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Abstract 

The paper presents a case for integrated forms of regional governance in South Asia, and a 

model applicable across several different areas of cooperation. The first section of the paper 

argues that globalization has led to increased interdependency between and within states and 

non-state actors, particularly multinational corporations and civil society organizations. 

Across the world, national, regional and global governance regimes have evolved as states in 

response to the immense challenges presented by globalization, though in differentiated 

patterns. Globalization has facilitated the growth of civil society networks and the rise of 

private authority in global governance. Governance structures are being reformed to facilitate 

greater coordination of efforts between government institutions, the private sector and the 

civil society, across all levels of governance.  

The second section argues that greater coordination among three main actors on the national 

and regional level can be achieved through marketization of public services and the 

establishment of multi-stakeholder networks. The third section presents an integrated 

governance model for South Asia, and elaborates upon its applicability across different 

sectors. The fourth section expands upon the role of governments, civil society and the 

private sector in promoting an agenda for integrated governance in South Asia. It also 

discusses the policy implications of multi-stakeholder approaches across three areas: policy 

development, policy implementation, and policy learning or evaluation. The fifth and final 

section sheds light on the likely challenges in promoting and sustaining an integrated regional 

governance model. In sum, the paper argues that integrated governance model would enrich 

policy processes at the regional level, and would fulfil gaps in governance, representation and 

accountability. It would certainly help promote regional cooperation; nevertheless, it warrants 

important political and structural consideration. 
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It is often argued that South Asian nations are entering a new era in which the powers of 

governments to manage economic and social change are rapidly being eroded by 

globalization. Whilst these nations have managed to twist the rules of global governance to 

suit their political conservatism, the need for national capacity building and economic 

stimulation through trade and investment has prompted them to liberalize their markets and 

societies. Economic governance in these countries is being transformed to facilitate the 

transition of power to the markets. These market forces are undermining state boundaries and 

are weakening the state from within. The rise of regional and global civil society continues to 

challenge political governance structures, infringing upon state authority and decision-

making sovereignty (Gaudin 2002; Kjaer 2004). New political and social movements have 

emerged in Pakistan and India, contesting the prevalent notion of citizens conforming to the 

state’s sovereignty (Dahal 2009) as well as state views in relation to world trade, the global 

environment and civil liberties.  

The growth of non-governmental Track-II initiatives and business networks, and the 

frequency with which think tanks, businessmen and scientists from across the region meet to 

share and disseminate knowledge on trans-boundary socio-economic issues, are particularly 

indicative of changing expectations, fuelled by globalization, about state-society-market 

relationships and the extensity and intensity of engagement with all relevant stakeholders in 

regional policy development and implementation. From the bottom-up, there has been 

increased pressure from corporations and civil society upon national governments for greater 

regional cooperation and integration. From the top-down, there has been increased pressure 

from the Western global governance institutions for reformations in the way South Asian 

nations have traditionally dealt with transnational issues, such as cross-border insurgency, 

climate change and water management.   

Current governance arrangements in South Asia are clearly not conducive to promoting an 

enabling environment for the civil society and private actors. There is growing dissatisfaction 

on part of these non-state actors with their exclusion from regional development discourse 

and how governments continue to refrain from acknowledging them as development actors in 

their own right. If cooperative arrangements among SAARC nations are to sustain and 

effectively achieve regional development goals, they must incorporate intellectual and 

technical inputs from all relevant stakeholders who would have an interest in promoting 

regional cooperation. 

This paper draws upon these arguments in proposing an integrated form of regional 

governance in South Asia. Essentially, the paper asserts that regionalism and regional 

cooperation could be promoted through ‘marketization’ of services provided by governments 

on the regional level, in the forms of public-private partnerships (PPP) and contracting, and 

establishment of multi-stakeholder networks, comprising of state actors, regional civil society 

and the regional private sector. Greater engagement with the civil society and private actors 

through networks and partnerships would enrich the policy development, implementation and 

evaluation processes. The idea of integrated forms of governance signifies pluralism in actors 

or stakeholders – all those actors that steer or manage society, and emphasises the 

transformation of relationship between them. Relationships between the state, markets and 

the civil society become polycentric and inter-dependent. In contrary to traditional notions of 

regional governance in South Asia, the paper proposes a model of governance that becomes 

rooted within the domestic state and non-state institutions. 

This paper does not aim to downplay the political contexts that led to the emergence of 

cooperative arrangements in South Asia, but rather that the need for creating and sustaining 

legitimacy for new governance mechanisms may overwhelm historical experiences. In light 
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of the cohort of problems that South Asia faces: economic disparities, social segregation or 

environmental problems, it becomes essential to think about innovative forms of governance 

that foster a regional consciousness and institutionalize thinking towards collective future. 

According to Savitch and Vogel (2000,p.161), ‘governance conveys the notion that existing 

institutions can be harnessed in new ways, that cooperation can be carried out on a fluid and 

voluntary basis among localities and that people can best regulate themselves through 

horizontally linked organizations’. New forms of regional governance are required to 

establish new agreed ‘rules of the game’ that all regional stakeholders will stick to in their 

interactions with one another, so that they can trust each other in building new joint 

approaches to the problems that they are tackling (Bovaird and Loffler 2009, p.20).  

No comprehensive research has actually been conducted on the prospects of integrated forms 

of regional governance in South Asia or even on the changing dynamics of state-civil society-

private sector relations on the regional level. Limited research is available on the potential 

value additions by CSOs and businesses in promoting regional cooperation or generally in 

boosting regional growth and development; but these are segmented and compartmentalized 

within disciplines and cover limited sectoral settings. This paper does not aim to fill in all 

these gaps in literature, but merely explores the opportunities and incentives to create 

participatory forms of governance, such as partnerships and policy networks, at the SAARC 

level. It does, however, highlight the emerging pattern of state-civil society, state-private 

sector or civil-society-private sector relations across the region which encourages thinking on 

new and innovative forms of governance. 

The first section in this paper gives a conceptual account of globalization and global 

governance, the theoretical reasoning underpinning the shift from government to 

‘governance’ and from national governance to regional and global governance, as indicated 

by the establishment of supranational governance institutions such as the UN, or SAARC, 

and, finally, the role of key actors, particularly international institutions, private sector and 

the civil society, in shaping regional and global governance regimes.  

The second section presents a case for integrated regional governance that proposes greater 

integration between regional governments, private sector and the civil society, through 

marketization of public services, in forms of public-private partnerships and multi-

stakeholder networks. Integrated governance models currently in practice across the world, 

that have and are promoting international cooperation, are also briefly discussed.  

The third section argues that relationship among three main actors needs to be transformed 

for the integrated governance model to work effectively. A structured governance model for 

SAARC is suggested that would define the mode of communication and working 

arrangements between these actors, and thereby ensure sustained engagement. The model’s 

applicability and usefulness is then examined by applying it across several existing and 

prospective areas of cooperation.  

The fourth section examines the role of actors in pushing forward an agenda for integrated 

governance model in South Asia. The sections also evaluate the implications that multi-

stakeholder approaches would have across three policy processes: policy development, policy 

implementation, and policy learning or evaluation.  

Lastly, the model’s viability is analysed in the South Asian context, particularly the crucial 

political and structural factors that need to be considered 
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1. Globalization, Governance and Institutions: Theory and Concepts 

 

1.1 Conceptualizing Globalization  

 

The shift from government to governance or from national governance to regional 

governance is intrinsically a debate on the processes of globalization at its core. 

Contemporary globalization has been signified as the growth of networks of 

interdependence that transcend national and regional boundaries (Jacobson 1979; 

Nesadurai 2010). These include economic networks such as trade, capital flows and 

labour migration (Weiss 1998), communication and transportation networks, as well 

as other sort of networks such as advocacy networks, religious and terrorist networks.  

Interdependence is central to globalization. As Clark (1999, p.53) puts it, ‘Economic, 

political and social processes are no longer meaningfully contained within state 

borders’. Even in the context of security, it has become difficult for a state to defend 

itself from an attack unilaterally (Kapitonenko 2008). Increased interdependence 

between states is signified by the density of transnational networks, institutional 

velocity i.e. the rate at which changes take place, for instance, changes in fuel prices 

worldwide, as well as transnational participation in domestic political or economic 

processes. Keohane and Nye (2000) argue that globalization is not only strengthening 

interdependence between states but also making it increasingly complex. 

Consequently, the effects of particular events in one geographical area can have 

profound effects in other geographical area. The rapid economic crisis across 

countries during the 1997 Asian Financial Crisis and its implications for countries not 

directly hit by it is exemplary of the strong, yet complex, nature of economic 

interdependence between Asian countries, developed and nurtured by globalization. 

Both liberal and left-wing commentators argue that globalization or increased 

interdependency is weakening states, however many do not necessarily view it as 

undesirable.  

Neoliberals point to the economic benefits of globalization to support its case. They 

suggest that global economic integration has lifted a large portion of the world out of 

absolute poverty, especially in Asia and Latin America. Thomas Friedman, in his 

bestselling ‘The World is Flat’(Friedman 2005), argue that lowering trade barriers and 

increasing world connectivity has created a level playing field for individuals and 

businesses to compete on a global scale. Countries that have opened up to trade have 

also performed better in per capita GDP growth. From 1990 to 1999, the ratio of 

exports-to-GDP in India and Bangladesh rose by 7% to 11% and 6% to 14%, 

respectively. In the same period, there was a corresponding increase in rate of 

economic growth of 6.9% and 3.3% in the two countries, respectively (Wade 2004). 

Mann (1997, p.473) asserts that the transportation and technological and 

informational innovations due to globalization, have meant that the ‘vision of a single 

global society is a technologically possible one’. 

However, critics scrutinize the political implications that globalization has wrought 

upon developing or non-Western states. Left-wing critics relate globalization to the 

‘ultimate triumph of Western liberal democracy’ and the ‘unabashed victory of 

economic and political liberalism’ (Fukuyama 1989, pp.15-25), which has led to loss 

of national sovereignty and the homogenization of cultures (Ohmae 1991; Strange 
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1996). Marxists, in their take against capitalism, suggest that the term ‘globalization’ 

is often used by elites to decrease wages, remove protective barriers to trade and give 

more power to the markets (Marx and Engels 1976) 

At the same time, there are post-skeptics or transformationalists who assert that the 

effects of globalization and the responses to it are differentiated (Held et al. 1999; 

Hirst and Thompson 1996; Holton 2005). This school of thought asserts that 

globalization has led neither to the death of national sovereignty nor the creation of a 

global culture. Economics and political systems have been internationalized, but 

without any global convergence. The emergence of regional blocs to counter the 

imbalances and inequalities in the global governance structures suggest that the world 

is evolving with differentiated patterns. Cultural clashes still exist, but overall there 

has been an inclination towards hybridization of cultures. Politically, nation-states are 

being reconstructed in how they act: rather than losing sovereignty, states are sharing 

it with other states and non-state actors (Hirst and Thompson 1996). According to the 

transformationalists or post-skeptics, the future of globalization is uncertain, but it is 

open to change.  

South Asia has also been affected by globalization in significant ways, but its 

response has too been unprecedented. Traditionally, states in the region have 

maintained nationalist and protectionist attitudes in international relations; 

cooperation has also been limited to trade and certain ‘soft’ areas. However, the trend 

has changed a lot in the last couple of decades, especially with the establishment of 

SAARC in 1985 and with that the sharing of national sovereignty and fragmentation 

of authority and resources among multiple state and non-state actors. The opening up 

of South Asian markets, increase in labour migration and people-to-people 

connectivity, and the growth of transnational civil society and business networks in 

response to transnational environmental and security problems, has presented 

enormous opportunities and challenges for regional governance in South Asia.  

1.2Conceptualizing Governance 

 

Krahmann (2003) argues that governance cannot be narrowly defined. It can 

incorporate any form of social coordination to policy making in the absence of a 

monopoly of political authority. Rhodes (1996) employed the term ‘governance’ to 

indicate laissez-faire state, new public management techniques, networks as well as 

corporate governance. 

If government and governance are conceived as poles on a continuum, the concept of 

‘governance’ would thus refer to a shift from a hierarchical mode of government to 

forms that are based on networks and collective action (Rosenau 1995). Complex 

relations between actors and their relative bargaining powers dictate policy making 

and implementation. Rosenau (1995, p.14) denotes governance as ‘the control or 

steering mechanism whereby an organization (for instance, government) or society 

steers itself’.  

Rosenau (1995) conceptualizes governance across seven levels of analysis or 

dimensions, summarized in the table below: 

Table 1: Government and Governance as Poles on a Continuum 

Dimensions Government  Governance 
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Geographical 

Scope 

Subnational 

National 

 Subnational 

National 

Regional 

Global 

Transnational 

Functional 

Scope 

Several Issue Areas  Single Issue Area 

Distribution of 

Resources 

Centralized  Dispersed 

Interests Common  Differentiated 

Norms Sovereignty 

Command and 

Control 

Redistribution 

 Limited Sovereignty 

Self-government 

Market 

Decision-

making 

Hierarchical 

Consensus 

Formal Equality 

 Horizontal 

Negotiation 

Inequality 

Implementation Centralized 

Authoritative 

Coercive 

 Fragmented 

Self-enforced 

Voluntary 

Source: Rosenau 1995 

These levels of analysis would help understand how institutions such as SAARC 

represent this fundamental shift from government to a form of ‘governance’. The 

geographical scope expands from national to regional level. The functional scope 

narrows down to only specific issues common to network members. The distribution 

of resources, both tangible and intangible, becomes dispersed. State interests are 

differentiated. Sovereignty is shared by ways of delegation of authority to supra-

national bodies to manage transnational issues or through the contracting of policy 

implementation to private actors. Decision-making is no longer hierarchical, rather 

horizontal, based on negotiations and depends upon the unequal economic and 

intellectual bargaining powers of the member states. The implementation process is 

also fragmented, self-enforced and completely voluntary.  

1.3Global Governance and the Role of State and Non-State Actors 

The idea of global governance has been around for quite some time, however, it is 

only in the last two decades that the idea has gained significant ground in international 

forums. The United Nations has been most vehement in supporting the cause that 

global solutions are necessary in a world of accelerated globalization. Managing the 

threats of globalization, or promoting its benefits, requires coordination of efforts by 

governments, international organizations, civil society, private sector and any other 

group who would hold a stake in the matter (The Commission on Global Governance 

1995). Rosenau (1999) defines global governance as political processes where global 

problems are solved without a global government. Global governance institutions 
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have been established for the provision of global public goods such as international or 

regional financial stability – no country would have an incentive to work towards it if 

others do not do it, while all countries benefit from it (Griffith-Jones 2003; Wyplosz 

1999), signifying characteristics of non-rivalry in consumption and non-excludability 

from use. Disruptions caused by international financial crisis are a major incentive for 

cooperation. Countries respond to such problems by creating global government 

networks acting without an overarching political authority; a system referred to as 

‘disaggregated sovereignty’ (Slaughter 2004).  

The pressing demands for the reconceptualization of national sovereignty as 

something no longer sacrosanct, heightened after the economic and financial crises in 

the 80s and 90s (Sinclair 2005) and especially after the series of crimes against 

humanity by governments in Africa and the Balkans in the 90s. Sovereignty was 

reinterpreted as the responsibility to protect people, and covered both people as well 

as states (Annan 1999; International Commission on Intervention and State 

Sovereignty 2001). Consequently, the dichotomy between ‘global’ and ‘national’ 

issues became blurred, and hence rose the agenda of global governance.  

Global governance is essentially a step further from the networks of interdependence 

created out of globalization, by introducing rules and norms to regulate 

interdependent state and non-state behavior. It has been formally defined as: 

‘The sum of the many ways individuals and institutions, public and private, 

manage their common affairs. It is a continuing process through which 

conflicting or diverse interests may be accommodated and cooperative action 

may be taken. It includes formal…and informal arrangements that people and 

institutions have agreed to or perceive to be in their interest’ (Commission on 

Global Governance 1995, p.3).  

Schmitter (2005,p.53) has defined governance as‘a method/mechanism for dealing 

with a broad range of problems/conflicts in which actors regularly arrive at mutually 

... binding decisions by … cooperating in the implementation of these decisions’. 

There are three major players in the global governance discourse, who also serve as 

the key actors in the integrated regional governance model proposed in this paper: 

a) International Governmental Institutions 

An essential element of global governance is the establishment of international 

governmental institutions for the collective management of common problems 

(Burrows 2010) which would govern without a sovereign authority. International 

institutions can be defined by physical organizations such as the UN, EU, ASEAN or 

SAARC which have organizational centralization/coordination, but the definition 

extends to also include the ‘persistent and connected sets of rules (formal and 

informal) that prescribe behavioural roles, constrain activity and shape expectations’ 

(Keohane 1988, p.383). States would follow these set of rules for normative, cognitive 

or material reasons (Hall and Soskice 2001).   

States create international organizations because the benefits of multilateralism 

outweigh benefits from unilateral action or even bilateral cooperation - this is a simple 

cost/benefit approach. A functionalist perspective is that states create international 

organizations because they want to solve a problem that they cannot or choose not to 

solve unilaterally (Powell 2003). Additionally, international organizations allow states 
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to signal their intentions to other states, have their actions legitimized and/or increase 

their political influence and bargaining power.  

International organizations are authoritative actors in the global governance discourse 

because they have delegated authority (as in the case of IMF or SAARC), rational-

legal or bureaucratic authority (e.g. World Bank), expertise (e.g. IAEA, WHO etc.) 

and/or moral authority (e.g. UNHCR) (Barnett and Finnemore 2004).  These sources 

of authority enhance the legitimacy of international organizations, and thereby justify 

the appropriateness of the organization’s existence, activities and its impacts. 

Although, international organizations may be able to use their knowledge and 

legitimacy to influence states in the international system, they may not be able to 

deliver beyond the mandates of the member states, a problem referred to as the 

‘principal-agent’ problem (Vaubel 2006). 

The principal-agent (P-A) model serves as a useful tool in analyzing state’s 

interaction with international organizations, or more specifically delegation of 

authority to these organizations (e.g. Nielson and Tierney 2003). Organizations 

(agents) are given some degree of autonomy to meet the goals member states 

(principals) set. States assume some of the organizational interests to increase their 

power (staffing, resources, authority etc.). The P-A model can be useful in analyzing 

the gaps between the mandates and performance of international organizations 

(Gutner 2005), and as such, helps identify potential problems caused by principal 

preference heterogeneity and antinomic delegation. Antinomic delegation occurs 

when states ask international organizations to take on complex task that are difficult 

to institutionalize. Hence, the P-A model is often adopted to assess whether 

international governmental organizations such as the UN have been able to deliver as 

per its mandates.  

b) Civil Society Organizations 

The last twenty years have seen a rapid surge in the growth of civil society 

organizations (CSOs) across the world, and their influence in national and global 

governance has attracted much public and academic discourse. Held (1993, p.6) 

defines civil society as ‘those areas of social life – the domestic world, the economic 

sphere, cultural activities and political sphere – which are organized by private or 

voluntary arrangements between individuals and groups outside the direct control of 

the state’.  

Kofi Annan considered the civil society as partners in global governance when he 

declared that: 

‘We have entered an era of ever-greater partnership and there are few limits to 

what civil society can achieve…it is clear that there is a new diplomacy where 

NGOs, international organizations and governments can come together to pursue 

their interests’ (Kofi Annan cited in Visweswaran 2011,p.269).  

The following years saw an increasing number of CSOs working alongside global 

governance agencies (Kjear 2004). Within the UN, every global summit has a parallel 

civil society forum. Developing regional bodies such as ASEAN and SAARC also 

have a parallel civil society forum. The non-government liaison service (NGLS) 

serves 16 agencies in the UN family. The World Bank and WTO have also formed 

NGO working groups or advisory bodies. By partnership with the civil society in 

delivering services to the poor and marginalized segments in the society, 
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governmental organizations are able to enhance their power and capacity to penetrate 

society and enhance the government’s legitimacy (e.g. of India and Sri Lanka - 

Alagappa 2004; Nesadurai 2010) 

First and foremost, CSOs are helping to legitimize global governance through filling 

the democratic deficit (Nesadurai 2010). They make use of accountability politics to 

delegitimize or damage credibility of governance institutions or even corporations if 

they do not adhere to public ethics or live up to earlier public commitments (Caporaso 

2003). They promote transparency and accountability mechanisms, such as the ICC’s 

Climate Change policies for businesses, to judge the competence and performance of 

governance institutions. Hence, according to the neo-Gramscian model, the civil 

society is a counter-hegemonic and resistance site for struggles against prevailing 

values and rule that are seen as unjust, exclusivist or favouring the powerful (Lee 

2004). Civil society can make governments worry about political reputation and donor 

support, and corporations about consumer boycotts, stock value and corporate citizen 

credentials such as Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR).  

Broadly speaking, CSOs help in setting normative standards and agendas, particularly 

on issues relating to good governance, human rights and sustainable development, and 

facilitating their translation into a policy agenda (Scholte 2002).  

CSOs are now becoming increasingly popular for their pursuit of redress – getting 

justice and alleviating suffering. Through their vast advocacy networks, CSOs 

persuade, pressure and even coerce authoritative actors, through a variety of 

strategies, including media advocacy, mobilization of members, demonstrations and 

mass protests (Keck and Sikkink (1998). Their goal is: 

‘To change the behaviour of states and of international organizations. 

Simultaneously principled and strategic actors, they ‘frame’ issues to make them 

comprehensible to target audiences, to attract attention and encourage 

action….network actors bring new ideas, norms, and discourses into policy 

debates, and serve as sources of information and testimony’ (Keck and Sikkink 

1998,p.341). 

According to the neo-Tocquevillean or social capital model, CSOs enhance the 

quality of democracy by ‘instilling in people the democratic civic culture of tolerance, 

cooperation, solidarity, and a sense of shared responsibility’ (Putnam 1993,p.89-90; 

Tocqueville 1969). By promoting trust and reciprocity at both the individual and state 

level, CSOs pave the way for a more cooperative and progressive society.  

On the international level, CSOs are advancing their causes through transnational 

advocacy networks, civil society parallel summits and partnerships with states and 

regional institutions (Nesadurai 2010).In South Asia, several national CSOs operate 

across national boundaries because they find the regional ‘public’ sphere a more 

accommodating environment for them to organize, operate in, and be heard compared 

with national spaces (Nesadurai 2010). In fact, they attempt to engage both 

authoritative and normative actors at the regional level in order to re-frame and 

legitimize national claims as broader, regional ones (Tarrow 2005). Globalization and 

advancements in ICT have promoted the networking of CSOs across borders and have 

enabled them to operate outside the state boundaries. The Free Burma Coalition, 

operating in exile, have managed to establish advocacy networks in 28 Asian and 

European countries to press for political change in Burma. This network has 
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successfully persuaded some multinational corporations against doing business with 

the Burmese military government (Kyaw, 2004) 

Unfortunately, regional institutions in South Asia have failed to tap the information 

and knowledge resources of this networked regional civil society space to enhance the 

quality of regional institutional governance. The domestic political and cultural 

contexts in the region have further hindered the conceptualization of civil society as 

an autonomous sphere of organization by non-state actors (Nesadurai 2010). Weiss 

(2008) suggests that cultural dispositions where conformity to prevailing social and 

religious orders and acceptance of paternalistic rule and limitations on individuals’ 

rights – mean civil society in the Western mould cannot exist in the South Asian 

context. 

c) Private Actors 

The third most important actors in global governance are private (for-profit) actors. 

Private actors in global governance have attracted an increasing amount of attention in 

public discourse, due to their role in developing frameworks and institutions of global 

governance. Particularly, in terms of global trade, finance and development, these 

private actors have constructed ‘private authority’ (Hall and Biersteker 2002) to 

enhance their own power or efficiency, as well as profits, or to complement or 

substitute the power of the states (Strange 1996; Weiss 2008).Within the wider 

context of world politics, they function as a mechanism of global governance. The 

emergence of private authority in global governance coincide with long term 

historical trends with the emergence of global markets in the absence of global 

government. The ‘institutionalization of private authority in global governance’ 

(Pattberg 2005,p.591) is significant primarily because it involves the notion of shared 

norms and principles as well as the prescription of roles and responsibilities. 

Private actors are largely responsible for shaping the global economic and financial 

governance regime. They continue to spread liberal economic ideas through 

technological innovation and market pressure, and have acquired sufficient authority 

based on expertise. Private finance has been an engine for global economic growth, 

and corporations have used this to an advantage in pushing for a competition 

liberalism and free trade agenda in international political economy development. 

Firms’ influence on climate change, fuel and food prices begs to question whether 

states really have absolute power over anything.  

Gould (2003) argues that private sector financiers have even been able to exert market 

principles upon national economies through the contemporary global governance 

structure, particularly through the World Trade Organization and the conditionalities 

imposed by the International Monetary Fund (IMF). This was evident after the North-

American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) when several US companies succeeded in 

bargaining down wages and opposing unions by threatening to move production to 

Mexico. In that sense, globalization has further increased the risks of multinationals 

shifting offshore into sweatshops and unprotected and low-paid zones, in order to 

avoid accountability (Amoore 2006). The emergence of anti-globalization movements 

or fair trade regimes across the world, in response to economic inequalities and 

human rights violations, have been crucial in counter-balancing the influence of 

private authority in global economic governance.  

Private actors in global governance include inter-firm and industry regimes (Haufler 

2000), non-governmental organizations such as Transparency International and 
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Amnesty International, financial organizations such as the Bank for International 

Settlements (BIS), credit rating agencies (e.g. Moody’s, Fitch etc.) and the 

International Accounting Standards Board, trade-related organizations such as 

International Standards Organization (ISO), Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) 

regimes by businesses (e.g. Responsible Care Initiative (RC) and Global Mining 

Initiative (GMI), environmental alliances as well as the global civil society advocating 

for fair trade regimes, amongst others. However, for the purpose of this paper, only 

FOR-PROFIT private actors will be considered, largely corporations.  
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2. The CaseforIntegrated Governance in South Asia 

 

Recent times have seen changing aspects of governance in most, if not all, South Asian 

countries, though at varying degrees. There has been an increased involvement of 

different actors in policy planning and implementation, thereby making political 

processes more participatory. Public administration has been and is being re-organized 

and modernized, involving substantial decentralization and outsourcing of competencies. 

New forms of cooperation are also being established between public and private actors, 

for instance Public-Private Partnerships (PPPs) and state-market networks. Although 

decision-making is predominantly hierarchic top-down, some areas such as environment, 

health and climate change, have seen a preference towards negotiation-processes.  

Most importantly, there has been a trend toward horizontal integration between different 

policy and administrative departments, as well as vertical integration between different 

government hierarchies (e.g. of EU: European Parliament 2008). Horizontal integration 

broadly refers to the coordination of policies and actors across different sectors, and to the 

partnership with non-state social and economic agents, includingprivate actors and the 

civil society. This may take the form of institutions and structures, such as commissions, 

task force or councils, set up in order to increase collaboration between different 

stakeholders. Vertical integration, on the other hand, refers to institutional partnership 

between governments at different tiers (national, provincial, district etc.). Vertical 

integration is therefore related to multi-level governance in that it allows departments to 

act simultaneously, with shared authority, on different levels.  

These aspects are important to understand so we can assess how some of them could be 

translated on a regional level, and for similar reasons: efficiency, equity, participation etc. 

New forms of regional governance, built upon elements of new public management and 

new public governance, can make regional policy development, implementation and 

policy learning or evaluation much more effective and sustainable. Cooke (1998,p.579) 

suggests that if regional governance institutions are to sustain innovation and build their 

innovative capacity, ‘they must evolve towards associative disposition that emphasises 

the role played by markets and the civil society’.  

The theoretical arguments made in the previous section provides a basis for a case for 

establishing or strengthening integrated forms of governance, through marketization of 

services, in forms of public-private partnerships and contracting, and multi-stakeholder 

networks, involving regional governments, regional private sector and regional civil 

society, in order to enhance regional cooperation in South Asia.  

The impetus for new forms of governance in South Asia comes from the fact that civil 

society or private sector inputs are not yet fully integrated into the policy processes of 
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regional organizations, in this case SAARC. The present regional governance structures 

clearly lacks the flexibility to adapt to new innovative ideas. Innovative forms of 

governance should be viewed as functional necessities required for increasing the 

regional competitive advantage. 

2.1 Marketization 

The impetus for forging a stronger state-market relationship on the regional level is to 

introduce market-based principles (Dibben and Higgins 2004) or market-like mechanisms 

(Lane 2010) into the public sphere – an idea broadly defined as ‘marketization’. The term 

‘marketization’ can ‘at one end of the spectrum, include the full transference of state 

assets into the private sector through privatisation, although more commonly it is 

regarded as involving the penetration of the administrative system within the public sector 

by the culture, values and practices of the market sector’ (Dibben and Higgins 2004,p.28).  

The concept of marketization roots itself in the rational/public choice theory and focuses 

on the management of organizational resources and performance (Osbourne 2010). 

Performance management is in fact at the core of marketization processes. It concerns 

with the improvement of internal efficiency through the use of targets and result-based 

management techniques. Performance management of regional institutions (SAARC) as 

well as its sub-divisions engaged in particular programmes or policy areas, can be a very 

effective way of enforcing political priorities and fast-tracking the delivery of services. 

Marketization of services ensures that performance management aspects are 

institutionalized and enforced in all project operations, and be available for monitoring 

and review. 

Many public sector functions are marketized through contractualism or simply 

‘contracting out’ of services. It is a ‘principle-agent relationship in which public actors 

define the problem and provides the specification of the solution’ (Klijn and Teisman 

2000,pp.85-6). Contracting out is where services once provided by the public sector are 

exposed to outside competition. Providers compete with one another for the contract 

thereby creating a level of competition, which may have not existed prior to this. 

Sufficient examples of contractualism exist in both developed and developing countries 

where services such as construction, building, highways, cultural facilities, corporate 

(administrative, legal, financial, personnel and computing) or IT services etc. have been 

contracted out to private actors. On a regional level, SAARC could contract out several 

services to regional markets to reduce transaction costs and ensure standardisation of 

services. 

In the context of large-scale infrastructure development or service delivery, public sector 

agencies establish partnerships with the private sector, in areas such as industrial 

development, transport linkages, universities, etc. – a concept termed as ‘public-private 
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partnerships’ or PPPs. PPPs combine the resources of government with those of private 

actors in order to deliver societal goals. PPPs make provisions for corporate-style 

management of public utilities, or for joint decision-making and production in order to 

achieve market and social benefits for both partners (Bovaird 2004; Klijn and Teisman 

2000). PPPshelp national and regional governments tackle problems that they could not 

address successfully on their own. It allows a sharing of expertise and other resources, 

allows gaps to be filled in the services on offer to users, and facilitates mutual learning on 

organizational cultures and experiences. 

From a public sector perspective, PPPs reduces ownership and development risk, reduces 

capital investment, generates tax revenue, utilizes private partner expertise and creativity, 

and capitalizes on excess or underutilized assets. However, at the same time, public sector 

loses complete control over the project, and any social or economic returns are based on 

private partner’s performance. The public sector also risks compromising reputation, if a 

private sector partner is accused of violating environmental, social or human rights 

standards (Martens 2007). From a private sector perspective, PPPs allow partial control 

over public assets or capital which they otherwise would not be able to gain; it reduces 

the cost of capital for projects as well as the costs and risks associated with development, 

including tax liabilities.  

Despite the enormous advantages of PPPs, they do create unintended problems as well: 

PPPs may lead to fragmentation of structures and processes, and may lead to blurred 

responsibilities and accountabilities. Politicians may fear losing control over policy 

making and service decisions, and ‘service users and citizens may fear becoming 

objectives of a profit-making calculus, rather than a public service ethos’ (Bovaird and 

Tizard 2009, pp.234-5).  

PPPs are now becoming more common in the international development context. In 

connection to the 2002 Johannesburg Summit, the UN Secretariat created 321 

“Partnerships for Sustainable Development” with private firms and other non-profit 

agencies; 164 of these were classified as global partnerships. The Global Forum for 

Health Research database lists more than hundred partnerships, just in the health sector. 

The Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) has over 830 collaborative arrangements 

with external partners. UNICEF lists 187 corporate partners. Many of the UN 

international partnerships are with Fortune 500 companies, including BP, Coca Cola, 

Microsoft, McDonald’s, Nike, Novartis, Shell and Starbucks. 

Martens (2007) suggests that international or global PPPs tend to serve five primary 

functions: 
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1. Advocacy: PPPs established for influencing political and civil discourse. Examples of 

such PPPs include Global Compact, Roll Back Malaria Partnership, Stop TB 

Partnership, REN21 – Renewable Energy Policy Network for the 21
st
 Century, Global 

Alliance for Information Communication Technologies and Development (GAID) etc. 

2. Standard-setting:  Examples of PPPs established for standard-setting include the 

Global Reporting Initiative, ISO, World Commission on Dams etc.  

3. Financing: PPPs established for mobilizing private and public finances. Examples 

include Global Fund to fight AIDS, Tuberculosis and Malaria, collaboration between 

UN Foundation founded by Ted Turner and the UN Fund for International 

Partnerships (UNFIP), as well as partnerships for disaster relief after the 2004 

Tsunami 

4. Implementation: PPPs established for technical cooperation and service provision. 

Examples of such PPPs include the Global Alliance for Vaccines and Immunization 

(GAVI) for improving access to immunisation for children in impoverished countries 

(consists of UNICEF, WHO, WB, Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and others), 

Moving the World (partnership between World Food Programme (WFP) and Turner 

Network Television (TNT)), UNESCO-Microsoft cooperation, along with many of 

the Johannesburg Type 2 partnerships to implement Agenda 21. 

5. Coordination: PPPs established to coordinate state and non-state actors in a particular 

sector. Examples include the ICT Task Force, Global Water Partnership and the 

Consultative Group of International Agricultural Research (CGIAR) 

Martens (2007) argues that marketization of services are increasingly growing the 

influence of the business sector in political discourse and agenda setting. This trend is 

implicitly devaluing the role of governments, and overvaluing the political status of 

private actors. This is especially problematic with international development partnerships 

which develop internationally binding norms and thus influence the social and economic 

development of a country. Most PPPs in the development context tend to be problem-

oriented in which technical solutions are sought to improve the effectiveness of 

vaccination programmes or promoting renewable energy systems, for instance. Longer 

term partnerships required to address structural problems such as building a health 

system, curbing corruption or promoting gender equality are rarely developed.  

On the SAARC regional level, there have been limited talks of PPPs and contractualism 

in the past, but is now an ever growing demand for developing effective PPP frameworks 

due to infrastructure financing constraints and the critical need to promote trade and fill 

the skills deficit in the region. Corporations and other private actors should use their 

established regional lobbies and business networks to push for a partnership agenda on 

the SAARC level. Longer term development partnerships aimed at dealing with poverty 
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reduction, energy crises and hundred other problems in the region need to deliberated and 

promoted.  

2.2Networks 

Networks are a mode of governing where the basis of order is dialogue, and outcomes are 

reached through cooperation and consensus. Networks tend to be self-organized, and 

loyalty, reciprocity and trust tend to be the primary mechanisms of operation. The need 

for network governance have risen in the past few decades because modern societies have 

become difficult to govern, on both national and transnational levels. Networks tend to 

overcome problems of coordination between different socio-economic and political 

agents in the society. As opposed to traditional hierarchical structures, networks tend to 

decentre political power. As Rhodes 1997,p.109) explains the phenomenon, ‘[there is] no 

one centre but multiple centres; there is no sovereign authority because networks have 

considerable autonomy’. 

Hameiri (2009) argues that networks at the transnational level transform the traditional 

role of state from three dimensions: shifts in the location of state power, the actors 

exercising state power, and the normative-ideological purpose of the exercise of state 

power. Location of state power shifts in networks as governance arrangements tends to be 

non-territory-based, inclusive and problem-solving – analogous to what Marks and 

Hooghe(2005) describe as Track II multi-level governance. The rise of private actors such 

as corporations (e.g. Hall and Biersteker 2002; Hamilton-Hart 2006; Singer 2003) and the 

civil society engaged in issues relating to environmental protection, health and finance, 

have transformed the type of actors exercising state power. Lastly, networks represent a 

normative-ideological shift towards neoliberalism and risk management– for instance, 

management of systematic financial or ecological risk, or minimisation of risks associated 

with industrialization.    

In the Asian region, several examples of transnational networks already exist: 

1. State networks: 

• Specialized government regulatory agencies networking with similar bodies in 

other states to share information and to cooperate over specific issues: 

Executives’ Meeting of East Asia-Pacific Central Banks (EMEAP) and 

ASEANAPOL network of Chiefs of ASEAN police forces.  

• Networks of parliamentarians: ASEAN Inter-Parliamentary Assembly (AIPA) 

and the Association of SAARC Speakers and Parliamentarians.  

2. Private sector networks: APEC Business Advisory Council (ABAC), ASEAN 

Business Forum, SAARC Chambers of Commerce and Industry (SAARC-CCI), 

Greater Mekong Institute (GMS) Business Forum, Central Asia Regional Economic 

Cooperation (CAREC) Business Forum 
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3. Civil society networks: ASEAN – Institutes of Strategic and International Studies 

(ASEAN-ISIS), Network of East Asian Think – Tanks (NEAT), Council for Security 

Cooperation in the Asia Pacific (CSCAP), Pacific Economic Cooperation Council 

(PECC), ASEAN Trade Union Council (ATUC), Asian Regional Exchange for New 

Alternatives (ARENA), Asia-Pacific Research Network (APRN), Third World 

Network (TWN), South Asian Watch on Trade, Economics and Environment 

(SAWTEE), South Asian Network for Targeted Interventions (SANTI), South Asia 

Network on Food, Ecology and Culture (SANFEC), Consortium of Non-Traditional 

Security Studies in Asia (NTS-Asia), Solidarity of Asian People’s Advocacy (SAPA) 

Beyond these individual networks, there are also Multi-Stakeholder 

Networkscomprising of regional governments, civil society and the private sector. These 

networks essentially fill up resource and knowledge deficits within these individual 

groups. One the one hand, there are elected governments which are finding that they are 

increasingly affected by developments at a global level yet the agencies of such 

developments – markets and the civil society, operate without any democratic 

accountability. On the other hand, the markets and the civil society play their respective 

roles in identifying democratic deficits in state policy making. Thus, multi-stakeholder 

networks fill gaps in accountability, transparency and representation within these 

individual groups. As rewards are shared across all members, risks are shared as well.  

Multi-stakeholder networks have been established around the world to improve policy 

development, implementation and evaluation processes. The United Nations Environment 

Programme (UNEP) provides several services through networks comprising of non-profit 

organizations such as the Global Reporting Initiative, and private corporations in the 

water and energy industry. The Global Environment Facility (GEF), an international 

governmental organization, implements in partnership with the private Cement 

Sustainability Initiative (a network of 24 global cement producers) as well as non-profit 

organizations such as the Global Network on Energy for Sustainable Development 

(GNESD). Similarly, the Johannesburg Declaration of 2002 was developed through a 

network of governments, non-profits such as the World Commission on Dams (WCD) 

along with Marine Stewardship Council, which is a hybrid of private fishing companies 

and NGOs (Bäckstrand 2008).  

In South Asia, the existence of informal networks connected with regional development 

thinking already provides an impetus for the adoption of formally integrated multi-

stakeholder networks. These formal networks would increase the institutional depth of 

SAARC by increasing the extent to which SAARC is autonomous rather than 

deconcentrated. They would increase the range of policies for which SAARC is 

responsible. They would increase the financial capacity of SAARC by reducing its 
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dependence on state resources if, for instance, some services are marketized (Schakel 

2009). A SAARC built on multi-stakeholder networks would also allow for better 

representation in decision-making, implementation as well as monitoring and evaluation 

processes. 

Although networked forms of governance can enhance regional cooperation in a very 

effective manner, the rapid growth ofnetworks in the region also need to be scrutinized. 

The abundance of networks in the region working on similar issues or towards the same 

end mean that there is an overlapping of potentially competitive governance mechanisms, 

causing redundancies in the activities and the in-optimal use of scarce resources (Komori 

2009). Many of these networks provide intellectually rigorous critiques to regional and 

global economic and political processes, as well as inform the agendas and work 

programs of regional institutions like APEC, ASEAN or SAARC, however, their 

activities are not only poorly coordinated among themselves, but there is also an absence 

of formally integrating their policy inputs into the policy processes of regional 

governments. 

2.3.Integrated Governance Models in Practice 

Ambitious integrated governance agendas have emerged across the globe, in one form or 

another, in an attempt to provide the highest quality of services, or otherwise, deal with 

problems that any one actor cannot solve unilaterally. Although the idea of ‘global 

partnerships’, ‘multi-stakeholder initiatives’ and ‘global policy networks’, have been 

floating around since the early 1990s (Martens 2007). The 1992 Rio Conference saw a 

radical transformation in the relationship between state, private sector and civil society. 

The Agenda 21 of the Rio Conference dealt expressly with strengthening the role of 

businesses and industry in national and global development. In 1997, Kofi Annan pushed 

forward a partnership agenda under the UN Global Compact, the goal of which was for 

companies to engage voluntarily in helping to pursue central UN principles in the areas of 

human rights, labour standards, environment and eradicating corruption. The 2002 

Johannesburg Conference and the Global Compact Leaders’ Summit in 2004 further 

legitimized the role of businesses in development. The World Summit in 2005 saw actual 

talks of PPPs in health programmes, along with some other areas. In the 2008 Accra 

Agenda for Action, many developing and developed countries committed to engaging 

CSOs in development. The Busan Partnership for Effective Development Cooperation 

Document released in 2011, emphasized the role of CSOs in promoting democratic 

ownership, accountability and addressing as well the necessity to promote an enabling 

environment. 

The European Union (EU) has perhaps most strongly favoured the idea of integrated 

governance in regional policy development, implementation and monitoring and 
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evaluation. The European Commission’s (EC) 2002 Communication on the Participation 

of Non-state Actors in EC Development Policy, stressed the need to involve CSOs in 

decision-making, and acknowledged the need to support them with capacity development. 

In 2010 and 2011, EU held a series of multi-stakeholder consultation processes aimed at 

making the EU partnership with non-state actors more effective. The EC’s 2011 Agenda 

for Change identifies scope for the EU to work more closely with CSOs and businesses as 

their role in development grows. EU continues to strengthen its links with CSOs through 

dialogues and networking, and with businesses through marketization of services.  

Developing countries have too followed suit. In 2011, the Caribbean Community 

(CARICOM) launched the Civil Society Participation and Engagement in Regional 

Integration Project, funded under the Caribbean Integration Support Programme (CISP), 

to enhance participation of CSOs in the Caribbean regional integration process, through 

the development of coordinating mechanisms, such as dialogue forums, on both the 

national and regional levels.  

A significant progress has been made through the proliferation of formal and informal 

regional consultation mechanisms where governments or international governmental 

organizations would invite civil society and private actors to provide their expertise or 

technical input in specific policy areas, such as health and education. The Regional 

Consultative Committee on Disaster Management (RCC) is one such formal consultation 

mechanism established in 2000 with the aims of i) identification of disaster-related needs 

and priorities of Asia and the Pacific countries; ii) promotion of regional and sub-regional 

cooperative programs; iii) development of regional action strategies for disaster 

reduction; iv) meetings on achievements, challenges, good practices in the countries; v) 

supporting regional cooperation for disaster risk reduction. The RCC network comprises 

of 26 countries (members are governmental officials in the national disaster management 

bodies), as well as UN agencies, donor agencies and CSOs. All SAARC member 

countries are part of the RCC. 

In South Asia, a SAARC Regional Consultation with Parliamentarians and Policy Makers 

on Family Planning and Reproductive Health was held in 2011, in Kathmandu, Nepal, 

which saw participations from SAARC officials, policy makers, CSOs and youth 

representatives to share knowledge and data, and best practices on family planning and 

reproductive health in South Asia. The regional consultation was a formal 

acknowledgement of the role of CSOs in formulating public health policies on both the 

national and regional levels. It was made evident in the consultation that there was a need 

for a network for communication of information, and a concerted mobilization of human 

and financial resources in order to implement a comprehensive research agenda, build 

partnerships, and stimulate comparative research and analysis.  



21 

 

The Regional Consultative Processes (RCPs) on Migration initiated by the International 

Organization for Migration (IOM) are among the largest forums where states, civil 

society and private actors from across the region would come together for information-

sharing and discussions with an interest in promoting cooperation in the field of migration 

(Hansen 2010). There are around 25 regional and inter-regional consultative processes 

and forums on migration. Some of the larger RCPs include the Budapest Process, 

established in 1991, with membership of 49 countries from Europe; Colombo Process 

with 11 member countries from Asia, including 6 SAARC members, namely Afghanistan, 

Bangladesh, Pakistan, India, Nepal and Sri Lanka; and, Migration Dialogues for Africa 

(MIDWA, MIDSA, IGAD-RCP) covering a majority of African countries. Assessments 

of RCPs on Migration over the years have shown that these have been significant and 

effective in framing of policies with regards to migrants, particularly on overseas 

employment, people smuggling and human trafficking (Koppenfels 2001). An implication 

is a harmonization of governance on migration; the RCPs have proved effective in 

building consensus and converging policy stances on migration issues (Hansen 2010). A 

stronger sub-regional (regional) migration governance regime can be a stepping stone to a 

truly regional (global) migration governance regime  

More recently, regional consultations are being held with CSOs and businesses on the 

Post-2015 UN Development Agenda. Regional consultations are being held in every part 

of the world to identify CSO and business perspectives on regional priorities for the post-

2015 agenda; to identify ways in which non-state actors in the region can contribute to the 

implementation and monitoring of the post-2015 development agenda; and, to identify 

ways through non-state actors can coordinate with each other and the UN for the 

implementation of the post-2015 agenda. Regional consultations have been instrumental 

in reflecting on the region’s current challenges and opportunities of meeting MDGs and 

asserting a powerful set of new global development goals post-2015. The Asia-Pacific 

Regional Consultation on Education 2013, organized by UNESCO and UNICEF, 

identified areas of key importance for education and learning for the future of the region, 

and discussed how to best articulate and position education as a critical part of the post-

2015 development agenda.  
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1. The Integrated Governance Model for South Asia 

The model of regional governance being proposed in this paper essentially proposes a 

transformation of relationship between three primary actors: regional governments, 

regional private sector and the regional civil society.  The proposed model is shown 

below: 

 

 

 

2. Integrated Governance Model for Regional Cooperation 

 

A transformation of relationships between the three main actors: regional 

governments, private sector and the civil society, is central to the idea of integrated 

forms of regional governance.  

a) Regional Governments – Private Sector Relationship 

There is a need to recognize that firms are not only the producer of things but also the 

producer of ideas, culture and identities. At the same time, there is a need for realization that 

states no longer have complete control over climate change, fuel or food prices. These issues 

are being depoliticized as a result of impersonal markets narrowing or even substituting the 

agency of state. The rise of private authority in national and global governance, influencing 

outcomes in areas such as environmental protection or food security, certainly warrants a 

formal and regularized integration of market inputs into policy development and 

implementation processes of the government.  

Marketization of the public sector is becoming an increasingly widespread phenomenon in 

both developed and developing parts of the world. The United Kingdom has marketized 

several aspects of its health care but the United States has gone so far as to give out defence 

contracts to private corporations. This includes examples such as Accenture becoming the 

primary contractor for US Department of Homeland Security (Amoore 2006) as well as 

private mercenary groups, such as Blackwater, consulting on US military operations in Iraq. 
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Developing countries have also followed suit. The ‘Vision 2020’ for the Indian state of 

Andhra Pradesh was outsourced to McKinsey and Co. (Monbiot 2004). Consulting firms, 

such as McKinsey, are being increasingly hired by governments of developing nations to 

give advice on critical matters. These private actors do not simply act as private authority in 

the sense of shaping global governance. Rather, they themselves are actively authorizing 

political, social and business practices. Hameiri (2009) argues that the marketization of 

governance is significant precisely because private actors take on public roles and not for 

any profit or efficiency considerations.  

These transitions across the globe have resulted in increased efficiency and faster decision-

making in public service delivery, reduced corruption and bureaucracy in government 

departments and ensuring resources will not be directed towards certain political agendas. 

Söderbaum (2004a; 2004b) stresses that state-market networks or public-private partnerships 

are formed in order to find middle grounds between market efficiency and the welfare 

ambitions of the state. 

Regional governments can also utilize the services of the regional private sector in regional 

policy development and implementation, as well as in building the capacity of regional 

governmental institutions in dealing with the complex institutional and strategic challenges 

of transnational cooperation. The European Union has such a regional partnership policy 

with non-state actors which allows the EU to provide services in collaboration with actors 

who would have better expertise and know-how in those areas (European Parliament 2008). 

Even ASEAN extensively engages multinational corporations in issues relating to 

investments and trade in services, and generally in shaping the regional economic 

governance regime.  

Unfortunately, in South Asia, no significant attempt has been made towards strengthening 

the relationship between the regional governments and the booming private sector, let alone 

marketization of services provided by SAARC. A formal ‘apex body’ status has been 

granted to a South Asian business network – the SAARC Chambers of Commerce and 

Industry (SAARC-CCI). However, the relationship is limited to inviting SAARC-CCI 

president to the SAARC Committee on Economic Cooperation (SEC) to offer private sector 

views to the Commerce Ministers of the SAARC member-states. Unfortunately, no formal 

procedure exists for integrating the inputs from the private sector into the policy processes of 

SAARC.  

Current regional governance arrangements do not foster a favourable institutional 

environment that reduces transaction costs, encourages innovation, allows management of 

risks and ensures consistency in the policy environment, all of which positively influence 

productivity and growth (De 2010).The private sector has a penchant for this environment 

because it makes them more competitive. If SAARC wishes to make South Asia more 
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competitive, then it could certainly benefit from incorporation of market principles and 

mechanisms in its institutional environment.Busse et al. (2007) assert that better managed 

regional institutions improve the regional investment climate and increase the likelihood of 

FDI inflows into the region. Rent seeking and corruption might be harder in more open and 

integrated regional governance arrangements, as private actors increase the number of 

economic agents involved (Rajan and Zingales 2003). Anderson and Marcouiller (2002) 

argue that weak institutions act as significant barriers to trade. The private sector can provide 

and share information on quality aspects in the trade and commerce institutions of trading 

partners that seem to becausing disturbances in the trading processes. Increasing the 

transparency of the trading environment through greater predictability can be an important 

way of reducing trade costs (Helble et al. 2009).  

There is now an unprecedented need for integrated forms of regional governance due to the 

emergence of transnational risks that require specialized expertise typically not found in 

elected politicians, but found in multinational firms. This is particularly true for problems 

relating to labour migration or skills deficit, for instance, where transnational employers, 

labour associations and multinational corporations can assist in formulating better strategies.  

b) Regional Governments – Civil Society Relationship 

Recent years have seen growing assertions of civil society in matters of regional governance 

in South Asia. Dahal (2009) claims that the civil society in the region continue to contest 

citizen’s subordination and conformity to national sovereignty, and seek to socialize the 

citizens towards democratic principles and solidarity for a peaceful transformation of the 

region. In contrast to the South Asian governments which believe in national assertiveness, 

civil societies are fostering a regional consciousness and collective identity (Dahal 2009). 

Many CSOs in the regions have mobilized in favour of an inclusive sustainable development 

agenda that benefits all member-states and, within them, all sections of the society. 

Nevertheless, political regime types, state capacities and the nature of state-society relations 

have been dominant in conditioning the space within which CSOs operate (Nesadurai 2010). 

Currently, CSO’s engagement with regional governments remain ad hoc through the 

SAARC People’s Forum, where they gather to raise concerns relating to agricultural 

subsidies by developed nations, monopolistic control of agricultural commodities by a few 

MNCs, unsustainable development, poor water management and human trafficking, amongst 

others (Ridoypur Declaration 2005). A small number of NGO affiliates (Curley 2007) or 

‘recognized bodies’ (Behera 2008), many of which are professional bodies or trade 

associations, are often consulted on regional development discussions. In only certain 

apolitical issues such as HIV/AIDS or women’s health, CSOs directly aid governments on 

preventative and ameliorative measures in working with local communities and delivering 

services to them.  
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Several Track II initiatives have been formed by CSOs, for instance, the Coalition for Action 

on South Asian Cooperation (CASAC) which has been instrumental in combining Track I 

and Track II by engaging ministers, SAARC officials and policy experts etc. for inputs in 

policy development and implementation, reform agenda of SAARC and enlisting support 

from international community (Dahal 2009). Imagine a New South Asia (INSA) is another 

Track II network comprising of think-tanks, media and politicians from across the region and 

beyond to advance regional cooperation in areas of peace and conflict, climate change and 

food security, among others.  

Unfortunately, no formal channel exists for integrating civil society inputs in the policy 

development, implementation and evaluation processes of regional governments. There is no 

regularized mechanism through which CSOs can submit research reports, position papers, 

and comments on regional policy agendas, particularly on new agreements (Nesadurai 

2010). SAARC has not been structured like other international organizations such as the 

Asian Development Bank, EU or ASEAN which allow for meaningful engagement with 

CSOs to improve the quality of regional governance. Most, if not all, South Asian 

governments, often associate the civil society with opposition and criticism, and are 

therefore hesitant to bring them into dialogue. There is an acute lack of understanding about 

the civil society in the region which hinders the process of building confidence and 

structured relationships with the civil society. Withstanding challenges for CSOs in terms of 

institutional mechanisms and operational rules, CSOs also face capacity constraints 

regarding meaningful input, and without the help of the government, it makes it even harder 

for them to consistently engage in regional development discourse.  

The regional state-civil society relationship has to be transformed to promoteregionalism and 

regional cooperation in South Asia. Regional governments can create networks with CSOs 

such as academia, media, research institutes, think tanks and professional associations, 

which are engaged on regional issues and incorporate their research and expertise in 

reviewing institutional goals, introducing new agenda items, and developing new ways of 

addressing problems and evaluating policies accordingly. Through ‘discursive 

representation’ (Keck 2004,p.45), CSOs can represent various positions or ideas surrounding 

regional projects or policies that will aid SAARC in evaluating its own institutional goals 

and programs (Nesadurai 2010).  

A connection needs to be established connecting the CSOs in the eight SAARC member 

states. This connection, through networks, would provide a way to channel all the right 

information at the right platform in order to develop coherent strategies. These formalized 

networks would enhance the ‘participatory’ governance (Fischer 2012) credentials of 

SAARC by providing a regional space for the voices of SAARC’s citizens and marginalized 

segments to be heard by SAARC decision-makers. This would be particularly beneficial in 
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mobilizing public opinion on inter- and intra-regional crisis prevention and conflict 

resolution 

Establishing and sustaining a regional civil society space would require huge investments 

and political support on part of regional governments. Investments in ICT and infrastructure 

are required to promote networking of CSOs across borders. These networks should 

integrate with the workings of governments and not seek to replace them. Examples from 

other regions suggest why this is crucial: in Southeast Asia, a regional network of labour 

advocacy groups proposed the ASEAN Social Charter to represent an alternative socially-

responsible framework for regional economic governance. However, the Social Charter 

failed to gain much ground because the regional economic policy development process in 

ASEAN was informed by officials bearing a strong neoliberal mind-set who found the 

charter incompatible with the prevalent economic, trade and investment architecture (Gilson 

2007). It was difficult for the advocacy network to achieve concrete results if the 

responsibility for the problem – labour rights – was assigned to a regional organization 

whose interests were overwhelmingly aligned to political and corporate needs. Integrated 

forms of governance, aimed at aligning the interests and resources of regional governments 

with the private sector and civil society would, therefore, help in finding workable and 

agreeable solutions to broader social concerns.  

It is worth mentioning that the involvement of CSOs poses several technical problems: they 

often lack the personnel and financial resources to engage in a networking process that is 

lengthy and complicated, and requires significant documentation. For the same reasons, it is 

also difficult to ensure a continuity of representation in the instances where they voluntarily 

participate (Dahal 2009). The shifting nature of donor funds and the emergence of new 

issues could mean that CSOs would be geared towards other causes or they would simply 

lose interest. As a consequence, any attempts at integrating with the civil society have to be 

preceded by allocating certain minimal resources towards facilitating and sustaining this 

civil society engagement.  

c) Regional Civil Society – Private Sector Relationship 

Civil society-private sector relationship has traditionally met with intense scepticism and 

resistance on both sides. On the one hand, there are non-profit organizations seeing 

themselves as moral arbiters, wishing to keep their distance from profit-oriented companies. 

On the other hand, there are companies perceiving civil society actors as non-pragmatic, 

blind to the reality of the market place (Heap et al. 2000). Not all negative stereotypical 

perceptions are true, since the two actors do tend to engage in hopes of achieving mutual 

gains. Companies often engage or even partner up with CSOs to improve their public 

relations, corporate brand credibility and sales, or reduce any reputational risks. CSOs often 

engage corporations to obtain funds, raise their profile amongst donors and sensitise 
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supporters. Even in cases of collaboration, companies still have to worry about shareholder 

expectations and CSOs, about public trust and integrity.  

Nevertheless, the socio-economic environment in which businesses and CSOs operate has 

changed rapidly in the last couple of decades. Business investors are increasingly worrying 

about reputational risks, and CSOs are tensed over meagre and often inconsistent sources of 

funding. There has been a growth of partnerships or networks between non-profit 

organizations and multinational corporations in the last decade or so, and this reflects some of 

the broader trends of political modernisation - the move from static, state centred forms of 

governance to pluralist more open governance styles. Examples of ‘Green Alliances’ between 

NGOs and businesses have emerged across the globe as multi-stakeholder networks 

contributing to environmental policy-making and regulation. Then there are examples such as 

Forest Stewardship Council (FSC), Marine Stewardship Council (MSC) and Coalition of 

Environmentally Responsible Economies (CERES) – all established with the aim of aligning 

interests and resources, and to ensure greater transparency and accountability for non-state 

authorities in national and global governance. In many areas where private firms take up 

service delivery functions, such as provision of health and education, partnerships with non-

profits make firms less able to externalize costs and make them more accountable.  

In South Asia, no major partnerships or networks exist between the civil society and the 

business sector at the regional level, or none that is significantly contributing to regional 

policy processes. Whilst at the same time, there has been growing realization within the civil 

society that market expertise can help them effectively design and manage programmes with 

‘abstract South Asian ideas’ such as poverty or hunger eradication. Partnerships with the 

private sector can help CSOs in brand development, public relations and marketing, all of 

which translate into greater engagement with relevant stakeholders. Private firms, on the 

other hand, are increasingly seeking out non-profit organizations to work with to fulfil their 

CSR commitments in, for instance, provision of education or medical camps and safe 

drinking water to local communities in the areas where they operate, or simply for profit 

motives such as increasing brand loyalty, tax benefits or getting media coverage.  

What needs to be done to strengthen and sustain this relationship is simple: there is a strong 

need to spread information on the potential gains of partnership on both sides. Joint seminars 

and conferences, at both the national and regional level, with participation from both sectors, 

aimed at raising awareness about private-civil society partnerships, are necessary to 

encourage joint development ventures and overall improve the civil cultural level of 

entrepreneurship.   
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3. Structuring the Integrated Governance Model 

Setting up an integrated regional governance model in South Asia is bound to be a daunting 

task, considering that SAARC governments have never experimented with one on either the 

national or the regional level. However, other regional governments such as ASEAN and 

CARICOM have, from where some valuable tips could be drawn.  

For each area of cooperation, the organizational structure needs to be reformed to make space 

for participation by the civil society and the private sector. This should be the decision-

making body (a sub-committee or sub-council of SAARC) which can decide on whether to 

enter into partnerships or make sub-networks of actors. The committee should be chaired by a 

SAARC official, and members should be divided into permanent and non-permanent: 

permanent members should be ministers or other representatives from the governments, and 

non-permanent members should be CSOs and business actors, along with stakeholders such 

as representatives of bilateral and multilateral donor agencies. A committee secretariat would 

be able to coordinate the activities between the actors, and also act as a liaison between 

SAARC and the regional civil society/private sector. 

Figure 1: Example of a Structure for a SAARC Economic Committee 

 

The selection of members should be a careful process. To avoid risk of creating a governance 

gap, there must be an adequate, equitable and legitimate representation from all relevant 

stakeholders.  
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The work format of the committees also needs to be reformed accordingly. An example of a 

work format is shown below. Working arrangements could ideally constitute quarterly (or 

six-monthly) meetings between the committee, regular meetings of working groups, as well 

as convening round tables/focus groups to identify priorities. The working groups and 

roundtables should welcome wider participation from grassroots civil society, business actors 

along with any other deemed relevant. 

Figure 2: Example of a Work Format of the Committee 

 

Although, the above models are meant to serve as examples only, in formulating the structure 

and the work format, the following points should be incorporated: 

• The right people from the government or ministries should be part of the committee – 

a balance should be maintained between political and technical experts to ensure that 

action plans are implemented, and continuity in participation is maintained 

• The civil society should be adequately represented. If the committee membership is 

taken by the elitist groups, then the working groups or roundtables should engage 

grassroots-level organizations 

• The private sector should be adequately represented as well (in the same sense as the 

civil society) 

Conditions for the Model to Work Effectively 

In other parts of the world where similar regional models, formal or informal (e.g. 

consultative processes), have been set up, it has been learnt that there must be certain 

conditions for these models to work effectively (Martens 2007). The most crucial condition is 

state ownership and commitment, mainly through funding, but also through setting meeting 

agendas, regular attendance of meetings at the appropriate level and with the required 



30 

 

technical expertise. SAARC governments must take full account of the implications of 

committee discussions for national policy and practice.  

Issues taken by committees must be manageable and practical, and be able to evolve in line 

with new priorities and challenges. Committees must avoid losing focus, by well-managing 

the committees agendas through a system of working groups and roundtables. Plans of action 

or statements of intent developed by committee members would enable committees to 

institute mechanisms that encourage action, without being too overwhelming or intrusive.  

Strengths of the Model 

The major strength of an integrated model is that it would be a cooperative approach to 

realize regional objectives. The models effectively fills the governance gaps, participation 

gaps, as well as implementation and financing gaps. It would bring all relevant actors in one 

place so that competing frameworks or multiple, isolated and independent multi-stakeholder 

initiatives do not emerge. 

An integrated model would have an effect in three ways: firstly, it would an effect on agenda-

setting and issue definition as a result of greater information-sharing and better understanding 

of each other’s perspectives. Secondly, the model would have an effect on consensus-

building and position convergence – better cooperation, coordination and coherence would 

lead to policy harmonization. Thirdly, the model would lead to actual changes in legislation, 

policies and practices. 

Applications of the Integrated Governance Model in South Asia 

To understand how integrated forms of governance would work, different applications of the 

model have been suggested in the table how. The table lists out several existing and 

prospective areas of cooperation, categorized into economic, social and environmental areas, 

in South Asia which would benefit from marketization of services, in forms of PPPs and 

contracting, and the establishment of networks with the regional civil society and the private 

sector. Although the table is not an exclusive list of changes that could be made or initiatives 

that could be taken, it does, however, serve the purpose of strengthening the proposition for 

integrated forms of governance in the region. In more or less all areas, marketization of 

services or the establishment of networks are meant to serve one or more of the following 

purposes: 

• Promotion of awareness and policy advocacy 

• Standard and norm-setting 

• Mobilization of human, financial and technical resources 

• Formulation and implementation of strategies or policies 

• Improved coordination between state and non-state actors 



31 

 

• Promoting accountability, legitimacy and credibility of institutions 

• Eradication of a problem 
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Table 2: Applications of the Integrated Governance Model 

Sr 

No. 

Areas of Cooperation 

(Existing and 

Prospective) 

Marketization of Services Networks 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

1 Biodiversity: 

Transboundary 

Protection of Resources 

• PPPs in ecotourism development 

• Development and exchange of 

technology for biodiversity 

management 

• Establishment of CSO and business networks (e.g. forestry and 

fishery) for collaborative research, sharing of knowledge and 

expertise, training, technical assistance, policy dialogue and policy 

support. 

• Use of networks and regional media to promote community 

participation in management of nature reserves in the region, 

especially forest and coastal resources. 

• Use of networks in the revival and promotion of traditional 

conservation knowledge and in the curtailment of bio-piracy 

• Use of networks as a monitoring and vigilance body for the 

prevention of illegal trafficking in flora and fauna (as agreed in the 

Male Declaration 1997, p.9) 

• Incorporating CSO inputs in formulating a South Asia biodiversity 

action plan, and a regional biodiversity database 

2 Transboundary Air 

Pollution 

• PPPs in development of strategies for 

minimizing industrial air pollution 

• Ensuring effective implementation and enforcement of the 1997 

MALE Declaration on the Control and Prevention of Air Pollution 

and its Likely Transboundary Effects for South Asia 

• Establishment of a CSO and business network for collaborative 

research, sharing and disseminating information on regional air 
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pollution and its associated impacts 

• Establishment of a regional database on air quality in the South Asian 

region 

3 Transboundary Waste 

and Chemical 

Management 

• PPPs in industrial waste treatment, 

disposal and recycling systems 

• Contracting out training of personnel 

responsible for handling the 

environmentally sound management 

of hazardous waste 

• PPPs in transboundary transportation 

of waste 

• Establishment of CSO and business networks for collaborative 

research, sharing and disseminating information on environmentally 

sound techniques of management of hazardous residential and 

industrial wastes 

• Use of networks for promoting community participation in waste 

management, as well as consolidating and synthesizing best practices 

in the area.  

• Use of networks for coordination in regional coastal and marine 

pollution programs. The network would encourage collaboration 

among regional scientists and technicians 

• Establishment of a regional database on marine pollution, including 

marine radioactivity 

• Independent monitoring and vigilance on residential and industrial 

waste 

4 Water Resource 

Management 

• PPPs to enhance the technological 

capabilities of each country’s water 

quality monitoring programs 

• Developing systems for sharing 

regional environmental information 

• Establishment of CSO networks for collaborative research on water 

conservation strategies, and for promoting community awareness 

about water conservation. 

• Setting up of CSO networks to collect information of water quality 

data in the region, as well as identify potential problems in the South 

Asia Transboundary Water Quality Monitoring (SATWQM) Project 

SOCIAL 
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5 Combating Human 

Trafficking, Violence 

against Women and 

Rights’ Violations of  

Children 

• PPPs in rehabilitation centres, 

education, skill development etc. 

• Establishment of CSO networks in providing rehabilitation of victims 

of trafficking 

• Use of networks and media for advocacy and promoting awareness 

across borders of the problem of trafficking in women and children 

and severe consequences faced by the victims 

• Ensuring effective implementation of SAARC Convention on 

Regional Arrangements for the Promotion of Child Welfare in South 

Asia and SAARC Convention on Preventing and Combating the 

Trafficking in Women and Children for Prostitution 

• Establishing a regional centralized database on human trafficking and 

violence against children and women cases to assist in formulation of 

national and regional policies and programmes in respect of women 

and children. 

6 Education and Human 

Resource Development 

• Open University and distance learning 

programs could be established in 

collaboration with private and public 

universities in the region 

• PPPs in ICT development to reach out 

to remote and under-privileged areas 

• Career placement programs with the 

South Asian University 

• PPPs in human resource development, 

including training facilities and skill 

development institutes; establishment 

• Establishing a network of educational institutes in the region to 

exchange information on devising strategies for raising the quality of 

education; formation of university exchange programs. 

• Use networks for collaborative research to assist in developing 

standardized school curricula for regional studies 

• Establishing a network of centres of higher learning and professional 

educational institutes, training and skill development institutes for 

sharing and disseminating information on best practices relating to 

human resource development 

• Establishment of networks for skills exchange programs 
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of a SAARC Skill Development 

Centre. 

7 Health Care • PPPs in primary and maternal health 

care services 

• PPPs in pharmaceutical production, 

storage, distribution and marketing 

• PPPs in R&D expertise, especially at 

the SAARC Tuberculosis Centre in 

Kathmandu 

• Development of efficient public health 

systems to solve problems such as 

health personnel deficit; establishment 

of a regional database of health 

practitioners 

• Development of regional strategies for 

collective SAARC response for 

prevention and treatment of 

HIV/AIDs, Dengue, Malaria, Polio 

and other major epidemics (common 

health concerns) 

• Establishment of a network of CSOs and private firms to act as a 

health surveillance and a rapid deployment health response unit to 

deal with emerging and re-emerging diseases in the region. 

• Use of CSO networks to consolidate and synergise information on 

health practices in the region; share and disseminate information on 

best health practices and availability of inexpensive treatments. 

• A regional CSO and business network would be able to provide 

valuable input in formulation of a practical and agreeable Intellectual 

Property Rights Regime (IPRs) in South Asia 

• Networks and media working as monitoring and vigilance bodies 

would be able to ensure harmonization of standards in health 

practices 

• Establishment of networks for the exchange of doctors and health 

practitioners which are in deficit. 

• Networks can promote awareness about the use of regionally 

produced pharmaceuticals and traditional medicines, as compared to 

non-South Asian ones.  

8 Disaster Management, 

including: 

• Prevention 

• Rescue 

• Contracting out or consulting on 

services such as disaster risk 

assessment, mapping, development of 

monitoring and vigilance systems 

• Use of CSO networks to conduct research and studies into alert and 

warning systems, and current disaster management practices across 

the region. 

• Conducting independent disaster risk analysis for all major 
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• Relief 

• Rehabilitation and 

Reconstruction  

 

• Development of new warning 

technologies and promoting the 

existing technologies 

• PPPs in R&D in SAARC institutions 

namely, SAARC Meteorological 

Research Centre, SAARC Coastal 

Zone Management Centre and 

Regional Specialised Meteorological 

Centres (RSMCs) to carry out their 

mandated tasks. 

• Establishment of more desired 

structures such as Seismic Research 

Centre 

•  

development projects undertaken by SAARC 

• Use of networks to establish communication, cooperation and 

consensus among key stakeholders 

• Monitoring and evaluation of the timeliness in providing relief to 

disaster victims. 

9 Knowledge Sharing on 

Urbanisation 

 • Establishing networks for collaborative research on urban 

management practices; sharing municipalities and urban knowledge 

sharing 

10 Food Security • PPPs in food production, storage and 

distribution strategies 

• Pricing analysis 

• PPPs in the establishment of a South 

Asia Food Bank (with private food 

growers and producers) 

• PPPs in initiatives such as the Zero 

• Establishment of networks to supply food aid and relief to food 

insecure areas 

• Use of networks in conducting hunger mapping and early warning of 

food insecurity 

• Use of networks in sharing and disseminating environmentally 

friendly agricultural practices, know how about available technology 

and better farming systems 
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Hunger Programme or Brazil’s School 

Feeding Programme. 

• Use of networks in creating a database on poverty alleviation and 

hunger reduction best practices 

• Use of networks and media for awareness campaigns on balanced 

diet; women’s nutritional requirements; healthy lifestyle practices 

• Use of business networks for training of farmers and agricultural 

practitioners 

11 Terrorism and Illegal 

Economy 

• Development of technology for 

protection against transnational cyber-

crimes; technology for improved 

customs management and monitoring, 

and border control 

• Establishment of CSO and business networks for collaborative 

research on transboundary terrorism, crime and drug trafficking; 

creating a regional database to assist in formulating national and 

regional policies on combating terrorism and crimes.  

ECONOMIC 

12 Information and 

Communication 

Technology (ICT), 

Media and 

Infrastructure  

• PPPs in ICT development in the 

region, particularly in fields of e-

commerce, bio-technology, genetic 

engineering, energy modelling 

techniques, low-cost housing and 

building technologies, 

telecommunication etc. 

• PPPs in R&D in the manufacturing 

sector 

• Private sector technology incubation 

programs for youth 

• PPPs in regional media initiatives, 

• Establishment of business and research institute networks for 

collaborative research on new technologies; sharing and dissemination 

of information on available technologies. 

• Establishing of media networks to share and disseminate information 

on media practices and experiences, as well as sensitizing each other 

on regional issues. 

• Establishment of CSO and business networks for the promotion and 

management of innovation (especially social innovation among 

youth); promoting and facilitating adoption of best practices related 

to acquisition/adoption of environmentally sound technologies 

(ESTs) 

• Use of networks to share and disseminate information on various 
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such as SAARC News or SAARC 

entertainment programmes 

• Establishment of a South Asian 

Technology Bank, similar to the Asia 

Pacific Centre for Technology 

Transfer (APCTT) to facilitate 

technology transfer, cooperation and 

capacity building in the developing 

world (Jayasuriya 2009). 

industrial and technological survey reports, technological profiles, 

sector status reports etc. 

13 Sustainable Industrial 

Development and Trade 

in Goods, Services and 

Labour 

• PPPs in agro food processing, bio-

industry development and other critical 

industries 

• Development of intellectual property 

and patent laws for the region in 

collaboration with regional industries 

• PPPs or joint ventures in trade 

investments, technology cooperation 

and infrastructure facilities, 

particularly of customs 

• Marketing collaboration for export 

promotion both inside the region and 

outside SAFTA 

• PPPs or joint ventures in regional 

public goods such as transport 

• Establishing of CSO and business networks for collaborative 

research, sharing and disseminating information on sustainable 

industrial development practices and potential areas for development 

• Use of CSO and business networks to promote business linkages in 

the form of investment, trade and technology transfer, and people-to-

people contact. 
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infrastructure, warehouse facilities etc. 

14 Regional Energy 

Exchange 

• PPPs in energy production, 

infrastructure etc. particularly in areas 

where substantial energy production is 

untapped: hydroelectricity in Nepal 

and Bhutan; natural gas exploitation in 

Pakistan and Bangladesh; wind energy 

in India; thermal power in India, 

Pakistan and Bangladesh 

• Consulting with regional energy 

corporations on energy investments, 

prices, volume, market conditions and 

consumer behaviour etc. 

• Environment friendly technology 

sharing and training 

• Setting up of a South Asian Energy Alliance – with private sector and 

NGOs, for collaborative research, sharing and disseminating 

information on cleaner and environment-friendly energy production 

and consumption practices, and measures to increase cooperation in 

energy sector 

15 South Asian 

Development Bank 

 

• PPPs or joint ventures in building 

institutional, financial, technical and 

knowledge capacity for development 

• Establishment of CSO networks and media to ensure accountability 

in the distribution of loans for development purposes.  

16 Tourism • PPPs in tourism programs, product 

development, marketing, human 

resource development, travel 

facilitation, infrastructure and service 

delivery 

• PPPs in establishing SAARC Culture 

• Setting up of CSO networks to promote intra-SAARC tourism, 

including promotion of cultural diversity as a tourism asset 

• Use of media networks to promote share information on tourist 

destinations in the South Asian region. 
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Centres in all member states 

• PPPs and joint ventures in art and 

cultural expos and annual SAARC 

festivals 

 

Sources: SAARC website 2013; DAI 2007 
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4. Pushing Forward an Integrated Regional Governance Agenda in South Asia 

 

4.1.Role of Actors 

In the light of arguments put forward in the sections above, the roles of the respective 

actors in pushing forward an integrated regional governance agenda, and later in 

sustaining the model, becomes apparent: 

4.2.Role of Regional Governments 

The role of SAARC governments is to adopt a multi-stakeholder approach to regional 

policy development, implementation and evaluation. Governments must treat the CSOs 

and business community as development actors in their own rights: they should 

reconceptualise their understandings of the non-state sector – the roles they could play, 

and the contributions and value additions they could make. The growing importance of 

the potential role of CSOs and businesses, particularly in income growth and poverty 

reduction, should be recognized through official policy stances. State-society relations on 

the regional level must be analysed more systematically in order to ensure a more 

meaningful engagement.  

A dialogue between South Asian governments and regional CSOs and private actors 

should be institutionalized; even in difficult environments, structured and permanent 

dialogue with non-state actors has to be established at ad-hoc basis. Participation should 

at least be ensured in needs assessment, formulation of policy priorities, fund allocation, 

performance monitoring and other oversight functions.  

The first step on the part of SAARC has to be the development of an effective regulatory 

and institutional framework for its relations with the civil society and the private sector. A 

set of basic principles of engagement and minimum standards for interaction between 

SAARC and its non-state partners should be established. An intergovernmental SAARC 

body should be set up to regulate relations with other actors. All external relationships 

should be systematically assessed, and impacts critically evaluated.  

This would render SAARC more proactive, with the right political will, in its dealing with 

non-state actors. This would not only define the mode of communication between the 

actors, but the role of each actors would be defined clearly and understood commonly by 

other actors. This would be useful even in instances where governments would want to 

mobilize non-state actors to highlight and publicize regional causes.  

As already mentioned in the section above, state ownership and commitment to the 

integrated governance agenda is crucial for the model to work. Adequate resources should 
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be allocated to build the capacity of regional civil society and private actors, and ensure 

their consistent participation in regional initiatives.  

4.3.Role of the Civil Society 

The role of the civil society is central to the idea of integrated regional governance in 

South Asia because until now they are most actively engaged in regional causes. CSOs 

must actively promote the integrated governance agenda through their transnational 

advocacy networks, but beyond that, also conduct collaborative research on holistic 

governance models, and put forward an intelligent and effective mechanism of 

participation that brings together key development actors at the regional levels.  

It is essential that CSOs develop a coherent vision on regional development goals. 

National or regional level CSOs can organize their own consultations and form their own 

coalitions and networks, involving private actors and other stakeholders, and contribute to 

consultations at national and local levels. CSOs from across the regions can hold 

brainstorming sessions where they would discuss regional development objectives, and 

produce a policy-oriented report, which they could present at relevant SAARC or regional 

IO forums. In case of ASEAN, this has proved effective in the formulation of the ASEAN 

Declaration on the Protection of Rights of the Migrants Workers, which was done in 

response to the proposal put forward by the Task Force of Asian Civil Society for the 

ASEAN Framework Instrument on the Promotion and Protection of Rights of Migrant 

Workers. It is important that regional CSOs hold itself accountable the South Asian 

community; they should endeavour to enhance their own capacity as see themselves as 

partners to government and the private sector. 

For starters, CSOs must engage with the SAARC Secretariat before the agenda of next 

summit is drawn, or otherwise engage with them through bigger organizations such as 

SACEPs or regional Track II conferences where SAARC officials and relevant 

ministerial officials are invited. They would benefit by joining the regional and global 

civil society coalitions, and influencing national and regional consultations through their 

advisory groups. The Regional Consultations on the Post-2015 Development Agenda 

provides a valuable opportunity for CSOs to promote the case for open and inclusive 

regional growth and development strategies.  

4.4.Role of the Private Sector 

The role of the private sector is significant in boosting industrial growth and trade, and in 

other areas such as energy, tourism, healthcare and education. Much like the CSOs, they 

should participate in SAARC and IO forums, and other Track II forums relevant to their 

interest. From these platforms, businesses can promote the viability of public-private 

partnerships through feasibility or cost-benefit analysis reports in dealing with issues 
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relating to regional energy crisis, unemployment, infrastructure development, tourism etc. 

Businesses generally have a better expertise on how partnership models or multi-

stakeholder initiatives can be strengthened or their management improved. But even 

beyond monetary incentives to engage in regional development, businesses can use 

SAARC platforms, or other networks and regional consultative processes, to promote 

their agendas on tax reforms, investment regulations, intellectual property rights and/or 

cross-border migration of skilled workers. They can highlight aspects in policy 

development, implementation and evaluation processes that cause significant losses in 

time and money, or cause bureaucratic delays. It is essential that larger national or 

regional-level firms develop their communication strategy in dealing with national and 

international government agencies, along with an outreach plan that reaches grass roots 

businesses and solicits the input of otherwise untapped community partners such as think 

tanks, universities, and researchers. 

5. Policy Implications 

Integrated governance model will have implications across three main policy areas: 

policy development, policy implementation and policy learning or evaluation.  These will 

need to be addressed. 

In the policy development area, the quantitative and qualitative dimensions of partners or 

networks are crucial. For networks, care needs to be taken with the number of members 

involved, and qualified members should be selected which have the human, financial and 

logistical resources and capabilities to commit themselves to the networking process. 

SAARC and individual governments need to give consideration to allocating certain 

minimal resources towards facilitating members’ commitment and engagement to 

regional programmes. Quantitative dimensions of partners and networks are significant to 

avoid problems relating to overloading of policies with multiple and often uncoordinated 

objectives, which are difficult to merge for programme implementers. Continuous 

exchange of information between different actors is imperative for a smooth policy 

development process. 

Policy implementation through PPPs and networks would become a participatory 

process, and rather open-ended especially since actual outcome remains open. Integrating 

qualified actors in the implementation process is essential to ensure smoothness and 

sustainability in actions. At the same time, open dialogue and information exchanges 

between stakeholders on implementation progress, difficulties and constraints would 

allow a format for policy reflection and monitoring, which would enrich the 

implementation process. 
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Finally, regional cooperation through partnerships and networks would develop and 

strengthen policy learning or evaluation processes. Integrated governance structures that 

promote collaborative research and information-sharing would enable efficient distillation 

and dissemination of best practices and valuable lessons where they are required. However, 

policy evaluation processes need to be formalized and regularized; it should be made a 

continuous process and embedded in regional meetings, such as SAARC summits. All the 

stakeholders involved in the policy development and implementation stages should be able to 

reflect on programmes and strategies on specified platforms. This would not only encourage 

and stimulate mutual learning, but also apportion responsibility for regional projects upon all 

regional stakeholders and not just single member states.  
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6. Challenges and Conclusion 

The formation of public-private partnerships and networks on the regional level would 

enhance the legitimacy and support for SAARC as a representative of South Asian 

communities. Integrated forms of regional governance would allow SAARC members to 

adopt or follow integrated growth strategies build upon extensive collaborative research 

and broader stakeholder consultation. The model would facilitate greater engagement in 

dialogue about goals, resources, methods and impacts. Such an approach would ensure 

that each region or community is developed not in isolation but in the context of a joint 

coherent vision for regional sustainable development. As a result, there will be a deeper 

integration of public policies that have cross-boundary impact. Synthesizing the often 

dissimilar, interest-bound knowledge, goals and institutional means of the states, markets 

and the civil society would set the proper links between ideas and policy outcomes (Dahal 

2009). As key actors would transform on the regional level, this would also lead to a 

transformation of discourse and issues, but more importantly, the rules of the game. 

Policy making would essentially become a bottom-up stakeholders’ participatory process, 

rather than elite top-down. 

Having said that, pushing forward an agenda for integrated forms of regional governance 

would present enormous challenges. Above all, structural and cultural differences 

between SAARC member-states are the most important considerations. The overall 

economic situation and political systems between the most developed members, Pakistan 

and India, differ greatly from the least developed members: Nepal, Maldives and Bhutan. 

These structural differences would mean that there would always be information 

asymmetries, and direct interdependencies would be genuinely complex and bound to 

cause non-trivial coordination problems. Only through greater communication and 

dialogue would SAARC member-states be able to move beyond prevailing insecurities 

and become encouraged to talk about improving governance institutions and mechanisms.  

In Pakistan and India, the private sector and the civil society is also relatively more 

mature and is less dependent upon state resources and infrastructure for growth. At the 

same time, the less developed SAARC members have shortcomings in their ability to 

build the capacity of their civil society and private sectors. In this case, PPPs and 

networks can allow actors from the more developed member-states to build the capacity 

of government officials, the civil society and the business sector in the less developed 

member-states through training and know-how transfers.  

Politico-cultural differences can present challenges to integrated governance model as 

well. Pakistan, India and Bangladesh promote representative democracy, but the more 

authoritative political regime types in Bhutan, for instance, stand in some tension with 

neoliberal democratic ideologies. For them, it would be harder to manage fragmentation 
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of authority and resources among multiple governmental and non-state actors or 

otherwise diffusion of authority away from national governments. Pushing an agenda for 

integrated governance on the regional level would be a painstaking process if there are 

member states unwilling to countenance a larger role of non-state actors in regional 

governance. These member-states could be politically incentivized if the larger 

economies, Pakistan and India, take up the lead in regional cooperation and actively 

promote the agenda in regional governmental and non-governmental forums. In sum, 

political will and capacity of SAARC nations and openness towards participatory 

processes remain important preconditions for a successful approach to integrated 

governance structures.  

The paper builds on the theory of globalization and how it is fundamentally transforming 

states’ relations with other states and non-state actors. The ongoing financial and security 

crises in different parts of the world, and the rise of private and non-state authority 

complementing or even substituting the agency of state, have evolved the notions of 

governance and national sovereignty. As states are realizing that management of trans 

boundary problems requires collective action, they are also realizing the significance of 

non-state actors in influencing development outcomes. Multinational corporations and 

transnational advocacy networks are becoming increasingly dominant in shaping the 

global economic, human rights or environmental governance regimes. Peaceful 

coexistence has now become implausible in the absence of commonly acceptable 

democratic and development policies. 

The rationale behind supporting integrated forms of governance in South Asia is to 

promote and intensify cooperation among the SAARC member states as well as to make 

use of the immense potential among non-state actors who would have a solution to 

transnational problems. The paper stresses that engagement with the civil society and 

private sector should not be seen as a one-way street where these actors are approached 

simply in terms of implementing or providing feedback on policies which had already 

been decided. Rather, through integrated forms of governance such as networks and 

PPPs, all relevant stakeholders can be involved in defining targets, elaborating policies 

and actually putting them in place. All three actors can and do play complementary roles 

in the development context – both CSOs and businesses have played valuable roles in 

agenda setting, policy development and implementation, and as advocates, innovators and 

service providers. Interaction and information sharing among state and non-state actors 

across national boundaries must be coherent and formalized to nourish a sense of shared 

political and economic destiny among South Asian communities.  

Several applications of marketization and multi-stakeholder networks on the regional 

level have been suggested in the paper, which support the argument that integrated forms 
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of governance can be effective in facilitating, promoting and identifying gaps in 

cooperation in different sectors or policy areas. However, since regional governance in 

South Asia is still at a nascent stage and no benchmark models for integrated forms of 

governance are available from other parts of the developing world, it would be difficult to 

evaluate the efficacy of the model in enhancing regional integration or in the development 

of a regional consciousness and collective identity required to solve common problems.  

The challenge for South Asian countries is to move beyond historical experiences in 

cross-boundary relations and traditions from previous cooperative arrangements towards 

new innovative approaches for regional development, which would enhance the 

legitimacy, accountability and credibility of such systems or practices.   
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