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Ms Lisa Jordan

Ford Foundation support for UN and related institutions since 1951 is approximately 90 million U.S. This support is both direct and indirect ---and is both directly to the U.N. and its agencies or through civil society.

In periods when the UN is less popular, like the 1980s our support tends to rise. When the UN is more popular our support is less necessary.

Areas of support include human rights, sustainable development, womens rights, peace and security, UN reform, etc. We have supported civic participation in many world summits and host governments, regional prepcoms etc. We are providing roughly 3 million in support to the WSSD and supported the WCAR with 6 million. Much of our support to these summits is for civic participation.

Why has the Foundation strongly supported the UN? The Foundation shares a belief that universal principles are necessary and must be championed by a global organization. In the spirit of Eleanor Roosevelt - the principles for a world free of war are built upon global law and universal justice. We are keen to see a world free of terror whether that terror is promoted by state or non state actors and we believe that the UN is critical to fostering cooperation at the global level.

Our grantmaking has recently changed and it is on this change that I will use my remaining time to focus.

The UN is an international organization that is made up of nation states. In our new global reality however, many nation states are ceding their authority or sovereignty to non-state actors or super state actors who create global public policy. Sometimes this authority is ceded to intergovernmental organizations like the World Bank, the World Trade Organization or the United Nations. But states also cede authority to the Codex Alimentarius which establishes global health food standards and the International Organization of Securities Commissions which oversees regulations for stock markets. In the act of ceding authority, states may also be ceding responsibility to their citizens. (I say may be because this argument is pertinent to those citizens of countries that have governance systems founded upon democratic principles.) The act of transferring authority to global governance regimes weakens the ties that bind governors to the governed.

One we do not have a single international institution that operates on the basis of democratic principles. 

Two, international negotiations ate the privilege of the executive branches of government. The judicial powers of a national court do not extend to the w international political arena. And parliamentarians have no formal role in international negotiations.

Three, there are no elected officials that are directly accountable to a polity 

negotiating global public policy.``

The Foundation has recently turned its attention to these problems through a program to strengthen global civil society. We are promoting accountability of our global governors to the governed, transparency in global public policy making and promoting a citizen voice in global governance.

This is a daunting challenge for even the UN - which is often considered to be the more open of the global governance regimes - has not embraced transparency, global citizen participation or accountability to a global polity as operating principles or aspirations. Most people are not aware of the power invested in global governance regimes. Those who are - people like you and I - who want to participate are faced by labrynthic institutions that could not be designed in a more confusing manner. Pockets of power like the Security Council or the Board of Directors for the IMF and World Bank are totally inassecible, exist to preserve state power,. operate behind closed doors and rarely serve citizen or peoples interests. New global organizations that serve the expansion of a global market place may be prefacing corporate interests over public needs. This is evidenced by the TRIPS agreement at the WTO and Chapter 11 of NAFTA.

At the Foundation we have chosen to address these issues through promoting civic engagement in global governance, i.e. through citizen participation in global governance regimes. Why civil society? We are well aware of the limitations of civil society, questions of legitimacy etc. However, civil society is in the first instance, the only polity that can confer legitimacy on the public policy outcomes. Civil society decided, for example, that the multilateral agreement on investment was not legitimate even though the governments involved confered their authority on the process. Second, of all the stakeholders, governments, market forces and civil society it is the latter that has the most to gain and the largest stake in extending transparency, and accountability to the global governance regimes. Lastly, civil society can enhance the effectiveness of global governance regimes by enhancing the competitive pool of policy ideas.

As briefly noted above, global civil society is plagued by its own weaknesses so our program to promote civic engagement in global governance is complimented by a program that addresses the weaknesses of global civil society.

While the Foundation will continue much of our traditional forms of support this new program is meant to promote, protect and enhance the ties that bind governors to those who must abide by their decisions, i.e. the governed. We will aim to support civil society organizations that have a strategic plan to strengthen or establish accountability mechanisms between global governors and global citizens; to promote transparency within global institutions; and are effective in developing mechanisms for a broad swath of citizen voices to be heard in the global institutions.

We hope through this program to ultimately have the following dreams become reality:

a public record of security council deliberations and its agenda; a reconstitution of voting shares at the IMF and World Bank; an end to so-called green room deliberations at the WTO; an end to negotiating authority that truncates the role of the representational branches of government; parliamentarians with voice and vote in international negotiations; and elected global representatives from each nation operating within our global regimes instead of retiring generals, large campaign contributors and former ministers who need a soft landing.

