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Introduction

Economists, especially economic historians, have conducted a vigorous debate over
the last few years as to whether ‘globalisation’ is new. Their discussions have
focussed on those more easily identifiable, and often measurable, variables that have
allowed them to consider whether the global econorny was more ‘open’ at the end of
the 20™ century than it was at the end of the 19" century.! It has allowed them, in
keeping with the theme of this conference, to attempt to draw lessons from the past. I
do not propose to enter this debate Rather, I want to suggest, that these are not the
only conversations about globalisation that have scught to identify continuities and
discontinuities with previous eras. There has also bzen vigorous discussions in other
branches of the social sciences on the theme of ‘is globalisation new’ and, by
extension, what might be learned from the past.”

That some of these debates may have seemed less forensic than those in economics is,
in large part, to do with the usually more complex, and invariably contested,
definitions of what constitfutes globalisation amongst non-economist social scientists.
This lack of definitional clarity and by extensior, analytical certainty, no doubt
somewhat provocatively for this audience, I would like to suggest, can been as much
as an analytical strength rather than weakness, when contrasted with the more
parsimonious, invariably data driven, discussions in the economic community.
Moreover, it is out of these invariably normative, often overtly socio-political,
discussions of the nature of globalisation, rather than the at times sterile, technical
analyses of the nature of globalisation simply as an economic phenomenon, that
understanding the difficulties of how to ‘manage’ globalisation will emerge.

The aim of this paper, therefore, is to consider one element of the wider debate over
globalisation; namely its relationship to the notion of governance. In so doing I
attempt to link the understandings of governance that prevail on both sides of the
economics-political science divide, especially as the linking of globalisation and
governance became increasingly fashionable in the last decade of the 20™ century.
During this time, understanding of governance, and especially extra-territorial
governance, or governance beyond the confines of the nation-state, became
influenced, too much so to my mind, by narrow, excessively rational, economic and
managerialist definitions of how to enhance effective and efficient problem solving

! For one analysis see the excellent discussion of the available data on these issues in Nicholas Crafts
‘Globalization and Growth in the Twentieth Century’, IMF Working Paper 00/44, Washington DC.

% Good secondary discussions of debates about the emergence of globalization and the different ways
of analysing this phenomenon are now numerous and need not be reviewed here Perhaps the most
comprehensive text on the subject is David Held et al., Global Transformation {Cambridge: Polity
Press, 1998). But the best single authored text is without doubt Jan Aart Scholte, Globalization: A
Critical Introduction (Basingstoke, UK: Macmillan, 2000). For a flavour of the range of literature on
offer see the essays in Richard Higgott and Tony Payne (eds.), The New Political Economy of
Globalization, 2 vols. (Aldershot, UK: Edward Elgar, 2600). For a flavour of the critiques of
globalisation, see Gerry Mander and Edward Goldsmith (eds.), The Case Against the Global Economy:
And For A Turn Toward the Local {San Francisco: Sierra Club Books, 1997); Richard Falk, Predatory
Globalization (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1999); and the essays in Don Kalb et al., The Ends of
Globalization (Oxford: Rowman and Littlefield, 2000).



largely in the domain of economic policy. Governance was disassociated from
politics. Normative, ethical and competitive elements of politics were dismissed or
marginalized.

In this first section of the paper I say how and why this is the case and consider some
of the implications of the prospective predominance of these perspectives for our
contemporary understandings of how globalisation might continue to develop. I
suggest that in historical terms this is not the first time that the separation of
understandings of (extra-territorial) governance from politics has occurred and that
there are both intellectual and socio-political explanations for why this is the case.
Specifically I show that there are strong threads in contemporary understanding that
date back to the era of European colonialism. I follow this brief historiography by
offering some competing explanations of the concept of governance and try to suggest
elements of both continuity and change in our understanding of the concept
throughout the 20™ century and into the present era where the growing discourse of
global governance represents the most explicit statement of extra territorial
governance to-date.

Globalisation is, of course, the most over-used and under-specified concept in the
lexicon of the social and policy sciences since the end of the Cold war. Its many
meanings, be they economic, political, cultural, sociological, anthropological, cannot
be reviewed in this paper. For the purposes of this paper on the relationship between
globalisation and governance, and with the emphasis on govemance rather than
globalisation, I work with a standard economic definition of globalisation as the
tendency towards international economic integration, liberalisation and financial de-
regulation beyond the sovereignty of the territorial state. Again in equally broad
terms, governance is seen as those arrangements—across a spectrum from weak to
strong in influence—that various actors attempt to put in place to advance, manage,
retard, confrol, regulate or mitigate market globalisation. Of course, global
governance has a much wider intellectual history and policy agenda than merely the
management of the international economy at the close of the twentieth century.
Although the paper makes no attempt to deal with the global security agenda the
twentieth century, notwithstanding failed attempts to build institutions like the League
of Nations, has seen the growth of multilateral and regional institutions reflects what
one scholar has called an evolving ‘constitutionalization” of world order.?

Extra-Territorial Governance in Historical Perspective

Extra territorial governance is not new. Without elaboration, recent discussions on
the issue of ‘empire’ and world order have reminded us of this. Various experiments
in, and models of, imperial authority stemming back at least to Ancient Rome are, in
effect, exercises in extra-territorial governance by any other name.” (See Hardt and
Negri, 2001). This paper will not return to Rome. Nor does it identify globalisation
(in all or any of its many definitional guises) with but another form of imperialism.
To do so would be to imply a structurally determinist logic to the nature of historical
and modern economic and political organisation with which I would not be
comfortable. Rather, in this all too brief introductory section, I want to suggest that if

® See Daniel Elazar, Constitutionalizing Globalization, Boston: Rowman and Littlefield., 1998
* See Hardt and Negri, Empire, Cambridge MA: Haravard University Press, 2001.



we look back over the period that seems to be that broadly covered in this
conference—say the period from 1870 through to the present era—we can identify at
least five periods in which our understanding of what constitutes extra-territorial
governance has emerged. These periods are set out in table 1. A brief explanation of
periods 1-3 forms the remainder of this section. Periods 4-5 are discussed separately
and more substantively in subsequent sections.

The periods are constructed around what I see as both real and intellectual elements.
The real elements are quite distinct phases in the economic and political history of the
modern world. The intellectual elements reflect a key theme of this paper: the slide
that takes place between one period and another in the salience and prevalence of an
understanding of extra-territorial governance as either a neutral, dispassionate science
of policy making and management on the one hand and governance as but one aspect
of a wider and inseparable activity of human life, with all the accompanying
normative and competitive elements, that we call politics on the other.’

Extra-territorial governance during period 1, the cclonial era of the great European
powers, was classic example of the manner in which both prevailing theory and
practice attempted to distinguish between politics and administration. Whether we are
comparing the indirect rule strategies of the British with the director rule strategies of
the French; both had a conception of expert, dispassionate bureaucratic rule in which
politics was (in theory) meant to be silent. Certainly, there was no understanding of
politics as a competitive process of choice to enhance representation of the governed
and the accountability of the governors.

During period 2—the era of decolonisation in the post world war two era—extra
territorial governance was underwritten by Weberian, socio-political understandings
of authority and change; what came to be widely known as modernisation theory.
The key elements of the process were meant to be the diffusion of technology and
capital. But also part of this process was meant to be the diffusion of modern western
socio pelitical norms; especially the introduction, notiomally at least, of westem
systems of representative (election based) forms of governance.® Again, the general
principle pertained whether it was the introduction of parliamentary systems in the
context of the British colonial departure or presidential systems in the French case.
The point for this paper, is that the prevailing understanding of governance was not
simply the limited one of government as the effective and efficient management of the
policy process, but governance also as an ¢xercise in accountability and
representation; that is governance as the product of politics.

> At another level, and in a way that cannot be pursued in this paper, this distinction is also reflective of
the methodological distinctions that exists in the human and social sciences. The principal distinction
is between those traditions (principally found in modern economics) that believe in our capability to
provide a rational scientific understanding of society and those approaches that would argue that such
pure rational scientific understanding is neither ontologically, epistemologically nor methodoligcally
possible (nor indeed desirable). See Martin Hollis and Steve Smith, Explaining and Understanding in
International Relations, Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992. For the authors views on this issue see
Higgott, ‘Economics, Politics and (International) Political Economy: The Need for a Balanced Diet in
an Era of Globalisation, New Political Economy, 4 (1) 1999: 23-36.

§ See Richard Higgott, Political Development Theory, New York: St Martins Press, 1983.



In period 3, the immediate post-colonial era from the late 1550s to the early 1970s,
the “failure of politics’ and the failure to build a grand theory of modernisation saw
understandings of extra-territorial governance once again down play the political
elements of governance (accountability and representation) at the expense of an
attempted return to the creation of a science of public policy. This time, however, it
was driven less by grand sociological imperatives, of a Weberian variety, and more by
economic, rationalist, choice based theories of public policy. '

A major characteristic difference between the more economic, managerialist
approaches to and the sociological approach of the modernisation theorist was that the
former privileges inputs while the latter privileged outputs. More importantly, the
new approaches privileged order and stability over transformation and change. For
key intellectual figures, it was the degree of government (the ability to make and
implement policy) not the form of government (its representative character and level
of accountability) that was the most salient factor. If efficient policy-making meant
the arbitrary suppression of politics, then so be it.” Technocratic instrumentalism,
often seen as a danger in developed democracies wes to be a virtue of governance in
the extra-territorial contexts of developing societies. This was especially so in their
relationships to a global economy under going rapid process of change in what we
might call the core elements of globalisation (trade liberalisation; financial
deregulation and asset privatisation.) These three trends—the hegemony of economic
analysis, a focus on political order (defined as the absence of conflict, however,

7 See Samuel P. Huntington, Political order in Changing Societies, New Haven: Yale University Press,
1968 and Robert L. Rothstein, The Weak in the World of the Strong: The Developing Countries in
International Relations, New York: Columbia University Press, 1977
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