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Executive Summary
This is a proposal to set up a high-level task force, the “Club of Athens” to investigate alternative scenarios for better global governance in the twenty-first century. The Club would include former heads of governments, business leaders, academics and representatives of civil society. It would have a limited life span of three years and a clear agenda: to propose ways and means to better manage what is proving to be one of the most difficult challenges of our times Globalisation – in order to humanize and democratize the process and make its benefits available to all. 
Why is such an initiative needed?  Although globalisation, has mostly been a positive development in the history of Mankind it has been unfolding in uneven and sudden spurts generating asymmetrical shocks and severe social strain. There are new winners and new losers with no compensation mechanisms to ensure that its benefits will become available to all. Globalisation has also brought with it unwanted global interdependence where events at one end of the world affect the whole planet and where economic, political, social and environmental factors are closely intertwined. The disruptions it has engendered have provoked a growing backlash against it from many groups across the political spectrum who claim their interests are not adequately represented by national governments. They complain of a democratic deficit because momentous decisions are taken in intergovernmental meetings by international civil servants without proper consultation with Civil Society. 
It is our belief that if Globalisation is to realise its beneficial potential it must be “managed,” and “humanized” rather than allowed to proceed haphazardly as it is now. Its present drivers are technological and financial. An additional dimension is needed: that of global governance in order to balance the process and avoid it spinning out of control. In one sentence: The Global Polity must catch up with the Global Economy. A rules-based system must provide a stable framework for balanced economic expansion.
Above and beyond the asymmetric shocks, one of the most important by-products of globalisation has been the decline of sovereignty and of its standard bearer the nation-state. So great is that decline in the years ahead that some speak of the collapse of the “Westphalian World Order.” Created by the Treaty of Westphalia at the end of the Thirty Years War in 1648, the Westphalian System featured a global balance of power based on the primacy of sovereign nation-state governments. This primacy is now challenged by globalisation itself which has caused the rise of non-state actors such as multinational corporations, NGOs and special interest groups who now wield more influence than many governments.  In addition the legitimacy of sovereignty is now also increasingly questioned as higher order values such as Human Rights are invoked, to justify humanitarian interventions without the permission of the sovereign government involved (Kosovo etc.). Heads of state can now be indicted for crimes against humanity (Pinochet case and the creation of the Hague Tribunal dealing with war crimes in the former Yugoslavia). 
The possible imminent collapse of the Old Westphalian System is creating a dangerous global governance vacuum. In an increasing number of globalised sectors of activity, no one seems to be in charge. These include, global finance, global competition (where there are no enforceable rules against collusion and monopoly), technological innovation (including the absence of global regulation of the Internet, genetic engineering, food safety etc.) the threat of high-tech terrorism and the use of weapons of mass destruction, climate change etc. In all these areas, the sovereignty of national governments cannot deal with the problem. Yet no satisfactory alternative system has been put in place. In a very basic sense the choice may soon be, either to bury the Old Westphalian System –or to reinvent it into a New Westphalian System by, metaphorically speaking, signing Westphalia II. One of the principal tasks of the proposed Club of Athens will be to propose strategies to investigate these scenarios and propose recommendations, within a medium-term time frame of three years.
Why a Club? The “Club” formula is proposed because of its flexibility. To attempt to reform the Westphalian System from within i.e. by government-to-government official dialogue is likely to prove an impossible ambition.  A task force of duly mandated ambassadors would be too rigid to break new ground, for several reasons. First, under existing Westphalian rules of sovereign equality, all decisions of intergovernmental bodies have to be made by consensus. This severely limits innovativeness, given the rigidity of typical instructions coming from capitals. Second, the new non-state actors who are occupying the economic center stage (corporations, labor unions and NGOs) are not at the table in a formal intergovernmental meeting and cannot be heard - unless they demonstrate in the streets outside, as in Seattle.  In the proposed Club formula, because of the informality of the proceedings, they could participate in the discussions quite freely. Third, what is lacking in intergovernmental conferences is explicit universal guiding principles beyond the usual clichés. Is there an emerging international law above and beyond treaties? Are the common ethical principles acceptable by all? If so what are they. The Club of Athens would attempt to define such principles to provide an intellectual basis for the negotiation of a new global order.
The Club of Athens would in essence be a semi-formal endeavour: Not as formal as a meeting of ministers or ambassadors, yet not as informal as a group of concerned citizens meeting in a church basement with the ambition to remake the world. The flexibility is ensured by the Club formula but the seriousness of the venture would be validated by the Club membership, former world leaders in politics, business, academics etc. The quality of its membership would give its conclusions considerable moral weight. In its three year projected existence, the Club of Athens would commission studies, hold periodic meetings and communicate its results to the World Community through major publications. These hopefully would become a valuable input in the renegotiation of the World Order by the formal government authorities.
Why “Athens.” Classical Athens of the Fifth Century B.C” served as a model for Plato’s Republic, a utopia of the ideal city-state. What we need, in this early 21st century, is to visualize the ideal Global State, the Global Athens or Cosmopolis for short. The conceptualization of Cosmopolis is, in our view the true millennium challenge for mankind, rather than the WTO’s proposed new cycle of trade negotiations. Political globalisation must complement economic, in order to remove the asymmetries and distortions. The Club of Athens purports to make a modest contribution to that objective by setting up an interactive process which ultimately could be validated by the more formal institutions. 
Westphalia I took a Thirty Years War to be finally signed. Let us hope that we will not need a similar shock to construct a renovated world order in tune with the Third Millennium
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I - The Challenge: 
Humanizing Globalisation
The Many Faces of Globalisation
As we contemplate the world in this dawn of the Third Millennium the words of Charles Dickens’ come to mind:  “It was the best of times, it was the worst of times. It was a season of light; it was a period of darkness. It was a time for hope; it was a moment of despair.” The ambivalence of the human condition in this early twenty-first century is confirmed both by sophisticated analysis and by direct observation. 
There are plenty of grounds for optimism. The World Economy is flourishing and is generating phenomenal increases in wealth. These, by the way, are only partially captured by official statistics, since qualitative improvements in existing products (like computers) are difficult to measure. The state of affluence of the world is actually much higher than we are led to believe by standard economic accounting. But even if we were to rely just on the latter, the news is excellent.  The OECD countries have more than tripled their per capita wealth in the last two decades and the Gross World Product is steadily increasing as technological change improves productivity everywhere. Scarcity, the principal subject matter of economic science is disappearing at least in a technical sense. In its place, plenitude and abundance are present in most sectors of human activity. The World Economy today resembles an all-you-can-eat giant buffet. Surpluses abound even in such unlikely sectors as government finance. Today at least two G-7 countries the United States and Canada are struggling with the problem of what to do with their giant fiscal surpluses. Just a few years ago fiscal deficits were almost the universal rule.
At the heart of this amazing performance of the World Economy is the combined impact of technological change and globalisation. The former has been centered in the computer and telecommunication industries and has created what has aptly been described in the IBM commercial as a small planet. Distance has been trivialized and geography rendered irrelevant. This has accelerated the process of “globalisation” which in its quintessential form can be defined as the transposition of human activities from the narrower stage of the nation-state to the wider theatre of Planet earth itself.
Classical economics correctly assumed that while goods and services were internationally mobile (i.e. could be traded between nations) factors of production (labor, capital, technology) were not. Today this is no longer true. Not only has trade become more and more global but the increased mobility of factors of production has led to the emergence of footloose nomadic corporations and entrepreneurs perfectly able to leave offending jurisdictions and move elsewhere. This globalisation of production (as opposed to just trade) has significantly altered the rules of the game. New winners and new losers are emerging. As a result some bad news is spoiling the good news.
1-	Unsatisfactory Wealth Distribution. The immense wealth, which is being generated, is not well distributed. Inequalities in income distribution are increasing not only between countries (the traditional North-South cleavage, but also within countries where middle classes are downsized and melting away, creating huge gaps between the top and bottom levels of remuneration. Even the United States, the most successful country so far in adapting to the challenges of contemporary modernity exhibits earning gaps that are alarming. Most governments now recognize what the OECD has called ‘social cohesion’ as an important strategic variable which should not be underestimated. Globalisation together with technological change, seems to have exacerbated the challenge of social cohesion and created dangerous “fractures”
2- Unwanted Interdependence. Globalisation has created an increasing number of interdependencies at the global level, without a corresponding increase in the means to manage these interdependencies. These new and largely unwanted linkages take at least three forms. First there are the geographic linkages. Events in one part of the world have immediate impacts on other parts. This is certainly true in the fields of global finance, climate change, technology dissemination, viral epidemics, international terrorism, organized crime etc. Second are the inter -industrial linkages which are redefining industry boundaries. For instance, computers, telecommunication, television and telephony, previously separate industrial sectors are merging into one super industry.  Pharmaceutical companies are now competing with fitness clubs and even transcendental meditation centers because they all purport to deal with the phenomenon of stress and its link with disease.  Banks are selling insurance, credit card companies are offering new financial services etc.  Some old industries are disappearing altogether; others are being created from scratch with accelerating innovations. Third are the interdisciplinary linkages. An economic decision may have social, cultural and environmental effects. A technological innovation may make some political systems unsustainable or challenge received religious beliefs. These interdependencies are mounting steadily. To try and separate the world in neat disciplinary departments as governments and universities do is more and more unrealistic. Holistic approaches are becoming inevitable.
3- A World Without Rules. The trivialisation of distance has led to the globalisation of competition, without a corresponding emergence of rules for global competition. In the age of the Internet, of foot-loose capital and nomadic entrepreneurs, there are fewer and fewer protected markets. The competitive arena is the Earth itself and most contests are no longer local but world championships. The metaphor of the Olympic Games comes to mind. There are gold, silver and bronze medals to win with immense rewards attached to them, especially the gold. But unlike the more sporting Olympic Games, there are no referees and no rules. It is a catch-as-catch-can “Royal Rumble” like in professional wrestling. In spite of the nominal existence of hundreds of intergovernmental organisations which claim to act as referees and regulators the global economy, circa 2000 is for all intents and purposes a free-for-all. Even when there are rules the enforcement capabilities of the putative rule makers are not particularly effective. For instance, although everyone praises the virtues of competition and decries the evils of monopoly, there are no global accepted competition laws, anti-trust legislation, bankruptcy rules etc. Industrial Associations do exist and set norms and standards but the enforcement method is more voluntary than imperative. 
The dual nature of globalisation and its asymmetrical impacts has generated a severe backlash against the process itself and its advocates. In some cases it has prompted occasional quixotic attempts to put the clock back to a pre-globalised world. It has also led to the confusion between globalisation as historical process and globalism as ideology. Globalisation as historical process is a long-term trend which is not likely to be reversed barring catastrophic events. But the acceleration by human action of certain aspects of globalisation, rather than others, is a voluntary and discretionary act which has no inevitability attached  to it. Trade liberalisation, for instance is the deliberate relaxation of existing rules. It is a conscious and voluntary decision by governments. By the same token, the imposition of global labor and environmental standards can, again either be agreed upon  or not. There is nothing deterministic about it. In other words whereas globalisation as historical process, is probably beyond individual human control, globalism as doctrine is. 
There are globalists of the right of the center or of the left. Center-right globalists would typically advocate planetary free trade and unfettered capital movements coupled with the minimization of state intervention. Center-left globalists may argue in favour of universal labor and environmental standards an ethical code of conduct for multinationals and international aid.  On the far-left, Trotskyites may want to work in favour of world revolution and of global communism while at the extreme right religious fundamentalists militate in favor of global Jihad. All these globalists have one thing in common. They believe Planet Earth should become one entity. But they differ in the kind of globalisation they want to promote.
Globalisation has also spawned anti-globalism. These anti-globalists either claim that the process does not exist (the denial school) or, while recognizing its reality, want to slow it down considerably (the gradualist school). In this second school are the advocates of regional integration as a prelude to ultimate globalisation. In this camp can be found the Euro-optimists seeking to construct a stronger Europe before moving on to global integration. The fifteen countries which make up the European Union have in common what the French call “a projet de societe” a blueprint for the good society, so to speak. Other regional groupings are less ambitious, have no political goals and instead favour greater trade liberalisation, as an end it itself.
The sum up, if globalisation is left unattended, its benefits may be canceled by the backlashes it will trigger. If, on the other hand it is humanized and balanced by intelligent management it may, indeed fulfill its promise as a great asset for Mankind. This leads us to consider the state of current national and international governance.
The Crisis In National Governance.
One of the important consequences of Globalisation has been to significantly reduce the policy capacity of national governments. By policy capacity we mean the ability to both formulate and successfully implement policies.  Globalisation has narrowed the degrees of freedom of national governments in at least five ways.
First the trivialisation of distance, brought about by the jet age and the Internet has reduced the importance of territorial jurisdiction.  Physical territory has been the traditional domain over which governments enact laws and make policies. In the virtual, distance-free environment of Cyberspace, territorial jurisdictions tend to become irrelevant. The Internet, for instance, cannot be regulated at the level of one nation or a group of nations. It is a global technology and whatever regulation is envisaged should be considered only at that level. More and more sectors which used to be subject to national government regulations can now escape such regulations. These include global finance, competition laws which can be circumvented by moving to another jurisdiction, taxation etc. The domain of policy capacity based on territorial jurisdiction is rapidly shrinking.
Second the emergence of non-state actors who can easily move across international borders, changes the power equation. The threat of delocalisation of industry and its migration to more welcome environments forces governments into a competitive mode, in order to attract foot-loose nomadic corporations and entrepreneurs. From regulators they become demandeurs or supplicants, who, cap in hand hustle for international business.  In addition the relative size of governments versus corporations is tilting the power equation towards the latter. Mergers and acquisitions create gigantic holdings. If the 100 most important economic entities were compared on the basis of the volume of their annual activities, 52 would be corporations and only 48 governments. If the 200 national governments in the world were pitted against the top 200 corporations the imbalance would be even greater.  Many nation-states,members of the United Nations are actually quite small and not very powerful. They exercise sovereignty, supposedly the ultimate power, in name only.
Third, not only the practical effectiveness of sovereignty but also its legitimacy is increasingly challenged. Values such as basic human rights, the respect of ethnic diversity, the protection of religious minorities now rate higher in public opinion that strict legalistic sovereignty. This militates in favor of active interventionism even in the internal affairs of a recognized sovereign state (Kosovo). 
Fourth, whatever power still exists in the hands of national governments is being voluntarily relinquished by many of them in three different directions. Downward powershifts are occurring when power is constitutionally transferred from central to subnational governments, as is the case in federal states. Upward shifts involve transfers of power to IGOs (intergovernmental organisations) such as the EU. Finally there is a lateral relinquishing of power in favour of market forces. This takes the form of privatisation, deregulation and budget reductions. In addition to natural attrition by the forces of globalisation, most national governments are voluntarily shrinking their relative power base.
For all these reasons, nation-state governments today do not have the influence they wielded yesterday. They more often than not are unable to deliver the goods they promise at election time. As a result they tend to be put out of office by a disgruntled electorate which frequently changes teams to achieve better results.  The general inability of governments to adequately respond to the sea change of globalisation has created a serious crisis in national governance. 
The Crisis in Global Governance 
If the individual power of national governments is declining can power exercised collectively take its place to help bring order to the world? In principle the answer is yes but at present it must be “not yet” primarily because the present Multilateral System of Intergovernmental Organisations is, in our view, saddled with serious design flaws. What are these flaws?
First there are over 500 hundred official IGOs and several thousand hybrid, semi-public, semi-private ones. Their mandates and terms of reference are often unclear and significant duplications exist. At the same time, important issues, generated by rapid technological change are not dealt with in any leading to serious gaps. Some IGOs have been created after careful analysis but others have emerged, at the last minute from a ministerial communiqué at the end of an intergovernmental conference and have managed to continue to survive without a clear purpose for many years. It is much easier to create an IGO than to eliminate one, since consensus rules favor the status quo and inertia. When there is an urgent problem which has caught the attention of public opinion, an easy way out is to create a commission or new IGO to deal with it and therefore deflect criticism.
Second, the internal governance of most of these IGOs reflects what we call Old Westphalian assumptions. The Westphalian doctrine of sovereign equality gives the same voting power to all member states. At first blush this appears democratic. Upon analysis it turns out to be anti-democratic because it gives much greater voting power to the elector in smaller states than in the larger ones. If Togo and Japan, Luxembourg and The United States, Iceland and India have all the same weight, the electors in Togo, Luxembourg and Iceland end up with much greater voting influence, through their delegates at IGOs than those in the larger ones. One state = one vote ends up meaning that one person is not equal to one vote. If the person is in a smaller state his vote counts for more! This counter-intuitive situation reduces the credibility of decisions taken by intergovernmental organisations. In addition, the same doctrine of sovereign equality also leads to consensus decision making. If all member states are sovereign and there is no earthly power greater than sovereignty, then unless a member-state accepts a treaty or convention, it cannot be bound by it. This means that in many IGOs the decision-making rule is one state = one veto. These cumbersome internal procedures make IGO decision making awkward and slow. The result is often a bad compromise.     Word-smithing a diplomatic text is the ultimate exercise in trivialisation. In an attempt to please everyone, the agreement or convention ends up being thin on content and usefulness.
Third, the IGOs in their present incarnation do not adequately represent the emerging non-state actors which have blossomed under globalisation. These are the corporations and private entrepreneurs who drive the economy, the labor unions, consumer groups and the NGOs who represent civil society etc. Before globalisation, these non-state actors were much less powerful and could articulate their needs and demands within the internal democratic process of the nation-state. However with the weakening of the nation-state and the globalisation of these non-state actors, a representation at the global level is required and, at present, not available – hence the dissatisfaction with existing multilateral organisations.
The “Seattle Approach”
The most recent example of the operation of the present multilateral system was the meeting of the WTO in Seattle in November 1999. This meeting was supposed to kick-off the so-called Millennium Round, a further stage in trade liberalisation to be achieved in the early years of the twenty-first century. The meeting was unsuccessful ostensibly because its formal participants, the 140 odd trade ministers from member states could not agree on an agenda. In our view, in also failed the meeting failed because of the fundamental flaws in the Multilateral Process itself. In Seattle these were:
1- A Narrow Agenda. Given the new interdependencies created by globalisation, trade issues are now inextricably linked with political technological and social variables. The former can no longer be treated without consideration of the latter. A preview of Seattle was seen at the OECD in 1998 when the MAI (proposed Multilateral Agreement on Investment) was brought down by popular opposition in a number of member countries including the host country France. It is our view that future attempt to segment the negotiation in vertical silos without due considerations given to the all important linkages – is destined to ultimately fail or, at the very least, generate violent opposition. Only integrative agendas that take these linkages into account can have a chance to succeed. 
2- Unrepresentative Government Participants. The official participants in Seattle were trade ministers. Yet the issues were much broader than trade therefore beyond the normal competence of the trade ministers.  The proper participants should have been the heads of government in order to ensure that the breadth of issues would be taken into account.
3- Absence of Non Government Players. The non-government players (NGOs, consumer groups etc.). demonstrated on the outside and ultimately brought down the conference. A method for the inclusion at least of their views should be devised to make future meetings more representative
4- A Questionable Overall Objective. The Seattle Round was very much oriented towards further trade liberalisation. The idea has merit but may not be the priority item of the early twenty-first century. Trade and capital movements are already quite free with or without treaties. To further eliminate national rules without proposing alternative global rules to replace them is to accelerate a move towards a rule-less world.  If the idea is to get rid of all governments, as quickly as possible, then it is the right thing to do. If, on the other hand, a world completely without governments is unsettling the relaxation of national rules, without replacing them may exacerbate the problems created by globalisation including social fractures, industries spinning out of control etc.
Westphalia II?
The flaws in the Seattle Approach are likely to be repeated in other intergovernmental meetings in the months and years ahead. They point to the need for very basic reform of the multilateral system, which goes beyond tinkering at the margin. It is not a question of reviewing the Bretton Woods Institutions or the Marshall Plan organisations. More fundamentally it is a question of reinventing the very cornerstone of international relations known to political scientists as the Westphalian World Order.
In 1648 the Treaty of Westphalia ended the Thirty Years War in Europe. In so doing it created a new system of external relations based on the inviolability of the concept of sovereignty. In the Pre-Westphalian world, authority was exercised by emperors and feudal lords. With the decline of the feudal system and the emergence of nation-states, a concept of absolute power called “sovereignty” was developed to give total authority to the heads of these emerging states. The respect and inviolability of a sovereign state became the organizing principle of international relations.
In the late seventeenth, eighteenth and nineteenth century, the Westphalian European Order was consolidated and became a Global Order. Its principal players were sovereign governments creating internal laws and signing external treaties with other sovereign governments. War was an allowable instrument of policy but was subjected to certain rules and conventions. As Europe expanded its empire to the Rest of the World by the early twentieth century, the entire planet was submitted to the Westphalian World Order.
In a world composed of a comparatively small number of sovereign players (, as was the case in the original Westphalian European Order) the system could be quite efficient. The original signatories were somewhat like-minded with regional and cultural affinities. Today’s Westphalian System involves almost 200 governments. Behind these governments are the large number of sub-national governments sharing sovereignty with the national governments, especially in federal and confederal states. In many cases some of the subnational units are vying for independence. As multi-ethnic states collapse, a host of successor states will increase the number of players in the world system. The number may reach as many as 500 all wanting to join the United Nations and the other IGOs
Can such a system survive with a large number of players without reforming itself? We think not. First the sheer number of interlocutors makes consensus all the more difficult. This is true in the 29 member OECD and even more so in the 140-member WTO and the 196 member United Nations. Second, sovereign equality giving the same weight to microstates and superpowers is obviously not sustainable and saps the credibility of these bodies. Third, the questionable legitimacy of some of the governments of the member-states of these IGOs reduces the legitimacy of the IGO itself.
Should the Westphalian System be allowed to die a natural death? We think not unless a much better system takes its place. The sole present candidate to replace Westphalia I is the Market System. Some would welcome a world without governments, believing that the free interplay of supply and demand would create desirable equilibrium by laissez-faire alone. There are powerful arguments to the effect that this is not likely to be so:
First the tensions due to asymmetrical and unbalanced globalisation may reach the point where social cohesion breaks down completely creating a very dangerous social fracture. Given the accessibility of weapons of mass destruction it is perilous to allow malcontents to be increasingly alienated, especially given the idea that abundance rather than scarcity is the rule today and that there is enough for all
Second and more significant: market-systems not protected by the rule of law tend to develop into mafia-systems. In the absence of law there is no civilization and strong-arm decision making prevails over the interplay of supply and demand. If there are no regulations, it is cheaper to take rather than to sell and to intimidate rather than to market. Profits and property would be at risk and corporations would be forced to maintain private armies to protect their holdings – an undesirable scenario for all.
If the Westphalian World Order is at risk and a laissez-faire world without governments undesirable what then? The answer, in a metaphorical sense is Westphalia II, an updating of the Westphalian System for the twenty-first century. Behind the idea of sovereignty lies also the idea of democracy. To do away with sovereignty entirely, is also to do away with democracy.  To preserve and enhance democratic governance, a renovated Westphalian System will have to be designed. This is one of the purposes of the proposed Club of Athens.
II – How Would the Club of Athens Work
The Road to what we metaphorically have called Westphalia II, i.e. a fundamental rethink of the world order which will preserve fundamental values but also adapt to the realities of the New Millennium, may pass by the “Club of Athens”. Why this detour?
In looking at the flaws of what we have called the Seattle Approach we have identified the problem of the incomplete agenda. If trade issues are intertwined with environmental, social, cultural and political questions, then they should be dealt with in an integrated fashion. This would argue in favour of a future Seattle being organised around heads of government i.e. a summit meeting. However a summit of heads of governments, without adequate preparation is almost certain to fail because of the diversity of national views, the number of participants and the consensus decision-making rule.
What is needed is a semi-formal approach. A completely formal approach with plenipotentiary diplomats cannot succeed for the reasons mentioned above. At the other extreme a group of academics or concerned citizens meeting in church basements or university seminars is likely to go completely unnoticed, even if it were to come up with major breakthroughs. What is needed is an intermediate process which would not be formal and yet would possess high credibility and high influence. Its conclusions could ultimately be ported over to more formal bodies.
Why call it the Club of Athens? There are of course many existing international and national clubs. The club formula conveys the message of both informality and voluntary participation. It also conveys the idea of a small rather than a very large group. A club with thousands of members would be not be effective. 
The name “Athens” is proposed in reference to Plato’s Republic. The Greek Philosopher envisioned an Utopian Athens as an ideal city-state based on Fifth-Century Athens.  In this era of globalisation our challenge is to design the Global Athens which will balance economic and technological globalisation by constructing a political framework. Hence the Club of Athens will attempt to civilize (in the etymological sense of the Latin term civis) globalisation. To borrow another metaphor we must go from the idea of a Global Village (Marshall Mc.Luhan) to that of a more organised Global City. In one sentence the Club of Athens wishes to build Cosmopolis as the next step in globalisation. Table 1 below summarizes the principal reasons in favour of launching such a club.
Table 1
Five Reasons why the Club of Athens is needed:

1- The Dual Nature of Globalisation
Globalisation has brought with it good and bad news. The good news is the growth and technological innovation it has generated. The bad news is the asymmetric shocks associated with it and the growing interdependencies creating a situation where No One’s In Charge. Ideally the effects of globalisation should be managed and “humanized”.
2- The decline of the power of national governments 
The decline in policy capacity of national governments has reduced their ability to control events in an era of globalisation – especially when they act individually
3-  The present ineffectiveness of the existing architecture of the IGOs
The present 500 odd Intergovernmental Organisations have, for a variety of reasons, not been up to the task of “managing globalisation”. A new global architecture of IGOs is needed
4- The Rise of Non-State actors changes the global power equation
The Non-State actors which include corporations, unions, consumer groups, NGOs and Civil Society in general, must be included in the reconstruction of the world order. The old “Westphalian” assumptions are no longer valid
5 – The Club of Athens as a semi-formal task force could lay the groundwork for substantial revisions in the global governance system.
There is a considerable preparatory work which needs to be done to determine what are the desirable and at the same time feasible scenarios for a new world order. The proposed Club could help in this task through its flexible yet focused organizational structure


 Table 2
Potential Modus Operandi of the Club of Athens:
OBJECTIVE
Overall objective is to propose strategies to restructure the world system in order to bring about a better distribution of the benefits of globalisation for all and to institute a workable framework for a more effective  global governance
MEMBERSHIP
A cross section of the major players in today’s world namely politicians, business leaders, thinkers, journalists, labor leaders and representatives of “civil society.”
ACTIVITIES
·	Commissioning major integrative papers which will draw upon existing research in order to answer the basic questions on the Agenda of the Club
·	Holding workshop and plenary meetings to monitor the progress of the work
·	Propose alternative scenarios for global restructuring to the international community at large
STRUCTURE
Loose and flexible legal structure emphasizing the Club idea (i.e. voluntary, invited membership). The Club could either be a fully separate legal entity or an autonomous activity within an existing legal entity
TIME TABLE
Unlike some other clubs with no definite agenda or timetable, the proposed Club of Athens would submit to the strict discipline of a timetable to produce results. A three year time-frame would appear desirable with annual progress reports
FUNDING
·	Funding should be at a level necessary to achieve the objectives of the club i.e. mobilize high level expertise and key decision-makers, commission appropriate studies, hold the necessary meetings etc. 
The Club’s efficacy will depend on its high profile through its membership and activities and funding should be commensurate with this goal.
·	Funding would most likely be of the multi-source variety including contributions from the public and private sectors and the international community.


