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when it is politically achievable and ethnic groups loudly demand it. And there
is nothing inconsistent about having small new countries along with European
and world communities. Acknowledging nested multiple loyalties is something
people do all the time.
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Global Democracy:
international, Not Cosmopolitan’

Kok-Chor Tan

KEY IDEA OF LIBERAL NATIONALISM is that the nation-state is the primary site

of deliberative democratic politics. Deliberative democracy is “a concep-
tion of democratic politics in which decisions and policies are justified in a
process of discussion among free and equal citizens or their accountable rep-
resentatives” (Gutmann and Thompson 2000, 161}, Fundamentally, this
means that a democratically arrived at public policy is one in which individ-
uals affected by the policy could reasonably consent to. According to liberal
nationalists, this ideal of democracy requires, foremost, that individuals share
a common language, a vernacular with which to effectively debate and to col-
lectively decide on matters that affect them (Kymlicka 2001, 213, 226-27).
Moreover, democratic politics require a sufficient level of trust and mutual re-
spect among citizens so as to motivate them to honor democratic decisions
that are not in their favor, on the understanding that should decisions be in
their favor next time, these would likewise be respected (Kymlicka 2001).
Most democrats agree that democratic politics are possible only if citizens ad-
equately trust and respect each other; but nationalists make the additional
claim that a shared national identity best provides the sense of solidarity, the
“fellow-feeling” necessary for generating and sustaining this mutual respect
and trust among persons who are practically strangers to each other, as citi-
zens generally are,

This nationalist-democratic thesis, or nationalist thesis for short, may be
challenged by some liberal democrats, even though it is arguably implicit in
much of the liberal democratic tradition.2 J. S. Mill, perhaps, was more explicit
than most liberal democrats when he wrote that “free institutions are next to

— 161 —



162 Chapter 6-—Tan

impossible in a country made up of different nationalities. Among a people
without fellow-feeling, especially if they read and speak different langunages,
the united public opinion, necessary to the working of representative govern-
ment, cannot exist” (Mill 1991, 428). .

It is not my aim in this chapter to argue for or against the basic premises of
the nationalist thesis. What I wish to explore is whether and how the nation-
alist thesis, that the nation is the primary locus of democratic politics, can
meet the new challenges brought about by globalization. As national bound-
aries become more permeable with respect to the decisions and practices of
actors and forces outside the borders of nations, keeping democracy located
at the national level appears to be insufficient for ensuring that individuals
who would be affected by these decisions and practices have a decision in the
matter. And this is plainly contrary to the deliberative democratic ideal that
collective decisions ought to be those decisions that individuals affected could
reasonably consent to. To counter this global democratic deficit that has been
rendered more salient by the forces of globalization, some theorists argue that
we need to develop an account of democracy that can transcend the limits of
the nation-centric idea of democracy.

But what are the prospects for globalizing democracy if the “common sym-
pathies” necessary for democratic deliberation exist between fellow members
of a nation but “do not exist between them and any others” (Mill 1991, 427)2
If the nationalist thesis is correct, how can we conceive of and achieve global
democracy? .

I proceed by recounting the nationalist thesis, pointing out why national-
ists think that the nation is the basic site of deliberative democracy. In the sec-
ond part of this chapter, I recall some of the familiar arguments as to why a
nation-bound concept of democracy is thought to be inadequate in the face
of increasing economic globalization. Next; I look at cosmopolitan mﬁdoﬂmnﬂ
as a proposed solution to the challenge of globalization, and I clarify mw@ iden-
tify the ways in which the cosmopolitan idea of democracy is mw.oam.m with the
nationalist thesis. Then, in the fourth section, I examine an alternative to cos-
mopolitan democracy that does not contradict (but indeed builds on) the na-
tionalist thesis. I will argue that global democracy conceived literally as an in-
ternational democracy—that is, as a democracy of “democracies rooted in
nation-states” {Holden 2000, 214)—can go some way toward correcting the
global democratic deficit. Indeed, building on existing democratic Emmﬁ:mwmm
at the national level provides a more realistic and practical way of mnwmmwim
global democracy than the cosmopolitan democratic approach. If the nation-
alist thesis is a necessity, this necessity can be turned into a virtue. Finally, in
the fifth and last section, I clarify why the nationalist obstacle to cosmopoli-
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tan democracy does not undermine cosmopolitanism understood as an ideal
about justice.

I. Nationality and Democracy

Will Kymlicka writes that “democratic politics is politics in the vernacular”
(2001, 213), meaning by this that democratic deliberation is possible only
among individuals who share a common language. One reason for this is that
ordinary people feel “comfortable debating political issues in their own
tongue,” and that, as a general rule, only elites can acquire fluency in more
than one language. So to require people to deliberate in a language foreign to
them is to defend a form of elitism at best, and at worst to exclude them from
deliberative politics—a violation of the democratic ideal either way. Also,
“political communication has a large ritualistic comppnent” that a mere tech-
nical competence in a language may not be sensitive to (2001, 213). For ex-
ample, Yael Tamir notes how the Israeli parliament, the Knesset, follows after
the “Great Knesset,” which was a central religious and political institution
during the period of the Second Temple (Tamir 1993, 148). The Knesset’s
proceedings and procedures thus reflect a particular culture and background
history that a merely technical understanding of Hebrew may not suffice to
render comprehensible and familiar. Thus, Kymlicka concludes that “the
more political debate is conducted in the vernacular, the more participatory
it will be” (2001, 214).

In addition to the common language that shared nationality provides, an-
other crucial role nationality plays in servicing democratic politics is that it
provides a sense of solidarity and unity that is necessary for generating the
requisite level of mutual respect and trust among individuals. Democracy re-
quires individuals to respect the reasonable views of their fellow citizens even
if they are in deep disagreement with each other, and conversely that they are
to forward arguments and views that each can “reasonably be expected rea-
sonably to endorse” (Rawls 1999, 140). It also requires a certain degree of trust
so that the losers in a given democratic process can be motivated to honor the
result, because they are confident that should the results be in their favor next
time, their opponents would likewise honor these results (Kymlicka 2001, 226;
also Miller 1995, 90}.

Fellow nationals are, of course, not intimate with each other as, say, friends
or kin are. But fellow feelings, nationalists argue, need not be restricted only
to people who are closely related to one another. Co-nationals see themselves
as part of a collective with a common past and a shared future, and even if



164 Chapter 6—Tan

they are not actually acquainted with each other, “in the minds of each lives
the image of their communion” (Anderson 1993, 6). It is for this reason that
Benedict Anderson famously refers to the nation as “an imagined commu-
nity,” meaning by this not that the nation is a fictitious association that is un-
worthy of people’s allegiances, but that it is a significant allegiance-generating
association that is premised on a people’s image or collective consciousness of
its historic and communal distinctness.

Thus, David Miller writes that democratic politics “are likely to function
most effectively when they embrace just a single national community” (Miller
1995, 90). This is because the virtues of mutial trust and respect, moderation
and self-restraint, and, one might add, the idea of public reason (Rawls 1993,
1999), are crucial for a functioning democratic political community, and
common nationality provides the “cement” for engendering and nurturing
these virtues (see Canovan 1996).2

In sum, “national political forums with a single common language form the
primary locus of democratic participation in the modern world, and are more
genuinely participatory than political forums at higher levels that cut across
language-lines” {(Kymlicka 2001, 227). Nationality provides the cultural lin-
guistic basis for democratic deliberation and the source of democratic trust
and respect among citizens.*

1I. Globalization and the Democratic Deficit

The nation-centric account of democracy is commonly said to be outmoded
in an era of economic globalization. Economic globalization, or globalization
for short, refers to the process of increasing integration and interdependency
of national economies, the increasing mobility of capital and labor across na-
tional boundaries, the creation of new global markets and products {(e.g., fi-
nancial markets and their “products” such as investment schemes), and the
creation of international organs and regulations to facilitate and govern these
new interactions (e.g., the World Trade Organizaton). Globalization is the
progression toward a boundless global economy {or at least the approxima-
tion of) in which national ties and membership are becoming less and less rel-
evant with respect to economic practices and decisions.

Yet the burdens and benefits of the increasingly globalized economy are far
from being equally shared among the world’s population. In spite of this
newly shared global economic space (or because of it, some say), global in-
come disparity has risen rather than fallen. One basic reason for this increas-
ing inequality against the backdrop of globalization is the so-called demo-
cratic deficit in the global sphere. Economic decisions are global in the scope
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of their effects and implications, and are often even made by institutions and
organizations, such as the World Bank, the International Monetary Fund
(IMF), multinational corporations (MNCs), and so on, that transcend na-
tional affiliation in the traditional sense. Yet these decisions are not regulated
by procedures that reflect the will and views of individuals who are affected
significantly by them. As John Dryzek points out, “globalization means that
important issues increasingly elude the control of nation-states” (1999, 30).
This lack of democratic control, especially on the part of individuals most vul-
nerable to the globalizing economy, over the terms and processes of global-
ization results in the unequal allocation of benefits and burdens among indi-
viduals globally. -

As the scope of our economic interaction widens, so too should the scope
of our democratic procedure in order to regulate this interaction on terms
that all can accept. Normative considerations, in short, ought to be globalized
as our economic decisions and Practices take on a more global scope. Some-
thing like this is underscored by Hume when he wrote that if “several distinct
societies maintain a kind of intercourse for mutual convenience and advan-
tage, the boundary of justice still grows larger, in proportion to the largeness
of men’s view, and the force of their mutual connexions” (Hame 1777, 153).
As members of nations, especially those in the developing world, become in-
creasingly vulnerable to decisions of other countries as a result of increased
enmeshment of national economies, limiting any democratic control they
may exercise within their borders does not go far enough to ensure that deci-
sions that have grave impact on them are decisions they could reasonably con-
sent to.

HI. Cosmopolitan Pemocracy, World State, and World Citizenship

But how can the current global democratic deficit be best corrected? How best
to “globalize” democracy, so to speak? Some theorists argue that to counter the
democratic deficit, we need to reconceptualize democracy, to rethink democ-
racy as a global rather than a nationally rooted ideal. As one commentator puats
it, “Democracy at the national level has become meaningless as real decisions
are made at a higher level, and these higher-level institutions are largely exempt
from democratic oversight or accountability” (Lynch 2000, 96). The overlap-
ping “networks of interaction” between states, acerbated by a globalizing econ-
omy, do not coincide with the bounded territories within which democratic
deliberation takes place. Thus, as David Held has put it, “the idea of a demo-
cratic order can no longer be simply defended as an idea suitable to a particu-
lar closed political community or state” (Held 2000, 19, 28; also Held 1995).
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Some theorists have, therefore, proposed a cosmopolitan conception of de-
mocracy as a response to what they believe to be the increasing redundancy of
the national ideal of the democratic ideal. As the primary arena of human so-
cial and economic life is no longer confined to the borders of the nation-state,
so no longer should the primary arena of democratic politics be similarly con-
fined. Keeping democracy nation-centered is anachronistic in light of the in-
creasingly shared social and economic space of our world. The traditional pre-
supposition of democracy—that it is a nationally bounded concept—has to
be replaced by an unbounded concept of democracy to meet the new realities
of globalization. Held thus recommends:

Against this background [of globalization], democracy must be thought of as a
“double-sided process™ . . [meaning] not just the deepening of democracy within
a national community, but also the extension of democratic processes across ter-
ritorial borders. Democracy for the new millenniwm must involve cosmopolitan
citizens able to gain access to, and mediate between, and render accountable, the
social, economic and political processes and flows which cuts across and trans-
form their traditional community boundaries. (2000, 30)

Instead of continuing to regard democracy as primarily an ideal that must be
anchored in the idea of a nation, cosmopolitan democrats propose that de-
mocracy be seen as primarily a transnational ideal that is directly applicable
to individuals of the world taken as a single social scheme.

Cosmopolitan democrats do not deny that the nation is an important dem-
ocratic site, but they hold that it is not necessarily the most important, and
certainly not the only site to be governed by democratic principles. Individu-
als ought to engage in democratic deliberations with other individuals across
national lines, as members of transnational or even global associations, which
will enable them to better influence and regulate global decisions that have
great effects on their lives. Cosmopolitan democrats may point to the fact of
new and multiple transnational allegiances individuals are able to form and
have as evidence of the possibility of transnational identity necessary for
grounding cosmopolitan democracy.

Thus, basic to the idea of cosmopolitan democracy is that there ought to be
overlapping transnational institutions and associations in which individuals
have a direct deliberative role. People are not just democratic citizens of their
state, but they are also members of the global community through their mem-
bership and participation in various associations and activities within and
without their own countries. Some cosmopolitans propose the formation of a
world parliament of a sort, in the form of democratically elected people’s as-
sembly—a world assembly of individuals elected directly by individuals inde-
pendent of their nationalities to complement the United Nations General As-
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sembly in which countries rather than individuals as such are represented
(Archibugi et al. 2000).

Before exploring the cosmopolitan democratic idea more fully, it is useful
to be clear on what the cosmopolitan democratic ideal entails. The term “cos-
mopolitan democracy” is potentially misleading because cosmopolitanism is
commonly associated with a world state, a cosmos polis, and cosmopolitan de-
mocracy correspondingly is commonly thought to mean a democracy situ-
ated within this world state. But the idea of a world state is itself highly con-
tentious for the reasons Kant has pointed out—namely, that a world state is
likely to be a despotic state, if at all attainable or sustainable, given the vast ex-
panse of geographical space and diversity of views it would have to contain.
Indeed, the association of cosmopolitanism with world statism is one central
reason why critics of cosmopolitanism are quick to reject it (cf. Zolo 1997)

But, in fact, few cosmopolitan democrats themselves actually advocate a
world state. Held, for instance, stresses that his SmB%oEmE theory proposes
not a world state, but a network of transnational institutions and organiza-
tions, and individual commitments and interests that cut across national and
territorial boundaries. So this misunderstanding with respect to the political
context of cosmopolitan democracy is one that cosmopolitans can clear up.
The notion of a world state is not one that cosmopolitans must cornmit them-
selves to.

But while the commitment to world statism is (often wrongly) attributed to
cosmopolitan democrats rather than actually affirmed by them, cosmopolitan
democrats often speak approvingly of a cosmopolitan or world citizenship.
For instance, Held writes that “each person of a state must learn to become a
cosmopolitan citizen—a person capable of mediating between national tradi-
tions, communities, and alternative forms of life” (Held 2000, 29: also Lin-
klater 1999 and Heater 1990).

Concerning the idea of world citizenship, critics of cosmopolitanism charge
that the idea of a world citizen absent a world state seems incoherent. Citi-
zenship, properly understood, is a “bounded” concept that expresses a mem-
bership in a distinct polity that comes with certain obligations in addition to
rights (Miller 1999). Citizenship is, in other words, a political-legal concept,
and so world citizenship properly understood must entail a world state and a
legal order within which the idea of world citizenship can be situated. But be-
cause cosmopolitans rarely call for a world state themselves, it is “misleading”
to describe cosmopolitan democracy in terms of the “creation of democratic
citizenship on the transnational level” (Kymlicka 2001, 325). Cosmopolitan
democracy does not “create any form of collective deliberation and decision
making that connects and binds individuals across national boundaries” with
a common political identity (Kymlicka 2001, 325).



168 Chapter 6—Tan

Thus, because cosmopolitans rarely affirm the idea of a world state, they
can only mean by cosmopolitan citizenship something quite &m.ﬂbm.ﬁ from
how we ordinarily conceive of citizenship. The fundamental inspiration v?
hind Martha Nussbaum’s call for world citizenship is not that of extending
our ordinary conception of citizenship to a world polity as such, but to “make
all human beings part of our community of dialogue and concern, .@mmm our
political deliberations on interlocking commenality, and give the circle ﬁwm.;
defines our humanity special attention and respect” (Nussbaum G@.m,.wv. Hr.ﬁ
is a moral aspiration rather than a legal-political reality. The world citizenship
cosmopolitans aspire toward is a moral rather than legal omﬁmmog. Cos-
mopolitans are not bent on creating a world state as such, but the creation of
a common moral world and the recognition of the membership of all humans
in this moral world, Cosmopolitans, in short, intend their call for world citi-
zens to be understood metaphorically, rather than literally.

Some commentators feel that this metaphorical use of “citizenship” may
present more trouble than it is worth, Stephen Neff, for instance, says m.umﬁ it
is, in the end, unfortunate that cosmopolitans speak freely of world citizen-
ship given the distractions and confusion this poses, when they mean rather
generally the attractive idea of a shared humanity (1999, 118). H.cmnmm. the
normative goals of cosmopolitanism, that of global justice, protecting wsBmw
rights, and a more democratic global arena “can be brought about in ways,
argues Neff, “which do not require a distinct concept of cosmopolitan citi-
zenship” (119).

These are legitimate concerns. But perhaps too much has been made of the
cosmopolitan invocation of world citizenship. Once it is clear how cos-
mopolitans are in fact using the term “citizenship,” the idea of a world citi-
zenship need not be objectionable, but can, on the contrary, be a useful coun-
terforce to the tendencies of people to think exclusively in nationalistic terms.
At any rate, once these utopian ideas—that of world government m.:m 40&@
citizenship jn the literal sense—are disentangled from the cosmopolitan ideal,
seemingly serious contradictions between cosmopolitan democracy and the
national-democratic thesis are circumvented.

Still, in spite of these dlarifications, cosmopolitan democracy remains at
odds with the nationalist thesis in a real and fundamental way. Basic to the
cosmopolitan democratic view is that the nation-state cannot H,mBmE the pri-
mary locus of democratic decision making. Although cosmopolitan demo-
crats need not go all the way and seek to replace nation-states Ewnr.m SowE
state, they advocate the creation of overlapping transnational and regional in-
stitutions that cut across national boundaries and in which individuals can
have a direct participatory democratic role. The proposal of a people’s assem-
bly, as mentioned above, is one such example; in fact, the directly elected Eu-
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ropean Parliament is often seen as a prototype of such a world assembly (Held
2000, 29}. Democratic citizenship in nation-states {s only one among different
democratic forms of memberships that individuals ought to have, and is cer-
tainly not necessarily the most basic or significant,

But, as mentioned above, nationalist theorists point out that nationhood
provides the solidarity and common language necessary for democratic poli-
tics; yet “the cosmopolitan governance proposed by Held is for the most part
silent on” this crucial point (Kymlicka 2001, 239). What would serve as the
basis of solidarity and common understanding at the global level among peo-
ple of diverse nationalities? If individuals are to be directly represented at
global decision making Irrespective of nationality, it is not clear if linguistic
diversity can be overcome and if the diversity in worldviews and affinities can
propetly support a democratic deliberative order based on mutual trust and
respect across national lines. Hypothetically, if we actually do establish a di-
rectly elected world parliament, how likely would it be for, say, a Canadian to
sericusly consider voting for, and to do so in an informed manger, an In-
donesian candidate given the linguistic and cultural barriers between them?
Indeed, as Bellamy and Jones point out, the European experience has shown
this to be quite unlikely. In spite of the success of the European Union (EU)
in bringing together democratic nations under a single formal/legal organiza-
tion, the creation of a unified European demos remains clusive (2000, 211).
Indeed, the diversity of national identification remains in spite of economic
and monetary integration at the level of Europe. Polls show that most Euro-
peans tend to see themselves as members of particular nations, rather than as
members of a Buropean polity (cited in Bellamy and Jones 2000, 211).5

Extending direct democratic participation beyond national boundaries may
also undermine democratic accountability. Dennis Thompson observes that
“when we look at the experience of extending governmental authority beyond
national boundaries, we cannot be encouraged by what we see. As the EU has
gained more power and become more effective, it has also drawn more criti-
cism for its lack of democratic accountability” (1986, 115). As we increase the
number of decision-making authorities that are directly accountable to indi-
viduals, as the cosmopolitan idea calls for, the more difficult it will be to actu-
ally hold these authorities accountable (Thompson 1986, 115-16). “By its very
nature, such a network [of regional and international agencies and authori-
ties] does not give those citizens outside particular agencies or assemblies any
significant control, and does not provide any way for citizens within them to
deal with the effects of the uncoordinated decisions of other agencies and as-
semblies” (Thompson 1986, 115-16). As we multiply democratic authorities,
the more we undermine the democratic ideals of effective control and ac-
countability. Thompson has aptly labeled this “the problem of many hands”
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To be sure, the problem of many hands is not uniquely a problem for cosmo-
politan democracy; it confounds domestic %Eoﬁ.nﬂm as sz. to the extent %.m;
there are multiple democratically accountable ann_ao.s-b,_&anm entities within
a society (Thompson 1986). But it is a problem that is compounded when at-
tempting to extend deliberative democracy mmo.c.&.q. o

There is also the problem of fostering and securing a m_ﬁ.&& civil society that
can underpin a functioning democracy of individuals in .ﬁrw global arena.
Democrats take as one important precondition for a flourishing &mEon.ﬁ.w
the presence of a flourishing civil society. Yet, it is not clear how a global civil
society could be engendered. Richard Falk holds out ﬂoﬁ.ﬂ nmﬁﬁoﬂ&ﬁa”rﬁ a.
global civil society may emerge as a result of m.wov&ﬁ.mﬂm:u in that “as the
global village becomes more an experienced, daily reality” (Falk 2000, .:mvv
individuals can come to see themselves as members of a mwrm:..m& community of
fate. This optimism presupposes that the sense om. m.o_&mEJN. m.nm common
sympathies and fellow-feelings that are the preconditions A.um civil moﬂmaw can
be engendered globally because of people’s common experiences mﬁ&. realities
as a result of increased globalization. Yet shared experience and reality ﬂob.o
may not be sufficient. A prior sense of identity may be necessary before E.ﬁT
viduals can come to appreciate and perceive certain experiences and realities
as shared. Why, for example, would Americans mﬁ.ﬁmgﬁﬁ.ﬁo cummﬁmﬁﬁa the QM.
fects of globalization on foreigners and to mwmﬁm in their E.oiaﬂmém The mm.ﬁ
impact of free trade and economic liberalization for gmﬁnmbm and the Q.z-
nese workers are quite different; unless there is first a prior sense of affinity
and mutual feeling between the two peoples, experiences need not be seen as
shared and held in common. .

One might propose that shared values and causes could H.uHoSam the mEm. to
bind individuals from different nations together, thus Qmmc:m the m_o_um_:ﬂﬁ_
society needed to ground cosmopolitan democracy. Held points to the “new
voices” motivated by shared principles in events such as .&m. Rio Conference
and the Beijing Conference on Women's Rights as H.:%Bn.:_ signs .o_m strength-
ening global ties and the founding of a global civil society. éﬁm Held ac-
knowledges that these attempts to create “new momadm of public life and new
ways of debating regional and global issues” are still very nascent, mb@ 50 it is
too early to say whether these attempts to foster a m.Ho_u.& civil society su: even-
tually succeed, he nonetheless thinks that “they point in the direction” of such

ibilities (2000, 29).
wowm_wm in _‘mwﬁb\ to Eowmv nationalists would urge that we should not v.m too
hasty to conflate transnational activism motivated by shared m.om: and inter-
ests with transnational democratic deliberation. The former FH.E .om coalition
is unraveled once goals and interests diverge; mmBonEﬁn associations, on the
other hand, ought to be able to withstand such value disagreements. E@nm@.
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democratic associations presuppose divergent goals among its members, and
hence the need for democratic deliberation to fairly and reasonably adjudicate
divergent claims. The ties that bind a democratic order together cannot be se-
cured by shared interests or principles, for these are not robust and permanent
enough to generate the kinds of shared sympathies, and mutual respect and
trust, necessary for actual deliberative democracy (Kymlicka 2001, 325).

VI. A Democracy of National Democracies

For the above reasons, nationalist theorists remain skeptical about the prospects
for cosmopolitan democracy. Defenders of cosmopolitan democracy have, of
course, challenged the claims of the nationalists, They argue that, contra the na-
tionalist thesis, deliberative democratic associations larger than the nation, and
that cut across national and other boundaries, can bé*formed, fostered, and sus-
tained, the Jack of shared nationality and language notwithstanding {e.g., Wein-
stock 2001). Indeed, they may point out that nationalists are guilty of a certain
double standard by holding cosmopolitans to a higher standard of deliberative
ideal than is expected of deliberative democrats in the national context. After all,
the ideal of deliberation within multicultural countries faces the same issues of
linguistic and cultural diversity that mationalists say cosmopolitans must sur-
mount; also, deliberative democracy in modern nation-states, which are cer-
tainly not intimate associations, does not require direct individual involvement
in all matters, but that individuals may be represented indirectly at different lev-
els through different constituencies and other subnational associations. So cos-
mopolitans are not alone guilty of assuming a higher degree of direct individ-
ual involvement than is realistically possible. Perhaps the most challenging of
the nationalist objections against the cosmopolitan concerns the basis of soli-
darity and affinity for democratic politics. Yet, as some cosmopolitans have
countered, it is important not to underestimate the malleability of people’s
sense of solidarity and fellow-feeling with others. Indeed, if nationalism is prop-
erly seen as a morally expansionist project—that is, a project that seeks to com-
pel people to overcome their parochial ties of kinship and tribalism in order to
include strangers (i.e., their co-nationals) within their arc of moral concern,
rather than as a morally limiting project—then there is no immediate reason to
think that this expansion of human moral motivation cannot be developed be-
yond the bounds of the nation (Jones 1999)

Be that ‘as it may, I leave this dispute over the nationalist thesis aside, and I
wanl to examine the possibility of global democracy on the assumption that
the thesis is correct. What are the prospects for global democracy if the nation
is indeed the basic and exclusive site of genuine democratic deliberation? Are
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there alternative ways of conceptualizing global democracy other than on cos-
mopolitan terms?

The obvious alternative to cosmopolitan meBonQ is to conceive of global
democracy as a democracy of nation-states. The nationalist thesis does not
force one to the dismal conclusion that the forces of globalization are beyond
democratic control, that the democratic deficit is an inevitable aspect of a
world made up of distinct nationalities. Nationalists, in particular liberal na-
tionalists, hold out the possibility that greater democracy both within and be-
tween democratic nation-states can serve as a solution to the democratic
deficit. On this view, we do not need so much as a cosmopolitan democracy—
that is, a democracy of individuals across national boundaries—but an inter-
national democracy—a democracy of democratic nations.

The important difference between this account of global democracy and
that of cosmopolitan democracy is that instead of taking individuals to be di-
rectly represented in the international arena through their direct membership
in various transnational associations, the nationalist takes individuals to have
only an indirect role at the international level. The global democracy strictly
speaking is not between individuals as such, but between nations, or more
correctly, between representatives of nations.

Conceiving global democracy literally as an inter national democracy rather
than cosmopolitan democracy conforms to the nationalist thesis that the na-
tion is the primary site of real deliberative democracy among individuals. In-
dividuals will democratically elect representatives to represent them in the
global deliberations, democratically decide on the sorts of issues that would
be their concern, and their representatives can in turn democratically deliber-
ate these matters with other democratically elected representatives from other
nations. Thus, the nationalist thesis does not preclude the possibility of dem-
ocratic deliberation between nations (represented by democratically elected
representatives democratically accountable to their own nationals), and they
certainly concur with cosmopolitans that we need more democracy at the
global level-—and that this may require reforming existing institutions as well
as establishing new ones. But in the view of national democrats, the current
global deficit is not due to the lack of direct individual participation in global
institutions, but rather, the fact that some nations are not democratically rep-
resented at important global institutions on the one side and the lack of de-
mocracy at the national level on the other. The decision-making procedures
of important institutions like the World Bank and the IMF are cases in point.
Should global institutions be reformed and democratized by having a fairver
and more proportionate representation of nations, and by restructuring their
decision-making procedures along more democratic lines, much of the dem-

Global Democracy: International, Not Cosmopolitan 173

ocratic deficit may be corrected without the need to envisage a global democ-
racy in which individuals are represented directly regardless of nationality.

Democratic nations can also regulate the conduct of nonnational institu-
tions like MNCs without necessarily adopting the cosmopolitan approach of
direct individual involvement. What this requires is the democratization of
these institutions to allow for better representation by countries. There is no
reason why the democratic deficit has to be corrected by allowing individuals
direct participation in these organizations. To be sure, no cosmopolitan dem-
ocrats would recommend that individuals be directly consulted when deci-
sions are being made by highly specialized institutions. But they would expect
that the decision makers in these institutions be directly accountable to indi-
viduals. More importantly, they require the downplaying of national-level de-
mocracy in some respects; indeed, they take national democracy to be one of
the reasons for the global democratic deficit. International democracy, on the
other hand, takes greater national-level democracy to provide a solution to the
global democratic deficit.

If the above is right, global democracy can be achieved in a two-stage pro-
cedure as an alternative to the single-stage procedure envisioned by cosmo-
politan democrats. The {irst stage concerns fostering and improving democ-
racy within nations, and the second stage concerns democratizing existing
international institutions, or even establishing new ones to regulate interna-
tional activities not yet regulated, This requires democratization at both na-
tional and international levels, but the premises of the nationalist thesis are
preserved. Genuine deliberation between individuals is still at the national
level, and greater democratization of international institutions allows repre-
sentatives of all nations to present their constituents’ concerns and decisions
to others in a democratic global setting.

This, of course, means that global democracy can be attained only if na-
tional democracy is first achieved, that representatives at the global level are
indeed democratic representatives. A global democratic forum represented by
undemorcratically appointed national delegates would not fix the global dem-
ocratic deficit. A democracy of tyrants by definition cannot be, strictly speak-
ing, a global democracy, even if tyrants deliberate democratically among
themselves at the international level. Global amBOQ.mQ needs foremost na-
tional democracy. To be sure, not many countries in our world would qualify
as democratic, and so we are a long way from even satisfying the first stage of
the two-level approach to global democracy. But unlike the case of cosmopol-
itan democracy, nationalists would argue that on this two-stage approach, the
basic sites to be democratized are already present, and the potential for de-
mocratizing them are real. Indeed, the first task is to further democratize these
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existing sites, not to erode the political relevance of these sites, as the cosmo-
politan democratic ideal might imply.

One concern cosmopolitans might have with the two-stage approach to
global democracy is that not all nation-states are demacratic states, and so a
global democracy among states cannot sufficiently ensure that individuals ate
empowered to have control over decisions that have implications for them.
But this points out a challenge for the democratic nationalist approach, not its
refutation. It only means that the nationalist democrats need to further the
process of democratization within countries and not neglect their impor-
tance. Fnsuring greater democracy within countries is a goal toward greater
global democracy and not an obstacle to it. Nationalism provides the building
blocks, therefore, for global democracy, not its obstacles.

Another cosmopolitan concern is that democracies within nations need not
necessarily entail democracy between nations. What is to prevent a democratic
society from dealing with other societies on undemocratic terms? Is there not
the fear that a society of democratic citizens might want their representatives
to narrowly pursue and protect their democratically arrived at interests in the
global arena, even if this means not deliberating with representatives of other
countries on fair terms? Democratic politics within states could be consistent
with power politics between states, one might allege. It is for this reason,
among others, that cosmopolitans worry that keeping democracy limited to
the nation-state cannot fully motivate the development of a genuine global de-
mocracy. Thus, the nationalist’s concentration on inculcating deliberative de-
mocracy on the national level may be an impediment to democracy at the
global level, rather than serving as its entry point.

But this objection underestimates the moral character and scope of demo-
cratic citizenship. Democratic citizens are motivated not just to deliberate
about their own national interests to the exclusion of the interests of foreign-
ers. The nationalist thesis, as described above, is not incompatible with what
Amy Gutmann has called democratic humanism. “Democratic humanism
supports an education that encourages citizens to deliberate about justice as
part of their political culture—justice for their fellow citizens as well as for
their fellow human beings, who are citizens of other societies” (1996, 70).
Truly democratic citizens would be interested in dealing justly and fairly with
other nations, and this would involve minimally the requirement that their
representatives deal with other representatives on fair and democratic terms
in the global plane. As Frederick Engels puts it, a nation cannot be truly free
if it continues to oppress other nations (Cunningham 1994, 104). Democratic
citizens, therefore, are not so limited in their moral sight as to hold the ideal

of democratic respect to be exclusive to compatriots and not applicable to
nonnationals. It is just that on the nationalistic view, they will not be deliber-
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ating directly with other individuals from different nations; the main deliber-
ations between individuals are situated at the national level, but individuals
are still able to deal democratically with other citizens through their national
representatives. Democratic citizens are thus able to transcend their limited
national interests to take into account the interests of others. The ideal
“statesman,” to borrow from Rawls, will take one of the crucial aims of dem-
ocratic development to be that of extending her people’s scope of moral con-
cern beyond their political boundaries, so that they can learn to relate to other
peoples on terms other than narrowly defined self-interested ones {1999,
112-13).

The crucial role of democratic citizenship for global justice makes the na-
tionalist thesis even more poignant, We must take education for democratic
citizenship at the national level seriously if this is necessary for greater global
@Bﬁoﬂmﬂa and if the nation is the place where individuals can best act effec-
tively to promote justice both at home and abroad: With respect to the last
point, Gutmann writes: “Democratic citizens have institutional means at their
disposal that solidarity individuals, or citizens of the world only, do not”
({ Ew? 1\..5. Global democracy, in short, begins with the education of demo-
cratic citizens. S

This last point is especially useful, for it highlights the strategic role of na-
ﬁ.obm:ﬁbm democracy for the end of global democracy. Unlike the cosmopol-
itan democratic approach, which will call for the creation of new forms of
governance, the nationalist approach calls on democrats to improve on exist-
ing global institutions and structures, and, importantly, to strengthen demo-
cratic national governments. The latter is thus not only more realistic, but it
also more clearly shows the way. It points out that one crucial way toward
achieving global democracy is to strengthen domestic democracy.

The above suggests that a democracy of national democracies is not only
more likely, but also more attractive in terms of clearly identifying a site that
needs to be rendered democratic. Indeed, the ethical significance of democratic
nation building should not be overlooked. Michael Ignatieff, referring to the
Balkans, Somalia, and most notably Afghanistan, points out that the anarchy
that results from failed or collapsed states “is the chief cause” of human rights
abuses today. In a sense then, “state sovereignty, instead of being the enemy of
human rights, has to be seen as their basic condition” (Ignatieff 2002). Simi-
larly, Bellamy and Jones point out that in the absence of a world authority,
weakening democracy at the national level {as one might risk doing by striving
for unrooted forms of democracy) could result in what they call a “regulatory
hole” that could be filfed by undemocratic elements of power (2000, 212; also
Hirst and Thompson 2000a, 2000b), thus compromising not orily democratic
ideals, but also world security and very basic human rights.
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The second stage of achieving a democracy between democracies—narnely,
the democratization of international institutions and the creation of new ones
where required—is crucial, of course, and nationalists do not deny this point.
A world of democratic nations would be of no effect against the global dem-
ocratic deficit if these democracies do not deal with each other democratically.
Where the nationalists differ importantly from cosmopolitans is that they do
not think that these democratic international institutions must represent in-
dividuals directly in a way that transcend their nationalities. The fact that the
IME, World Bank, and World Trade Organization ought to be more demo-
cratic, as commonly called for, does not mean that individuals of the world are
now to directly elect representatives to these organizations, but that these or-
ganizations become more widely representative and be held more accountable
to countries affected by their decisions. The reform called for is thus not the
reconceptualization of these institutions as cosmopolitan bodies in which in-
dividuals are directly represented, but the more modest one of allowing
greater representation of countries within existing institutional structures.

That democracy is limited by nationalist constraints need not, therefore,
rule out the possibility of a global democratic order if that is conceived as a
democracy between democratic nations. The global democratic deficit can be
overcome by strengthening democracies within nations and by improving on
our existing international structures to make them more democratic. The cos-
mopolitan democratic idea of a democracy beyond nations is not the only
available response to the global democratic deficit. And if the nationalist the-
sis is right, it cannot be a successful option. Reaffirming the importance of the
nation as the site of democracy thus does not contradict the aspiration for
global democracy. .

1 do not want to overstate the difference between the internationalist dem-
ocratic approach and the idea of cosmopolitan democracy. Both are con-
cerned with the global democratic deficit; and the cosmopolitan democrat
need not reject the importance of democracy at the national level. But cos-
mopolitan democrats want to deny that the nation should be the fundarmen-
tal site of democracy if global democracy is to be achieved, and thus argue that
the traditional association between democracy and nationality be transcended
and that new sites of democratic deliberation that cut across national bound-
aries be created. By contrast, nationalists do not think that nationality and
democratic deliberation can be separated in this way. But this need not spell
doom for global democracy. For nationalists who are also concerned about
global democracy, democratic institutions at the national level provide citi-
zens with the levers for promoting global democracy. Rather than seeing the
nation as an obstacle to global democratization, and hence whose privileged
association with deliberative democracy is to be challenged, nationalists
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would treat the nation as the necessary starting point of global democracy and
argue a.._m; global democracy is achievable only by strengthening, not weaken-
ing, national democracy. If the nationalist thesis is a necessity in the sense that

it .mwm% describes a basic fact of the world, democratic internationalists turn
this necessity into a virtue.

V. Nationalism and Cosmopolitan Justice

.:.n the nationalist thesis is right, global democracy can nonetheless be achieved
if conceived as a democracy of “democracies rooted in nation-states” (Holden
m.ooov 214), rather than as a democracy of individuals in the world taken as a
single scheme as called for by cosmopolitan democracy. As we saw, this means
that global democracy is best seen as a two-level procedure—first as a de-
mocracy of individuals within nations, and then as me&mEonQ between
(representatives of) nations.

This mﬂumomnw to global democracy seems to closely follow Rawls’s global
wrmw@( of justice in The Law of Peoples where the principles of international
justice are determined by representatives of peoples rather than by individu-
als as such (Rawls 1999). One might think then that this rejection of cosmo-
politan democracy entails a rejection of cosmopolitan justice, namely, the idea
Emﬁ the basic principles of justice ought to be determined from m,muow: of
view that is impartial to individuals’ nationality. But this need not follow.
First, the ideal of democratic deliberation operates at a different no:nmm;sb
level from that of deliberation about justice. Consequently, and secondly, the
bmzo:mzmﬁ worties against cosmopolitan democracy do not apply to mm:,wﬂ?
ations about justice. That is, the nationalist limitations against deliberative de-
mocracy do not impose on deliberations about justice.

ﬁmw me explain these points in order. Unlike deliberations about justice
which operate at the abstract level of determining general Huibﬂ.vw.mm by SEnm
to regulate the basic institutions of society, the ideal of deliberative democracy-
owmamﬁm. in what Gutmann and Thompson have called “the middle range of
abstraction, between foundational principles and institutional rules” (Gut-
mann and Thompson 1996, 5). To make this point on Rawlsian terrns, deliber-
ative m.mgonwmow is concerned with the legislative stage of justice, whereas de-
Eum.ﬂmcosm about justice concern the basic principles that would regulate the
social setting within which such legislative deliberations take place. More im-
portantly, while deliberative democracy concerns actual deliberation between
.mnam:% socially situated persons about how best to realize the requirements of
justice, deliberation about justice is seen as a hypothetical deliberation, indeed
as a deliberation that may be undertaken by a single person herself awyﬁm and
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now” (Rawls 1971). As Samuel Freeman neatly puts it, deliberative democracy
is a normative “model of deliberation that legislative and other decision-
making bodies are to emulate. . . . As a model of decision-making, it is to be &m._-
tinguished from the theoretical construct of hypothetical agreement that typi-
fies contractarian theory {of justice]” (Freeman 2000, 379). The ideal condi-
tions for democratic deliberation and deliberation about justice are quite
different then, as are their aims. To put it differently, deliberation about justice
aims to provide principles to regulate institutions; deliberative democracy aims
to clarify laws and the rules of institutions in light of these HUHEQEQH o

My claim above has been that when it comes to deciding on specific insti-
tutional rules and procedures to regulate decisions that affect global society,
we adopt a two-stage democratic procedure as opposed to a single-stage (cos-
mopolitan) approach in which individuals are directly represented in global
democratic deliberations. Specific issues need to be actually deliberated, and
here genuine deliberation would have to meet the test of comprehensibility
and mutual trust and respect. But if deliberation about justice is a different
form of deliberation, if it is a hypothetical deliberation about abstract princi-
ples, then it need not necessarily be wedded to this two-stage procedure, but
can instead take on a cosmopolitan form in which individuals abstracted from
nations, rather than representatives of nations, can individually reflect on, and
draw conclusions about, the terms of global justice.

The reason, and this takes us to the second point, why one can expect a sin-
gle global procedure when deliberating about justice but not in the case wm
democratic deliberation about legislation and institutional specifics is that in
the former, the deliberation is hypothetical, whereas in the latter, it is actual
(e.g., Freeman 2000, 380; also Gutmann and Thompson 2000). The original
position is one famous hypothetical device of representation any person,
“here and now,” may invoke in deciding what justice demands.® The original
position construction presents a deliberative model that is thus not con-
strained by considerations of language, national affinity, and so on because it
operates at a level of abstraction that is independent of such real msm:mmos.m.
“Hypothetical ‘agreements (such as the original position . . .) contain condi-
tions that are not realizable in the world,” as Freeman writes (Freeman 2000,
379); but being hypothetical, it need not be bound by real constraints. Thus,
the construct of hypothetical agreements, like Rawls’s original position for de-
termining principles of justice, is not necessary to deliberative democracy
(Freeman 2000). Conversely, and more to my point, the conditions for delib-
erative democracy, such as shared language, mutual feelings, and the like, do
not apply to the construction of hypothetical agreements about justice. These
are different kinds of deliberation for which different idealized conditions are
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required, and in the case of deliberations about justice, differences in nation-
ality may be put to one side. Indeed, they must be put to ane side,

The nationalistic worries that plague cosmopolitan democracy, therefore,
need not plague cosmopolitan justice—any individual here and now ay re-
flect on what cosmopolitan justice requires; no actual deliberation is required,
s0 the linguistic and cultural solidarity problems do not even arise, Just as it is
possible for a single citizen to conceive behind the veil of ignorance principles
of justice for her entire society, so it is possible, by extension, for a single per-
son to conceive of principles for the world. Deliberations about justice are hy-
pothetical deliberations rather than actual, and so unlike the actual delibera-
tion of democracy, are not confounded by the real problems and limitations
of language and solidarity identified by the nationalist thesis.

I have not given any arguments why principles of justice ought to be con-
ceived on cosmopolitan terms; my aim in this section has been to show the na-
tionalist objections against cosmopolitan democracy do notaffect arguments
for cosmopolitan justice because the nationalist claims affect only the condi-
tions for democratic deliberation (which is a real-world deliberation), but not
the hypothetical detiberation about justice that can take place in the mind of a
single individual.” The realization of cosmopolitan democracy requires certain
conditions that the nationalist thesis preempts; cosmopolitan justice, on the
contrary, requires different kinds of idealized conditions that are not precluded
by the nationalist thesis. One could endorse the cosmopolitan view about jus-
tice, yet be skeptical that the specific policy issues that arise within the frame-
work of cosmopolitan justice could be resolved by individuals directly in a way
that cut across the diverse linguistic and cultural ties of nationality.?

In summary, even if the nationalist thesis that the nation is the primary site
of democracy is correct, the prospects for global democracy need not be hope-
less. Nationalists recognize the need for greater democratization of interna-
tional institutions and associations, but they also see the need to emphasize
greater democracy at the national level, and indeed see this to be a necessary
condition for genuine global democracy. The nation is not seen as an obstacle
to global democracy, and so whose demise is to be encouraged, but as its basic
starting point. On this view, democratic nations are the seeds of global de-
mocracy. Unlike cosmopolitan democrats who would wish to disperse the
locus of democratic politics away from the nation upward toward transna-
tional institutions, the nationalists argue that the global context does not pro-
vide the basic preconditions for deliberative democracy, and that atternpts to
diminish the importance of the nation as a site of democracy might have the
contrary effect of undermining the only available conditions for genuine de-
liberation. A democracy of nationally rooted democracies provides the best
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available approach to global democracy that builds on rather than disrupts
these conditions of demacracy, and provides a realistic solution to the global
democratic deficit.

Notes

1. This chapter was initially drafted in spring 2001 when I was on a Social Sciences
and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRCC) Pastdoctoral Fellowship at
Queen’s University. I am grateful to SSHRCC for support, and I am especially grateful
to Will Kymliclka for many discussions on the topic of nationalism and global justice.
I thank Michael Krausz for his comments on an early draft, and especially Deen Chat-
terjee for inviting me to write this chapter and for his suggestions and questions on
eartier drafts. Pinally, thanks to Carrie Obry for her help with copy editing.

2. See, for example, Kymlicka (1995) and Tamir (1993) who point out the ways in
which the nationalist ideal is assumed in much of contemporary liberal theory.

3. Some nationalists go on to point out that the ideal of distributive justice must also
presuppose 4 comununity in which “members recognize such obligations of justice to
one another” (Miller 1995, 93). Thus, shared nationality is basic to an egalitarian dem-
ocratic state. “Where citizens of a state are also compatriots [i.e., co-nationals], the mu-
tual trust that this engenders makes it more likely that they will be able to solve collec-
tive action problems, to support redistzributive principles of justice, and to practice
deliberative forms of democracy” (Miller 1995, 98).

4. Tndeed, some may argue that attempts to transplant the nation as the basic site
of democratic politics risk undermining the conditions—the shared sympathies and
common understandings—that make democratic politics pessible in the first place by
overstraining and taxing these sympathies and commitments.

5. The noticeable conservative shift in attitudes toward non-European immigra-
tion among Europeans can be seen as a response to the threat of Europeanization on
national identity.

6. Rawls’s original position procedure, to recall, conceives of parties to the deliber-
ation about justice as free and equal. This condition of equality and freedom is en-
sured by means of the “veil of ignorance” behind which parties to the deliberation are
to imagine that they do not know contingent and specific facts about themselves, such
as their social class, the talents they have, their own conception of the good, and so on.

7. Rawls has given reasons for rejecting the cosmopolitan account of justice (Rawls
1999); see also Freeman’s creative construction and defense of Rawls’s international
theory (2006). But my aim, as said, is only to show that cosmopolitan democracy and
cosmopolitan justice are two different demands, and arguments against cosmopolitan
democracy need not affect cosmopolitan justice. For my views on cosmopolitan jus-
tice and Rawls, see Tan (2000) and (2001).

8. This last point raises questions concerning the relationship between justice and
democratic legitimacy. Democratic legitimacy holds that coercive force be exercised
only on terms that parties concerned can reasonably accept as reasonable. The worry
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then might be that my disengagement of cosmopolitan justice from democratic delib-
eration will allow some parties (e.g., liberal democratic peoples) to illegitimately im-
pose their vision of a just world order on other (nonliberal) peoples. As I said, this is
not the place to defend the legitimacy of liberal cosmopolitan justice, Suffice it to say
that the Rawlsian contractarian approach that some cosinopolitans have adopted for
the purpose of arriving at principles of cosmopolitan justice is defended as a proce-
dure consistent with the diversity of ends that peoples as corporate units are supposed
to have (see, e.g., Beitz [1999]). So understood, cosmopolitan justice does not violate
the norms of democratic legitimacy because it presents principles of justice that all

reasonable peoples are presumed to find reasonable. T am grateful to Deen Chatterjee
for helpful comments here.
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