CHAPTER 3

WORLD-MAKING IDEAS: IMAGINING
A WORLD TO GOVERN AND TO RESIST

It is easy to see that professionals bring knowledge they have learned to bear on
problems people present for solution: doctors, priests, lawyers, financial advi-
sors, and life coaches all approach a family in crisis with different tools, frames
of reference and experience. The same thing happens at the global level: econ-
omists, lawyers, scientists, religious leaders, politictans, businesspeople, and
bankers come to global problems with diverse values, experiences and knowl-
edge about how things work and what to do. But the image of experts bringing
prefabricated knowledge to bear on world problems captures only a part of the
role expertise plays in world making. The knowing, the doing, and the world
making are more entangled than that. Background ideas about the world—
often experienced as “facts” rather than “ideas”—shape the world before people
set to work on the problems they see with the knowledge they have.

World-making ideas cannot be downloaded wholesale from the cloud. They
arise through interaction and struggle. In one sense this is quite obvious. Peo-
ple bring to one struggle attitudes, values, and professional habits that have
been effective and persuasive before, Today’s tools reflect yesterday’s victories.
John Dewey described “logic” in a similar way.

Now 1 define logical theory as an account of the procedures followed in
reaching decisions . . . in those cases in which subsequent experience shows
that they were the best which could have been used under the conditions. . .
It follows that logic is ultimarely an empirical and concrete discipline. Men
first employ certain ways of investigating, and of collecting, recording and
using date in reaching conclusions, in making decisions; they draw infer
ences and make their checks and tests in various ways. . .. But it is gradually
learned that some methods which are used work better than others.!
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Dewey uses the words “best™ and “work better™ in the context of problem
solving or reaching a conclusion. In the conrext of struggle, what “works™ is
w-hat persuades or successfully coerces an adversary to yield or relinquish gains.
Pictures of the world that are effective in this sense arise not only from past
battles that may be studied, but through ongoing struggles where opposing
world pictures frame alternate paths forward. In this sense, the world-making
power of expertise is relational: world pictures that comprehend and shape the
world and its problems are calibrated 1o the position people in struggle wish
to occupy. To see the world this way is to see me in this place, you over there
and the path ahead down that road. As struggle proceeds, these become thﬁ;
available worlds, debate between them a terrain for engagement.

In the next two chapters, I explore the specialized knowledge, professional
work and argumentative practices of professions involved in world making
fmd management. In this chapter, [ offer an interpretation of commonsense
ideas about the world, its problems and the potential for governance that recur
among professionals I have encountered—lawyers, economists, businesspeople
scholars and policy makers—who worry about and wish for better collectiv;
fnanagement of global problems. To illuminate the way world pictures arise
m relation to one another, setting the stage for debates about how o proceed
]ldcvelop an ideal-typical contrast between the background ideas and profesz
sional postures of people who imagine themselves as “insiders” and “oursiders”
to global rulership.

Ideas that become common sense are rarely formulated directly. Spelling
-them out requires a kind of imaginative and empathetic reconstruction. Listen-
ing to people arguing or watching them engage the world, one must step back
to ask what they could be thinking or assuming about the world. What must
they be taking for granted to be engaged in this conversation? Nor is back-
ground consciousness a set of propositions in the form “the world is flat and
?Jve shouldn’t try to sail around it.” It is more a pastiche of themes and orient-
ing frames that bring some things to light, place others in shadow, and suggest
a way forward. The elements are hard to separate: ideas about the world, the
global problems that call for solutions, the nature of governance and le;der-
ship at the global level, and ideas about their own role.

Generating a common vision of a world to be governed is both a communi-
cati_ve and performative work of the imagination and a technical institutional
project. Seeing a world, people build institutions that seem suited to it, design
tools to act within it, empower leaders to address the problems they think it
has. In doing so, they bring that world into being and make it visible. With

AW TR FTTEETTT e T

those tools, from that institution, this world can be seen. This double-edged
activity is a kind of reasoning, a way at once of comprehending and shaping
the world. Technocrats, citizens, journalists, soldiers, bureaucrats, statesmen,
poets, and priests all participate, scripting roles for themselves in its furure.
In world making, everyone is also tempted to fashion a stage on which they
would be players, and to do the work on the self that is necessary to become
players on the stage they see before them.

Forty years ago it was common 1o say that the most meaningful product of
the space race was a distant photo of planet carth. Environmentalists, world
federalists, pacifists, and cosmopolitan humanists of all kinds latched onto
the image as evidence of a deep truth: ours is one world, we are one human-
ity, planet earth is our only home. This idea was not yet hegemonic among
the world’s political, commercial, and cultural elites: the photo pushed things
along. Without a space program, perhaps without a Cold War, without Life
magazine, we might not have had those photos at that moment in that way,
and the idea may have arisen differently, at a different moment, ot have seemed
fess suggestive or compelling. To be effective, the image had to be singled out,
given meaning, and then settle into common sense. Resting there, it could
be called upon as grounds for doing one thing rather than another. The pho-
to’s currency arose from its allegorical power to make visible whart some had
argued and others resisted. As the idea of worldliness it expressed sank into
the consciousness of elites, its power faded into cliché. Of course this is one
world . . . and so we must act.

Against the background of common sense, there remains plenty of room for
disagreement about just how to act: in the next chapters, 1 explore the develop-
ment of alternarives and modes of argument within a common framework
of expertise. In debates about what to do, people mobilize —and sometimes
contest—background images of the world that have settled into common
sense. Even where people differ only marginally about how to proceed, they
often accuse those with whom they disagree of ignoring what should be obvi-
ous. Seeking a slightly higher carbon price than you, it is tempting to claim
that your preference ignores the threat of global warming all together.

The consolidation of one picture rather than another distributes author-
ity, access, and legitimacy. As a result, the image that emerges from such de-
bates reflects a status of forces. The idea—associated with 1648-—that relations
among states are secular represents a historic defeat for all those who yearn
for a more religious world. Likewise the idea that all one can hope for on the

global stage is «interfaith dialog” and reciprocal respect. When the space photo
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made “one world” a cliché, people pursuing more parochial projects were disad-
vantaged relative to cosmopolitans and environmentalists whose projects could
be hooked to the coattails of the one world idea. Some came to share the new
elite consciousness and continued their struggle by developing positions within
it. For many, this did not seem possible. Rather than simply people with a dif-
ferent view about what to do, they now stood “outside” a world picture shared
among the elite. They would need to come to terms with a world whose com-
mon sense they did not share. As people do this, they often develop a counter-
point set of propositions about the world, its problems, and the changes neces-
sary for things to get better. This opens the way for argument between those
who feel they are on the “inside” and those who experience themselves to be
outside, beneath or peripheral to the world as it is now ordered.

A classic, if also tragic, historical example of the distributive impact of one-
world ideas from my own field of international law is visible in the influential
teachings of Francisco Vitoria, a Spanish theologian and jurist of the early six-
teenth century. His writings were the space photo of his day, urging a concep-
tion of global humanity thar included the newly discovered peoples of the new
world. They were also human, he reasoned, cultivating land and organizing
themselves in political communities, and were bound alongside Europeans by
universal natural law. They had obligations as well as rights, including the du-
ties of welcome and hospitality for friendly commerce and obligations to hear
the gospel. Where they violated these obligations or heard the gospel clearly but
failed to convert, the Spanish were empowered, as arms of the universal law,
to discipline and conquer them by force.? Facing this kind of universal world,
indigenous peoples needed a strategy, as they have throughout che ensuring cen-
turies. Their strategies have varied—war and rebellion, assimilation, working to
reform and adapt universal doctrines to their own ends. Their various strate-
gies were also projects of communal identity, placing them within, without, or
alongside global order and its common sense abourt the world as it is.?

The world-making activities of global elites are shrouded by self-evidence:
their commonsense world is the world. As they work alongside the World Eco-
nomic Forum in its commitment to “improve the state of the world,” today’s in-
siders take as given a world with common problems demanding that they rise to
the challenge of global management. They focus on who might do what. People
they can identify—whom they may even know—can puil these levers and act in
the general interest, if only they have the right information, the requisite politi-

cal will, the appropriate ethical orientation, or simply the right “incentives” and
the necessary institutional structures. Those who can see themselves ruling can
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focus on the machinery of rulership, the institutional prucliccals ulml doctirines |I|I
judgment and action. Their world can safely be assumed——until it may .\‘lldtlt‘:: y
not be. Better global governance is necessary to mana.gc problems before they
present a challenge to the sustainability of the system itself. . l

On the receiving end, political, economic, or military coercion does not flee
like technical management. Nor does technical management always seem like
a public good. If you stand outside the project or pr?mise of global governance,
your interests adverse to its success, you will see a different world. Problemsdarf;
not global or general, action in the public interest not what can be expecie E
enlightened elites. There are winners and losers: powers to the former, pro g
lems to the latter. The insider picture of a new world to be wrought by techni-
cal management and managerial self-improvement -wil-l seem likel apology for
the status quo and legitimation for their position in it “Improving Ithe state
of the world” may seem like empire in the making. From the oult51dc, evc:nl
the problem of “sustainability” looks quite different. P'overty, envtronr.nerl;tla
damage, inequality, and so forth are, from this perspcctlv_c, all- 0o -susta-ma €.
The problem is the system’s capacity to reproduce exclusion, immiseration, of
resource depletion. | -

1 have imagined insiders and outsiders as ideal-typical lpos:tnons f)r _postures
toward the world-making projects of an age. The world pictures of insiders are
rarely fully settled into common sense: they still need tlhe. space photo a::s the
Spanish needed Vitoria. Nor are outsiders un:.;lblc o assnmllalte_ or argue ho;ce-
fully in the insider language of problem solving. The OlPPOSI.thl'l nevertheless
marks the boundaries and provides the terms within which debate and conflict
over more specific world-making projects occurs as eXperts arrange and' rear-
range images drawn from this stock. Each picture of the world corTles w.u:h an
allegorical vocabulary for identifying global proble-ms and aln orl.cntatlofl ;0
solutions. In struggle, these can be attached to particular projects in all kinds

of ways as people debate who should do what.

THE WILL TO WORLDLINESS: IMAGING AND RESISTING
A WORLD TO BE GOVERNED

There are certainly points of overlap. People for whom global governance 13
an aspiration or present danger are among the most llke-l.y to see the world
as a whole. Many—perhaps most—people look out the -wmdo-w and see .only
their neighborhood, their profession, their industry, their family. The animus

ie i i 0Cl i smopolitan
to see “the world” may lie in an ethical or social experience of cosmop




L | LLL LI

humanism-— all men are brothers—or social exclusion —the world i against
us. The roots may also lie in fear. On the one side, urgent prablems amenabie
only to global solutions demand thac we sce the world whole. On the other,
our local difficulties have roots in a malevolent global order that must be re-
sisted wholesale.

The one world of universal humanism imagines the world’s people united
in consensus, shared values, one civilization: the opponent is the outsider. Rule
making, naming and shaming, or invading represent and enforce humanist
civilization against stray states or dictators who “shock the conscience of man-
kind” or violate “fundamental norms.” This is the vocabulary of humanitarian
assistance and the international human rights movement, of the “responsibility
to protect” and the international battle against terrorists, pirates, and traffick-
ers. When insiders say that the “international community” is taking action,
they are not thinking of the strange echo chamber of diplomats, journalists,
and civil society advocates that keeps that phrase aloft, nor of the leading pow-
ers who act under that umbrella. They are expressing the
made whole through consensus taking institutional form to
denounce outsiders, or mount sanctions.

ir vision: a world
“protect civilians,”

The outsider analog to this vision may be either a more horizonal picture
of twa (unequal) worlds coliiding—their civilization and ours—or a world uni-
fied by a diabolical logic and run by malevolent forces. These ideas reframe a
situation—in Syria, in Ukraine, in Irag—not as the world enforcing norms on an
outlier but as a clash of civilizations: Russia versus the West, Sunni versus Shiite,
secular modernity versus Islamic rruth, The Syrian regime of President Assad
tried both strategies to counter efforts to define them as universal outsiders: pre-
senting themselves as allied with the world against [slamic terror and as caught
up in regional power dynamics between opposing alliances and interests. The
Occupy movement slogan “we are the 99 percent” also merged these ideas: there
are two worlds, theirs and ours—and the elites are the margin to our whole,

For many insiders, the “one world” idea arises as a defensive necessity rather
than an ethical object of desire. The opponent is a “problem” whose urgency
demands global action. Not every issue breaks through to this level. The dis.
tinction between truly global problems or crises and quotidian suffering is cru-
cial. Problems must he severe, local crises must threaten the peace, and ethical
violations must truly “shock the conscience.” But if

you can get up there, the
way is clear for problem solving.

In this frame, it is ethically acceptable and only to be expected that people

remain affiliated with their tribe or nation. There need be no ethical consensus:
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cthical allegiances are matters of private cum.mitmcnt and Iluc;::]?mt'ri(:i: '::l-r:t:t
ment. But global problems demand chat wt: rise above thmclal mt;urzons oy
together in the common good. The technical and mar.mgcrla pl;O ess s find
this frame more congenial than war against the outsider. Prob en; sol gre
their trade, while the articulation of virtue and th_e de.fe.nse of civi 12}:‘1‘t10n ae
someone else’s brief. This picture comes with an 1mpl|.c1t glob_al arc -ltea:u:
Down there, people live in households, cities,_ and n.atlons, with various ©
gious beliefs and political engagements. In their .routme wn‘)rk, ev;:fn rr;aEagoni
elites may well feel they float in a sea of unciert-amty and rlsll((, bu <:ttft:hc :rvorld
thing after another. But when they raise their sights and loo f)l-lt ?d-fferences
whole, the air suddenly feels thinner, beliefs are fewer, a-nd pohtllca 1l rences
can be set aside as distractions from the work of collectw_e prob em S(]) v:nrgu; )
Davos, it is easy to feel everyone should rise up onto the international pla
address the technical demands of global policy challenges. . o
This world picture also has—and is intended to have—dlstnbutlve cc: o
quences. Some problems get globalized and others do no-t. Sorm-a c,zcom(l:( cthc
nical while others remain stubbornly political. If your issue dlldl:tl rr;a:J l;:cn ‘
cut, you will need to work harder to frame l.t 'as a pres}::ang ,lgo (a)lluct:ion Tﬁe
and generate an elite consensus on its amenability to technica -re: On.ato
alternative is to resist the frame: ours is not a worl.d of te<_:}_1n1;:all reassts - ::
a quagmire of political particulars but one of clashing politica uC'ltertcral .Bank
is where the outsider voice can be heard. Wher.l the European Cen fon
demands austerity in the name of technical wisdom to Promotc grow o
recession, it is routinely opposed not only as bad econoTnlcsﬁcountercyc (1;1 y
investment the better course—but also as the mou_thplece of Gf—:rmanyl abal
investor interests. When climate change pits technical response t?da gcathe
problem against the national political intlcre'sts of those.who wou tiv;:;yThe
economic price, we can hear the clash of inside and outside perslfe.c l. e
enormous attention given to island microstates reflects not only t :s1r rfaa pests
but an effort by environmentalists to play on the boards of opposing inter

and one world at the same time.

IMAGINING A WORLD WITH PROBLEMS

The idea of a “global problem” is a complex work of imagination. It runs
counter to the human experience that bad things rarely h-appen to evc:jry;m;:
Pandemics or severe weather happen here and there, sparing these anf ev:-

mating those. Some profit while others are wiped out and the costs o y
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solution will be unevenly distributed. To sec diverse climaric changes as “cli
mate change” or “global warming” even if your own weather is Ii?( kl ; Lbl-
Fathexl' stable through your lifetime requires an act of imaginatio ;y t? i
ity with future generations (at least of your own offspring) andn’f0 e
Yulnerability, humanity, or destiny with many people youg\,;ill nczercglnel: GI:
S) r:tc})]r:r c::;n'll:nAtodhope that plagues, poor crops, and floods will happ;en
oo | P;h;ps :iCkieec;S]:alairehus:aIly qu}ite adept at explaining why that
. s harder on the unj
ur-llucky. Perhaps wealth, technological supcriorilt];;,lj;ctihseuunp'repa:.led, or't'he
il be ot perior adaptability

Jlltllough the llSt Dl pI()blClllS peOplf: p[()pOSC fo see as global s llSlllg—
gl()bal Walllllllg, CybelSCCllllt}‘, palldellllcs, tC[I()rlSlll, C()rruptlo”, hl.lman traf'
ﬁCkln d[u S, IM1Zr t1Iion—not CVC[ythul m kes tlle ] St 1In P I't beca [+ tllls 1

g, g 3 g a g a 1 3 d us ]
4 tCCllIll al VOC. Ll]aly of 1In lde[ IE()pl [~ the pl()ble S tllel tO()IS ake
C ab f s S. €8 148} r m
tracta P h'
a ble a“d pC() le VVlth technlcal and Illallagerla] t()O]S fra"le l‘hll‘lgS as tec
lllCal alld mana e]lal I)]()hlellls ICaSt Wllen t]ley UVISII (8} take Ie: [JOIISII)II ty
g , at t S 1
. a P p
]OI Illell S()lull()ll ]he av ]lahle uhllC Ealth t()OlS €Nnaole us to see ananllCS
asa plOblClll Iather than m y ra y or t()‘ G()d. IOI dlpl(]]llats
$1 pl asa’t gﬁd dc )
tlle Clla“e”gES Wl” l()o dlpl()l[latlc lOl OutSlde 5 tlley lllay wWE Sl]llply seem
k )
T 3 “
pOlltlcal. Ihe ldCHUliCa[lOIl Of the pIOb]CIIl Ild the SClCCthll 0[ tOO]S arise o-
a
C[hCI. IS P w1
g terrorism a global loble"l because It can be Combatted th global
c1lian nter atIOI‘lal p llCE 3 y,
3 CO]laboratlon and the
Survy ” CE. CImn ) mllltal Ol dO WC Uusc
thOSC l‘0015 hECause 1t 1§ l()bal IOI)ICHI. B(]tll. Ild as terror 1sm bECOIlIGS a
global pl()blcm, tllc lIOOlS to leSPO] ld ]“lglate fl’Olll local p()llClng to "atlonal
delEIlSE a“d l()bal COUpeIath“ 1n sur VEI]laIl <, S€Cut lty alld ﬁl]a“Cl I control.
g § Cce, » a l
Sder ““ 1t ha]d to f]a"l Wldely S]lale(l ]OUI,IC as l() Pl“l’c]ll l]
lll 1 S d c t S g ba] l 5
y arc un f:y to Sp nd C p =
‘I ¢ € hk l respo to rh SpCCla]lZCd Competcl’lces Of ubl[c ad"l
n
1stratiye fUIlCtlona[lCS, thc bu[eauclatlc COmpEtCHCCS a“d tCChl’llcal know[edge
0[ pllva[e enter p[lse, a"d dle SpEClal pIOfCSSlOllal e}(pel fise ()F g]()ba] Cha[ltles
a"d nongovern n al organiza n A T Su] dl tinction tll "lalk
g ment l'g nizations. sare t, ) 1 h} at thf:
boundaIIES Ol lob Oover ance‘—betWCEH publlC alld levate or 10 ﬂl aIld
g al g n C.
nternall()]]al‘a] O ll]“" e P]()b cms E] 14 et to be l()l)a . Ihe [)Ievalell € Uf
d pr p ts a e Sp Of y ccausec tlley
f lse (8] he Ild lh Iﬁad hf:l'es are not g]Obal PrObIEmS b
I g T 15 . y p =
1 le k fimes more cO
are not Wllat overnance fOI D()Illﬂstlc violence lllS man S
Ple tllall terrorism a]ld 18 fa] more hload]y_*a”d eVEIllY—SpIead t]l[ougllout
- at app p ate § - in
tlle WOI ld But tlle I:OO]S Eh seem ropri f()l re PO“Se are n!t)Cal <rim al
law, SOClaI WC]lare, and d range Of mnter ventions in parthulaI fa”lllles L()nell'

ness, love, digni 1 iri ¥
y , dlgmty, sexual deSlre, and spiritual well-being remain personal, while
3
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ceonomic development, health care, education, and employment are seen us
funictions of national social, political, and economic arrangements. Even tech-
nical experts who address the suffering of human gricf, anxiety, or cultural
disenchantment rarely find a role in global governance: religious communi-
ties, purveyors of diets and self-help materials, comedians, fitness and yoga spe-
cialists, pharmaceutical companies, and psychotherapists. Their tools are for
private use. We know thar global policy choices and enforcement machinery
affect all these things: war disinhibits sexual desire, economic development

shatters families, transforms religions, and remakes gender dynamics. Bur it

is hard to imagine using these tools deliberately for such purposes let alone

developing a global program for their accomplishment.

Problems also seem global if they require a “global solution,” whatever the

tools to be deployed. This is not as obvious as it may seem. The idea that a
problem needs a “global solution” usually says more about the tools to be used
and the jurisdiction to be held responsible than about the nature of the prob-
lem itself. Many problems that are said to be global, like climate change, may
actually be addressed in a perfectly suitable fashion by quite local measures.
China could do a great deal on its own. A powerful technological innovation
might turn the tide. A local or national rule changing the economics of energy
n, a compact among leading private entities, or a side deal among

productio
ts whose nations account for the lion’s share of the problem may

governmen
all be far more effective than solutions hammered out globally. When people

say that something demands a global solution, it is likely they are saying some-
thing about who should do what. The United Nations says this when it wants
conference. National governments say this when they want the
o convene a conference—and do not want to act themselves.

to convene a

United Nations t
A problem may also seem global because “it” is understood to be happen-

ing to all mankind at once. To see multiple events as part of a larger common
problem is a matter of interpretation and perspective, both often provided and
managed by experts from the hard and social sciences. To argue that my pov-
erty and your wealth are part of a common global problem requires a story.
So does the claim thar this storm, that Aood, and this drought are effects of

the same cause and might all be addressed by switching from coal to nuclear

power. For more than forty years, “carth day” celebrations have promoted the

idea that any damage to “the earth” affects us all, like an invasion from Mars.
Science has been mobilized to show that diverse and dispersed activities gener-
ate “pollution” of “the environment.” Experts add to the stock of available global

problems by linking diverse phenomena under a common rubric, providing a
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kit " technical fi !
ul of technical footnote for debates abour what to do about
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“corruption.” “ terrorism,”
ption,” or “underdevelopment.” For people with projects '

R

ornupeon . : transformin
p terests into global problem solving requires translation Hegcmonf

and s inavi 1 1

o ;11311 Sc;;nd.lnawan I']athl'lS, philanthropies and corporations, religious or-
Pro essional guilds need to learn the languages of common i

fll‘ld technical management. International law is one such langu ’ mereSt

infiltrated the vocabulary of statesmen, soldiers, and civil societ)gr bi:zg:)rz)r:tis::gs

to enable a i i i
conversation on the international plane of universal interests

If history i i
¥ Is any guide, common problems rarely give rise to common solu

tions, EVCH U\rllf:l'e pEOple see the common [hleat, tlley IIla}‘ not be mOtlt‘a[E‘,d
arms in ICSpOT]SC. AHCI an
to h“k 1mnvasion fl'onl I\ﬂals tllele WOUld € a“
] b
manner ()l Strateglt‘s to be purSlICd. Some ]nlght beCOme better Oﬂ tllr()llgh
COHabOIatIOII OtllCIS b}‘ pIOlOll 1ng a futllc resistance, stlH Ot]lCIS by 1ZNnorin
? g g ? g g
1 . ”105@ wh ]l”l tllel[ !0‘65 0]13.1 € p rtise P()Sl on, an
thf: W]lolt‘ th “g O k p 51 Xp¢c 8 3 t d
plelogatlves are SOII]C]I()W llllkcd to plallc‘taly dﬁfense W’]” b
¢ more lllC]lllCd
to see a glObal pIOblElll IlpC i(][ SO]Uthll. ”lC common pIOblEl!l 15 ]CSS [

cape from conflict than tool of i
e o conf of struggle and argument in debate about who

A 'WORLD OF GLOBAL PROBLEMS AS POLITICAL STRATEGY

g a global l‘OblEII) IS rl.llel‘slll H S dlsl‘IlbutCS autllo[it’ alld legi[i
[[].B.C}j dmon; 1. i 'C f“ (10 1§ 1snin; W £ mu
g actors and sets pr orities I ac i n, d tlngu hl g ha St
cepte y 3
l)e acl Pt d |l'0m What must bC addl‘essed. lee an Powelful fralllillg deHCE
namin l( }l)a W i i y y =
) g g l problems l" be Llsed strateglca“ a8 hcgemons justlf intel‘
VCllthl’lS, ad\rocacy gl’oups raise fllllds lIltCIllatl'()Ilal 1nstitutions Clllalge th@ll
, . .
mandates, a y
d. » .”d local rLllf:rS Sl‘lrug OE respoﬂslbilit . Once a global pl’OblCm has
aentihe pCOp]C ill fl'am y
3 [ dl CIS€ CONCerns in
- [hese term d l
hee]l d { fl d w - . V S: sul den
everyonc s pOIltlcal Cnemy or Cl’lm]nal gallg iS a “terror lSt

to be
the larger world. The outcome for particular incerests sngnecd by

; however, is h
predict. Problems e
you care about may garner resources—or loose political fo-

:lasy r;fa:(l;efhz;r?nrt:rameci: as global. Th? identification of a common problem
e e e l:sts o thos-e who will be affected first or most egregiously
ynenymous e gener.a] interest. But there may also be a global strategic
em to be sacrificed. In the early months of the Ebola idemi
we saw a range of possibilities: did the global nature of the threat su;Ig);s:r:l’:z

world red i i
" out_:le 1ts engagement with the most affected African communiti
thar they be isolated to protect the larger world? o
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The language of “global problems™ may also cxpresy w tacit agreement
among people who wish someone else would do something about it. Poverty is
a good example. It is very difficult for most people to experience the poverty of
others as something that is also happening to them in the way they experience
a faraway oil spill as degrading a shared environment. It would take a complex
scientific, technical, religious, or political story to experience their poverty and
our cconomic security as part of the same “problem.” Yet poverty may arouse
our empathy. To say that poverty is a global problem underlines the impor-
tance of doing something about it and the strength of our empathy. It also

assigns it to others-—perhaps even to institutions with no reasonable prospect

of effectively responding.
Despite the distributive impact of global problem identification, insiders

often feel that associating institutional mandates with global problems is a
rough substitute for democratic government. If global elites stick to truly global
problems, there is no need for a representative body to triage and aggregate
yone’s interest. If solving these problems will im-
prove the state of the world, it seems churlish to raise distribucive issues. Even a
an interest in reducing the plastic waste in the

interests. Their work is in ever

plastic bottle manufacturer has
world’s oceans. It is not surprising that global elites and those who pay the costs

of their initiatives find themselves speaking different languages: of problem
solving and global welfare, on the one hand, and of distribution and struggle
on the other. Who will occupy which role in their shared language of engage-
ment is often unclear. Just as the world’s indigenous peoples have fAlirted both
sincerely and strategically wich assimilation to the inside spaces where the world

is governed, so the world’s clites—whether Vladimir Putin or George Bush—are

able to understand and inhabit the posture of outsider to global common sense.

GLOBAL MANAGEMENT BY PREFIGURATION

Among the global policy class, it is understood that global problems are rarely
“solved.” At best they can be managed. Better global governance is at once a
practical and an aspirational project: you can work toward it using the tools at
hand, although you realize it may not easily or soon be achieved. The result is a
tension in global governance projects between ideal—even utopian—images of
governance to come and the practical need to root global public policy realisti-
cally in the world as it is.

One common way to manage this tensio
projects as prefigurative: to see in the interacti

n is to picture today’s governance
ons of independent states the
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outlines of a collaborative community or in the uncoordinated action of cor-
porate officials and bureaucrats a kind of global administration. Internarional
lawyers see the outlines of what may one day be a fully functioning interna-
tional criminal law in sporadic contemporary efforts to prosecute individuals
for war crimes in national courts. To prosecute someone is to align oneself
with a future criminal order. Adoption of this UN Protocol, the establishment
of this intergovernmental actor, or the empowerment of this NGO, however
partial, set precedents for further reform. Meanwhile, if people can be coaxed
into settings where problems can be discussed, at some unspoken time in the
future, a solution will present itself. An interminable peace process may not
bring a final resolution, may be understood by all sides as the continuation of
war by other means, and yet an open-ended process of problem management
can also be seen as governance,

Strengthened habits of problem management may contribute more to the
world than solving any particular problem. In this way, prefiguring may be
more important than performing. When partial efforts are seen as down pay-
ments on a better future, defects in current practice scem tolerable. Today’s
minor players can be valorized for the role foreseen for them in later acts.
Actors or interests that do not prefigure can be overlooked or stigmatized. To
see a berrer world prefigured makes it casy to talk about what everyone might
favor in the long term without mentioning whom that will actually favor be-
tween now and then.

Getting to that future requires people who can see beyond parochial in-
terests and speak the language of technical problem solving. Just as lawyers
sce themselves as agents of a legal order, others must come to tinderstand
their work in government, as corporate leaders or citizen advocates, as the
technical and managerial work of building and exemplifying a future order.
Today’s politicians, with their parochial ties to polity, are distinctly unsuitable
for this role unless they come from a very small country and can reimagine

themselves as citizens of the world. Corporate managers, international civil
servants, rechnocrats, and academic policy types are closer to the mark. Just
talking about oneself this way is prefigurative: thinking it, saying it, acting
like it, can also make it so. It also feels good to imagine yourself as a global
technocrat. You are no longer down there where problems arise but up here,
part of the solution, a participant in the commanding heights. Before you
came to Davos, you were just a corporate CEO, bur now you see that you are
part of a network and process of global leadership. Actually, anyone with an

opinion and access to media can become a participant in “the international
P P
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. . : - [ oW lh(‘
communiry,” part of the “civil socicty,” and an arbiter of “legitimacy™ on
Al b .
roponents
global stage: indigenous peoples, opponents of the death pcnnlty,F{) dp .
‘ illi oice
of open-source software, and many more. It can be thrilling to find a v

and a lever to move a future world.

SOVEREIGNTY AS PREFIGURATION

, “
Meanwhile, something will have to be done with tbe “state sy_stem’ ztmv;i S::r\;
ercignty.” It is possible that perfecting and completing the na\tlon-st:sea lebal
may itself be prefigurative. The state system began, 50 tlhe storyﬂsocs,P hag obe!
governance solution to empire, religious and 1deo.10g1cal conflict. -er pd e
can see in sovereign and equal states the foundation for a normat;v;: alzl i
stitutional order to secure the peace, manage the process (.)f peaceful cha dgis,
and address common issues of welfare requiring cooperation. zj\ll we neei -
wise leadership and vigilance against backsliding, At the same tme, \;;'e ::alglcr
also look through the state, recognizing that real power today rests vslr(ltd s el
and more mobile players, within the state, among states (.)r networke ard "
states. Corporate leaders and global phila.nthropl‘sts, national t:o‘urtsT zn reﬁ)i
managers are the harbingers of a future mterna.tlonal comr:unl:}};.eir i [;ndags
ure, professionals in both states and nonstates will neec? to align g
with the technical requirements of global problem solvmg.- N
Neither prefigurative tradition is particularly robust as elthcr“ GSCI'IE fon of
prediction. Each requires one to overlook a grefn deal. To.sec ls:ates o o
mally equivalent or analogically parallel territorial pc?wers 1sl to fn(:r:re agfcw
many anomalies. Some states are complex bureau.craa-es while other arenlow
families. Nothing like parity or equality characterizes m[erstatf: bargan;:lmg o
rarely do governments effectively aggregate mlterests Or exercise anyt 1thave
exclusive authority within their teritory. The instruments of governme thae
often been captured or displaced as power has leached up“_'ard lto tr.a.nssnle:l o
and private technical bodies or downward t-o local an(.‘l reglolr-la e;lt]tlen'ure ag
the capacity to transform their priorities into ‘_effe.ctn.r_c policy.. c.o coli:) e o
international policy process of decentralized ad]l:ldlcatloll'l, administration, mi
islation, or ethica! judgment from the dispersed 1nte_ract-10n5 of n(l)r;lstatetacte
is no less an act of imagination. The interesting p01-nt is that ne1; 'er 5 raafz
needs to be compelling so long as they provide a suitable array;) lmag:1 -
arguments to sustain a robust discussion atfout. what -to do that tf)cus:s on i
benevolent work today’s disappointing institutions will perform in the .

As images, they work.
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Part of what makes both strategies plausible is their familiaricy. 1f you can
imagine states as a solution to the tnequalities of empire and conRicts of reli-
gion or ideology, you are more than halfway to imagining the world governed.
After a century of efforts to transcend sovereignty, people who dream abourt
global governance imagine something very like sovereignty: a general being
hovering over the society, oriented o problem solving in the general interest,
responsible for the management of the whole. What people know as sover-
eignty shapes what they imagine as governance. For example, the governance
they envision operates at one remove from economics, The world economy is
somewhere out there to be managed or regulated. Private actors make only
(4mEo appearances as participants in disaggregated public governance func-
tions. Their routine decisions and the legal or commercial relationships they
establish—from credic-default SWaps to currency markets—are external to gov-
ernance. Corporate “governance” connotes the arrangements through which
shareholders and managers share authority for a corporation’s economic activi-
ties rather than a constitutional arrangement of politically responsible actors.
When investors misjudge the risk of lending to this or that government and
withdraw funding or raise interest rates, they are not governing, The gover-
nance challenge is to address the global problems that result, perhaps by disci-
plining the government that has lost investor favor or bailing out those inves-
tors until they are again willing to loan funds.

Nor does global problem solving know itself as culture, Nations have cul-
ture, along with localities, civilizations, ethnic groups, or religions. To work
prefiguratively is to step outside your culture to become a citizen of the world,
tethered only to a shared technical and professional knowledge. The civil ser-
vice of the European Commission is proud of the technical competence of
its specialized seaff, their multilingual capacities, rate of transnational inter-
marriage, and double citizenship. Somehow these go naturally together: the
EU Commission has skimmed the cream, detaching people from national
political or cultural affinities to distill a kind of pure “European” technical
competence,

The promise of a benevolent sovereign power permits people to look past
their contemporary struggles with the exhilarating feeling that today’s tawdry
compromuises will all add up to wise rulership if we just keep at it in the right
spirit. Within the world’s institutional, corporate, financial, diplomatic, and
government elites people can imagine themselves, their networks, and their
colleagues functioning as this kind of general sovereign being. When you are
at places like Davos, it is hard not to share the drearm. There are all these
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global problems and everyone else is preoccupied with parochial thingy :um
i — us
one should somehow provide governance at the global level—why not

FROM THE OUTSIDE: GLOBAL GOVERNANCE
AS THE MYSTERIOUS STATUS OF FORCES

People who do not imagine themselves a? preﬁgurativc .gl.obal ;ule;srs:::
about global political and economic life in a different 1d1i>r“n.h athe har
“global governance,” they might speak of “the world 'systern-,_ tl ¢ n;w orld
order,” “empire,” or “global capitalism.” The CCOIIO-H]IC, political, ;n cu o
arrangements they see have a structure, empm.avermg'some anc; lsem[l):; e
ing others. Someone else sets economic forces in m.ouon, transforms o “
ture, and makes political decisions affecting our lives. Global govern;:jncTh
not about elaborating or prefiguring an ideal: we are al.ready governed. The
motive for understanding governance is to change it. The intellectual p{;’o]:a;t hls
diagnosis: how are we ruled, how is hierarchy rep-rod.uced,-who. lbene :.l ui
usefulness of ideas about power and government lies in th.elr ability to help .
know it when we see it. Political theory may be instructive to the extent the
world is governed in its name or navigates by its light. | -
Where insiders talk to one another about where to be_g;m, ulrhat is re:ii }:}flc 01;
what goes too far, on the outside people tilt at global windmills from di er}clzr
directions and decry different things. They seek lesls o Persuade one anot
than to mobilize those who share their interests to 1dent1lfy a common erlle'my.
Their stories about how things go wrong draw on shared intellectual traditions
and return to the same imponderables: 1s the world order a s;:srerr;] or 501:1;
thing much more ad hoc? Is there one gl(.:-bal order—or many? Vt(_f 0 a.rilbc.r
most important actors? States and corporations, or more aggregate forces:
and capical, East and West, or center and periphery? .
If the central drama for insiders is the relentless effort to -transform mtr;lr
ests that are parochial into governance that could be more universal, from t cf
outside the central drama is a struggle among people and groups, a matlfer 0_
power more than governance, of winners and losers r.norc than comx;u;n inter
ests or shared problems. The imaginary architecture is or-le of top an ':;;tol;'nz
center and periphery, rich and poor. As a result, t_he outsider leans tox;v]ar lrbpl
ture and a society remade rather than prefigurative reform. Where t clzdg oba
governance tradition aims to re-present the world as governab?e, outsider t;a-
ditions aim to represent absent or subordinated int.erests against tht?:le \;' .0
govern. People speaking in this style are not aggregating the general will: their
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perspective is more partial, interested. Where insiders imagine themselves as
agents of the general interest, outsiders find it casier to imagine themselves in
a fantasy relationship with others whose interests and viewpoints are not now
ascendant. Qursider analysis is less concerned with sovereignty and less drawn
to the fantasy of a capability above society, aggregating the general will and
attending to the general interest. There is no benign power above the struggle
of interests and the injustices of current arrangements are more salient than its
capacity for management. At the center of analysis is an identification of power
and structure—rthe structure of hierarchy, the power to dominate, distribute,
and decide. Rulership—or sovereignty—is the reproduction of hierarchy: war
is continuous with technical management and governance is the routinization
of success. Patterns of domination, inequalities, and hierarchies are all marks
by which the structure of power can be known.

To insiders, outsiders can sound like everyone else with an ax to grind.
Drawing attention to hardship and hierarchy seems obtusely inactentive to the
practical demands of the situation, more conducive to the nursing of grudges
than the solution of problems. For much of the last century, this outsider style
has been stigmatized for its association with disruptive or sectarian political
movements—{rom communism, ethno-nationalism, and third-worldism to re-
ligious fundamentalism. In the United States, the outsider analyric tradition is
most visible in media portrayals of nativists, localists, xenophobes, and people
who worry that the United Nations is about to send in the black helicopters.

But, of course, sometimes and in some places, the United Nations—or the
United States or the “international community”—does send in helicopters, and
it is not always clear they are there to help. In fact, it is difficult to travel oue
side the commanding heights of the global economy or intergovernmental sys-
tem—or beyond the leading European and North American nations— without
finding some version of this outsider sensibility. For all it has been stigmatized,
the outsider framework is also familiar. One encounters it also among people
who are part of the “elites” of their own societies—among people one would
have thought it easy to assimilate to the project of “rebooting” our global ar-
chitecture from the inside. You can hear it in the sensibility of young interna-
tional lawyers from Eastern and Central Europe encountering their genera-
tional cohort in Germany, France, or the Netherlands. At home, they may be
cosmopolitans dreaming of global governance, but when they get to Brussels

or Paris or London, they often feel the pull of outsider modes of analysis. The
same can often be said for international lawyers in Paris or London whose ra-
cial, ethnic, or religious backgrounds place them off.center in their homeland.
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Although the difference is easy to personify—the CEO at Davos, t-hc local
politician in Iran, the militia leader, and the human rights advocate—it would
be more accurate to say that many, even most, people who think about glol?al
power dynamics and governance shift gears from a relatively complacent “in-
sider” aspiration for global governance to a more critical “external” asscsstnent
of the structure of global power and influence. Many experience professional
work somewhere on a continuum between Davos or Geneva, on the one hand,
and Idaho or North Waziristan, on the other. There is something to both sides:
global governance can be a hopeful project of establishment reform,_ just as
it can legitimate the privileges of the few in the language of general mter.est.
As people pursue various projects, the relationship between these perspectives
remains something of an open switch, the differences a matter of degree. C(I)r-
porate managers learn both 1o focus on their duty to shareholders al’.ld to rise
up to the challenges of global citizenship. Aspiring to participate in global
governance as a practical aspiration is also a role one can learn and perform,
like the experience of being on the outside, speaking truth to managel_'n_ent.
The language of engagement draws on both ideal-typical positions and visions
of the world depicted in table 3.1. B

Expressing yourself in the language of one or the other vision also posntnolns
you as an insider or outsider. It is easy to see those more troubled about a partic-
ular global governance initiative than oneself as outsiders and thos-e nllore hope-
ful about global problem solving as part of the establishment. The 1n51deTs seem
complacent, the outsiders impractical. These are positions on a contm_uum.
Small disagreements about particular programs or the promise of partlc.ular
reforms can mark the difference between those who are “part of the solution”
and those who are “part of the problem.” In struggles about what to do, largle
pictures of the world and its future arise as alternatives, their invocatut'm cali-
brated strategically. If you favor that, you must be one of those Davos elite who
are running the world into the ground—if you cared about justice, you would
join me in the fight. Or: when you ask me to do that, you reveal yourself to be

one more parochial complainer who fails to understand what makes the world
go around and where it is heading. Don’t you want to solve global problems and
improve the state of the world? Why won't you prefigure with mel? N

People everywhere struggle to reconcile these divergent sensibilities when
they think about issues like climate change, poverty, or national development.
The choice of perspective can cause anxiety: ought one to pitch in and try
to make things better or listen to doubts that the system could ever bel sat-
isfactorily reformed to save the earth or share the wealth? People sometimes
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Table 3.1. Two Postures of Engagement

Insider vocabulary Outsider vocabulary
Global governance as aspiration/hope/ Global governance as reality/problem/
solution threat
Prefiguration: current practices Power struggle: current practices
anticipate future solutions confirm past victory
Central drama: universal against the Central drama: a struggle of interests,
particular and law against politics the power of the few transformed
into the law of the many opposed by
resistance
Architecture: a plane of global problem  Architecture: a horizontal opposition of
solving above a world of parochial interests, a hierarchy of winners and
differences losers
Global problems and common values Distribution and difference

Global governance: technical Global governance: a power practice of
management in the general interest/the  the powerful
implementation of shared values

Fantasy identification: commanding Fantasy identification: peripheries/the
heights dispossessed

Proposed mode of action: regulation/ Proposed mode of acrion: conflict/
dispute resolution/problem solving power and resistance

Work on the self: rise up to think Work on the self: wake up to think
globally as an agent of the general globally as an agent of the periphery
interest

Objective: reform Objective: rupture

Sovereignty is central: global Sovereignty just another form of power,
governance prefigured in the state another fantasy of an end to struggle;
system, completed as the emergence of meanwhile, foreign or international
an enlightened global management authority as problem/local-narional
capability; meanwhile, parochial savereignty as solution

political sovereignty a continuing threac

Global governance outside, above, or Global governance as the dominant
after politics/economics/culture political, economic, and cultural order

associate these perspectives with different bureaucratic settings. Young profes-
sionals often wrestle with alternate career paths by framing them as a symbolic
choice between working as an insider or an outsider: to work with an inter-
national institution as opposed to an NGO, with a global NGO as opposed
to a local community organization, with one’s home government rather than
civil society. In the academic world, differences between disciplines or between
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the *mainstream™ and “heterogencous™ traditions within a disq.:ipl-inc are nlih-nF
marked in these terms. Where international law seems thc_mmdcr wor u
improving global governance, political science may carry the n:npulsc to l'CSIS:
Where economics can seem the handmaiden of global economic manag.emcr;1 ,
“international political economy” provides a hom_e- for those analyzing t ‘e
dark sides, distributional consequences and inequalities of the w_orld ;c;)ln;)-rm:
systern. Where one field privileges the voice of mo_deft Pragmlal:ls.m;f e 1eﬁ (;n :
diabolical “world system” takes hold in another. Dlsc-lplmes with se coz cr:o
analytic models and technical tools often find it easier to speak a; ;nstl errsaVi_
global problem solving while those focused on the messy world o s_xc S g o
tate more naturally to an outsider voice. It is common today tcr associate c_n (:
geneity with outsiderness and insider status with more robust, if less capacious,
ic models. ‘
anaOl)\(:rc tril:ne, these disciplinary and institutional conl:rastfs ajr-elrnore fluid. Wh;:t
remains constant is the tendency to develop opposed sensibilities marked 0111 t e
one side by prefigurative stories about the porential f-or globat probl-em $0 vullg
and on the other by stories about the power dynamics of a worlld in strl-lgg .e.
Global governance begins with the claim that this or tha.t ongoing l?raclt:cctllls,
or could be, the operation of a global public hand. Rc_smtance begins )l( _ e
identification of interests in conflict and the interpretat.lon f)f prol-)lem S0 Evn:lg
as power. The most effective players are strategic, Aexible in their use oft e
available vernacular, finding ways to cross lines and embrace arguments from

the other side to characterize projects with which they do not agree.






