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 Mario TELO', Introduction





 


Globalization is a challenge for the social sciences: while political scientists often ignore the economic transformations, technological and financial changes or huge capital movements, the economists ignore the socio-political implications of economic and technological changes. Capitalism is since its earliest stages an international revolutionary force unifying the world economy and breaking obstacles towards a worldwide economic system. 1945 is a milestone in the history of the building up of a transatlantic market characterized by common institutions (IMF, World bank, NATO,... ) and by a common currency (the dollar in the framework of the Bretton Woods system until 1971). The European communities would even never be born without such an international positive environment. So, what is really new, making "globalization" the word of the year ? What is the difference between the former economic, financial, technological interdependence in the ‘70s and the ‘80s (Keohane and Nye) and the current globalization? I would like to stress two elements, a quantitative one and a qualitative one. One of the main causes of the current globalization wave is a political one: the break down of the communist bloc in 1989-91 and the fall of the political division of the world economy, with its huge implications not only as the second world, but also as the so-called third world is concerned (India, China, part of Latin America and so on are no longer looking for alternative economic models to the market economy). Between 1989 and 1998 we had two parallel processes: diffusion of the western economic patterns and democratization (Huntington), including an enlargement of the international organizations created in the West after World War II. 





Secondly, the unification of the world markets combined with new technologies are provoking a retreat of the State (S. Strange 1997, W. Reinicke and Brookings Institute 1997), the transformation of world power hierarchies and the move of influence centers away from nation States, still the main regulating factor during the previous decades. Of course some States are declining more than others; and the end of State's traditional sovereignty, doesn't delete other important functions of the State. But it is a matter of fact that the national keynesian regulation is over and that economic authority and governance are more and more shifting from national States somewhere: 


- to private transnational companies and private networks with the consequent increasing privatization of social governance (micro-regulation); 


- to supranational and international organizations and public authorities, which often provokes a democratic deficit due to the growing distance between citizens on the one hand and supranational technocracies and "cosmocracy" on the other hand (macro-regulation); 


- to global actors and to global strategies, which can lead to "triadic governance" but also to international and interregional conflicts, both economic and political. The USA have a global strategy for a "new world order"; EU has got an African policy (Lomé and Yaoundé, Barcelona Process), an Asian policy (Asem), a Latin-American policy; Japan is trying to build up its Asia-Pacific strategy. 





The new territorial dimensions





Globalization strengthens functional links, transnational connections and overlapping allegiances. But what about the territorial dimension of interest representation and of democratic participation ? 


Globalization provokes convergences (common patterns and new technologies, communications, standards, "Macdonaldism", global village...) but at the same time divergences: new identities and new social demands are arising at different scales. They often have in common a similar feature: to put on the agenda the territorial dimension of interests and identities against the anonymous functional dimension of technological, economic and social change: 


a) localism and fragmentation. Countries are shaped in new hierarchies and differenciated according to the international performance of their regions or towns. On the other hand, many territories are not integrated in the world economy. Furthermore, the best performing towns or regions are becoming direct channels (often with support of State) to success on the international market. 


That can lead to infrastate-secessionism: microregions demanding independency to cope better as a unit with global competitiveness (Flanders, Lombardy, Catalona,...) 


b) I would also mention neo-nationalism, ethnocentrism, intolerance and fundamentalistic refusal of globalization and of modernization and democracy as well. 


c) finally, macroregionalism: suprastate regional economic and political integration (European Union, NAFTA, Mercosur, Asean and so on). I particularly will focus on the last one and try to answer the question of: how far can regional governance cope with globalization and with democratization?





Regionalization and neo-regionalism: three scenario’s





My answer is that regionalization is an ambiguous phenomenon needing both a comparative analysis and an international relations theory.





Firstly one has to distinguish between regionalization as a spontaneous trend of the world society and trade liberalization and neoregionalism as a policy, decided by social, economic and political actors or even more as a strategy. 


Since the middle 80s, we are witnessing in each continent a quantitative and qualitative growth of various forms of regional cooperation, regional organizations and regional associations (P. Taylor, 1993). This new phenomenon can be explained:


- as a reaction to increasing international competitiveness;


- as a consequence of the interest of national economies to make themselves fit to face globalization (limited free trade areas and so on); 


- as a Forum of intergovernmental cooperation;


- as an imitation of the well performing E. U., supported by the E.U. itself (as in the case of Mercosur);


- as a consequence of a functional spillover of companies-cooperation, branch-cooperation, interest-networks and so on (namely in the case of Asean). 


 


Regional cooperation provides public goods, very useful for peace keeping and conflict preventing:


- reducing nationalism and intolerance, reducing localism, braking fragmentation, regulating migration flows, in the name of cooperation, people understanding and good neighbourship;


- making the dialogue of center and periphery countries belonging to the same region easier (USA and Mexico; EU and Eastern Europe; Japan and Asean; South Africa and neighbouring countries); 


- reducing the number of international players and making the world governance easier.


 


It is interesting to observe that the current financial crisis didn’t break regional organizations. On the opposite they have partly been strenghtened. 





On the other hand, we can observe limits and problems of regional cooperation:


- the main limit is quantitative: only around forty-fifty countries are included. The number of outsiders is still enormous either because of a local conflict preventing regional cooperation from progressing substantially (SAARC, because of the strategic security conflict between India and Pakistan), or because of economic marginality (as in Africa) (Hölsti, 1997).


 -the heterogeneity of the different regional cooperation patterns is trivial and obvious; the problem is that in the current uncertain international economic and political environment, diversities and ambiguities are arising in each regional organization and that, in the middle-longe range, this phenomenon can play three different roles as world governance is concerned.


 


a) First scenario: we prefer to use the word of "regionalization" if it is a simple by-component of the current globalization. Pure regional free trade areas could be perfectly compatible with the Bush-Clinton global strategy of "emerging markets". Interregional organizations like APEC in the case of Asia-Pacific and AFTA (in case of Latin America) could very well incorporate regional or subregional cooperation organizations (like respectively Asean and Mercosur). 


However, such a scenario is facing two kinds of problems:


- how far are such interregional bilateral agreements compatible with WTO rules and with a symmetric multilateral pattern ?


- free trade has many implications and the regional organizations don’t concern only free trade areas. Domestic contraints are arising and they do brake this trend in the USA (example: "fast track"), in Europe, and in the partners' regional organizations (in the name of Mercosur identity or of Asean "common values"). As Asia-Pacific is concerned, problems arisen in Kuala-Lumpur during the November meeting of APEC can prove it.


 


b) Secondly, the opposite scenario would mean neo- regionalism as a reaction against globalization, as a channel of domestic fears, a kind of shield ensuring economic security, framework for demands of trade protectionism. Geoeconomic conflicts between regional blocs are already a common experience in many parts of the globalized economy (Luttwack). They are characterized by economic, trade or strategic goals that could even degenerate in political conflicts. Given the failure of protectionism everywhere in the world, a "benevolent neo-mercantilism" (Buzan, Gilpin) seems to be a more realistic variant: as a kind of defensive trade policy with the goal of keeping the domestic market protected from too strong global competitiveness and to answer social demands (full employment and so on ).


 


c) The third scenario is "open regionalism": it is less optimistic than the first one because it doesn't conceive world governance as a pure result of trade liberalization and privatization nor take into account social demands and identity needs arising in the framework of regional organizations. Regional organizations are indeed seen as an important actor as governance is concerned, both in reregulating through democratic rules the regional markets and in affording a crucial contribution to reforming the world economic and political institutions as well. On the other hand it is less pessimistic than the second regionalist scenario: globalization is not seen at all as a danger, but as a chance, an extraordinary opportunity both for economic growth and democratization, but under the essential conditions of setting clear common rules and a multilateral symmetric governance. Open regionalism strengthens the politics of globalization and deepens international civil society: cooperation between States, macroregions, private actors, NGO's and so on. 





Europe: deregulation and supranational reregulation. 





European communities history shows very well how the role of accelerating deregulation and globalization has been and still is mixed to the role of substituting national with supranational regulation. In Euro-jargon since Timbergen and Spinelli we used to differentiate "negative" and "positive" integration. G.D. Majone underlines that often the role of the EU is "to regulate the deregulation process". On the other hand, the famous J. Delors' Commission’s White Book of 1986 for the achievement of the European Single Market (Programme 1992) gave birth to many hundreds of directives, substituting national regulations by supranational rules and at that time many American opinion leaders used to talk about a "European fortress". Such a rare and curious reality is to explain through the "sui generis" nature of the EU, neither a State, nor a simple intergovernmental organization coordinating a mere free trade area. On the one hand, the economic and legal integration has got an irreversible level. On the other hand, in spite of rhetorics and original teleological approaches, the European construction is far from being a State building process toward a kind of United States of Europe. Its socio-economic regulation has not to do with traditional national government rules and a European social model as a single supranational model doesn’t exist. Indeed, it just cannot exist because of the very simple fact that the budget of the EU represents less than 2% of the GDP of the member states, which is very far from a federal budget, and from the huge part allocated to social system by every nation State. 


The real existing European social model is mainly composed by national social security systems plus the implications of the macroeconomic convergence created both by the single market, and the common policies (including the convergence criteria for the single European currency). It works both harmonizing national systems and regulating them supranationally. The national social systems are variously performing, and the social and employment policies are still mainly a national competence. Since their ability to cope with international competitiveness, very high during the "Golden age" of the three decades after WWII, is currently challenged by the growing globalization and the demographic trends, the question of the reform of European social governance is on the agenda of every European government. The very high European unemployment rate (11% to 12%) is the symbol of this common challenge, but the therapies are still quite different according to national preferences. The European Commission’s White Book of 1993 has been the first attempt to go beyond the limits of the past both in coordinating national social and employment policies and in suggesting the guidelines of a subsidiarian supranational governance. Unfortunately the European Council and the Council of Ministers only seemed to start being ready to implement such proposals in 1997/98: the Amsterdam Treaty includes an improved social chapter and a new employment chapter and the October meeting in Pörtschach (September ‘98)  has apparently opened the door to a new deal as employment policy is concerned. 


Why ? I do share the doubts concerning automatisms and spillover effects provoked by the single currency. The political will could mainly change because problems of social governance do matter and affect the legitimacy of political rule. The success story of European integration has been possible thanks to the implementation of the common values of democratization, peace and prosperity in the period between the 50's and the early 80 's. Democratic control used to be very less developed than nowadays: the treaties of Maastricht and Amsterdam enhanced the codecision power of the E.P. and other democratic provisions (European citizenship, European ombudsman, social chapter, petition right and so on), but in spite of such a progress, in the procedure democratization the feeling of an increasing democratic deficit (as shown by Gallups, Eurobarometers and national referenda of 1993) is stronger and more widely shared now than before. 


I see three reasons to explain this fact:


a) economic performances and social prosperity are no longer satisfying enough to still supply a "substantial legitimacy" (Weiler) to European institutions; no progress in integration is possible without such an "output legitimacy". 


b) the centralization of decision making, namely in currency and macroeconomic policies is affecting the national parliaments and national public sphere, mobilizing new democratic pressures from below;


c) the European supranational law and the technocratic power of EU, traditional driving forces of the integration process are more and more affected by problems of legitimacy (for example: the Euro-Bank without a symmetric political counterbalance) .





That is why "Euroland" is currently characterized by the emerging new social and political demand for "reregulation", which explains the recent electoral trend (1996-1998: 13 center-left governments in the EU) and the current increasing will to look for a change as social governance is concerned. But Europe is not an island, it is a part of a globalized economy and of a transatlantic market. The transatlantic dialogue could provide an essential contribution to the evolution of European open regionalism. 





Its starting point is to take into account that differences and convergences between European and American governance cannot be interpreted according to traditional over-simplified theoretical patterns. During the last fifty years convergence has grown enormously not only thanks to common historical roots and common values, but also to the common experience of market economy and common fight against nationalism and protectionism, intolerance and fundamentalism. On the other hand the reality of different models of society and governance can be explained through the different socio-political environment of the economies (mobility and flexibility of productive factors, demographic trends, welfare systems, labor relations, education, institutions, law system, democratic life) but also through different strategic options in shaping globalization "at home". I do find interesting that many center-left politicians are currently wishing Europe to converge with USA’s growth policy, as the conjunctural policy is concerned.


As for Europe, the old vision of M. Albert (two divergent capitalisms, a consensual one, the "Rhein model" rooted in Erhardt's concept of a "Social Market Economy" distinguished from the competitive one) has been recently deepened by European scholars with the concept of "capitalist diversity". In spite of the globalizing economy, the public goods would be provided in Europe thanks to a peculiar balance between public authorithies and private economic actors. Under which conditions could christian political doctrine, social liberalism and social democracy, despite the huge changes of the 80s and 90s, still be inspiring sources of such a European diversity as social governance is concerned at infranational, national and supranational scales ?





On the one hand, Europeans did learn during the last decades that solidarity and social peace are not only abstract values but also long term productive factors, increasing productivity of the society as a whole. On the other hand, the huge demografic changes and the globalization are pushing every government to reform the previous national welfare systems.


 


As the national governance is concerned, a new mix between social security and flexibility is still working in Holland, Danemark, UK; voluntaristic employment policies are announced or carried out in France, Italy and Germany. In both cases the method of national tripartite social pacts has been revived and plays a crucial role in stabilizing domestic consent. But it would be wrong to stress the continuity with the past, state-centred neocorporatist patterns. What is new is that they often are decentralized (at local-regional level, meso-level,...), temporary and regularly renegociated, open to new actors (social movements, consumers, small and medium-sized enterprises) and new issues (environment policies, urban policies,...). 


In both cases, important branches of the public sector have been privatized but the "universalistic" Welfare State is still preferred to the "residual" one. As fiscal policy is concerned, the balance between tax reduction, reduction of indirect costs of labor and new progressive taxations (eco-tax, euro-tax,...) or increasing financing of pension funds, varies very much from country to country.


 


What is absolutely new, is the will of national governements of Euroland to give an answer to the increasing demand for a more active European supranational governance. With the "Essen process" and the Amsterdam Treaty, three forms of social regulation are working at European level: directives, social dialogue between the social partners, multilateral survey of national employment policies.


 


As the topics of supranational regulations are concerned, new issues are on the agenda. Recently the German Finance Minister warned the Euroland member States against transferring their competitivity problems to a social dumping based on low wages and proposed to harmonize the wage policies at supranational level. That would go far beyond the coordination of minimal standards !


Something has to be stressed: the result of all these supranational regulations will not be a single European Welfare State, but could be a new multitiers, subsidiarian, European system of social governance. Eventhough the discussion between benevolent neomercantilists and soft globalizers is still open in Europe, the extremes of the "European fortress" and of the wild deregulation of the 80s are over. 


European governments are at stake: if they are not able to get dramatic improvements, as the unemployment policy and welfare reform are concerned, in the next few years, not only will the legitimacy of the European integration process and of the Euro be put in question, but also the chance of constructing EU as a new civilian power, providing new actions and ideas for the social governance of the globalization. 


Since many years the EU has conceived and partly implemented an internationalization of its conception of social governance: trade agreements, cooperation agreements, conditionality (democracy, human right and social right; recently the E. Commission proposed developing countries to exchange access to the single market with acceptance of social and environmental rules) are the pillars of a "self styled foreign policy" in the framework of a global strategy of strengthening regional organizations and interregional cooperation and to reinforce multilateralism and international organizations. But the history of the XXth Century tought the Americans that Europe’s essential contribution is to keep the internal peace between member States and the domestic consent as society is concerned. A good domestic governance is necessary to become a pillar of an improved world governance. 


The transatlantic dialogue can contribute to the development of open regionalism and of a more symmetric multilateralism. As the transatlantic dialogue is concerned, an important issue is to improve and to deepen the many, various dimensions of cooperation and political dialogue: Transatlantic Market, relations with Latin-America and so on in order to overcome the contradiction between the too limited development of transatlantic organizations (with the exception of NATO) and the objective linkage between  the security issues and the others. Secondly, deepening bilateralism can be harmonized with  multilateralism: reforming world's main institutions, G7 (reduced to G4, resolving the problems of external representation of Euroland), WTO and IMF and restructuring the Security Council of ONU on regional basis.
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