to host 10 foreign universities by 2008. It has enticed
several specialized graduate institutions and created educational alliances
with reputed counterparts in the United States, Europe, Australia and
China. Singapore’s Economic Review Committee described in 2003



190 GLOBAL MULTI-LEVEL GOVERNANCE

more radical plans for the country to be “a thriving international educa-
tion hub”, bringing together large, niche, public, private, foreign and do-
mestic educational institutions. As an element of its overall strategy, Sin-
gapore is an active promoter of various intergovernmental partnerships
to attract international students, including the ASEAN University Net-
work (it provides ASEAN scholarships) and APEC’s and ASEM’s edu-
cational activities. While many Singaporean students have traditionally
gone abroad (brighter ones often under government-sponsored schemes
to train academic élites), Singapore now hopes within 10 years to triple
the number of inward foreign students to 150,000, or roughly 20 per cent
of the university capacity, and establish a system to retain most of them
for several years after the completion of their studies.

Malaysia, once part of the Malay Federation with present-day Singa-
pore, aimed at reaching around 50,000 foreign students in 2004, the
same year in which it created a full Ministry of Higher Education to
manage better the flourishing of private higher education: it has several
foreign university campuses and numerous twinning arrangements with
overseas institutions, including several in Europe as part of its vision of
developing the Asia-Europe Institute at the University of Malaysia into
a stronger biregional partnership.

The internationalization of Thai higher education has also evolved
and nowadays it hopes to become a regional hub (Chang, 2004; Nakorn-
thap and Wichit, 1997). Thailand began to internationalize in the 1950s
through cooperative programmes with institutions in the United States
and other countries, and through the increase of public and private ef-
forts to send students abroad, especially during the economic growth of
the 1980s. In the 1990s Thailand began a more comprehensive effort. In
the wake of the ““15-Year Higher Education Development Plan” com-
pleted in 1990 by the former Ministry of University Affairs, the Seventh
National Higher Education Development Plan for 1992-1996 explicitly
hoped to turn Thailand into a regional higher education hub: one of the
five major dimensions was ‘‘internationalization and regionalization”,
while the others were access and equity, efficiency and accountability,
quality and excellence and privatization and corporatization. Thailand
has increased the number of international education programmes (from
387 in 2001 to 520 in 2003) and collaborative relationships with foreign
institutions. In addition, Thailand increasingly hosts major regional and
international education organizations and networks of institutions. Be-
sides the earlier mentioned ASAHIL, UNESCO and SEAMEO (includ-
ing RIHED) and the ASEAN University Network, it hosts the Associa-
tion of Universities of Asia and the Pacific (AUAP, presented below).
Moreover, Thailand’s small but growing number of foreign students now
come from neighbouring countries: China sent 946, Viet Nam 619, Burma
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340, Laos 131 and Cambodia 61; others come from India, Japan, Bangla-
desh, Nepal, Taiwan and the United States (Chang, 2004; Nakornthap
and Wichit, 1997).

Other ASEAN countries are also taking measures to internationalize
their higher education systems. Upon its independence in the middle of
the twentieth century, Indonesia shifted from a link with the Netherlands
to a US link to train its élite academics. Nowadays it is trying to enhance
a more autonomous higher education system while realizing it has to
compete in a multi-level fashion. Although Philippine academics still
often get some training in the United States, newer international pro-
grammes aim at developing links with Japan, China and Europe. Mean-
while, most foreign students in the Philippines come from Korea and
China. Viet Nam allowed in 2000 new forms of semi-private higher edu-
cation provision supplied by social, professional and economic organiza-
tions (rather than individuals, companies or foreign universities). It is
also giving more management freedom to the 35 state universities, aims
at raising the national university to international standards by the end of
the decade, has welcomed an Australian campus and is trying to increase
funding to send more students abroad. Meanwhile, less developed coun-
tries often rely on external funding to help revitalize their universities or,
as in the case of Cambodia, start almost anew.

Embedding East Asia in the West

East Asian countries are coming closer together through the growing
links to external partners and regions in the world of knowledge. Trans-
regional links with the United States are nowadays complemented by
ideas coming from Europe and beyond.

APEC had its first education ministerial in 1992, when it created the
APEC Education Forum (www.APECneted.org) within its Human Re-
sources Working Group to advance various projects in different levels of
education. In the year 2000 APEC held a second ministerial where it was
decided to transform the Education Forum into the Education Network,
which, based in Taiwan, helped little in regional cooperation. Comple-
mentary initiatives within or around APEC in the higher education sec-
tor have had a useful but limited projection.

Various Asia-Pacific academic networks have appeared to stimulate
cooperation. A consortium of APEC study centres was launched in 1993
to promote studies and research on APEC issues. The Association of Pa-
cific Rim Universities (www.APRU.org) was created in 1997 with a base
in Singapore to link the chief executives of nowadays 36 leading univer-
sities in APEC, hoping to stimulate cooperation in teaching and research
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on various issues. In addition, the geographically broader Association of
Universities of Asia and the Pacific (www.sut.ac.th/auap) was formed in
July 1995 at a conference at Suranaree University of Technology in Thai-
land. Its broad membership includes universities from Iran, India, Ban-
gladesh, the United States, Australia, Japan and UNESCO, advancing
an operational plan to develop management, teaching, research, interna-
tionalization, information dissemination and attracting new members.

Meanwhile, Australia promoted independently in 1991 the structurally
more challenging University Mobility in Asia and the Pacific (www.
UMAP.org) scheme to complement APEC’s intergovernmental activities.
Since 1993 UMAP has been a voluntary association (with a secretariat in
the Tokyo Academic Park) of governments and non-governmental repre-
sentatives aiming to increase the mobility of university students and staff.
Participating universities first recognize credits for one or two semesters
abroad; since 1998, based on the Erasmus experience in Europe, a pilot
project has been trying to achieve a broader credit transfer scheme and
recognition of qualifications. But a report on the UMAP credit transfer
scheme presented to its board in March 2003 highlighted difficulties with
its use and generally limited understanding and knowledge across Asia-
Pacific. Moreover, UMAP does not even have the resources to provide
basic statistical information on student mobility. UMAP recently changed
course and began advertising itself as “‘a vehicle for governments and re-
gional organisations interested in supporting the UMAP vision”.

East Asian countries have increasingly been approaching Europe to in-
ternationalize their higher education further. Upon the creation of the
ASEAN University Network, the ASEAN-EU University Network Pro-
gramme was launched in 2000 to enhance cooperation between higher
education institutions, promote regional integration within ASEAN
countries and strengthen the mutual awareness of European and Asian
cultural perspectives. It is complemented by the Asia-Link Programme,
an initiative by the European Commission to promote regional and mul-
tilateral networking between higher education institutions in countries
from the European Union, South Asia, South-East Asia and China.

To help form an East Asian higher education core, Singapore has been
particularly active in the ASEM process, which it decisively helped set up
in the mid-1990s. The Asia-Europe Foundation, now located in front of the
APEC secretariat next to the National University of Singapore campus,
has promoted several pilot activities in higher education, including
university networks, short-term university courses and scholarship pro-
grammes. Moreover, ASEF has been developing policy colloquies to fa-
cilitate mobility of students and faculty, credit recognition and transfer,
quality assessment, joint research and joint curriculum development and
borderless education including e-learning. It has also begun creating
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databases on academic systems, programmes, exchanges and scholarships.
More importantly, leaders attending the ASEM-6 summit in Helsinki em-
phasized that qualified human resources constitute a key factor for eco-
nomic and social development, stressed the value of continued dialogue
and exchange of best practices on questions related to structured and
lifelong education and training and welcomed the offer by Germany to
host the first ASEM ministerial meeting on education in 2008, in effect
helping East Asian countries to consolidate their efforts in regional coop-
eration.

Envisioning East Asian higher education spaces

Higher education developments in South-East Asian countries, spurred
by global and interregional connections, are now particularly reaching to
North-East Asia. Let us recall that the East Asia Vision Group included
recommendations to favour educational cooperation, which were later
fed into the East Asia Study Group which submitted similar recommen-
dations in its own report welcomed by heads of state and government
meeting in Cambodia in November 2002. The EAVG called countries to
“Provide assistance and cooperation in ... human resources develop-
ment” and to “work together with cultural and educational institutions
to promote a strong sense of identity and an East Asian consciousness”,
further elaborated in two points of section 5 on “‘Social, Cultural and Ed-
ucation Cooperation’:

Point 100: The promotion of East Asian studies in the region is necessary in
order to achieve mutual trust and understanding lasting many generations. To
this end, we recommend that: i) key universities in the region be encouraged to
set up East Asian studies programs focusing on the study of history, languages,
cultures and contemporary society of the region; ii) these East Asian studies
programs be organized into an East Asian Studies Network that will undertake
research, exchanges and other projects on subjects relevant to contemporary
East Asian development; and iii) one university be designated and supported
as the Network Secretariat, tasked to serve as an information resources center
as well as to coordinate projects.

Point 101: A comprehensive “Human Resource Development Program for East
Asia” may be drawn up on the basis of existing programs, focusing on the im-
provement of basic education, skills training and capacity building to help the
workforce adapt to a changing environment. To promote educational advance-
ment and scholarship, the Vision Group recommends that an East Asia Educa-
tion Fund be established to support basic education, literacy programs and
skills training. This Fund will also provide scholarships for students to pursue
higher education in East Asian universities.
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The bureaucrats behind the EASG followed upon these ideas, but in a
careful way as regarding the financial considerations touching their gov-
ernments’ pockets:

The EASG acknowledges that HRD is one of the key elements in combating
poverty and ensuring economic and social development in East Asia. It recom-
mends the elaboration of concrete measures towards comprehensive HRD.

The EASG believes that the concept of East Asian consciousness and identity
needs to be strongly promoted among scholars and the young generation. As
most of the cultural and educational activities are loosely organized and carried
out by various organizations, it is important to encourage and support the net-
working among those organizations and experts. The EASG recognizes that
more discussions should be done before establishing a fund with the purpose
of promoting education, considering the financial implication of a new fund.

[The EASG asked to] Implement a comprehensive HRD program for East
Asia, focusing on the improvement of basic education, skills-training, and
capacity-building ... Work together with cultural and educational institutions
to promote a strong sense of identity and an East Asian consciousness.

The report later expanded these ideas in the section on ‘““Identification
of Implementable Concrete Measures with High Priority” short-term
measures, which advocated promoting East Asian studies in the region
through cooperative programmes, teaching of languages, establishment
of networks, expanding the ASEAN University Network to the rest of
East Asia and profiting by existing bilateral initiatives between ASEAN
and China, Japan and Korea.

Japan then formed an “ASEAN+3 group on facilitation and promo-
tion of exchange of people and human resource development” that ad-
vanced the earlier ideas in greater order and detail. The group held three
meetings in 2003 to prepare its final report for the October 2003 summit.
The first meeting suggested improving the institutional and regulatory
environment at the multilateral, regional, bilateral and unilateral (coun-
try) levels, and specifically suggested promoting academic cooperation, a
common university certificate for business studies, a network of academic
institutions, the twinning of educational institutions (sister schools) and
establishing an ASEAN+-3 university. The second meeting drafted possi-
ble recommendations that included:

Free Trade Agreements/Economic Partnership Agreements, promotion of mu-
tual recognition of the academic, skill and professional qualifications, facilita-
tion of immigration procedures, improvement of existing trainee exchange
programs, acceptance of unskilled workers, promotion of lifelong learning, co-
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operation among educational institutions, strengthening student and youth ex-
change, promotion of R&D cooperation, improvement of “Centers of Excel-
lence”, promotion of various cultural and sports events, cooperation among
media organizations, cooperation among villages, municipalities and cities, im-
plementation mechanisms of these recommendations as well as the financial re-
sources for the implementation.

The final report of August 2003, accepted by the ASEAN-+3 leaders

meeting in Bali in October, presented 14 recommendations on economic,
educational and social/cultural sectors which in some cases differ from
the two interim reports. The final economic recommendations ranged
from addressing free trade and economic partnership agreements to the
promotion of mobility of skilled and unskilled workers. The social/
cultural ones suggested promoting gender equality, youth skills, greater
public appreciation of the regional cultural heritage, galvanizing public
actors at local levels as well as other types of community actors and re-
questing advice and monitoring from Track-2 processes (the East Asia
Forum, the East Asian Think-tanks Network and the ASEAN Founda-
tion). The educational recommendations were to promote:
lifelong learning programmes
credit transfer systems
scholarships and exchange programmes for students, faculty and staff
research and development cooperation
“centres of excellence”, including those based on e-learning
curricular development as bases for common regional qualification
standards among interested centres/institutions.
To prepare for a broader East Asian cooperation, Japan had launched
in late 2001 a large-scale programme of cooperation with ASEAN coun-
tries in the field of human resources development and education. More-
over, in 2003 Japan pledged ASEAN assistance of over US$1.5 billion
(through technical cooperation, grant aid and yen loans) over three years
for human resource development via various human exchange pro-
grammes involving approximately 40,000 people: these include receiving
trainees, students and youths and dispatching experts. These ideas are
now part of the comprehensive economic partnership agreements Japan
is crafting bilaterally with East Asian countries, with the aim of eventu-
ally creating and leading a regional agreement.

Incipient North-East Asian cooperation

The governments of Japan, mainland China and South Korea are softly
weaving many types of their bilateral people’s exchanges into a more tri-
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partite or trilateral regional space. At their meeting of November 2000
on the occasion of the ASEAN+3 summit the three North-East Asian
leaders proposed measures to enhance human and cultural exchanges be-
tween capitals and young people, and designated the year 2002, anniver-
sary of several diplomatic landmarks and the occasion of the football
World Cup in Japan and South Korea, as the “Year of Japan-China-
Republic of Korea National Exchange” to complement the ‘China
Year” in Japan, the “Japan Year” in China and the ‘““Year of Japan-
ROK National Exchange”. More importantly, the 2003 Bali declaration
included a large array of measures to promote civil society exchanges
(section 10):

For the purpose of enhancing mutual understanding and trust and expanding
diverse channels for exchanges for better trilateral cooperation in the future,
the three countries will strengthen cooperation in a variety of areas, such as
people-to-people contacts, culture, education and human resources develop-
ment, news media, public health and sports. The three countries will continue
to encourage and facilitate personnel exchanges to increase contacts among
youth and young leaders. They will also vigorously develop cultural exchange
and cooperation to enhance cooperation in such areas as the preservation and
development of tangible and intangible cultural heritage, cultural diversity and
dialogue among civilizations. The three countries will continue to support the
tripartite cooperation in the field of education. They will enhance cooperation
to expand student exchanges among their institutions of higher education, pro-
mote mutual institutions’ recognition of academic records, degrees and credits,
and encourage language teaching and cultural exchange among the three coun-
tries. The three countries will encourage communication and cooperation
among their media organizations through joint seminars or in other forms with
close communication among the three governments. The three countries will
expand exchange and cooperation among local governments by arranging sister
cities among the three countries or by other me