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Abstract
This paper aims at analysis of current trends of relationship between the most important  International Economic Organizations (IEOs). By the end of 1980s relative simplicity of IEOs interrelations in post-war era characterized by more or less clear ‘division of labor’ where the Bretton-Woods institutions have played a dominant role in regulation jf international economy was over. With the end of the cold war, building a new world order has got its momentum. Initial assumption were the idea that Washington-based institutions might bring a change for better not only to the so-called ‘countries in transition’ but would be able to contribute to solution of along term problem of development in the Third World.  It did not happen so.  Failures of IMF’s policy in 1990s towards a number of states like Russia, Argentina, Mexico, etc.  indicated the need for a change in its once leading institution. The gap between rich and poor became  even bigger by putting under question  an ability of the World Bank to fulfill its mission. New and old global actors like WTO, UNCTAD and some regional institutions claimed their wish to play more active role  in coping with the most acute problems of world economy. The ‘old division of labor’ ceased to be relevant  due to two major factors. First, there is a growing interconnection between various forms of international economic cooperation (trade, investment, labor mobility, etc.). Second, internal logic for expansion is typical for all social institution including IEOs. Thus, overlapping agendas of many IEOs today is an established fact to be taken into account. How this conflict of interests will be solved? Will the IEOs act rather like partners than competitors? What is the role of Russia in building global governance?
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1. Introduction

At the moment more than one hundred international economic organizations operate on our planet. Within their mandates/limits of competence each of them separately and all together taken as a whole tend to execute a very significant mission, which seems to be of a crucial importance for any more or less acceptable level of global economic performance. Namely it is a regulation of international trade, foreign investments, cross border scientific and technical cooperation as well as other forms of international economic transactions. 
Paying all possible respect to what intergovernmental institutions managed to achieve so far one nevertheless just can’t ignore the urgent need to transform substantially the whole system of what is known nowadays as “global governance”. Nobel Prize winner in economics 2001 Joseph E. Stiglitz had enough reasons to claim: “I saw firsthand the devastating effect that globalization can have on developing countries, and especially the poor within those countries. I believe that globalization …can be a force for good and that it has the potential to enrich everyone in the world, particularly the poor. But I also believe that if this is to be the case, the way globalization has been managed, including the international trade agreements that have played such a large role in removing those barriers and the policies that have been imposed on developing countries in the process of globalization, need to be radically rethought”
. 
In order to assess adequately abovementioned need of transformation one should recall the fact that both institutionally and operationally modern community of international economic organizations originates from the decisions of famous 1944 Bretton-Woods conference. More than that, in spite of many significant developments contemporary system of global governance still largely tends to reflect mid-XX century realities. At the same time at least three powerful trends challenge the initial status of intergovernmental institutions.
Firstly, the capability of national states to manage both profile and content of many social and economic processes has changed dramatically. Under the circumstances one might refer to the concept of “irrelevant” or rather “powerless state” as the most radical interpretation. Even the adherents of more balanced perspectives agree upon the fact that due to various reasons sovereign state authority is at the moment less comprehensive in comparison with forty-fifty years ago. The point is that private economic agents have become “less obedient”, being able to relocate their activities internationally and hence to avoid efficiently substantial part of regulation they are not pleased with.
Secondly, private business has seriously gained in terms of its control over existing financial and material resources. Impressive growth in private capital flows over last couple of decades constitutes here probably the most convincing evidence. The process, as we know, has gone (in particular at the edge of the centuries) through its own “ups” and “downs”. Nevertheless general trend towards expansion is clearly recorded, for example by UNCTAD World Investment Reports. From this point of view Deepak Nayar from the University of Delhi correctly argues that International Monetary Fund and World Bank has been turned into “marginal providers of resources”
. 
Thirdly, nowadays the whole bunch of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) has emerged. Quite often these institutions openly compete with intergovernmental ones as subjects of regulation. Here extra opportunities for the former frequently result from the failures of the latter, which in some cases appear to be unable to fulfill the tasks they have initially imposed upon themselves. According to some experts, story of United Nations Centre for Transnational Corporations provides an instructive example.  It was established in 1973 in particular to elaborate an international code of conduct to regulate the activities of multinational companies. After twenty years of failed negotiations the centre ceased to operate, since similar to some other intergovernmental institutions it was reluctant to impose any meaningful regulations on firms
.    
Facing abovementioned and other similar threats intergovernmental economic organizations really has to transform themselves.  In a present paper the authors will initially discuss this transformation from the point of view of an institution taken as a separate entity dealing with its own specific areas of responsibility, problems, and agenda. One might call resulting change “separate transformation” Then interaction between organizations (being perceived as some kind of a “team work”) will be examined. Here the issue of coordination appears to be the most significant one. Indeed, we agree with those who  stated that inability of polities to cope with disruptive effects of 19th century globalization helped cause the great disturbances of the 20th century including fascism. 
 Along similar lines, Jeffrey Williamson has shown how ‘ a late nineteenth-century globalization backlash made a powerful contribution to interwar deglobalization’. 
 Thus, without regulation and coordination one might witness another cause for emergence of radical movements, hostility and conflicts.
Though a mere repetition of the past is not likely (or it is possible in the form of either tragedy or farce), the key question is how globalization will be governed. For a world government during our lifetimes seems  highly unlikely, at least in the absence of immediate global threat that could only be dealt with in a unified way, we believe that the leading principle of running globalized world will be networking and coordination rather than a set of hierarchies between IEOs.
2. “Separate transformation” mode

It is a common wisdom that practically all leading IEOs are in the stage of transformation. What is not self evident is the fact that transformation of international institutions is caused to a large extent not by enlightened management of the former who foresaw potential problems and undertook clever preventive measures  to cope with challenges but rather  by those who has  failed to fulfill their missions prescribed by existing mandates (as it was with IMF in 1997-1998) and eager to fight for survival of the institutions yet viewed as major actors in regulation of the world economy. The most crying problem for all global IEOs be it IMF, World Bank or the WTO is lack of credibility. As a matter of fact, most emerging, developing and less developed states do question the legitimacy of the Fund, World Bank and World Trade Organization. Thus, the question of legitimacy is at core of the different proposals of reforming IEOs. 
The importance of the nation-state in the creation and implementation of international institutions makes political support and legitimacy a key feature of institutional effectiveness. Although this common cause for reform is well understood today in Washington and Geneva and might be even perceived as a unifying thereat to all of them, it did not result in any general approach to reform IEOs either in terms of timeframe (World Bank pioneered this process in the mid 1990s while IMF started its so-called ‘Mid—term Strategy’ only in 2005) or in content. It seems that the Bretton Woods twins, whom Keynes once called Master Fund and Miss Bank, for a number of reasons have been drifting apart, at least in terms of adjusting to new realities.

Another common challenge to all global IEOs is 9/11 and new perception of security. For instance, it pushed the Fund into combating the financing of terrorism and money laundering as well as fighting poverty in low-income countries perceived as potential base for terrorism. It is worth to note that these directions were totally new for the Fund and it needed time to adjust to the new situation. More or less the same way of reasoning has led many other IEOs including the WTO to pay more attention to fighting poverty and participate in various  development projects.
For instance, controversial implementation of Doha Development Agenda (DDA) – the first full-scale round of multilateral trade negotiations within the framework of World Trade Negotiations, provides a very illustrative example both of “internal challenges” faced by leading international economic organization, as well as of various (so far not too successful) attempts to find proper answers to these challenges. The core of a problem is constituted by a deep conflict of interest between developed and developing countries complemented by probably less dramatic but still significant contradictions inside each of the group. The very launch of Doha round could be perceived as an important step towards reconciliation of aforementioned conflict.

General aim of talks was to prepare and to conclude a new package of agreements on wide range of international trade related issues. All negotiations had to be finished by 1 January 2005.  Tougher schedule was set for some specific issues. For example, deadline for Dispute Settlement Understanding negotiations was defined as May 2003, negotiations on registration system for geographical indications had to be completed by 5th Ministerial Conference in 2003 in  Cancún (Mexico)
. The latter had been initially designed as an important interim event for the implementation of DDA. In contrast to these plans and expectations the participants of 5th Ministerial failed even to finalize the discussion in generally acceptable form, say nothing of an agreement on any issues under negotiation. Taking under consideration aforementioned background the result indeed could be perceived as really discouraging one. It is indicative that Clive Crook in “The Economist” claimed “the risk that the current system of international trade negotiations, and with it the broader trade regime that has supported global prosperity these past 50 years, will collapse”
.
“Cancún failure” generated the whole set of steps made within the WTO in order to resolve the crisis. First of all, WTO member-states decided to take a break. It should have let them calm down and reassess both their strategic interests regarding general profile of international trading system as well as willingness to make mutual concessions in search of compromise. After three months of various bilateral and multilateral consultations WTO General Council meeting on 15-16 December 2003 resulted in official announcement to resume the negotiating process with some adjustments in agenda
. 
During more than half-a-year of talks negotiating parties managed to agree upon the document known as “July package”
. It stipulated major issues to be negotiated as well as some key parameters (“framework for establishing modalities”) of future agreements. Yet another important point should be mentioned. Schedule of regenerated negotiations was extended “beyond the timeframe set out in paragraph 45 of the Doha Declaration”, i.e. after 1 January 2005.  
Negotiations re-launched by “July package” almost didn’t move ahead. At the end of July 2005 Chairman of the WTO Trade Negotiations Committee (TNC) claimed in his Report to the General Council: “We have made some progress … but less, perhaps much less, than we wished”
. This clearly challenged general prospects of the organization. More than that, the WTO’s Sixth Ministerial Conference, which should have taken place in December 2005 in Hong Kong was seriously threatened. Nearly at the very last moment intensive bilateral and multilateral consultations ultimately resulted in a concerted (albeit substantially different in comparison with initially anticipated) draft to be approved in Hong Kong.

For the proponents of existing multilateral trading system the main message sent by WTO’s Sixth Ministerial Conference was quite clear – in order to confine DDA to already revised schedule negotiations had to be, on the one hand,  intensified, on another hand, supported by necessary flexibility as well as sincere willingness to look for compromise and make mutual concessions. While the former really took place at different levels and in various formats, the latter was missing in spite of all pro-liberalization rhetoric generously demonstrated by many top ranking representatives of the leading negotiating parties. 

Dramatic outcome ensued at the eve of 31 July 2006 deadline set by Hong Kong Ministerial Declaration for submission of “comprehensive draft Schedules based on … modalities” in two key issues – Agriculture and NAMA. On July 27 2006 the WTO Director-General Pascal Lamy claimed in his report to General Council: “…without the modalities in Agriculture and NAMA, it was clear that it would not be possible to finish the Round at the end of this year. The time necessary to prepare and finalize the schedules of concessions was just not there, and too many outstanding issues remained to be addressed. The timing had always been very tight, but the continuing blockage on a few points meant we had simply run out of time for the rest. Faced with this persistent impasse, I recommended that the only course of action available was to suspend the negotiations across the Round as a whole to enable the serious reflection by participants which was clearly necessary”
. The recommendation was supported by the General Council at its meeting on 27-28 July 2006. As a result DDA has gone into “deep freeze”. 
In addition to the “internal WTO” activities, many external experts have actively discussed the issue. In particular, in his direct response to “Cancún failure” director of Yale Centre for the Study of Globalisation and a former Mexican president Ernesto Zedillo suggested what he called “more realistic and promising strategy to rescue the talks” of Doha round. The idea was to switch from discussing specific details of trade liberalisation to looking for commonly accepted fundamentals – “grand vision for the multilateral trading system, one that fosters growth and development”. He also argued that “the most useful WTO would be one focused solely on trade liberalisation and relieved of other global governance tasks, which could be better accomplished by other multilateral or regional entities”
. 
Another interesting idea was introduced by Joseph E. Stiglitz and Andrew Charlton from London School of Economics. It came as a reaction to the proposal of Pascal Lamy (at that time EU Trade Commissioner), who argued in favour of “free round” for least developed and other vulnerable countries. In other words, they should not make any commitments within the framework of DDA. In their turn Stiglitz and Charlton suggested that all WTO members should commit themselves to providing free market access in all goods to all developing countries smaller and poorer than themselves (measured in GDP and GDP per capita)
.
Finally, in spring 2007 members of influential panel of American experts – Atlantic Council of the US basically proposed to abandon an obsolete idea of global trade rounds at all. Instead they called for coalition of pro-free trade states, which should be able to exclude non-participants from taking advantages of tariff cuts. Challenging MFN principle and decision making through consensus the Council suggested to substitute regional trade agreements for multilateral institution
.      

Negative reaction of the WTO with respect to this type of proposals is quite predictable and understandable one. Indeed, many of its top-ranking officials claim that abolition of international trade global regulation would result in a whole set of dramatic repercussions. More than that, these are developing economies in general and least developed countries in particular, which would lose first and foremost. Current WTO Director-General Pascal Lamy in his speeches and interviews, on the one hand, admits the possibility for DDA to fail. On the other hand, from his perspective, member-states has gone too far to give up on the long-running round while a threat of failure should rather mobilize than discourage them
.

3. Global governance as a “team work”

It has been already mentioned that the number of intergovernmental economic organizations is large enough. Under the circumstances certain co-ordination of their activities could be perceived as a serious issue, which strongly influences overall efficiency of international governance. With an acceptable level of simplification one might argue that at the initial stage of its formation Bretton-Woods system has assumed more or less explicit division of labor between major regulating entities. Meanwhile as we know, already at that time some problems have emerged. In particular the plan to establish International Trade Organization (in line with International Monetary Fund and International Bank of Reconstruction and Development) didn’t materialize fully. Its actual substitution – General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT) appeared to be some kind of curtailed version in comparison with originally designed specialized institution of the UN.

Later on due to various reasons problems started to grow. Firstly, the number of international entities gradually enlarged.  Some of them were organizations of “a second generation”, i.e. established by intergovernmental institutions rather than by national states
. Both types of newly created institutions were equally designed to govern certain sectors within global economic system. At the same time their spheres of interest and competence in some cases overlapped with those of already existed entities.  
Secondly, impressive expansion of the regionalisation resulted (in addition to many other repercussions) in an urgent need to find a proper balance between global and regional levels of regulation. By the way, growth of the latter provides clear support to one well-known conclusion in the theory of international relations. It claims that both probability and efficiency of co-operation would be higher the greater the commonality of interests and the fewer the number of participants
.
Thirdly, as soon as international economic transactions tended to grow in scale and scope their specific forms became substantially more interdependent and interpenetrating. More than that, in some cases, for example, export and foreign investments constitute alternative strategies of foreign markets entry, while in other cases they complement each other. In particular, nowadays international trade in financial services is mostly executed through so called commercial presence mode, i.e. assumes foreign investments in order to establish abroad a subsidiary. Abovementioned complexity in interrelations between different forms of international economic co-operation makes their regulation more difficult and sophisticated.   
Fourthly, in addition to substantial extra welfare for a large part of world population, international economic co-operation also generated serious negative social and environmental effects. Quite often they (at least formally) are beyond the mandates of intergovernmental economic organizations. At the same time, institutions in charge of social or ecological spheres do not have enough authority to regulate commercial issues.
At last fifthly, in their regular performance intergovernmental entities have to obey to certain logic. In spite of some specificity in comparison with national state institutions, they largely operate according the same internal “rules of the game”. Similar to any other organization international economic ones have intrinsic propensity to expand in general, and in terms of their spheres of competence in particular.
Under the circumstances one might argue that, on the one hand, the need for abovementioned co-ordination gradually becomes more urgent. On the other hand, the mission of co-ordination tends to require more and more skills, knowledge and resources. This appears to be twice as true with respect to the era of globalisation. As a result in case of many dimensions within the global governance system the situation is quite close to what popular English proverb describes as “too many cooks spoil the broth”.  
It is not by chance that during last several years academics started to discuss actively enough the notion of competition between international economic organizations
. Both old and new entities are deeply involved in the process. At the same time the task for the latter is probably more difficult. Indeed, they have to integrate themselves into already existed system of regulation. For example, the WTO for several first years of its functioning had to fight for international recognition as one of the leading intergovernmental institutions.  In his interesting book Peter Gallaher describes some of the steps, which have helped WTO to achieve the goal. Among them – participation of Director-General in the Lyon G 7 Summit in 1996, celebration of the 50th anniversary of multilateral trading system attended by Bill Clinton, Tony Blair, Nelson Mandela, Fidel Castro and many other world leaders
,  even introduction of the WTO logo
. 
Сoming back to the nature of interaction between international economic organizations, the authors of a present paper would rather call it co-competition. This notion is commonly used nowadays in publications dealing with various aspects of international business. We’ll try to illustrate our position referring to the performance of two intergovernmental economic organisations directly dealing with international trade, namely GATT/WTO and UNCTAD
. 
As a starting point one might mention that the latter was established (in addition) to some other reasons due to the fact that GATT failed to react adequately enough on growing North-South and partly East-West tension.  UNCTAD was designed to provide really comprehensive approach to international trading system. Within the framework of this approach a link between trade liberalisation and respective expansion, on the one hand, and economic growth and development, on the other hand, doesn’t look as straightforward and unconditional one. At the same time, positive potential role of international trade is not rejected. On the contrary, in UNCTAD Annual Report 2006 its Secretary-General Supachai Panitchpakdi
 emphasizes organisation’s founding mission to be “promoting development through trade”
. 

WTO in its turn from the very beginning claimed that trade and economic relations between the members “should be conducted with a view to raising standards of living, ensuring full employment and a large and steady growing volume of real income and effective demand, and expanding the production of and trade in goods and services, while allowing for the optimal use of the world resources in accordance with the sustainable development”
. During its functioning WTO has started to pay to the issue of development even more attention. An official title of the current round of multilateral trade negotiations – Doha Development Agenda provides good illustration of the attitude. 
One might probably argue that organisation was actually forced to do that. Nevertheless, we have what we have. Doha Declaration defining goals and format of the round clearly proclaims: “We are determined to maintain the process of reform and liberalization of trade policies, thus ensuring that the system plays its full part in promoting recovery, growth and development… International trade can play a major role in the promotion of economic development and the alleviation of poverty. We recognize the need for all our peoples to benefit from the increased opportunities and welfare gains that the multilateral trading system generates”
. 
Under the circumstances UNCTAD and WTO not just simply compete in dealing with international trade and development. They also complement each other to certain extent. Indeed, the former is an organ of the United Nations General Assembly and hence an integral part of the UN system. The latter – an independent organization guided by its own rules and procedures. The former focuses on intergovernmental policy dialogues and consensus building, research and analysis, and capacity building and technical assistance. The latter constitutes a forum for negotiations of new trade agreements, as well as supervises implementation, administration and operation of existing ones. The former directly co-operate with a wide range of NGOs within the framework of different arrangements. The latter is substantially less active in this field
. Finally, WTO and UNCTAD share responsibilities for the operation of the International Trade Centre.
At the same time, members of the staff in both organizations treat their counterparts with evident jealousy. In particular, UNCTAD employees claim that it is their institution, which has introduced several significant ideas borrowed later by WTO.  Namely they are: special and differential treatment for developing countries, LDCs’ terms of WTO accession, development-friendly WTO rules on trade in services, and some others. Colleagues from WTO not simply disagree, but tend to retaliate in this or that form.
Recent tensions between the WTO and Bretton-Woods institution  over “Aid for Trade” programme  demonstrated  another example of uneasy relationship between leading IEOs.   In September 2006 Pascal Lamy  had to acknowledge publicly that though the World Bank and the IMF supported  willingness of the WTO to participate in development related initiatives the both institutions   strongly opposed  the idea that  WTO should go beyond its mandate and directly channel funds for development. 

It is quite telling that Pascal Lamy was the first  Director-General of the WTO who openly  not only articulated mere  existence of misunderstandings between Geneva and Washington-based institutions but also provided  a detailed explanation of his view on how development programs should be conveyed. In order to justify ‘expansionism’ of the WTO,  Pascal Lamy referred to the Millennium Development Goals as a common good.  Also, Lamy made it clear that  the stalemate situation at Doha round might  be changed  through the “Aid for Trade” program which has both political and economic dimensions. According to Lamy, WTO  mission in this program should be threefold. First,  WTO has to  participate actively in fundraising for developing and less developed states. Second,  it should more effectively coordinate activities amongst donors. Third, WTO should work hard with finance and trade ministers of both donor and receiving states in order to link aid programs with national development programs
.   This comprehensive approach to development  was a sort of  alarm bell for the Fund and the Bank.  Until recently, it was their privilege to think and act about fundraising, to negotiate with donors over resources and last, but not least, to have a reach to all those who shape economic policies on national level. In other words, they set an agenda for regulation of world economy. It is a common wisdom that those who  sets an agenda, normally win. Now there is a new institution calling for its active role in the same area, and this institution is thirsty  for the same limited resources, and pretending to be heard in Washington by those who try to meet  challenges of globalisation.

 Thus, within few years WTO matured from a junior partner  of the Bretton-Woods institutions to a new status which is not accepted yet. The question is whether aforementioned  case of tensions  between Lamy and captains of Bretton-Woods institutions was an exception, and the sides will be able to find proper solutions in the future as they did it in the past (non publicly)  or we witness the beginning of  probably uneasy de facto redistribution of power amongst leading  IEOs?  Whether quite powerful and ambitious former EU trade representative is able to coordinate his activities with the ‘old guard’ and to  find a compromise with  the Bretton-Woods institutions whose best days have already gone?  Can he (as well as his mighty colleagues from Washington)   stay within their mandates? And should they?   

Of course, there are many factors which have impact on relationship between IEOs. Besides their management  which we have already mentioned, there are  first of all,  states. For sure, states  are and will be the key actors in shaping policies of the IEOs. Besides,  there are  other actors such as global and regional markets and appropriate international  regimes , TNCs, NGOs, etc. which have their say in running  IEOs indirectly.  Does the management of leading IEOs get it? Optimists would say, yes. First, look at more or less successful transformation of the Bank under Wolfenson who revised the whole concept of development assistance putting on the first place interests of recipients and judging  projects  not by amount of resources allocated for any given country but by  results and impact on the whole economy. Getting funding from the Bank became easier and  faster. National interests are the highest priority. National and international  NGOs are also welcome to project assessment. Thus, the Bank’s funded projects  became good not only at ‘taking off’  but also at ‘landing’  
   Second, optimists would refer to a number of legal documents which prescribe coordination between IEOs. Indeed, the WTO’s charter calls for cooperation  with the Fund and the Bank with the view to achieving greater coherence  in global economic policymaking. 

In the same way the Guidelines  for Fund staff  called ‘Collaboration  with the World Trade Organization” of November 25, 1996  made  a clear point of ‘division of labor’ between the two institutions: 

‘The Fund, given its responsibilities in the macroeconomic   policy area, can contribute  to assessing issues of coherence between macroeconomic and trade policies. The Fund can also contribute to greater policy coherence  by taking into account in its work the concerns of the WTO in the trade area. In the period ahead, Fund and WTO staffs will work closely to define better the elements and mechanism for achieving coherence in economic policymaking, including formal and informal channels for communication between the Fund and WTO”.

Moreover, optimists  would point out that there is a long history of relationship between IMF and GATT/WTO not saying about IMF-World Bank close cooperation.
 And last, but not least,  there is an example of real cooperation between WTO and Bretton- Woods institutions – Integrated Framework for Least Developed Countries – IF. In response to the complexity of LDC’s  trade-related problems, the Integrated Framework (IF) was inaugurated in October 1997 at the WTO High Level Meeting on Integrated Initiatives for Least-Developed Countries' Trade Development by six multilateral institutions (IMF, ITC, UNCTAD, UNDP, World Bank and the WTO), which, with their distinct competence, could complement each other to deliver greater development dividends to LDCs in the multilateral trading system. Drawing from its experiences in its first years, the IF was first restructured in 2000. 

The IF has two objectives. First,  to "mainstream" (integrate) trade into the national development plans of least-developed countries. Second, to assist in the coordinated delivery of trade-related technical assistance in response to needs identified by the LDC. The IF is built on the principles of country ownership and partnership. 

Other key elements for the revamped IF are as follows:  improved governance structure with the establishment of the Integrated Framework Steering Committee  and the expanded IF Working Group for better coordination amongst donors, beneficiary LDCs and the agencies; the establishment of the IF Trust Fund, which finances mainstreaming work, led by the World Bank but also follow-up activities from the studies;  improved coordination of the delivery of trade-related technical assistance amongst bilateral and multilateral donors within a coherent policy framework. 

By the end of February 2007, 43 LDCs were at different stages of the IF process. 24 countries had validated their diagnostic studies and action matrices lists while another 19 were at different stages of the process.

Pessimists  would argue that all IEOs are in flux and their leaders were interested first and for most  in survival of institutions. Nobody wants to keep status-quo, every single institution  intervenes into ‘sphere of influence’ of others. All of them fight for  limited resources. Quality of leadership is too vary as well as organizational culture in Washington and Geneva. As for the legal texts, they are vague and not binding. As for ‘coherence’, it is still rather  an distant objective rather than a reality. Various forms of cooperation such as balance of payments consultations, staff contacts, representation, resolution of open jurisdictional issues,  document exchange as well research and information exchange are only minimal prerequisites  for achieving  coherence in global economic policymaking. Noteworthy that practically all leading world trade experts (including  former heads of the WTO) who responded to the so-called Sutherland  Report’ devoted to the 10th anniversary of the WTO and its future  valued  relationships with other IEOs as secondary in importance.
  Historical legacy as an argument is also doubtful. There is no data which can prove the point  that between Bretton-Woods institutions and GATT have been always reach in content. Quite contrary,  analyses of GATT, IMF and World Bank documents shows that an interest to coordination of their activities radically increased  only in 1960s  after emergence of UNCTAD which became an arena of  a fierce  confrontation between the West and the East over influence in the Third World. Only unifying threat from the East made western economic institutions work together paying little  attention to tensions between aforementioned institutions.
 After collapse of the Eastern block the relationship among the IEOs  rather decreased than intensified at least until late 1990s and 9/11.  
As for ‘coherence’ issue between various IOEs dealing with developing and less developed states and participation of GATT in development projects, these states themselves quite strongly  opposed any expansion of mandate initially given to GATT. Instead of ‘inventing a bike’, and put a new workload on GATT, a representative of India suggested in 1988 that ‘proved by history’ UNCTAD would better serve the interests of trade and development. Finally, Integrated Framework being a big step forward became a reality mostly due to participation of a number  other institutions (UNCTAD, UNDOP, ITC) which  contrary to IMF, WTO and even World Bank  do not have legitimacy problems.
4. Conclusion

In order to summarize we could suggest the following points.

1. On the basis of abovementioned particular examples one might ask much more general question about future prospects of co-ordination in activities of major intergovernmental institutions. At least two alternative scenarios seem to be possible.
Scenario A. Share of co-operation in co-competition gradually increases. This eventually should result in establishing of some kind of super-international organization in charge of co-ordination. It is this new institution (UN/ECOSOC also might be authorized to do the job) is to allocate/relocate resources and define/redefine mandates for all bunch of subordinated entities trying to secure the proper balance. 

Scenario B. Share of competition in co-competition gradually increases. Under the circumstances mechanism of natural selection will finally allocate resources and mandates towards the strongest institution in each and every moment. Resulting situation appears to be highly non-sustainable. 

2. Under both scenarios intergovernmental economic organization will have to co-operate actively with other subjects of regulation – NGOs, business associations, national and sub-national entities.

3. Tasks of “separate transformation” of individual intergovernmental economic organisations and elaboration of mechanism to co-ordinate between these entities should not be perceived as “two sides of the same coin”. The tasks under reviews appear to be clearly subordinated. Successful implementation of the former can’t be achieved without at least reasonably acceptable solution of the latter. 
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