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5. Execution as Necessity, A New Core of 

Initiatives 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The capital, solutions, and technologies to level up the world are not self-deploying. The five 

things that markets cannot clear – common standards, sovereign risk repricing, the terms of 

technology access, the sequencing of enterprise-system construction, and continuity across 

political cycles – require engineering. Execution at the speed and scale the transition requires 

a governance architecture capable of coordinating the deployment of capital, solutions, and 

technologies across nearly two hundred countries, with competing interests and different 

starting conditions. That architecture has historically been embedded in the international 

order. That order is now dysfunctional, its guarantor repositioned from system-builder to 

merchant power, and the vacuum cannot be filled by any existing actor or institution. No new 

order can be declared into existence in these conditions; one can only be grown. The critical 

challenge for the world is therefore what form of governance is achievable, by whom, and 

through what means, given the world as it is.  

 

1. The Challenge of Collapsed Global Governance 

Execution cannot be led by the institutions s of the current world order. Each has something to 

offer but none can do what is required. In summary: 

▪ The current US administration has abandoned the role of guarantor. The 2025 National 

Security Strategy explicitly elevates sovereignty over alliance commitments, replacing systemic 

stewardship with economic nationalism; the US retains military and technological pre-
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eminence but no longer absorbs the costs or exercises the restraint that make a global order 

acceptable to others. 

▪ Markets alone cannot execute global-scale development. Markets allocate capital efficiently 

within established frameworks, but building systems of enterprise across 193 countries rapidly 

requires a governance architecture – coordination, shared rules, dispute resolution, 

commitments that outlast political cycles – that no market mechanism or single country can 

supply. 

▪ The existing world order is purposed for a different objective. Bretton Woods was built to 

stabilise a handful of developed nations, not serve 193; the WTO was designed for 

manufacturing trade, not a digital services economy; the Security Council reflects 1945 power 

distribution; and development finance architecture was built to supplement private capital, not 

mobilise it at the scale now required. 

▪ This is a recurring historical pattern, not an aberration. Declining order-shapers (the Ottoman 

Empire, Britain after 1918, Venice, the Dutch Republic) followed the same arithmetic: once the 

cost of sustaining the system exceeds the benefit, the power shifts from investing in the order 

to extracting value from it; neither China (lacking institutional legitimacy) nor Europe (lacking 

fiscal and military scale) can fill the resulting vacuum. 

▪ The result is coercive asymmetry, not negotiation. The current US administration now deploys 

tariffs, export controls, and security conditionality as opening moves rather than last resorts, 

with compliance extracted based on a target's vulnerability rather than its alignment with US 

interests; only China can impose enough reciprocal cost to force negotiation, while most 

countries – India included, despite partial insulation – face contested outcomes at real 

economic cost, with current state-based defensive strategies only reducing exposure. 

 

2. The Core: A Coalition for the Future  

i. The Logic of Establishing a Core Aligned Set of Actors 

The world faces a powerful dilemma. The transition to the Systems Age cannot be navigated 

without a functioning world order, yet no single actor comes close to the scale required to re-

establish one. Any direct attempt would invite the opposition of both the US and China, for whom 

a world of leverage is more advantageous than a world of rules. The only viable path is to grow 

one over time, beginning with economic and policy cooperation, allowing the resulting institutions 

and coordination mechanisms to accumulate into something that functions like an order without 

requiring it to be announced as one. This is the Core. 

The near-term objective is bold, reflecting the challenge of the times: to create the conditions for 

the economic big bang that levels up the world; the coordinated deployment of capital, solutions, 

and technologies toward the World Investment Plan at a scale that no country or market 

mechanism can achieve alone. 
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The mechanisms for doing so are common standards for technology, data, and sustainability; 

harmonised investment protection; shared capital market regulation; common clean energy 

procurement frameworks; and capacity-building 

systems that allow partners to build systems of 

enterprise on compatible foundations. There is 

a precise historical precedent. The European 

Coal and Steel Community, established in 1951 

by six European nations, was explicitly not a 

political union, but technocratic, sectoral, and 

modest in its formal ambitions. But it created 

economic interdependence, established shared institutions, and built habits of cooperation that 

evolved within four decades into the European Union, the only supranational big bang in history.  

Order can be built from the bottom up, through functional cooperation that creates its own 

constituency for deepening, rather than from the top down through political declaration. This 

template for what is needed. Like the ECSC, the Core’s instruments are economic, rather than 

military. It operates where a group of countries already hold genuine authority – trade and 

technology standards – where the cost of opposing it falls on the opposing party’s own 

enterprises. A functioning Core would not initially include the US or China, not as an exclusion but 

because under the strategic logic of their current governments would likely seek to shape the 

framework's terms to their own competitive advantage rather than to the inclusive rules-based 

architecture the Core is designed to build. Both remain welcome participants whenever they 

choose to engage, and the framework's long-term success ultimately requires their involvement.  

 

ii. The Composition of the Core 

A Core capable of underpinning the World Investment Plan must combine four assets: regulatory 

authority sufficient to set standards that others adopt; demographic scale and future growth to 

give the framework commercial depth, which requires reach into the Global South; the financial 

infrastructure to intermediate investment across borders at scale, and rule-of-law credibility that 

gives its standards normative authority rather than merely market power. No single actor 

commands all four. But three groups of countries, –Europe (comprising the EU, UK and Nordics), 

India and the Middle East (focused on the Gulf Cooperation Council), do so in combination, each 

supplying what the others lack, making the Core viable from the outset.  

Europe provides the regulatory authority and financial infrastructure. The Brussels Effect, the 

dynamic by which European regulatory standards, developed for the world's largest single 

market, worth US$19.4 trillion,94 are adopted globally (because no company can afford to 

produce separately for it) is the world’s the most powerful non-coercive governance tool. The City 

of London, combined with Paris and Frankfurt, provides the depth and liquidity to intermediate 

investment at development-relevant scale. Europe’s rule of law architecture –– the EU's legal 

order, the UK's common law tradition, and the Nordic countries' governance standards – is most 

The European Coal and Steel 

Community was technocratic, sectoral, 

and modest in its formal ambitions. 

Within four decades it became the 

European Union, the only 

supranational big bang in history  
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developed of any regional grouping. But Europe lacks demographic scale, future growth, and 

credibility with the Global South, which India supplies  

India is the world's most populous democracy and the fastest-growing major economy with a 

medium-term GDP growth outlook of 6.4–6.8%.95 Its India Stack demonstrates that transformative 

digital infrastructure can be deployed and executed at continental scale in a developing-market 

context. Its strategic independence, the deliberate cultivation of a course outside both great-

power orbits – gives it the credibility in the Global South that Europe, bearing the weight of its 

colonial legacy, cannot replicate. The world's largest democracy governed under a constitutional 

rule-of-law framework, India gives the Core its claim to represent something beyond a Western-

centric arrangement. A strategic Europe–India axis is the foundation of the Core. 

A third group of actors – the GCC States, particularly Saudi Arabia, the UAE and Qatar – extends its 

reach into the one dimension neither Europe nor India can fully supply: capital, geographic reach 

and relationships across the Global South. Their 

sovereign wealth is expected to reach US$7 trillion by 

2030.96 Their own economic diversification imperatives, 

the knowledge that the hydrocarbon era is finite and 

that their future depends on the same Systems Age 

transition the Core is seeking to enable, making them 

active participants rather than passive funders. Further 

their position at the cross-roads of Europe, Asia, and 

Africa, combined with deep finance and political 

relationships in Muslim-majority regions of Africa and Asia that give the Core access and influence 

that neither Europe nor India can provide alone.  

These three together are large enough in GDP, capital, regulatory reach, and market access to 

create a credible framework from the outset, providing others have reason to join rather than 

ignore. Together the three represent 24% of the world’s population,97 38% of GDP,98 and 58% of 

the world’s total sovereign wealth. They also have the institutional scaffolding already in place: the 

EU–India Trade and Technology Council, the India–EU free trade agreement, the web of bilateral 

trade and investment agreements linking Europe and the Gulf, and the GCC's own internal 

coordination mechanisms mean the Core is not building from nothing but deepening and 

formalising relationships that already exist.  

Other candidates to join the Core, states like Japan, Canada, South Korea, Singapore, Australia, 

are better suited as additions to an established framework than as co-founders of one: each 

brings additional capabilities to the Core, but each also carries constraints, whether security 

dependence, institutional immaturity, or political complexity, that make them more effective as 

joiners than as architects. These additional candidates are discussed further below. 

 

 

The maths is that a Europe–India 
is a core of 2 billion people, and 
with the GCC, holds 38% of the 
world’s GDP convenes to agree 
a rules–based engagement to 
advance a common development 
agenda for people, solutions and 
technology of participants 
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iii. Operationalising the Core 

The founding Core commands the solutions, capital, regulatory reach, and credibility needed to 

level up the world. What it requires is a mechanism for deploying these assets into the markets 

where the need is greatest, and the enabling conditions weakest.  

The case for the Global South as the Core's primary target market is structural. Excluding China, 

the Global South accounts for approximately US$64 trillion of the plan's US$123 trillion total, or 

just over half. The contrast with the advanced economies is stark. In industrialised countries, 76% 

of the World Investment Plan is climate mitigation, a large-scale energy transition that can be 

financed by capital markets within existing governance architectures. In the Global South, climate 

mitigation accounts for only 28% of the need; the remainder is spread across infrastructure and 

WASH (25%) financial inclusion (14%), affordable housing (8%), education (8%), healthcare (5%), 

and connectivity (5%). Here the plan is the construction of the systems through which economies 

function.  

The Core has the regulatory architecture, the capital, and the technological capabilities to build 

the required systems of enterprise; the Global South has the markets, the labour, and the natural 

resources the Core needs for its own growth. The 

Global South Compact operationalises this 

relationship: creating the systems of enterprise without 

which capital cannot deploy, channelling investment 

toward the World Investment Plan, and building 

interdependencies that turn a coalition of willing 

parties into the nucleus of a functioning global framework. It carries four commitments: Transfer 

of know-how on rules, regulations, and laws.  

1. Capacity building that enables developing countries to construct systems of enterprise on 

foundations compatible with the Core's standards, turning latent demand into investable 

opportunity.  

2. Creation of new markets. Channelling the Core's regulatory power, capital, and technology 

toward Global South markets, creating commercial opportunity for developing-country 

solution owners and investors, alongside the Core’s.  

3. Mutually reinforcing growth. The Global South's development generates the markets in which 

the Core's companies and financial institutions grow. 

4. Shared governance. Global South countries hold formal representation in the decision rules 

that govern the Compact, over standards, cohort sequencing, and compatibility definitions, so 

that the framework is shaped by those it serves rather than administered to them. 

One rule governs throughout: readiness precedes capital. Investors and corporations with 

solutions enter markets at scale based on institutional readiness rather than by need or by risk-

return, because capital arriving ahead of absorptive capacity does damage of its own and there 

are plenty of opportunities to invest at lower risk for greater return in the global capital markets. 

This is the discipline that the Washington Consensus lacked, and the reason identical 

A Compact is required to build 
enterprise capacity, create new 
markets, generate mutual 
growth, and give participants 
shared governance, not imposed 
rules 
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prescriptions produced opposite outcomes in China and Russia, the former’s leaders, incentives 

and institutions ultimately delivered growth and prosperity at scale.  

This compact would have been too difficult to implement in a pre-NSS world. This situation has 

changed: The EU–India free trade agreement, stalled for nearly twenty years, was concluded in 

January 2026 within weeks of the Greenland confrontation.99 The UK–GCC free trade agreement, 

the first between a G7 member and the Gulf Cooperation Council, followed in May 2026. And in 

September 2026 the EU proposed associate membership for Canada, the first formal proposal to 

extend the European framework to a non-European country. The Core is not merely a response 

to a deteriorating order. It is already being built by actors who have stopped waiting f The Core is 

not merely a response to a deteriorating order. It is already being built by actors who have 

stopped waiting for the old one to be repaired.  

Post establishment, the United Nations system will likely play an implementation role no other 

institution can replicate: country presence across 193 states, convening authority across 

governments and civil society, and technical assistance capacity across every development theme. 

A functioning Global South Compact would channel this deliberately: UN country teams as the 

entry point for readiness assessment, World Bank programmes as the financing backbone, 

regional development banks as capital intermediaries. The UN's role is implementation, not 

governance; what that requires in practice is a UN configured around systems of enterprise 

rather than sectoral programmes. The arrival of a new Secretary-General on 1 January 2027 is the 

natural moment to begin that reconfiguration. 

 

iv. Terms of Engagement 

The Compact builds capacity in receiving markets. It does not change the terms on which capital 

and technology arrive. This is facilitated by three further instruments. Each compact 

operationalises one pillar of the systems-of-enterprise framework: the financial compact 

transforms sovereign risk, the technology compact turns needs into markets, and externalities 

pricing makes true costs visible to capital. 

A financial compact needs to be constructed to allow investors and financiers to fund projects as if 

operating with certainty in the zone – the kind of capital-market harmonisation the EU achieved 

for its financial instruments, though not the deeper monetary and legal integration that makes 

the EU fully borderless for capital. Governance at the platform level would help sets risk levels, 

with local variations kept within managed bounds. The compact works through three potential 

mechanisms: risk transfer at portfolio rather than project scale, moving projects across the 

investment-grade threshold rather than to subsidise transactions; construction of a recognised 

asset class with standard documentation, a ratings methodology calibrated to observed rather 

than perceived default experience, currency hedging at scale, and index inclusion; and 

coordinated prudential treatment across Core jurisdictions. 

A technology compact is required to set the terms of technology access collectively, as a condition 

of participation in Core market rather than as a demand of individual firms: data generated in a 
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jurisdiction is owned there; deployment at scale carries local equity participation and skills transfer 

obligations; interoperability standards are open. The Brussels Effect ensures adoption. A firm that 

does not meet the terms cannot sell into a market of over two billion people across Europe, India, 

and the Gulf.  

Externalities pricing standards are required to account for the full consequence of decisions, 

sidelining the need for agreements, and therefore can scale and self-regulate immediately. Core 

members align on a common externality-pricing standard that goes beyond disclosure. Once 

environmental and social cost appears as recognised financial costs rather than disclosed risks, 

the return calculus for every investor changes simultaneously – not country by country, and 

through no institution a hostile power can block. The CSRD and ESRS provide the most advanced 

existing foundation; the ISSB framework already adopted in 21 further jurisdictions, provides the 

global baseline; the compact builds the pricing layer on top of it.100  

The intellectual case for going further, incorporating natural capital, ecosystem services, and human 

capital into the macroeconomic objective function rather than merely into disclosure frameworks, 

is well established in the academic literature on comprehensive wealth measurement.101 The 

current architecture cannot move that fast; what it can do is begin pricing the largest externalities 

into existing financial frameworks, changing the return 

calculus within mandates that already exist. 

The execution challenge is not technical, every 

instrument is precedented. It is political: assembling a 

coalition of this scope and keeping it together long 

enough for the framework to compound. That requires 

solving two distinct problems: locking in commitment across political cycles and designing against 

the specific failure modes that have killed comparable frameworks before. 

Political durability depends on delivering for the Core's own displaced populations, not just the 

Global South’s; nearly half the US$123 trillion targets advanced economies, and that domestic 

constituency is both the fastest to reach and the one electoral survival depends on. The 

instruments that could lock in that time are well established: treaty-level commitment, multi-year 

financing shielded from annual budgets, and staged deliverables that leave each electoral cycle 

evidences as benefits. 

Four structural risks remain, two internal and two external: 

• Divergence within the Core. Europe and India split sharply on agriculture, data, mobility, and 

carbon rules. Fix: a standalone legal instrument no single member can suspend for leverage, 

as the EU already does for trade vs. single-market rules. 

• Conditionality under a new name. Readiness-based entry risks echoing the Washington 

Consensus. Fix: judge institutions on whether they work, not whether they match a Core-

approved template. 

• Capture. Standards regimes entrench incumbents who draft them. Fix: sunset clauses – a 

standard must prove it's still opening markets, or it lapses.  

Three Compacts determine the 
rules of engagement – a financial 
compact for the transfer of 
capital, a technology compact 
sets shared access terms, and 
pricing standards make 
externalities count financially 
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• The hydrocarbon contradiction. India and the GCC may need the transition to be slow enough 

to diversify first, while the plan needs Climate Mitigation fast. 

 

3. Expanding the Core 

The same logic that animates the Compact also drives the Core's expansion beyond its founding 

members over time, recruiting partners who bring capabilities the founding members lack and 

who broaden the geographic legitimacy of the framework. The current geopolitical moment 

creates a window of opportunity: advanced industrialised countries like Canada, Japan, South 

Korea, Singapore, and Australia are each experiencing, in different ways, squeezed between the 

two great powers, each has strong incentives to invest in a rules-based alternative.  

Three precedents shaping the expansion. The 1947 Marshall Plan succeeded because it offered 

European governments a compelling economic case at a moment of total devastation; the logic of 

joining was primarily commercial, which however did 

not stop the Soviet Union from preventing Eastern 

European participation on geopolitical grounds.102 

ASEAN expanded from five members to ten through 

deliberate diplomacy, each addition bringing reach, 

scale and legitimacy. And GATT expanded from 23 

founding parties to 128 as governments concluded that participating outweighed the cost of 

accepting common rules.103  

Three lessons follow from these precedents, (i) the value proposition must be economic rather 

than ideological, (ii) each new member should bring something the existing Core lacks, so that 

expansion strengthens rather than dilutes the collective, and (iii) the framework must be 

genuinely open to any actor that accepts its rules. 

Applied to the Core's natural partners, the logic for engagement is straightforward.  

• Canada – Critical resources, financial capability, and Global South connectivity. Canada brings 

essential mineral endowments for the energy transition, a sophisticated financial services 

sector, and Commonwealth ties across the Global South, and the EU association proposal is 

explicitly focused on closer collaboration in critical minerals and energy, among other issues. 

Under the pressure of American tariffs and annexationist rhetoric, its dependence on a single 

economic partner has become a structural vulnerability that deeper integration with the Core 

can help address. 

• Japan – Advanced industrial capability and regional development expertise. Japan contributes 

irreplaceable positions in semiconductor manufacturing equipment, precision engineering, 

and advanced materials, alongside deep relationships across Southeast Asia and decades of 

credible experience in development assistance. 

• South Korea – Technology leadership and economic transformation template. South Korea 

adds advanced semiconductor memory, shipbuilding, and electric vehicle manufacturing 

Three Compacts determine the 
rules of engagement – a financial 
compact for the transfer of 
capital, a technology compact 
sets shared access terms, and 
pricing standards make 
externalities count financially 
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capabilities, alongside a powerful example of compressed development from poverty to 

advanced economy that carries genuine persuasive weight across the Global South. 

• Singapore – Regional convening power and institutional capability. Singapore functions as the 

Core’s convening hub in Southeast Asia: a neutral financial and legal centre, world-class in 

digital governance, and a small state with unique credibility from successfully operating 

between great powers. 

• Australia – Critical minerals and Pacific strategic reach. Australia contributes substantial 

reserves of lithium, cobalt and rare earths, alongside deep Pacific relationships that extend 

the Core’s reach into island economies most immediately exposed to climate change. 

The expanded Core reaches critical mass, representing nearly 50% of global sovereign capital,104 

c.38% of global GDP,105 c.35% of global trade,106 home to c.21% of the global population,107 and 

with leading capabilities in advanced technology, critical minerals, manufacturing, financial 

markets, and energy transition. This is more than sufficient to implement the World Investment 

Plan Combined with the scale, markets, resources and human potential of the Global South, it 

creates a self-reinforcing system of interdependent growth and institutional alignment that, over 

time, has the potential to become the organising centre of a new global order: an economic 

foundation on which broader political and security frameworks can later be built. 

 

4. The Core and the Great Powers 

Neither great power can lead such a core. Both can join it, and the framework is designed to 

make joining attractive rather than requiring confrontation. Their role is participation rather than 

creation, because their status in the existing system derives in part from ongoing asymmetric 

dependencies. An initiative led by the United States would be read as an extension of the 

National Security Strategy’s economic agenda; one led by China would also face a trust deficit and 

be seen as part of its rivalry with the US, with questions raised regarding its governance model, 

debt diplomacy and territorial assertiveness in the South China Sea.  

Major powers have often shaped and, at times, imposed international orders: the Concert of 

Europe emerged from the settlement at the Congress of Vienna,108 or the post-Second World War 

from institutions created under American leadership. But absent the ability to impose one 

unilaterally, a dominance neither China nor America 

possesses today, durable rules and institutions emerge 

through negotiation and broad acceptance. Institutions 

like the WTO and the Basel banking standards illustrate 

the issue: both the US and China contest these 

frameworks, and both are among the heaviest users of 

WTO trade remedies.109 yet both remain embedded 

because participation generates more value than exclusion. This is the dynamic that the Core must 

create. It does not need to confront the great powers; it needs to build something whose value 

makes participation the rational choice. 

The Core does not seek to 
exclude the great powers but 
recognises the need for them 
not to lead them – remaining 
open to their participation on 
the terms of the zone  
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Stepping back, the Core does not form on its own on the present trajectory. It requires 

simultaneous commitment by multiple parties with unresolved differences between them, at a 

moment when each faces domestic pressure to do less rather than more internationally. The 

default case therefore is the continuation of the status quo: the two-power contest sets the 

terms, the first wave deploys where returns are already highest, and the second arrives into an 

architecture built by whoever constructed its governance first. The abundance still arrives in that 

world, and for a decade the total output may not differ much from that of the managed case. But 

the incidence differs, and surplus compounds where it already sits, the countries outside acquire 

dependency in place of capability, and the fragmentation documented in Chapters 1 and 2 

continues.  

 

In summary 

▪ Global governance is a precondition for the World Investment Plan. A functioning world 

order, with recognised institutions, accepted rules, dispute-resolution mechanisms, and 

legitimacy among multiple participants, is indispensable for coordinating capital, solutions, 

and technologies at the scale required. 

▪ Under its current leadership America has repositioned itself from order-builder to extractive 

mercantile power, and China cannot fill the void. The 2025 National Security Strategy marks 

the end of 70 years of US order building. China’s development model generates dependency 

rather than legitimacy and does not attract the voluntary participation durable order 

required. 

▪ Most countries face severe power asymmetry and limited options. America's coercive toolkit 

is modular, scalable, and deployed as routine rather than a last resort. Exposure is 

determined by dependence, not alliance status. Defensive measures can reduce vulnerability 

only at the margin, they do not recreate shared rules. 

▪ The solution is to grow an order, rather than design one. Any direct attempt to establish a 

new order invites the opposition of the two powers most invested in the status quo. The 

viable path is achievable economic cooperation, allowing institutions and mutual 

dependencies to accumulate into something that functions like an order without being 

announced as one.  

▪ The Core of countries commands the regulatory reach, capital, and credibility the plan 

requires. Europe provides standards authority and financial infrastructure; India supplies 

STEM scale, growth, and Global South credibility. Three compacts, financial, technology, and 

Global South, operationalise the coalition.  

▪ The binding constraint is political durability. Half the plan sits in advanced economies, and 

domestic delivery must lead: it is both the fastest pool to reach and the condition for 

electoral survival. 
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▪ Four structural risks exist even with full political backing. A hydrocarbon contradiction among 

founders, divergence on contested trade issues, conditionality under a new name, and 

capture of standards by Core incumbents. Left unresolved, the abundance still arrives; what 

changes is its incidence. 

▪ The great powers can participate but cannot lead. The most durable international 

frameworks are those that major powers join rather than create. The Core does not need to 

confront the US or China; it needs to create something worth joining.   
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6. Conclusion: Blueprint and Case for 

Transformation  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

This report has described a world that is failing at an objective it has the means to achieve. The 

shortfall against the SDGs is not a shortfall of capital, of proven solutions, of deployable 

technology, or of people able to absorb and use them. All four exist in surplus, and technology is 

compounding each of them. What does not exist is the architecture that would connect them, 

and the reason it does not exist is that the order which once supplied such architecture has 

decayed while its guarantor has moved to a different business. The consequence is not that 

abundance fails to arrive. It arrives. The consequence is that its distribution is being settled by 

default, in a decade that will not repeat, by actors whose interests do not include diffusion. 

1. Where the World Stands 

Ten years into the Sustainable Development Goals and four from their end date, less than 20% of 

targets are on track. The position underlying that number is best stated as two columns that do not 

currently connect.  

On one side, the world had a record 65 state-based armed conflicts in 2025;110 nearly 120 million 

people were forcibly displaced;111; global public debt has crossed US$100 trillion;112 military 

expenditure was at US$2.9 trillion, the eleventh consecutive year of increases;113 the three most 

recent years – 2023, 2024, and 2025 – are the three warmest in 176 years of records;114; trade was 

down from 61% of world GDP in 2008 to 56.6%;115 economic policy uncertainty surpassed all prior 

records;116 and America, the order’s guarantor, has withdrawn from 66 multilateral bodies.117 
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