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LOOKING BACK

This collaborative volume seeks a retrospect/prospect appraisal of the
changing relationship between global constitutionalism and an emerg-
ing world order in the post-Cold-War era. Throughout this collective
inquiry it seems useful to recall Marx’s famous observation about
history-making, that we do not—and cannot—make our own history
just as we please but only “under circumstances directly encountered,
given, and transmitted from the past.”!

We begin with reflections on Saul H. Mendlovitz, who, as the
founder and director of the World Order Models Project (WOMP) over
its entire life history of more than twenty-five years, has done much to
shape the course of this world order journey out of the past. Indeed,
without his inspiring and prodding leadership there would have been
no WOMP in the first place nor would it have survived the turbulence
of world politics and the diffuseness of our professional lives. The
present volume was conceived and inspired by our desire to pay tribute
to his seminal and lasting contributions in the development of world
order studies as both a transnational academic enterprise and a critical
social movement.

Contrary to many outside critics, the Models Project has never
identified itself with the advocacy of world government or world fed-
eralism. At least until recently, most WOMP participants and writing
have been skeptical, if not openly hostile, to the idea of global consti-
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tutionalism. It has concentrated instead on evolving a transnational
framework of world order values, thinking, and action through the
broadest possible participation of scholars and activists from the ma-
jor cultures and ideologies of the world.?

And yet, more than anyone in his generation, Mendlovitz, through
his intensity and perseverance, has kept alive the notion that a global
constitutional order as an essential axiom is theoretically necessary
and historically inevitable. His call has sometimes seemed a prophetic
voice in the wilderness, constantly speaking out for a constitutional
approach to world order, imploring us to think about the unattain-
able, and for some of us, the undesirable. “As I see it,”” he wrote in
1975 about the prospect of world government, ‘‘the questions we
should be addressing to ourselves are: How it will come into being—by
cataclysm, drift, more or less rational design—and whether it will be
totalitarian, benignly elitist, or participatory (the probabilities being in
that order).””?

Mendlovitz’s particular vision of global constitutional government
has been a mixture of historical, normative, and functional consider-
ations, mutually complementary and reinforcing, but of descending
relative significance. He has long been convinced that the drift of his-
torical tendencies is toward an integrative order that overcomes the
neo-Darwinian circumstances of the state system.

The Models Project, or at least Mendlovitz and his early Western
collaborators, can be said to be rooted in the cosmopolitan tradition of
world order thinking that goes back to the Stoics, emerging in the
modern world by stages through Hugo Grotius, Immanuel Kant, and
Woodrow Wilson. One discerning critic situates the WOMP approach
in the Kantian tradition of optimism about human prospects, but al-
tered to fit contemporary circumstances: (1) the greater sophistication
of and emphasis upon macro-level research into alternative world or-
der designs and methodologies; (2] the detailed explication of transi-
tion strategies; (3) the focus on the global interrelatedness of the
present human problems—the global problematique; and (4) the
broadening of world order values to be realized—not just the tradi-
tional value of peace but other values concerned with the economic,
social, ecological, and political dimensions of a better world.*

Mendlovitz is not pollyannish about the human and political con-
sequences of this prospect of a new global constitutional order. On the
contrary, his best guess over the years has been that political elites of
the present system are working away on their cold-hearted blueprints
for centralized governance, while those who insist that justice become
an indispensable element of such an integrated global governance are
either off collecting moonbeams or tinkering with adjustments that
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add up to little more than nothing. The rest of those who ponder the
future of world politics are mainly captive of some variant of “real-
ism,” which we consider both a concealed and distasteful utopia, un-
realistically presupposing and unnecessarily affirming the durability of
the system of states. Mendlovitz foresees political integration as the
human future, but not in a form that is preprogrammed in its most
critical properties. To shape such a common destiny beneficially de-
pends on political engagement of a serious sort, especially the moral
imperative to intervene militantly on behalf of the poor, the oppressed,
the marginal. One characteristic of his version of global constitution-
alism is an unwavering insistence that compassion is coequal and so
closely linked with stability as to be integral with it.

A second aspect is normative, assessing world politics according
to value, specifically those selected and relied upon by WOMP: peace,
economic well-being, social justice and human rights, environmental
quality, and participatory politics. The primary reason for scholarly in-
volvement is to increase the possibility that the global drift toward in-
tegration will result in a more peaceful, sustainable, and just world. At
the same time Mendlovitz has a practical side, believing that the de-
sired shift in world order thinking can only occur if all sectors of in-
ternational society perceive it to be beneficial in terms of their own
security, while simultaneously enhancing common security. A variety
of social forces throughout the world need to be mobilized if world or-
der transition politics is to challenge effectively the less beneficent ri-
val visions of an integrated world.

Mendlovitz’s orientation is predominantly historical and norma-
tive, but it also remains sensitive to the functional realities of the
present. By the latter is meant the usual litany of practical concerns:
the global problems of complex interdependence, of the global com-
mons, and of international social and economic life. Such concerns,
taken on their own, are likely to produce over time an integrative type
of world order, but in the form of a dystopia, that is, lacking a nucleus
of world order values to serve as a normative lodestar. The dominant
impulse of those pursuing system-maintaining world order is manage-
rial, reactive, technocratic, and above all market-oriented. With only a
nominal, ritualistic commitment to participatory democracy, they
seek to handle from above, in the most efficient possible manner, the
growing menace of political entropy and ecological decay. Their main
motivation is to ensure species survival, while interfering as little
as they can with overall economic growth and the dynamics of
the market.

This interpretation of our situational reality has sustained Mend-
lovitz’s normative commitment to a global constitutional approach to
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world order. If the emergent world order is to be integrative and be-
nevolent, then it is essential to stimulate concerned scholars and so-
cial activists to form a broad, global united front, that develops
plausible and, above all, preferable alternatives to the mindless imple-
mentation of a technocratic ethos. In this regard, Mendlovitz, early in
his professional development, was attracted by the pioneering work of
those who had earlier set forth various plausible scenarios of a new
world order in traditional constitutional terms: the Chicago Commit-
tee to Frame a World Constitution® and, especially the Clark-Sohn col-
laboration, culminating in the three editions of World Peace Through
World Law.® He continues to be drawn even now to sophisticated ad-
vocacy of constitutional thinking, provided it incorporates a democ-
ratizing perspective on the politics of persuasion, as well as to the
operations of global governance itself.”

The tenacity with which these less-than-fashionable constitu-
tional perspectives have been held by Mendlovitz over the years is it-
self impressive. Most of his WOMP colleagues have been reluctant to
accept this view that the world will inevitably be integrated, nor have
they found it either intellectually engaging or useful to work out the
specifics of a constitutional arrangement on a global scale. On the con-
trary, many world orderists who have participated in the Models
Project have been convinced that these institutional preoccupations
misleadingly taint their intellectual and political credentials, stamp-
ing them as wooly-headed, starry-eyed utopians, or as globaloney sa-
vants whose intelligence is being siphoned off in the service of an ill-
conceived project of legal engineering that, if it were ever to succeed,
would produce one more ‘‘brave new world.” The WOMP orientation,
in contrast to Mendlovitz’s particular world order emphasis, was in
practice actually quite antithetical to the traditional idea of a global
constitutional order sustained by a central government.® Some partic-
ipants, especially from the Third World, even worried that WOMP was
an unwitting partner of US imperial geopolitics, packaging its design
for world governance in humanistic wrappers, thereby obscuring its
true character—made in and on behalf of the United States.® In gen-
eral, at odds with Mendlovitz's positive reconstructionist conceptions,
most world orderists felt more drawn to critical and diagnostic per-
spectives (what’s wrong) and, later on, to a bottom-up world order
populism with a special focus on salient and attainable next steps as-
sociated with the primary impetus toward justice (e.g., anti-apartheid,
Tibetan and Palestinian self-determination, human rights and democ-
racy in Burma and South Korea).

In fact, the Mendlovitz orientation toward these matters has
evolved and deepened over the last three decades of involvement in
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and dedication to world order thinking. In particular, he has incorpo-
rated and come to endorse strongly the democratizing and process-
oriented emphases of the WOMP mainstream. He has encouraged
diverse strands of thought from all parts of the world, provided only
that they generally accept world order values as common ground and
starting-point. In this regard, he has exhibited an extraordinary capac-
ity to enlarge upon or even put aside his own preferred scheme for re-
alizing world order values while doing a brilliant job of locating and
soliciting the involvement of some of the most gifted and socially en-
gaged scholars throughout the world.

Such scholars were not easy to find and, when found, were en-
gaged in a wide range of pursuits that were often quite removed from
any explicit dedication to world order values. Mendlovitz managed to
convince them that it was worth joining WOMP and becoming pas-
sengers in the same particular planetary lifeboat where common con-
cerns could be reconciled despite sharply varying orientations. Among
the most prominent world order stalwarts, charmed and motivated
by the leadership of Mendlovitz, were Yoshikazu Sakamoto, Rajni
Kothari, Ali Mazrui, and Johan Galtung. Each, a strong individual
with his own intellectual and normative agenda, but sharing, in vary-
ing styles, a position at the interface between liberalism and demo-
cratic socialism, and a temperament resistant to close institutional
affiliation and ideological labels. They had developed vivid political
identities through the force of their own arguments and by an immer-
sion in political controversy and conflict within their own countries
and regions. They never abandoned their distinctiveness, but were per-
suaded to add a world order dimension to their scholarly and political
engagements. And it is out of the ferment generated by their interac-
tion with one another that the development of world order thinking
has evolved.

Once within the framework of world order thinking, strong ten-
sions emerged over the character and purpose of the WOMP enter-
prise. For many recruits, world order thinking was valuable to the
extent that it fostered a non-Marxist, non-liberal critique of imperial-
ism, especially U.S. imperialism, as it functioned in the real world. But
even in this role, some otherwise congenial scholars were offended,
considering the world order framework as too idealistic in its tone and
viewing U.S. funding and administration of the project as imposing an
unavoidable Western and Northern slant on all the work undertaken.
Mendlovitz, without abandoning his own quite different conception of
world order (that is, as generating a collaborative, integrated, organi-
zational alternative for world society to current arrangements based
on state sovereignty), was able to persuade these divergent world order
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“radicals’’ to remain generally within the confines of the intellec-
tual undertaking.

Of course, in this growth, the undertaking never possessed a sin-
gle vision or focus. It was sometimes perceived in the West as a type of
neo-Wilsonian revival of idealistic thinking that was marginalized
during the Cold War by the ascendancy of several strains of ‘“‘realist”
and “neo-realist” international relations theory. These strains con-
ceived of international society as a kind of anarchy and regarded “‘bal-
ance of power’’ and/or “‘regime’’ approaches to world order as the only
valuable and viable ones. WOMP work has also been criticized by
more conservative free-market advocates as a disguised variant of so-
cialism notable for its hostility to the activities of a new breed of glo-
bal nonstate actors (multinational corporations and international
banks), and allegedly jeopardized its proclaimed long-range goals by
taking divisive positions on controversial issues of the day. Sometimes
this criticism was directed at what was alleged to be its Third World
orientation, a perception associated with claims that WOMP launched
unfair and strident attacks upon Western reliance on technology, with
its related theory of “progress.”

Those of us associated with Saul Mendlovitz—and they include
every participant in the present volume—and with the unfolding char-
acter of world order thinking, were ourselves caught up with these ten-
sions and diversities. The process has been, overall, a creative one,
allowing mutual learning and over time enabling a more coherent un-
derstanding of world order thinking to emerge. Mendlovitz has pre-
sided over this process, generating through his efforts most of the
resources needed for the work to go forward and arranging for its re-
sults to be disseminated by a stream of publications.'®

LOOKING FORWARD

The development of the Models Project under the leadership of Saul
Mendlovitz and the rapidly changing global situation make it timely
to reconsider the relevance of global constitutionalism to the basic
world order project of enhancing the prospects for a better world. Just
as the world order thinking of the 1950s and 1960s committed the fal-
lacy of premature optimism in relation to global constitutionalism,
the world order thinking of the 1970s and 1980s can also be said to
have committed the opposite fallacy of premature pessimism about
the normative potential of a global constitutional order. At no time
since the end of World War II has the notion of a new global constitu-
tional order seemed more urgent, promising, and open-ended than in
the aftermath of the Cold War, undoubtedly a period of fluidity and
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transition when it comes to world order arrangements. The generally
triumphant record of popular calls for democratization within and
across state boundaries in the past several years—in South Korea, the
Philippines, China (suppressed), Taiwan, Thailand, Eastern Europe,
the Soviet Union, Nepal, Burma (suppressed), Haiti (deposed), Mongo-
lia, Chile, Zambia, South Africa and elsewhere—is indeed one of the
most positive and encouraging social forces of our time, creating the
foundations at a societal level of democratic global constitutionalism.
At the very least, this new global setting is the point of departure for
our collective inquiry into the relevance of global constitutionalism to
the wider undertaking of achieving a just and peaceful world.

By “‘global constitutionalism” we mean something broader and
wider than the nineteenth-century tendency to advocate a war/peace
system as a political blueprint, and something less legalistic than a
positivist or Austinian (only rules backed by effective sanctions qual-
ify as “law”’) extension of effective law enforcement to a global scale.
Global constitutionalism is here defined broadly and synergistically as
a set of transnational norms, rules, procedures, and institutions de-
signed to guide a transformative politics dedicated to the realization of
world order values both within and between three systems of inter-
secting politics in an interdependent world. The first system, the
states system, is comprised of territorial state actors and their support-
ing, and increasingly transnationalized, infrastructure of corporations,
banks, military, and media. The second system consists of interna-
tional governmental institutions, including the UN system. The third
system is represented by nonstate groups and individuals acting
through nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), citizen associations
of various sorts, and critical social movements. Global constitution-
alism is also envisioned as a process dedicated to deepening and wid-
ening democracy both within and across state boundaries, as well as
insinuating democratic practices into all levels of political activity, in-
cluding that associated with international institutions. The successful
realization of democratic global constitutionalism, in contradistinc-
tion to traditional world federalism, does not necessarily entail any
further centralization of world authority, and may indeed work in the
opposite direction by affirming tendencies toward the emergence of a
global civil society from below.

BRIDGING THE PATHWAYS TO A NEW
WORLD ORDER

Of course, George Bush, during the crisis that preceded the Gulf War in

early 1991, briefly inserted the imagery of a “new world order” into
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the political dialogue of this period. It seems evident that Bush meant
by the phrase to imply merely a more cooperative approach to global
geopolitics in the aftermath of the Cold War, not any more comprehen-
sive restructuring of international relations in a system-transforming
approach to a truly new world order. Leaving aside the question as to
whether this use of “new world order’” was mainly a tactical device to
rally support for an anti-Iraq coalition under UN auspices, our sense of
the phrase is quite different, directed primarily to the possibilities of
comprehensive restructuring in accord with preferred world order val-
ues that are incorporated, by now, in the evolving international law of
human and environmental rights, as well as espoused by the Models
Project. This latter sense informs our encouragement of perspectives
based on global constitutionalism.

Although WOMP participants have not been oblivious to the nor-
mative potential of global constitutionalism, they have rarely ad-
dressed it explicitly. In spite of diverse disciplinary backgrounds and
varying methodological and conceptual inclinations, the contributors
to this volume are persuaded that global constitutionalism is an idea
whose time has come. It is also an idea that is starting to capture the
breadth of the historical, cultural, and normative perspective now re-
quired to respond effectively and humanely to the challenge of system
transition from the Cold War to a post-Cold-War era. Beyond that, glo-
bal constitutionalism is proposed as a concept that links the possibil-
ities of a transformative politics embedded within and across the three
intersecting systems of political action.

Without being too rigidly bound by the requirements of any par-
ticular perspective and methodology, the authors of this volume ad-
dress the following questions: What is the meaning of global
constitutionalism in a world mired in countervailing trends of global
integration and ethnonationalist fragmentation? Given this contest
between centralizing and decentralizing pressures, what kinds of alter-
native global structures of power and authority are desirable and fea-
sible? What is the relationship between state sovereignty and global
constitutionalism under conditions of profound global, regional, trans-
national, and substate transformations? To what extent and in what
specific ways can the antinomy between “being’’ and ”becomingun_
between having and enjoying—be resolved in a new global constitu-
tional order? As the history of civil rights in the United States has
shown, it is one thing to have civil rights in the Constitution and
quite another actually to enjoy them in everyday social and political
life; constitutionalism at the societal level includes practices as well
as texts. What role, then, can global constitutionalism play in the
shaping and sharing of a more peaceful, just, and sustainable world?
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What are the prospects of global constitutional processes for generat-
ing the texts and practices to realize desirable forms of global polity
and governance!?

In the essays that comprise this volume, contributors address
these and related questions from various disciplinary perspectives, as
well as from the vantage points of persisting governance by the states
system, by augmenting international modes of governance, and by the
cumulative effects of initiatives from below associated with citizens
associations and transnational social forces.
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