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Abstract

Multilateralism has nearly always been a false or even failed one, dominated by the security interests of the great powers. These limitations are even more evident after 9/11. In this paper we argue that the current world order situation can be described as a tension between two different and competing models: the current US project of dominance centred around the global war on terror, and the regionalist movement as forged by the EU, which is built on plurilateral and multilateral principles and international law. We refer to these two trends as the ‘unipolar movement’ and the ‘regionalist movement’.

Global security and functioning multilateralism require a certain degree of institutionalisation in order to counter unilateral action in one nation’s own interest, bilateral solutions, or ill-considered political or military reactions. Regionalism, implying a multipolar world order structure as preferred by the EU, is also unacceptable to the US, because of the limitations set on its own security interests. The regionalist movement leads to a different world order through the criss-crossing multitude of such region-to-region relations, i.e. a sort of regional multilateralism or ‘multiregionalism’. This can be seen as one of the more regulated, institutionalised and also preferred forms that multilateralism (and globalisation) may be taking. 

Introduction

This paper analyses models of global governance and world order in the context of the frustrated multilateral order and the war on terror since 9/11. It is argued that the current world order situation can be described as a tension between two different and competing models: the ‘unipolar movement’ and the ‘regionalist movement’. The ‘unipolar movement’ (the current US approach) is totally incompatible with the regionalist movement (the EU approach) as a world order option. To understand the future world order is thus to consider the relative power balance between these two competing world orders.

Before 9/11 one could still discuss alternative world orders (Hettne and Odén, 2002). An extremely decentralised ‘neo-medieval order’ with fluid structures of authority at different levels of society could for example be contrasted with a radically opposed ‘cosmopolitical order’ based on the existence of a global civil society. Other observers argued for an ‘assertive multilateralism’ based on a reformed UN, or a new security policy ‘concert’ (resembling the 19th century European order) of cooperating major powers from different regions. After the terrorist action the range of alternative world orders have been reduced, and a trend towards a more distinct world order can be observed. This order in embryo appears for the present to be unilateral rather than multilateral or regional. However, we do not know how durable a new order will be.

The concept of ‘world order’ is used both positively and normatively, that is to say it can describe the actually existing order or desirable models/utopian projects. 80 years ago Europe believed in collective security through the League of Nations. Hitler and Mussolini were soon to smash that dream. 50 years ago, the UN constituted mankind’s hope of a stable and just world order in which war as a method to solve conflicts was outlawed. The Cold War rendered largely impossible a world political role of that kind. 25 years ago there was discussion of ‘a new economic world order’, which would accord justice to the poor countries of the Third World. Instead there was established a new hegemonic discourse of development, according to which the poor countries were themselves considered to bear the guilt for their own misery. A decade ago President George Bush I coined the concept ‘a new world order’, once again with the meaning that international society in future would resolutely take action against tyrants and terrorists. The order envisaged did not become reality either. 

The ‘unipolar movement’ since 9/11 2001 and pushed by George W. Bush will obviously impact on world order for some time to come.
 In fact, in the period since the Second World War no politician has had greater room for manoeuvre as regards the ability to influence the shape of the world order than President George W. Bush. Certain changes as regards the application of international law occurred in rapid succession after 9/11. The tendency could have gone in two main directions, ranging from multilateralism, implying that the international society of states decide in common, to unilateralism, implying that a powerful state unilaterally assumes leadership of the rest of the world (‘either you are with us or with the terrorists’). A unilateral attitude of this kind implies a privilege for the hegemon also to determine what is meant by ‘terrorism’, ‘war’, ‘prisoner of war’ etc. In the immediate aftermath of 9/11 there existed, therefore, to an even greater degree than in connection with the Gulf war, the possibility of an institutionalised multilateralism, an international regime based on the premises of international law and extensive participation by states and other transnational actors. This opportunity for multilateralism has failed in favour of US militarised unilateralism.

For the purpose of this paper, let us propose a non-normative definition of world order. It is important to distinguish between structural and institutional dimensions of world order. Structures are constraining institutions, but in the longer run the latter are also shaping structures. By creating and supporting plurilateral (including regional) and multilateral institutions, structural multipolarity is promoted. By relying on unilateral decision-making, which means prioritising the ‘national interest’ over collective security, structural anarchy is promoted, unless one single power is able to impose its will on the international society (by hegemony or dominance). In this case the structural result, if such a policy ultimately succeeds, will be unipolarity. This in turn implies new constraints for the functioning of institutions born in different structural contexts (for instance multilateral organisations from the early post second world war era).

According to the terminology applied here multipolarity is not a policy, but a possible structural result of a policy of plurilateralism, regionalism and multilateralism and the building of plurilateral, regional and multilateral institutions. The distinction between plurilateral and multilateral is important. A plurilateral grouping of actors is exclusive, whereas multilateral by definition implies inclusion. Multilateralism is therefore often seen as preferable, but for many purposes, plurilateralism defined by geographic closeness, i e, regionalism, is useful and more practical. A region can be built upon and strengthened by institutions, whereas most non-terrritorial functional arrangements normally are ad hoc and purpose-specific (often referred to as international regimes).

The Unipolar Movement

Regionalism, implying a multipolar world order structure preferred by the EU, is unacceptable to the United States, which, furthermore, made it clear that multilateralism, although desirable, has its limitations set by the USA’s own security interests. This is wholly in line with the realist security doctrine. However, the current policy of the USA goes beyond classical realism, type Kissinger/Brzezinski, towards reinforcing what the neo-conservative think-tank, the Project for the New American Century, calls ‘a Reaganite policy of military strength and moral clarity’. This formulation captures the essence of neo-conservatism or ‘the unipolar movement’: military strength and willingness to use it, and a moral mission to change the world in accordance with American values. To name this ideological structure ‘neo-conservatism’ is hardly an appropriate description of what rather seems to be a militant revolutionary doctrine rejecting the multilateral world order model and the role of the United Nations as the protector of this order.
Before 9/11 the unipolar movement was just one ideological current in the USA, fostered by ideological think tanks like American Enterprise Institute and the Project for the New American Century, as well as individual publicists and politicians. From the US point of view, the question of multilateralism was a realistic balancing between legality and effectiveness, and priority was always given to the last-mentioned. According to the same model which Bush senior once developed, the current President created a large alliance containing a multiplicity of extraordinarily disparate interests. This could have led to a strengthening of multilateral institutions, but it occurred on the basis of an international position for the USA which before the attacks was characterised by a low level of international credibility, as a result of American opposition to the Kyoto Protocol and the new International Criminal Court, as well as the ambition to develop unilateral defence measures (‘Star Wars’) which would bring to a final end the Cold War doctrine of Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD). 

The United Nations was of course, in accordance with the Charter, conceived as a multilateral organisation, but its most important organ, the Security Council, was dominated by a plurilateral group of major powers, the victors in the Second World War. The Security Council decided to put the struggle against terrorism on its agenda, but there are still no legal possibilities for sanctions against the host nations of terrorism, because it is in the UN context still unclear what should be meant by terrorism. NATO and the EU immediately declared themselves ready to participate in the USA’s struggle against terrorism, which in its first phase was defined as a defensive war – and therefore legal. 

Unilateralism has since gained the upper hand, and the gigantic coalition construction, which was consistent with multilateralism, fell apart. Certain countries supported the USA because of common values and solidarity. Others offered their support in exchange for the dismantling of sanctions, arms purchases, relaxation of trade restrictions, debt re-scheduling and aid. Countries like Australia and Denmark found new arguments for their populist policies founded on a negative attitude to immigration, by virtue of the fact that the general international mobilisation against terrorism has been interpreted by many as synonymous with a front against Islam. 

Consensus can thus be created for dubious purposes. A number of states supported the USA in order to be able, under the legitimising umbrella of fighting international terrorism, to deal, undisturbed, with their own ‘terrorists’. In the most eye-catching case, Israel, the Sharon regime adopted President Bush’s language and hunted young Palestinians in refugee camps and Palestinian cities in the same way as the Allies hunted Taliban soldiers in the mountain caves of Afghanistan. Similar circumstances, characterised by uninhibited repression, could be observed in Russia in Chechnya, in China in the Muslim Xinjiang province, in some of the neo-Stalinist former Soviet Republics in Central Asia, in the Philippines in its southern Muslim island region, and in India in Kashmir. The government of Nepal termed the ongoing Maoist uprising as terrorism. Robert Mugabe described the political opposition in Zimbabwe as terrorism. Arab countries such as Algeria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia have never made any distinction between internal opposition and terrorism.

The ‘war’ against terrorism thus came in a number of cases to mean legitimised state terrorism. The polarisation between regimes that, from a democratic viewpoint, are dubious, and their more or less fundamentalist opponents, created the premises for a further proliferation of terrorism. The US attitude as regards choice of allies is thus a factor which breeds terrorism. The multilateralist world order, in distinction to what might be expected of a more or less chance alliance, must grapple with these structural conditions. It must also be built on political pluralism, a civilising co-existence instead of ‘the clash of civilisations’. To achieve this will require much time, patience and resources. The alternative is a repressive and arrogant world order which breeds terrorism with different faces in different regions. 

Summing up, in the short term 9/11 has, we believe temporarily, changed the balance of forces in favour of unilateralism, hard power and militarism. Institutionalised conflict management and multilateral action have been replaced by the more ad hoc ’policy of rallying’or ‘coalitions of the willing’. The war on terror is not a general reassertion of leadership, but rather a very specific US engagement (Buzan, 2003: 143). At its worst this may degenerate into a global war-lord system. One problem for Europe is of course the painful absence of one single authoritative voice as far as external affairs are concerned. The foreign policy doctrine of interregionalism is not expressed by a powerful president, as in the case of the Bush doctrine of pre-emptive warfare. Given the US quest for self-interest and Pax Americana, in combination with frustrated multilateralism, the future solution of the world order is, in our view, a regionalist movement resulting in stronger regions and better interregional relations. This model is favoured by the EU. The point raised in this paper is that interregional cooperation may compensate, and also be a solution for frustrated multilateralism and the negative effects of US militant unilateralism. 

9/11 as a regional event

If we consider the development of 9/11 from only a Western perspective we will arrive at a distorted picture of the new geopolitical landscape. There are regional consequences of 9/11 around the world, implying that we need to understand how the event was manifested in the non-Western world. Consequently, the impact of 9/11 has been varied in Africa, Middle East, Asia and Latin America. One purpose here is to show how terrorism actually becomes globalised and generalised; a collective label for rather different types of endogenous political violence, and also localised and endowed with its regionally conditioned forms of expression.  Barry Buzan is correct in that:

Yet also like organized criminals, ‘international’ terrorists often have territorial ‘home’ bases. Distinct from crime, the agenda of terrorists is often closely locked into both domestic (Irish, Basque/Spanish, Israeli, Afghan) and/or regional (Middle Eastern) politics, and the links between those levels and the global one. Despite the transnational quality of its methods and organization, bin Laden’s Al Qaeda network is intimately tied into the dynamics of the Middle Eastern [regional security complex], and the interplay of those dynamics with the global level. Although there may well be a kind of globalist element in Al Qaeda’s securitization (a resistance of the worldwide faithful against the global cultural assault of capitalism), this does not seem to be the main motive. Much more prominent in their discourses of securitization are the placement of US forces in the ‘holy lands’ of Saudi Arabia, and US backing for Israel (generally, as a ‘crusader’ invasion of Islamic territory; specifically, as the oppressor of the Palestinians). Thus while Al Qaeda manifests itself as a deterritorialized, transnational player, neither its existence, its operation, nor its motives can be understood without close reference to both the regional structures of security and the interplay of these with the global level. (Buzan, 2003: 147)

The war in Afghanistan was the first phase of the anti-terrorist war. President George W. Bush declared that the second phase would be directed against an ‘axis of evil’. Iran, Iraq and North Korea were named; preparations for war against Iraq were set on foot. North Korea sharpened the conflict by resuming its interrupted nuclear programme. The war on terrorism became the war on ‘terrorists and tyrants’. The new threat image was simplified to a controversy between states, including mutual threats of war. The conventional military stamp on the response to acts of terrorism has thus continued in Iraq, but under a completely different and widely contested pretext.

The fact is that 9/11 and the war on terror mean different things in different regions depending on the historically prevailing pattern of conflict. These conflicts are different and need to be approached with different methods, but the war against terrorism collapses all these varying problems into one: global terrorism. It is therefore important also to examine how the global war against an abstraction is concretely manifested in different parts of the world. 

Central Asia is of course of decisive importance as directly affected by the war against terrorism. After the overthrow of the Taliban regime in Afghanistan the centre of gravity in the conflict shifted more and more towards South Asia; the increasing tension applied particularly to Kashmir, which became al-Qaeda’s second front. The Jihad was thereby also aimed at Hinduism and the regional great power, India. A third front was opened in Southeast Asia and in East Africa there were terrorist activities presumably related to al-Qaeda. There were, furthermore indirect effects, such as the split in the EU and the crisis in the Atlantic alliance, which are dealt with elsewhere. 

The South Asian pattern can be described as pathological in the sense that the image of ‘the other’ is based on a distorted perception of reality, coupled with suspicion and fear. The artificial and only lately established nation-state structure has contributed to this. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1979 gave Pakistan an important role in the anti-communist counter-offensive, which resulted in the ‘Talibanisation’ of Afghanistan. Two decades later, paradoxically enough, the country again acquired a key role, this time in the war efforts against the Taliban regime and the al-Qaeda network’s bases in Afghanistan.

After 9/11 South Asia found itself at the centre of the war against terrorism. A large number of conflict events followed one another.
 The state parliament in Kashmir was the target for a bloody action on 1 October 2001. On 13 December there was then an attack against the Indian Parliament House in New Delhi, when militant Muslims shot dead a number of security guards (and a gardener), but failed in their objective of killing MPs who were in the building. India immediately accused Pakistan of being responsible and staged along the border with Pakistan the biggest mobilisation since the war of 1971. 

In many states in the region a distinct brutalisation of politics is taking place, in the case of Gujarat on an unimaginable scale. That can naturally not be traced back to 9/11 but it is clear that repressive violence is held to be justified by the danger of terrorism and is facilitated by more extreme anti-terrorist legislation. In Nepal the Maoist uprising. Sri Lanka is the major bright spot. A peace process started after international involvement (Norway) once international support for the Tigers had diminished in consequence of 9/11. In Nepal, on the other hand, there was a ‘Musharraf’ solution as King Gyanendra dismissed the government and put an end to a 12 year long democratic experiment. 

The regionalisation and internationalisation of terrorism also affect the forms of the struggle against it. The regional cooperation organisation, SAARC, might be able to play an important part as a regional means of solving conflicts, but so far the rock-hard Indian bilateralism has prevented it. The atmosphere of suspicion between the states in the region is thus itself a partial cause of terrorism (destabilisation), and also facilitates terrorist activity through the existence of bases on the other side of the frontier. The relations between the countries are, however, so strained that they have unable to create a common security organisation for combating terrorism, despite the fact that the SAARC has adopted a resolution against terrorism.

The Regionalist Movement

A major trend after the Cold War has been a regionalisation as a world-wide phenomenon. Classical integration theories from the 1950s and 1960s primarily dealt with European integration, as there were few other regional experiments to theorise about. The dominant approach was neo-functionalism, which essentially considered spill-overs from economic integration to political unification. The historical context was the bipolar world order, which imposed a Cold War logic on the process of regionalisation (hegemonic regionalism), not only in Europe but also in other areas where regional integration experiments were initiated. These attempts had little dynamics of their own.

Since the late 1980s we are witnessing an explosion of various forms of regionalisms and regionalist projects more or less all over the world. The widening and deepening of the EU is perhaps the most debated example of this trend. Other regionalisation processes can be observed in other parts of the world as well, made visible through the (re)emergence, revitalisation or expansion of regional projects and organisations, such as the Southern Common Market/Comisión Sectorial para el Mercado Común del Sur (Mercosur), the Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN), NAFTA, the Southern African Development Community (SADC), the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) and so forth. 

It is important to recognise that this renewed and worldwide trend of regionalism, often labelled ‘the new regionalism’, is not confined simply to formal inter-state regional organisations and institutions. On the contrary, the new regionalism is characterised by its multidimensionality, complexity, and by that it involves a variety of state and non-state actors, who often come together in rather informal multi-actor coalitions. It is therefore now appropriate to speak of regionalisms in the plural rather than the singular. This plurality is true both in terms of the variety of regionalisation processes as well as the ‘new’ theoretical approaches (Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003). 

The new regionalism is taking shape in a very different, multipolar world order, in which US hegemony, according to a wide spread view, is declining. It is often described as ‘open’, and thus compatible with an interdependent world economy. Furthermore, it results from a multidimensional societal process, and forms part of a global structural transformation — i.e. the exogenous process, which draws attention to the intriguing relationship between globalisation and regionalisation. At the same time it is a voluntary process coming from within the emerging regions — i.e. what can be referred to as the endogenous process (Hettne et al, 1999-2001; Hettne, 2002; Schulz et al, 2001).
With regard to the exogenous process, the apparent revival as well as redirection of regional projects and studies towards the end of the last century constituted a telling indicator that globalisation was not a singular, universal project; alternative reactions and directions were also possible. Still, the conventional discussion — about whether regionalism constitutes a stumbling block or a building block towards multilateralism — continues to influence much of the discussion in the field. We need to understand the limits of this (infamous) dichotomy, and that a unilinear relationship or a simple dichotomy between globalism/multilateralism and regionalism needs to be challenged. In fact, linear developments are the least likely as globalisation and regionalisation produce their own counterforces with mixed outcomes in different regions (Hettne et al, 1999; Söderbaum and Shaw, 2003). Tussie draws attention to a more subtle understanding. 

regionalism thrives in the policy spaces left by multilateralism but that at the same time when these lacunae are too many or too wide these tensions are then re-played in the multilateral sphere. In this sense the focus on these neglected games allows us to move away from one-dimensional views that posit regionalism and multilateralism as dilemmas of building blocks versus stumbling blocks. (Tussie, 2003: 215)

Regions must, however, at the same time be understood as endogenous processes; they are not simply geographical or administrative objects, but acting subjects in the making (or un-making); their boundaries are shifting and so is their capacity as actors, which can be referred to as their level of ‘regionness’ (Hettne, 1993, 1999; Hettne and Söderbaum, 1999). Regionness defines the position of a particular region in terms of regional cohesion, which can be seen as a long-term endogenous historical process, changing over time from coercion, the building of empires and nations, to voluntary cooperation. The political ambition of establishing regional cohesion and identity has been of primary importance in the ideology of the new regionalism.
A region can be a region more or less. In general terms one can speak of five levels of regionness making up, as it were, a ‘natural history’ of regionalisation (but in the real world not to be interpreted as a deterministic stage theory): The regional space is a geographic area, delimited by more or less natural physical barriers. In social terms the region is organised by human inhabitants, at first in relatively isolated communities, but more and more creating some kind of translocal relationship. The region as a social system implies ever widening translocal relations, constituting a ‘security complex’, in which the constituent units, normally some sort of ‘states’, are dependent on each other, as well as on the overall stability of the system. The region as international society can be either organised or more spontaneous. In the case of a more organised cooperation, region is deﬁned by the list of countries which happen to be members of the organisation in question. The states are still the dominant actors, but the pattern of relations is regulated and more ‘society-like’. The region as community takes shape when an enduring organisational framework (formal or less formal) facilitates and promotes social communication and convergence of values and behaviour throughout the region. Finally, the region as institutionalised polity has a more fixed structure of decision-making and stronger actor capability. Since regionalism is a political project, created by human actors, it may, just like a nation-state project, fail. In this perspective decline could mean decreasing regionness; ultimately a dissolvement of the region itself. 

The EU is an institutionalised regional polity, at present lingering between intergovernmentalism and supranational governance. An ambitious attempt to form a European Constitution was frustrated in December, 2003. On the other hand there was an agreement on a common European security policy, marking a certain disassociation from the USA and the NATO framework. The stress is here on prevention rather than preemption, thus holding on to ‘soft power’, at the same time as the trans-Atlantic relationship is described as ‘irreplacable’. The UN charter is described as ‘the fundamental framwork’ for international relations. Thus the EU muddles through, used as it is to act in crisis situations.

Triadisation, the formation of a tripolar world, is to many what globalisation really is about. Europe, North America and East Asia make up the larger part of the world economy. They organise for the sake of better being able to control and to get access to the rest of the world, one important means of control being to achieve ideological hegemony. The three core areas constituting the Triad represent different traditions in terms of economic ideology. Europe has become the paradigm of regionalisation; the other two are far less institutionalised as regions and so far lack a regional political order. On the North American continent the core is constituted by the USA, Canada and Mexico, organised in NAFTA. East Asia is marked by a rather low level of (formal) regionness, although this is compensated for by a dense transnational and informal economic network. East Asian regionalism is therefore often described as de facto regionalism, whereas regionalisation in Europe takes place de jure. Examples of intermediate regions are Southeast Asia (ASEAN) and Latin America (Mercosur), and of peripheral regions Africa, South Asia, Central Asia and the Middle East. 

Regionalisation has structural consequences also beyond the particular region in which it takes place. Its importance for a specific regional order as well as for order between regions should be taken into consideration.

Interregionalism

Interregionalism signifies the process whereby at least two groups of states (regions) interact, often within an interregional framework or formal relationship. It can also be region-to-region relations on a more informal basis (what here is referred to as transregionalism). The latter often occurs with partner regions that are not formally organised, i.e. where there is no regional organisation to relate to. This is for instance the case in the EU-Mediterranean partnership (Euro-Med), where the EU relates bilaterally to each of the partner countries. 

As compared to market-led globalisation in a world of nation-states, interregionalism is more rooted in regional territorial formations, and in contrast to multilateralism, it is a more exclusive relationship since access is limited. The partners are defined in the interregional agreement, as are the general conditions for and the objectives of cooperation. There are many functions that this new order of international organisation may serve (Rüland, 2001). This is the qualitative dimension of governance. The functions vary from one organisation to another. Looking at the existing interregional arrangements, which include two or more regional organisations (formal interregionalism), or simply groupings of states or other actors from different geographical regions (informal interregionalism/transregionalism), there is thus so far no clear picture on the horizon. Interregionalism (and of course even more multiregionalism) is a long-term trend. Consequently, it is somewhat premature to speak of interregionalism as a form of global governance. Its impact is still rather limited. But the trend pointing in that direction may be important, particularly as a countertrend to US unilateralism, which constitutes the current threat to institutionalised international relations, i.e. the rule of international law. Furthermore, when regionalism increases around the world, this will inevitably give rise to further interregional and transregional relations.  

To get some order in this emerging cobweb of relations between regions, one can consider EU’s view of interregionalism. There is a European ‘model’ of foreign policy, which is built on interregionalism (region-to-region relations). This European doctrine is deeply rooted in the European Commission as well as amongst leading politicians and policy-makers. It has been expressed many times by politicians and policy-makers. Already in 1990 Hans-Dietrich Genscher stated, with reference to inter-regional relations, that ‘the path of the political dialogue and economic cooperation embarked upon by the EC in a spirit of true partnership is proving to be the path of the future’ (quoted in Edwards and Regelsberger 1990: vii-viii). More recently, in September 2001 the European model was proposed by the Belgian Prime Minister, Mr Verhofstadt, then President of the EU, in suggesting a G8 based on more adequate regional representation: 

… we need to create a forum where the leading continental partnerships can all speak on an equal footing: the European Union, the African Union, Mercosur, ASEAN, the North American Free Trade Agreement, etc. (Verhofstadt 2001) 

The regionalist movement in the international system and the development of interregional relations not only justify and promote the EU’s own existence and efficiency as a ‘regional actor’, the strategy also promotes the legitimacy and efficiency of other regions, which in turn promotes further cross-cutting regionalism and interregionalism. 

The EU is the hub of a large number of interregional arrangements, which is in accordance with its regionalist ideology. These arrangements encompass not only trade and foreign investment but also political dialogue, cultural relations and security concerns. The ambition is also to formalise the relations (now called ‘partnerships’) as being between two regional bodies, but for pragmatic reasons (the different shapes and competencies of today’s regional bodies), the forms of agreement show a bewildering variety. The USA, on the other hand, participates in more informal interregional bodies for more globalist and myopic nationalist reasons. There is, significantly, no regionalist ideology in the USA. On the contrary it has acted against institutionalised regionalisation, most clearly shown in the current policy of ‘disaggregation’ vis-á-vis the EU.

The first level of the trans- and interregional complex, the ‘thickest’ one, contains relations within the Triad, that is the three core regions of Europe (EU), North America (USA) and East Asia (Japan). Unsurprisingly, these relations are sometimes tense, due to power balance concerns, trade competition that risk degenerating into trade wars, as well as the somewhat different economic ideologies in the three regions. Differences in terms of institutionalisation are also important. Transregional links within the Triad are constituted by various transatlantic (US-EU) agreements, APEC (Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation), where the USA is the driver, and the ASEM (Asia-Europe Meeting) process, involving the EU and selected Asian countries (both from the Triad and from the intermediate region of Southeast Asia). ASEM was born in 1996 at the Bangkok summit, and has so far seen four summits, the latest in Copenhagen (2002). 

There are significant difference, clearly illustrating the contrasting EU and US approaches to world order. APEC is a transregional organisation focusing on trade issues, and expressing the US hegemonic interest in the area. Its importance seems to be on decline. The ASEM process is (at least on paper) more substantive, as expressed through its three pillars: economic, political and cultural/intellectual. Behind this is the felt need by European and Asian partners to relate to and perhaps try to balance the US dominance. In spite of massive contacts on the level of civil society, the formal institutionalised transatlantic links are weak, not to speak of interregional arrangements between the EU and NAFTA, which as a matter of fact are non-existent. The reason for this is that the USA in principle prefers bilateralism, which of course prevents the building of durable institutions of interregionalism. After the rift in the trans-Atlantic relations due to the Iraq-crisis, the USA started to distinguish between Old and New Europe, as well as disaggregating its approach to the EU, i.e. dealing with the EU-members one by one – as individual countries. This can be described as an ‘anti-interregionalist’ policy and a reassertment of Westphalianism (or neo-Westphalianism).

The EU-Mercosur relationship is at least in formal terms a clear example of interregionalism, since there exists an agreement (since 1995) between two regional organisations (the EU-Mercosur Interregional Framework Co-operation Agreement, EMIFCA) with formal status since 1999. This agreement also consists of three main elements: political dialogue, co-operation and trade issues. The interregional cooperation includes a political dialogue and substantive financial support to Mercosur’s institutional development. The EU’s goal is to create an interregional Association based on political dialogue, cooperation and trade issues. This type of partnership strengthens Europe’s project of ‘multiregionalism’, which consists of revamping multilateralism along the lines of regionally integrated blocs. 

Here there is a certain competition with FTAA, the project of creating a Free Trade Area of America, which would include the USA and the whole of Latin America (minus Cuba as long as Castro remains in power). Europe can thus be seen as challenging the US hegemony in the southern part of Latin America with the support of Mercosur. Furthermore the EU–Mercosur trade is larger than the Mercosur–NAFTA trade, and the EU is also the most important source of investment for Mercosur. Competitive relations form part of the dynamics of regional and interregional developments and underline the need to study the dialectics of competing regionalisms (Molvik, 2002).

In the Barcelona process, i.e. cooperation between the EU and its Mediterranean neighbours, peace and stability is the first priority in accordance with the basic concern for stability in the ‘near abroad’. Apart from countries in North Africa, also Israel and the Palestinian Authority participate in this process, which underlines what problems are involved in the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership (EMP) — but also the need for it. There are no simple solutions to security crises. Soft power may, however, in the long run be more effective than hard power. Global development defined in terms of the quality of international relations, as suggested here, thus forms part of the new more comprehensive understanding of security. The EU relations to ACP (Countries of Africa, Caribbean and the Pacific) are rooted in colonial and neocolonial relations. However, these relations are now, as for instance in the Cotonou agreement from June 2000, described (at least rhetorically) in more symmetric terms as ‘partnerships’. When put in operation the institutional framework for global development in its North-South dimension may be changed towards less bureaucracy and more substance. 

 Conclusion: Global and Regional Futures

The globalist policy of opening up the world for capital has become militarised and unilateralised after 9/11; and the range of possible world order options has been reduced. Multilateralism is retreating. This is likely to have negative consequences also for global development, i.e. the quality of global governance. It is quite likely, and after 9/11 quite obvious, that intervention in the way the global market operates will be needed in one form or another. 

The terminology of war in the struggle against terrorism underlines the circumstance that the new threat image is being handled on the basis of conventional thinking about security, in which the importance of the state, the military and the security service is reinforced and the scope for new initiatives is diminished. This is bad news both for national resistance movements with legitimate aims, as well as for the transnational movement for global justice. There is also polarisation between the standpoints of the USA and Europe, particularly as regards that part of the struggle against terrorism which relates to Iraq.

The war against terrorism, as manifested in Afghanistan and Iraq has, as usually is the result of war, reinforced the power of the state and the military apparatus, and for that reason a neo-Westphalian type of world order appears, at any rate in the relatively short term, to be more likely than a post-Westphalian experiment. That applies particularly to the unilateral superpower which ever more explicitly disdains multilateral forms of global governance. That was the US attitude even before 9/11 and hopes that the anti-terrorist consensus that arose after this terrible event would strengthen multilateralism rapidly came to nought.

The global alliance was after the occupation of Iraq exposed to major strains and reduced to a ‘coalition’ of a handful of states, forcefully lead by the US. The struggle against terrorism was more and more subordinated to a new geopolitical strategy characterised by the right to pre-emptive attacks resulting in what we may call the Pax Americana (a concept actually used with pride by the neo-conservatives). The supposed sources of terrorist threat were extended to include unpopular states that have very little to do with al-Qaeda. The USA has consistently applied a realist security policy by forming pragmatic alliances with ‘the enemy of the enemy’. The rift is also widening between the USA and Europe, which to a greater extent stands for ‘soft power’, that is to say, for the achievement of security through sustainable social development rather than through the elimination of enemies. 

There are at least three major differences between the EU and the USA as regards external relations: The one first crucial difference is the EU preference for long term multidimensional, horizontal, institutional arrangements, whereas the USA prefers more temporary ‘coalitions of the willing’ under its own leadership. The second difference can be related to contrasting ideas in political philosophy, as was recently pointed out by Robert Kagan (2002). According to him, Europeans prefer to live in the ideal world of ‘permanent peace‘ of Immanuel Kant, which, according to Kagan, is the natural choice of the weak, whereas the Americans live in the real world of Thomas Hobbes, which shows the responsibility and mission of the strong in dealing with evil forces. This view of power can be compared to Joseph Nye’s ideas of the usefulness of ‘soft power’, more applicable to the European case. A third dimension of this European-American contrast in political culture is what Javier Solana, the EU spokesman in foreign affairs, has referred to as the US religious approach to foreign policy, whereas the European approach is supposed to be rationalist and secular. Thus the USA tends to see political conflict as a struggle between good and evil, or God and Devil. Europe, on the other hand, has, supposedly, a tradition of making a political analysis of conflict, pragmatically looking for compromises. 

The current unilateralism of the remaining super power, showing a strong suspicion towards regionalism, also affects the relative importance of the regions of the world, in accordance with its threat perceptions. The so-called evil forces are primarily found in the Middle East and Asia, which means that Africa and Latin America gets less attention. It seems as if this has actually strengthened regionalism in these areas. The US attitude to regionalism is now more ambivalent compared to in the recent past, where regionalism was more favoured. To the extent that regionalism can be part of the struggle against terrorism it is supported (as seen for instance in Southeast Asia), but it is obvious that regionalism becomes subsumed under the overall strategy of combating terrorism.

Regionalism would, however, be part also of a future post-Westphalian governance pattern. In such a world order the locus of power would move irreversibly to the transnational level. The states system can be replaced or complemented by a regionalised world order, and by a strengthened global civil society supported by a ‘normative architecture’ of world order values: multiculturalism and multiregionalism. Here the emphasis on interregionalism by the EU may in the longer run prove to be important in the construction of the new world order. Europe can further this trend by encouraging region-building elsewhere, reinforcing respect for multilateral institutions and continue the pursuit of interregionalism and transregionalism, giving rise to multiregionalism and cooperation between organised regions. This latter goal presupposes intersubjective understanding between regional partners, including, of course, the trans-Atlantic partnership now in crisis. 

The future of regionalism, and ultimately multiregionalism, depends very much on the outcome of the struggle between the two contrasting world order models discussed in the this paper. Of interest is the security policy of the EU agreed upon at the otherwise unsuccessful constitutional December meeting 2003. Although praising the trans-Atlantic alliance, the security strategy document made it clear that the foreign policy of the EU is based on respect for international law and multilateral institutions. However, in view of the simultaneous weakening of the EU due to the break down of the negotiations on the new constitution, the political importance of this strategy is limited. According to one theory the USA organised the break down through its allies: Spain, Poland and Italy.

Multilateral regionalism (or multiregionalism), i.e. the world order ultimately resulting from unbroken global regionalisation, would imply systematic relations between all regional organisations, ultimately making up a form of global governance, a sort of ‘European world order’. Interregional arrangements are without doubt feeble and contradictory, but they nevertheless signify an interest in and a growing need for interregionalism in a more viable form. A regionalised world order derived from still embryonic, transregional formations would challenge the homogenising tendency of contemporary globalisation by working for a multipolar or rather multicentric world order, with self-centred but not autarchic regions, each rooted in historical civilizations. The regions should be internally multicultural, similar to the historical empires, which for a much longer time than the homogenising nation-states system has provided humanity with a relevant polity, combining political order with pragmatic tolerance against ‘minorities’, or the subdued peoples, as long as the tribute was delivered. The problem is to transform former imperial hierarchical systems to horizontal, voluntary and democratic regional systems. 

The interregional arrangements between the EU and other regions also stress certain norms with regard to human rights, democracy and conflict prevention. Being an outflow of the new regionalism, these arrangements are (in principle) voluntary and fundamentally cooperative, in contrast to a world order based on coercive hegemony or dominance. The emerging regions should, furthermore, coexist in a normative universe of converging values, created through processes of intercivilisational dialogue and intersubjective understanding. This cosmopolitan utopia differs from the ‘unilateralist movement’ and ‘the war against terrorism’, which at present mark world politics. It must be kept in mind that, in being based on dialogue and the search for intersubjectivity, the strategy of interregionalism is equally concerned with the quality of international relations and their effectiveness. This is what we refer to as the global development dimension of world order.

A well functioning multilateral world order requires a certain degree of institutionalisation which counters unilateral action in one nation’s own interest, bilateral solutions, or ill-considered political or military reactions which aggravate a sensitive security situation. As shown for instance by the ASEM process, the institutionalisation of interregional relations, not to speak of multiregionalism, is very slow and affected by sudden changes in the geopolitical environment. The overall purpose of interregionalism is, however, to make this environment more stable and more predictable. This is not possible without a much deeper institutionalisation, drawing on the European experience, but on the other hand, this institutionalisation cannot go much deeper than the Asian model of informal consensus building allows. The result is what has been called ‘soft institutionalisation’. The informal approach of Asia could also contain a lesson showing how to curb the excessively bureaucratic approach of Europe. Just like European regionalism shows political innovations different from the Westphalia tradition, future interregional arrangements will reflect different regional experiences and world views, which will take their due time to get reconciled. This is the long-term significance of the ASEM process, provided it will be kept alive.
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� One can without exaggeration speak of a new academic growth industry. Some examples that have inspired this article are: Strobe Talbott and Nayan Chanda (eds.), The Age of Terror. America and the World after September 11, Basic Books, 2001; James Hoge Jr. and Gideon Rose (eds.), How Did This Happen? Terrorism and the New War, Public Affairs, 2001; What We Think of America, Granta, No 77, 2002; Ken Booth and Tim Dunne (eds.), Worlds in Collision. Terror and the Future of Global Order, Palgrave, 2002; Bengt Sundelius (ed.), The Consequences of September 11. A Symposium on the Implications for the Study of International Relations, Utrikespolitiska Institutet (The Swedish Institute of International Affairs), Stockholm, 2002. Phil Scraton (ed.), Beyond September 11. An Anthology of Dissent.


� Before 9/11 US security political attention had already been directed to the region, particularly to Pakistan, one of the few countries which maintained contacts with the Taliban regime. In the US State Department Report on ‘Patterns of Global Terrorism 1999’ it is stated (on page v): Pakistan continues to send mixed messages on terrorism. Despite significant and material cooperation in some areas – particularly arrests and extradition – the Pakistani Government also has tolerated terrorists living and moving freely within its territory. Pakistan’s government has supported groups that engage in violence in Kashmir, and this has provided indirect support to terrorists in Afghanistan.


� From September 2001 to December 2002 there were 3940 terrorism related acts of violence. 604 persons from the security forces, 1197 civilians and 2412 terrorists were killed (Frontline 17 January, 2002). Though there is no proof, some major railway accidents have also been linked with terrorist related sabotage.


� At the first SAARC summit meeting terrorism was identified as a threat to the region’s political and economic stability, which justified regional cooperation. A Regional Convention on Suppression of Terrorism was signed in Kathmandu in November 1987.
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