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Principles of Cosmopolitan
Democracy

Danide Archibugi

Cosmopolitan democracy is an ambitious project whose am is to achieve aworld order based on the rule of
law and democracy. Politicians and diplomats, along with many students of political theory and internationa
relations, tend to disregard such ideas. They are, they say, as noble as they are inconclusive. These sceptics do
not deny that the desire to gpply these vauesto internationd relaionsis valid in principle. But they do point out
that there are other factors which redly count in relations among sates, such as the political clout of nations,
the sdf-interest of governments, and unfathomable (often even for the proponents themsaves) geopoalitica
interests. According to this argument, any effort which overlooks these hard facts is doomed for failure - sheer
utopia, the stuff of dreamers oblivious of how world palitics redly works.

Yet this surfelt of realism underestimates the role projects play in defining the rules of politicad systems,
world order included. Over the past few centuries, the global order has been infornled by rules subscribed to
by the leading players on the internationd stage. Although sometimes interpreted liberdly, these rules st
congtraints on grategic decisons. The Peace of Westphalia (1648), the Peace of Utrecht (1712), the
Congress of Vienna (1814), the Congress of Paris (1919), the Y alta Conference
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(1944) and the Charter of San Francisco ( 1945) dl defined an international order. On each occasion the
wielders of world power subscribed to rules which they were prepared to abide by - abeit only in part. Yet dl
these events were, directly or indirectly, influenced by thinkers who, often centuries in advance, had el aborated
doctrines, laws or even projects and statutes which created bodies of opinion and influenced the politicians
gtting at the negotiating tables.

The higtory of how utopian idess influenced world politics has yet to be written. We do know,
however, that the writings of Hugo Grotius and Emeric Crucé informed some of the ideas approved a
Westphdia; that Saint-Pierre was physicaly at the gates of Utrecht; that President Wilson was acquainted with
the peace projects of William Penn and William Ladd; and that Hans Kelsen prepared and circulated drafts for
a new League of Nations statute long before governments agreed on the founding of the United Nations.
Arguably more important was the role that these ideas played in spreading the belief that internationd life did
not necessarily have to be a theatre for dl-out war; it could dso encompass inditutional cooperation and
generate political and socid peacemaking movements.

There is generd agreement that we are now experiencing the trangtion from one internationd system to
another. We are well acquainted with the characteristics of the order we are leaving behind the Cold War* -
but the shape of the coming world order has till to be defined. The factors which will regulate the internationa
system will depend, as in the past, on the baance of power between politica actors. But this baance will dso
be determined by our ability to identify the objectives and drategies around which we intend to mohilize the
forces a our disposal and over which different interests may clash.

Under the banner ‘cosmopolitan democracy', we intend to build a political project for a different world
order.? This chapter resssarts and outlines the main points on this agenda.

FOUR PREMISES FOR DEMOCRACY

The political project presented here is strongly linked to the concept of democracy. But what do we mean by
‘democracy'? Defining the word is no easy matter, not least because of the virtualy universal favour democracy
enjoys today. However we look at it, theoreticaly and practicdly, democracy exigtsin avariety of substantialy
different sysiems? In this chapter, | will apply the rather wide definition provided by David Begtham:

Democracy | take to be a mode of decisiontmaking about collectively binding rules and policies over which the
people exercise control, and the most democratic arrangement to be that where al members of the collectivity
enjoy effective equa rights to take part in such decision-making directly.*
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It is not the intention of this chapter to enter into the debate on the nature of democracy. Rather, | wish to point
out that, so far, democracy has mainly been applied to the management of power within states. In order to
extend democracy beyond the borders of individua politica communities, four premises are required.

() Democracy is an unfinished journey The journey towards democracy has not been completed in any
country,” including those in which the principles of democracy are most consolidated and developed. In both
democratic and autocratic states, there are struggles, admittedly of a very different nature, to extend or to
obtain democracy.

(2) Democracy is an endless journey Democracy is much more than just a set of norms and procedures. It
ought, indeed, to be viewed as a fully fledged process of interaction between civil society and politica
ingitutions. In this sense, it may be more gppropriate to speak not so much about plain democracy as about
the democratic route® that is, a progressve evolution of political systems to meet individuals demands for
participation. We can identify a number of milestones dong the democratic route: amnong them, the mgority
principle, universal suffrage, minority rights, etc. Individua polities have met none or some of these milestones
in different historical Stuations and not necessarily in the same order. As a journey, the democratic process is
not only unfinished but dso endless.

(3) Democracy has a meaning in its historical context Since the democratic process is a historica one, the
very notion of democracy needs to be viewed comparatively not absolutely. Ancient Athens was democratic
compared to other city-gates in the fourth century BC, yet it fails to meet most of the criteria commonly
goplied today. Its lack of suffrage for the vast mgority of the population would make it a system very smilar to
the South Africa of apartheid. In the nineteenth century, Great Britain and the United States were exceptionaly
democratic nations, yet they barred the mgority of their repective populations, women included, from voting.
Thisisacrucid point for undersanding the evolution of democracy at the internationd level: there will never be
apoint in history when dl states will share the same procedures and val ues for the management of power. Even
if al states embrace democracy, each will be characterized by its unique features and stage of development.
The idea of a globad democracy should therefore be based on the acceptance of a variety of modds and
stages.

(4) Democracy needs an endogenous fabric to work The democratic route is an integra part and parcel of
socid dynamics and, as such, flows out of the day-to-day political struggle. Democracy is a conquest and, like
al conquests, is the outcome of conflict. To be subgtantiad and effective, the greatest part of the struggle for
democracy should be based an endogenous rather than exogenous, forces. This suggests
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that democracy is achieved in a bottom-up manner and when the interna conditions are suitable to dlow it to
function. Even when democratic principles were imposed by externa forces, as with Germany, Italy, Japan and
other countries after the Second World War, they took hold only because the recongtruction of the socia
fabric within these countries ensured the acceptance of such principles.

The concept of cosmopolitan democracy outlined in this chapter heavily rdies on these four premises. These
premises will be applied “to develop a process whereby independent but interdependent communities should
search thelr own route to improve their politica inditutions.

HAS DEMOCRACY WON?

At the dawn of the twenty-first century, democracy is, of dl politicd models, the undisputed winner. It was a
moving experience in the 1980s and early 1990s to see millions of people forming orderly queues, sometimes
for hours or even days, to take part in the 'holiest’ rite of democracy - free dections. All over the world, from
Chile and Nicaragua to Czechodovakia, Russa and Poland as far as the Philippines, South Africa and many
other countries gtill, citizens were a last dlowed to exercise their right to choose their own rulers. Although the
procedural aspects of democracy have not aways (yet?) been matched to substantive outcomes,” it is
sgnificant that so many governments have decided to seek legitimacy in free eections.

In the academic community, the victory of democracy dates even further back - and has been even
more overwhelming; these days, in fact, only a handful of dyed-in-the-wool conservatives are still prepared to
come out explicitly againgt democracy. But what is the true essence of the moded's victory? More important
ill, how much of it is rhetoric and how much is substance? It is possible to view democracy's triumpha march
according to two parallel parameters.

* Geographica extension, or ‘widening': how many countries are governed according to what we can
refer to as democratic principles?

* Quditative development, or 'deepening: what level of participation has been achieved in politica
communitiesingpired by democratic principles.

Although the geographicd extenson and quditative development of a palitical system in the long run
generdly proceed in the same direction, in the short and medium terms they may diverge. Between the two
world wars, for example, many European countries broadened the suffrage, extending it to the poor and to
women, and introduced given economic and socid rights for the firgt time. In other countries dill — Itay,
Germany and Spain for example - liberd palitical regimes were overthrown by fascist ones.



202 Daniele Archibugi

Europe thus experienced quditative development on the one hand, and a dowdown in geographical extension
on the other.

The number of democratic countries has notably increased over the last two centuries. While at the end
of the eighteenth century, democratic principles were gpplied only in Swiss cantons, France and the United
States, today there are as many as 107 democratic countries around the world.? They incdlude severa countries
which have become democratic only recently. This new wave® encompasses both states which have returned
to democracy after some form of interruption (especidly in Europe), and states which are embracing a
democratic system for thefirg time,

So much for the geographical extension of democracy, but what of qudity? It does not seem that the
new wave has yet fosered qualitative improvements in countries that were democratic in the first place.
Economic rights have been eroded, while those of ethnic minorities remain undefined. In addition, achievements
during the 1960s and 1970s such as the welfare state have been savagely undermined by the governments
concerned. In many countries, the date's ability to hold together the various components of civil society is
being tested. In some democratic states, such as Canada, Spain, Italy, Austrdia and Belgium, sharp conflicts
have emerged among different ethnic groups, jeopardizing the very idea of nationd unity. In other states, such
as the former Soviet Union, Y ugodavia and Czechodovakia, the process of trangtion towards democracy has
brought with it divisons between ethnic groups and the reemergence of bloody civil wars.

The wave of democratization has in no way herdded the 'end of history' hoped for by the most
optimigtic observers (or perhaps those least conscious of the cyclicd nature of higtory). The idea that the
collgpse of awdl - even if it happened to be the Berlin Wl - could bring history to an end was based on the
basic misconception of democracy as a set of rules and procedures to which al states adhere rather than as a
route, and as a datic as opposed to an essentidly dynamic phenomenon. It is not surprising, therefore, that
while the end of the Cold War has cleared the path towards democracy, it has aso caused new problems for
which paliticians and scholars were entirely unprepared.

We hear again predictions on the future of democracy, and they are by no means unanimous. Some
observers maintain that al states will ultimately embrace this political credo, and go as far as to say that in the
space of about a century virtualy &l countries will become democratic.® Others counter thet the conditions
which alowed the emergence of democracy do not exist in many parts of the world, and that it is thus unlikely
to extend any further.™* Democracy, it has been argued, is a Western-specific cultura vaue and there is little
point in attempting to extend it outsde its native cradle.
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The conception of democracy outlined in the previous section suggedts different answers. The struggle
for democracy which has mobilized so many Western and non-Western populations does indicate that
democracy has become a universa aspiration. It is striking that many Western scholars and poaliticians who
strongly support their own democratic systems would deny other populations the right to be ruled according to
the same principles Democracy has not become a universal principle of political conduct through the
textbooks of afew scholars, but rather because an increasing number of populations aspiretoit.

Moreover, the clam that democracy can be agpplied only within Western societies ignores the
fundamental problems that these very countries are experiencing’ in defending and extending this sysem.™® One
of the problems is that it is increesingly difficult to be internaly democrdic in an increasingly interdependent
world. What then are the hurdles to the democratic process raised by internationa factors? The next section
attempts to answer this question.

DOMESTIC DEMOCRACY AND THE INTERNATIONAL SYSTEM

The internationd system influences domegtic palitical life in many ways. In developing the arguments of
cosmopolitan demaocracy, it isimportant to stress two types of influence: (1) those semming from internationa
conflict, and (2) those semming from processes of economic, socid and culturd globdization.

International conflict

Sharp internationa conflict hinders the attainment and development of democracy within Sates. Higtoricdly, the
mogt sgnificant example of the phenomenon is dso the most recent: the Cold War, cregting an incessant
externa danger that strongly limited political freedom within states. Democratic Sates felt dmost beseged. Ina
world in which the mgjority of states were autocratic,-many deemed it impossible to goply al the norms of
domestic democracy. This lack of democracy was evident mainly in those policies most directly linked to the
internationa framework: foreign and defence policies. These were often removed from the control of public
opinion and dominated by oligarchic power groups which de facto deprived citizens of externd sovereignty.

In addition, externd threats were used to prevent any oppostion to the established authorities, the
assumption being that internd criticism would weeken the country’s position. This was true - dbet at different
levels of intendty - in both democratic and autocratic countries. Mary Kador has shown that the reasons
underpinning the rivary between the
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United States and the Soviet Union were largdly interndl.** Although taking different shapes, externd thrests
were used in both blocs for politica ends: in the East to thwart the advent of democracy, in the West to
prevent its development.

The conflict between the two blocs further limited the number of sovereign states. Only a handful of
them, those equipped with nuclear arms, were de facto sovereign. The others were forced to accept
interference in thair domegtic affairs and limitations on their own sovereignty. Interference took various forms,
ranging from full-scale military invasion (the Soviet invasions of Hungary and Czechodovakia, for example), to
hodtile interventions leading to the overthrow of regimes (CIA activities to topple the Allende government in
Chile), to intrusons to prevent hogtile parties from having access to government (the US de facto veto on the
entry of Communist parties into the governments of various European countries). The dominant powers
ingalled puppet regimes whose only merit was that they were loyd. In Indo-Ching, the Middle East and Africa
the rivary between the two blocs often overflowed into armed conflicts fought by third parties. The lack of
externd sovereignty thus ultimately compromises internd sovereignty.

The Cold War st precise limits on the endogenous development of democracy, making it possble
only when compatible with globa scenarios. Although the Cold War was a specific internationd regime and
now belongs to the pad,, it laid bare a problem of much wider proportions. namely that domestic democracy
cannot fully mature in aworld marked by conflict. The project of cosmopolitan democracy should the re fore
be basad on the control of internationa violence.

Globalization

The sovereignty of gtates has not been limited exclusively by a fiercely competitive internationd regime. It has
aso been eroded by the spontaneous but even more tenacious process of economic, politica, socid and
culturd globdization. New information and communicetion technologies have made the various nationd
communities increesingly interdependent. Structurd changes have adso implied substantid changes in the
process of politica decison-making: few decisons made in one date are autonomous from those made in
others. A decision on the interest rate in Germany has significant consequences for employment in Greece,
Portugd and Italy. A state's decision to use nuclear energy has environmental consequences for the citizens of
neighbouring countries. Immigration policies in the European Union have a sgnificant impact on the economic
development of Mediterranean Africa All this hgppens without the affected citizens having a say in the
matter.'
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It is difficult today to concelve of a politicd decison being taken in one dae without its having
consequences for others. Likewise, every aspect of a state's economic, socid and politica life is affected by
politica decisons taken in others. The ideathat the citizens of a given community may autonomoudy determine
their own dedtiny isthus an illusory onein aworld increasingly characterized by interdependence.

The two points raised above lead to the following conclusion: either we accept that democratic systems
are largely incomplete due to the lack of a congeniad world order™® or we attempt to extend democracy to
internationd life as wdl. This means, on the one hand, ensuring a peaceful, nontviolent internationa system and,
on the other, developing methods of civilized coexisence to dlow communities to democraticaly address
problems that aso involve others. The next section asks whether this option is dedrable, and whether it is
feasble.

ISA DEMOCRACY AMONG STATES POSSIBLE?

Although democracy is universdly acknowledged today as the best system possible for the governance of
states,’” not everyone is prepared to address the question of globa democracy. Some believe that such a
scheme is impossible, others that it is undesirable, while gtill others fed it is a problem of the domedtic life of
states.

The critique of realist theoreticians

The redligts posit that the main driving force of internationd politicsis nationd interest It is highly unlikely that a
government will give priority to globa rather than nationd interests. Gregter coordination among dates is
possible only when there are explicit advantages, and when no one state can benefit from a Stuation of conflict.
Whenever these conditions have existed, they have given rise to specific internationd regimes. Otherwisg, it is
impossible to achieve the climate of cooperation among states which is a sine qua non for a world order
founded on the vaues of democracy. To overload the international system with expectations it is incapable of
meseting is, the redists argue, counterproductive. Moreover, it would be wrong to assume that the interna
politica regime of a state has any influence on its foreign policy: ‘A redist theory of internationa politics stated
Hans Morgenthau, the mogt articulate of its advocates, ‘'will dso avoid the popular falacy of equating the
foreign policies of a gatesman with his philosophic or political sympathies, and of deducing the former from the
|atter.’ 8
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To maintain aworld order it is aso necessary to reduce the number of politica actors. If the partiesto
the main grategic choices increase in number - as the democratization project implies - the resulting complexity
would risk becoming ungovernable. The consequence might be world disorder, not order, and the number of
conflicts may increase rather than decrease. Some redists have related the upheavas of the 1990s to the end
of the superpower-dominated world order. For them the Cold War system was imperfect, but it did keep in
check forces that were later to prove ungovernable.

Redigs are right to stress the importance of nationa interestsin determining political choices, especialy
international choices. But they aso tend to underestimate the development of interests with globa scope. The
fact is that commerce, touriam, culturd and socid exchanges and many other activities mobilize massve
interests which rely on an internationd arena based on coopertion. It is therefore likely that these interests will
lead to greater coordination in world palitics; this dready happened afew centuries ago when the enlargement
of economic and socid aress led to the making of nation-states. The growth in the number and role of
internationa governmenta and non-governmenta organizations and other ‘control mechanisms is proof that
such interests have aready achieved sgnificant results™

There is, of course, no guarantee that greater coordingtion in world politics will be informed by the
vaues of democracy. Democracy continues to be a contestable principle. The question which should therefore
be posad to redig theoreticians is the following: should ‘control mechanisms in world palitics be informed by
the principles of democracy?

The objections of communitarians

Some argue that the very concept of democracy can only be gpplied within communities which are relaively
homogeneous from a culturd point of view. Danilo Zolo, for example, warns that democracy cannot be
exported.” Democracy requires the formation of a mgority which must govern in the interest of the whole
population. In excessvely heterogeneous communities, it would be impaossible to form a mgority homogeneous
enough to dlow the formation of a government. And such a government would have to struggle to represent
the very different minorities. Multi-ethnic states have proved too vast to be governed democraticaly without
minorities percaiving the rules of the maority as unacceptable. Such difficulties confirm the problems involved
in the working of democracy on too large ascale.

It may be possble to force the populations into a culturd and socid reationship which would dlow the
formation of a socidly and culturdly homogeneous world community. According to communitarians, though,
any gainsin terms of democracy would be losses in terms of
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diversty, one of humanity's most precious assets and most worth presarving. Far from denying tha the
international system hinders the full development of democracy indde dates (sometimes congderably),
communitarians believe that we must be prepared to accept the fact and do what we can to adlow dates to
override the ensuing congraints. Their standpoint is that international democracy is not desirable.

Communitarian theoreticians seem to underestimeate the negative implications which the absence of
internationd democracy implies for democracy insde angle communities. Nonetheless, as we shal see below,
the cosmopolitan democracy project sets great store by the communitarian suggestion thet it is necessary to
imagine a world order flexible enough to both meet the needs of different peoples and protect the poalitical,
socid and culturd rights of minorities?

Communitarians are right to point out, after Rousseau, that democracy works better on a smal scae.
But exactly what this scde should be is impossble to determine in advance. While Plato and Rousseau
believed that it could not be greater than a city-state, today it has become possible in vast, diverse regions such
as the United States. The European Union is inventing new conditutional forms. To date, the evolution of
democracy has depended, at least in part, on the scde of the communities it has had to administer. Hence the
progression from direct democracy (applicable on a small scale) to representative democracy. The open
question is which form of democracy should be applied on agloba scae ?

Reducing international democracy to a domestic problem

There is, findly, a third school of thought which, unlike the first two, believes that internationd democracy is
both possible and desirable. But it adds the proviso that the attainment of such a democracy is not so much a
problem of the international system as of single sates. If dl states were to become democratic, the international
system would necessarily tend towards greater democracy. Bobbio formulates this hypothesis in the questions
Is an internationad democratic system possible among solely autocratic states? and, adternatively, 'Is an
international autocratic system possible among soldly democratic states?, concluding that ‘the negative answer
is automatic in both cases.”

Working to achieve international democracy thus means, firg of dl, trandforming autocratic Sates into
democratic ones. If the entire internationd community were made up of democratic states, the world order
would be informed by democratic vaues. Attaining internationad democracy is, therefore, not impossible hut
possibly pointlessin so far asit would be the natura outcome of internal democracy.®
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Itis in my view, amplidtic to believe that the democratization of internationd relaions would evolve
excusvely as aresult of states domestic regimes. It is, first and foremodt, difficult to establish a causd nexus
between domedtic regimes and the internationd system. Bobbio dates that ‘the vicious circle may be
formulated as follows. states can become democratic only in a fully democratized international society, but a
fully democratized international society presupposes that al states that compose it are democratic.® If the
exigence of authoritarian regimes is a sumbling-block for the fully democratic regulation of internationd
relations, it follows that a sharply hierarchicd internationa system - like the one which prevailed throughout the
Cold War - is, in turn, an obstacle to the development of democracy within nations.

We have seen how this international system has prevented democracy not only in areas dominated by
authoritarian countries (the countries of Soviet Union-controlled Eastern Europe), but dso in those dominated
by democratic countries (Latin America? South Africaand states of southern Asiaunder the wing of the United
States). We have aso seen foreign policies which are 'incoherent'® with the conduct which inspires politica
systems indde countries. Authoritarian countries have often used cynicd and brutal methods in foreign policy
too: we might dmost say that it is what we have come to expect. The Soviet Union, for example, used violence
to defend its control over its satellite states - as the invasons of Hungary, Czechodovakia and Afghanistan
demongtrate. On other occasions, it acted ‘incoherently’ in supporting the process of decolonization or
opposing the gpartheid system in South Africawith greater firmness than many democratic countries.

The same ‘incoherences can be seen in democratic countries. In certain cases, they have effectively
promoted the export of their own politica system; after the Second World War the United States played a
fundamentd role in restoring democracy in Europe and introducing it for the first time in Jgpan. On other
occasions, it was respongble for brutd displays of force contrary to internationd law, as with the invasions of
Vietnam, Grenada and Panama. Elsewhere, democratic countries have perpetrated hostile actions - abeit not
necessarily direct military intervention - against democratic countries, asin the case of US actions againgt Chile
and Nicaragua®

These facts confirm that there need be no correspondence between the nature of a country's domestic
system and the actions it adopts in its foreign policy. As the redist school of internationa relations suggests, a
nation's domegtic palitica sysem is not whally binding on its foreign policy.

In dl likelihood, some of the unlawful actions of foreign policy carried out hy democratic states may have
depended on the fact that such states found themselves pitted againgt autocratic states. This takes us to a third
question posed by Bobbio: 'Isit possble to he fully democratic in a non democratic world??’
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However much a conflictud internationd system has distorted the conduct of democratic sates, it cannot be
seen as the only reason for that conduct. It would be disngenuous to deny that whenever interests and
principles have clashed, democracies have often opted for the first and forgotten the second.

THE AIMS OF COSMOPOLITAN DEMOCRACY

The relationship between democracy and internationd relaionsis not linear but ambivaent. Internal democracy
helps but does not determine the rise of a democratic world order, just as a democratic internationa system
would not necessarily generate democracy in dl states. This suggests that to develop democracy further, it is
necessary to operate on different complementary and self-sustaining levels. Cosmopolitan democracy is a
project to build a world order capable of promoting democracy on three different but mutualy supporting
levels: (1) democracy inside nations; (2) democracy among states; (3) globa democracy.®

In the cosmopolitan project, the notion of democracy may be gpplied differently in each of the three
levels. Democratic procedures and norms need to be tailored according to the issues concerned: for example,
what are the gppropriate congtituencies to settle problems involving two loca communities of separate States
but located on opposite sides of the same river, for problems involving regiond settlements, or for problems of
globd concern? Quite clearly, the forum will be different in each of these cases.

Democracy inside nations

It is good news that democracy is emerging as a universa aspiration. An increasing amount of evidence shows
that forma democracy is corrdated to severa substantive measures of welfare, ranging from environmenta
protection to economic development.? Although the causdity is till uncertain, this evidence indicates that
peoples claim to he ruled according to democratic principles is based on sound expectations.

The cosmopoalitan project, however, should not prescribe identica procedures in each nationd
community. This is an issue which should he addressed by nationa communities and not by the internationa
system; the norms, procedures and structure of democracy will he very different in Western, Asian or African
societies. The concept of democracy outlined above suggests that this must be a basicdly endogenous as
opposed to exogenous phenomenon. Robespierre warned againgt the mania of making peoples happy against
their will. Pargphrasing him, it is necessary to adopt the same
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caution in making peoples democratic againgt their wishes. Empiricd studies®® show that three-quarters of
democratic countries have become so due to interna rather than externd forces. This confirms that we cannot
do without endogenous devel opment.

This does not mean that the world- order has no influence on the development of nationd
democracies. The main contribution that the world order can provide in support of internad democracy is to
remove obstacles by providing peaceful international relations (see the discussion on pp. 203-4 above). For
the development of democracy inside nations would be greatly helped by a favourable externd environment. In
many cases, obstacles to democratization come from interna forces, as in the case of authoritarian regimes
which stay in power by repressing their citizens. This aso happens to be one of the most problematic Stuations
to address, Snce action may entail undue interference in a date's affairs, and inaction may entall connivance
with its tyrannous government. A consensus is now emerging on the right to democracy and to dected
government.®* The shaping of an international legal framework is certainly amgjor support to the internal forces
pressing to achieve democratization. But which methods should the international community use to ‘interfere in
favour of democratization?

The traditiond solution, namely military intervention promoted and managed by other governments, is
unsatisfactory since in the mgority of cases they pursue their own interests rather than the retoration of
democracy. One of the ams of cosmopolitan democracy is therefore to identify dternative means of
interference to the traditiond ones. These include, on the one hand, the creation of new legitimate
non-governmenta authorities charged with pushing for democracy; and, on the other hand , the identification of
new methods which minimize the use of violence.

In recent years, new forms of intervention have been tried. They include assstance from internationa
organizations to organize, monitor and certify dections, enhanced diplomatic actions, economic and other
sanctions, conditionality on economic aid; conditiondlity for participation in regional organizations such as the
European Union, etc. The pressure of the internationd community on national governments has been helpful
and many governments declare themselves democratic even if some badc principles of democracy, such as
minority rights or freedom of expression, are not actually enforced.* This leads to the urgency that democratic
procedures should somehow be assessed by externd agents, as has dready happened with eectora
assstance. Therole played by non-governmenta organizations could be further expanded.

Democracy among states

Democracy among states must be seen as respect for reciproca sovereignty and as a set of norms
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commonly shared and subscribed to by states. The juridicd and largdy forma norm of sovereignty should
therefore be defended and enforced in cases of one date's interference in the domestic affairs of others.
Sovereignty should however be matched to norms which states - unilaerdly, bilaterdly or multilaterdly - are
prepared to respect. The basic representative criterion in the interstate system should be based on the criterion
of 'one state, one vote'.*

Democracy among dates dso implies drengthening ties between daes by deveoping
intergovernmenta indtitutions to deal with specific regiond and globa problems. This may dlow the cregtion of
subjectspecific inditutions where the states more directly involved in selected issues have a greater weight. A
large number of UN specidized agencies have dready goplied smilar criteria. Smilarly, interdate democracy is
an area where the ‘functional approach’ to international organizations is more pertinent* The more
competences and functions are absorbed by problemdriven intergovernmenta organizations, the less
ggnificanceiseft to thejuridica sate's externd and/or interna sovereignty.

We spesk of democracy among dtates, but states have often been defined arbitrarily. Examples
abound of gateless peoples and of multiethnic states. In the event of a strong claim for the formation of a new
date, it is necessary to find methods to achieve this without recourse to violence.

Global democracy

There are some problems, such as the environment question and, more generdly, dl problems concerning
security and world surviva, which transcend the authority of nationa governments. These problems can be
named ‘globd’ since they cannot be addressed effectively by intergovernmenta bodies. Different forms of
representation are made necessary by the fact that many of the governments concerned are authoritarian
governments whose positions are often different from those of their populations.

Even in democratic countries, nationa public opinion is not generaly consulted on such specific issues
and notable differences might emerge between the postions of governments and those of civil society. For
example, the French public probably took a different view from that of its government over nuclear
experiments in the Pacific. In other cases, the choices of a people, even when made democratically, might be
biased by sdf-interest. It may, for example, be in the interest of the French public to obtain chegp nuclear
energy if they manage to digpose of radioactive waste in a Pacific ide under their control, but this will obvioudy
be againg the interests of the public living there.

If some globa questions are to he handled according to democratic criteria, there must he political
representation for citizensin globd affairs, independently and autonomoudy of their political representation
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in domedic afars The unit should be the individud, dthough the mechanisms for paticipation and
representation may vary according to the nature and scope of the issues discussed.

The discussion of the ams of cosmopolitan democracy shows that they can be served only by ingtitutiond
arrangements which would link across and within the existing states. But which union of states can best serve
the objectives stated? To answer that question, | will use as reference points the two principa modds of
existing sate systems. confederations and federations® describing them as ided modds which do not
necessarily stem from specific historica experiences. My am is to show the ways in which the cosmopolitan
democracy modd differs from both.

THE CONFEDERAL MODEL

A confederation is an association of sovereign states which, through an appropriate treety, reach an agreement
on given issues. Some confederations have arisen as codlitions pitted againgt sates or unions of riva states; as
such, their function has been essentidly military. NATO and the Warsaw Pact belong to this category. Other
confederations are virtudly open to dl the gates in the world. They include organizations with very restricted
ams, such as the Universd Pogd Union and the World Intellectud Property Organization. But the
confederations which are of most interest here are ones of universal scope whose main objective is to prevent
war and guarantee peace. The prime example is one of the most ambitious, sophisticated confederations ever
created - the UNO. The following is an analyss of the confederd mode's capacity to fit the three levels of
democracy presented in the last section.

Democracy inside nations

The confederd modd may help indirectly to foster democratization to the extent that it overrides some of the
hurdles which a conflict-ridden international system puts in the way of domestic politica participation. It does
not, however, envisage a channd of direct intervention to promote democracy within nations. The principle of
norinterference prohibits the intervention of the confederation and its members in domestic affairs. Not evenin
blatant cases of violation of fundamenta human rights - genocide, for example - is the confederation entitled to
intervene in a da€s domedic affars. On the contrary, the very exigence of mutua inditutiona
acknowledgement between the governments of states might render externd interventions for humanitarian
reasons even more difficult.
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The problem of domestic democracy thus remainstotaly removed from the internationd system.
Democracy among states

In the confedera modd, sovereignty should guarantee that al dtates have autonomy and equd rights.
Democracy is, nonetheess, limited by the fact that democratic and authoritarian governments enjoy the same
rights. It is possble to imagine a world order in which decisons are taken democréticaly by the various
governments, even though al the governments are authoritarian. For that matter, the joint forces of rulers might
even be used to repress the claims of subjectsin a given sate. The Congress of Vienna came very closeto this
modd.*® It is not surprising, therefore, that from Rousseau onwards democratic thought has been extremedy
suspicious of peace projects such as that of the Abbé de Saint-Pierre, which purported to set up a league of
princes without questioning the domestic exertion of sovereignty.®” Paradoxical as it may seem, democracy
among sates might end up being used as atoal for tyranny within nations.

Global democracy

Since the confederd model envisages no form of participation by individuas in internationd poalitics, any globd
decision choice is delegated to relations among states, represented by their governments. Globa democracy is
thus very limited and clearly defined.

It isimportant to siress that globa democracy would be humbled in the confedera modd, even if al of

its members were to be democratic governments. The governments of states do not necessarily represent
globd interests. On the contrary, they tend to privilege the particular interests of their own politica quarter.
Inside the European Union, for examples the Council of Ministers, made up of the representatives of each of
the national governments, is much less prepared to advocate 'European’ solutions than a directly elected body
such as the European Parliament.
The reason why the confedera mode does not fit with global democracy resdes in the fact that the civil
societies in each of the dates are separate from one another. They have no inditutional channds to
communicate through and have limited scope in so far as they are represented by nationd political parties on
non-nationa questions.
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THE FEDERALIST MODEL

The federdig modd has a much more rigid condtitutiona structure than the confedera modd. Its am is to
implement principles and norms valid for al members of the federd union. The modd has been gpplied in a
large number of contemporary states, including Switzerland, the United States

and Germany. These three states emerged as con federations, and have progressively centrdized their powers
to become condtitution-based federd dates. Other early confederations, such as the Netherlands, have
developed into unitary States.

A digtinguished intdllectud and palitica tradition maintains that the problem of world peace and democracy can
only be solved by sdtting firm limitations on the sovereignty of sates, and by giving life to a process of
centrdizing power which would ultimatdy lead to a world federa date. This tradition maintains that the
subdivison of the world into nationd states is a surmountable higtorica heritage. Not only may the fundamenta
vaues of democracy be shared by dl human beings, but the indtitutions which protect them may dso share
some common basic principles and be under the same authority. Let us now see if this organizationd modd is
capable of meeting the three levels of democracy highlighted above.

Democracy inside nations

If the federd State isfounded on principles of democracy, it is paramount for these principles to be extended to
its component members. In the event of essentid conflicts, the federal government has the authority and
coercive means to impose respect of democratic principles in component states. There are well-known
examples in which different bodies of the federation have expressed different opinions on specific norms, and
this has often given rise to conflict. In some cases, conflict has in turn triggered civil war. The most obvious
example was the American War of Secession which ended with the restoration of the union and the gpplication
indl saes of aconditutiona norm - the abolition of davery imposed by the federd government.

The concept of democracy | put forward here is one of internal conquest. It casts doubt on the idea
that there is one modd which is smultaneoudy gpplicable to al the regions of the world. The federd system
presupposes the exigtence of a unity of norms among the various parties which is hard to reconcile with the
world's culturd and anthropologica differences. If we pay heed to communitarian arguments, this uniformity,
abet democrdtic, is undesrable among the world's communities.
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Democracy among states

In a narrow sense, democracy among states is abolished in a federd dtate in so far as sovereign dates are
abolished. Relations between centra and local power are - as the higtory of existing federd states teaches
regulated as conflicts of competences. The process of centraization which gave life to exiging federd dates
shows, nonetheless, tha the process which dlowed different communities to accept a common sovereignty
was the result of externa conflict. The Swiss Confederation, the Dutch provinces and the United States were
condtituted in defence againgt atacks from other states. One wonders, therefore, whether the same experiment
may be possible on agloba scale where no externd threets exist.

There is dways the possibility that one party will gain control over the others through coercion, or,
more precisdy, that a sort of federd empire will arise. But if a means such as war is used to ingdl this modd,
thereis no reason to believe that, onceit is operationd, it will be inspired by the norms of democracy.

Global democracy

A centrd federa power would have the authority and competence to address globa problems on the basis of
democratic principles. It is, however, likely that some loca problems would be dedt with to the detriment of
the rights of component communities. A globad government no matter how democratic, would be the
expresson of a heterogeneous mgority, while the minorities not participating in government would be even
more heterogeneous. A government of this kind would be constantly tempted to look for technocratic solutions
to globa problems. It would, in short, resemble the government of guardians dear to Plato more than a
genuinely democratic one.

THE COSMOPOLITAN DEMOCRACY MODEL

Isit possible to design a union of states midway between the confederal and the federalist models? Whereas
the latter has acquired sgnificant historica experience, cosmopolitan democracy has not. The few examples
which have approached this third modd have been the fruit of transitory experiences: confederations which
during their transformation into federa dates flegtingly assumed the essentid characterigtics of cosmopolitan
democracy. Today this intermediate state can he seen in the European Union, dready more than a smple
confederation but not yet afederal system.
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At present it is uncertain whether the European Union will assume the shape of a federation, or whether,
ingtead, it will preserveits distinctive characterigtics.

Partisans of the cosmopolitan modd believe that it is undesirable to go beyond a given threshold of
centralization on ascae as vast asaglobal one. Applied on aglobd scae, the cosmopolitan democracy model
is not intended as atrangtiond step towards afederal system, but rather as a more permanent organization. On
the other hand, the existing system of 'global governance' is not suitable for cosmopolitan democracy asit lacks
sufficient legal competence, and its decision-making is not necessarily guided by the principles of democracy.®

The adjective ‘cosmopolitan’ is used in its eighteenth-century sense as a notion of citizenship both of the
gtate and of the European res publica.® For Mary Kaldor,

the term cosmopolitan, when gpplied to politica indtitutions, implies a layer of governance that condtitutes a
limitation on the sovereignty of states and yet does not itsdf condtitute a state. In other words, a cosmopolitan
ingtitution would coexist with a system of states but would override states in certain clearly defined spheres of
adtivity.*

| have preferred to refer to a 'cosmopoalitan’ democracy rather than an ‘internationa’ or ‘supranationa’ one
because the former may be confused with an exclusivdly intergovernmental organization and the latter may
conjure up a hierarchica relationship between central indtitutions and individua states. The term transnationd’
comes closer to the project described here, athough it does not necessarily refer to a concept of politics
founded on citizenship. The term ‘cosmopolitan’, instead, manages to capture the dual reference to citizens of
the world and of existing Sates.

Cosmopolitan democracy is therefore a project which ams to develop democracy within nations,
among states and a the globd level, assuming that the three levels, dthough highly interdependent, should and
can be pursued smultaneoudy. It stresses that different democratic procedures are needed for each of these
levels. Such a project proposes to integrate and limit the functions of existing states with new ingtitutions based
on world citizenship. These indtitutions should be entitled to manage issues of globa concern as well as to
interfere within states whenever serious violations of human rights are committed.

World citizenship does not necessarily have to assume dl the demands of nationd citizenship. The red
problem isto identify the areas in which citizens should have rights and duties as inhabitants of the world rather
than of secular dtates. In some cases spheres of competence may overlap, in others they would be
complementary.

The cosmopalitan system envisages not only the existence of universa human rights
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protected by states, but dso the creation of a mandatory core of rights which individuals may clam, aswell as
duties vis-a-vis globd inditutions. Rights ought to relate, in the firgt instance, to the sphere of surviva and to
issues which cross nationa boundaries. In relaion to these rights, world citizens undersign certain duties which
enable globd indtitutions to perform a function of temporary replacement, subsidiarity and subgtitution vis-avis
nationd ingitutions.

In the cosmopoalitan mode, the idea of sovereignty typicad of the confederd and federd moddsis dso
profoundly changed. States, in fact, preserve ther interna sovereignty vis-avis other dates, but their
sovereignty is eroded - induding legdly - by the trander of functions to intergovernmenta and
non-governmental bodies. Externd sovereignty may aso be eroded or, pargphrasing the young Kelsen, may
become less 'dogmatic.**

That internad and externd sovereignty should be limited is an opinion shared by functionaism and by
legd padifism dike™ It is significant, however, that the two approaches diverge drastically when it comes to
drategy. Functionalism champions a de facto erosion of sovereignty as a result of spontaneous processes, or
a dl events, without a generd paliticd design. On the other hand, legd pacifism ams basicdly for a de jure
transfer of competences from government to supragovernmenta authorities and to set up a unitary normative
reference framework.

The two approaches have the same objective- the reduction of government authority - and they are
thus highly complementary. In the cosmopolitan democracy project, however, the demands of both
functionalism and legd pacifiam are qudified. With respect to functionaism, the cosmopolitan modd intends to
accompany the spontaneous eroson of sovereignty with new forms of democraticaly legitimated politica
authority. With respect to lega pacifism, the cosmopolitan model does not necessarily intend to establish a
sangle normative congruction or a precise hierarchy of lega sources in which those a the nationd levd are
subordinated to those at the international level.”

The essentid characterigtics of the cosmopolitan modd and its differences from the models presented
earlier are discussed below. While the account of the confederd and federd modds is mainly descriptive, that
for the cosmopolitan modd is prescriptive.

Democracy inside nations

Unlike the federd model, the cosmopolitan democracy modd encompasses dates with different politica
condtitutions. This does not entail unquestioning acceptance of the dogma of non-interference, as is the case
with the confederad modd. On the contrary, the cosmopolitan mode deliberately sets out to transmit and
disseminate methods and tools of
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government to various politicd communities, and hence to gradudly make dl-the member countries of the
international  community democratic. Nonetheless, the conception of democracy which underpins the
cosmopolitan mode suggests that differences between politica systems will continue to exist in one form or
another. Hence the need for internationd organizations which will dlow this coexisence.

Since one dae€'s intervention in the domestic affairs of another has no legd foundation and may be
instrumentd , the cosmopolitan model entrusts civil society as opposed to nationd governments with the task of
interfering’ in the domestic affairs of another state. The objective am of this interference is to increase politica
participation in al states. The concept of democracy summarized in the four premises (pp. 199-201 above)
suggests that dl nations, dbet a very different stages in the democratic process, have something to gain by a
critical andyss of their own politica systemsin relation to the experiences of others.

Democracy among states

Relations between gates are managed by intergovernmental organizations. Multilaterdlism is the tool used to
ensure norrinterference and to prevent individuad <tates from perpetrating acts which have harmful
consequences for other members of the international community.

If the arbitration of intergovernmentd indtitutions is not effective, digoutes between states are passed on to
international judicid inditutions whose jurisdiction the states are compelled to accept. If a member of the
international community refuses to obey the ruling of the judicid authority, the internationa community may
adopt coercive measures, including economic, politicad and culturd sanctions. Military force is only the
extrema ratio if al other politica and diplomatic tools prove ineffective. The use of military force is controlled
directly by the indtitutions of the union and must be preventively authorized in advance by the inditutions of
world citizens. States which participate in an armed conflict are dutybound to minimize the number of casudties
on either sde. The international community must aso gpped to the citizens of the state which has violated
internationd law to overthrow their government and replace it with one which abides by internationa law.

Global democracy

The management of essentialy globa issues such as the environment and the surviva of humanity, including the
rights of future generations, is delegated not only to intergovernmenta ingtitutions but aso to transnationad ones.
Globd civil society participates in political decisonmaking through new permanent inditutions. These
inditutions may have
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both specific competences (such as the environment, population issues, development, disarmament, etc.) and
broader politicd mandates (such as the defence of fundamentd rights, the protection of future generations,
etc.). Some of these issues may be addressed on a regiona basis through specidly created organizetions.
Others are entrusted to established globd indtitutions. These inditutions would supplement but not replace
exiging intergovernmenta organizations. Their function would be essentidly advisory and not executive.

The inditutions of globa civil society would exercise direct control in one essentid area: the prevention and
impediment of acts of genocide or democide. To do so they would be entitled to demand the immediate
intervention of the governments of dl sates. An internationa crimina court would aso be st up to try
individuas respongble for acts of genocide and democide, crimes againg fundamenta human rights, aggresson
agang other dates, and war crimes. The fact that jurisdiction is individua means that the responsibilities of a
people may he separated from those of its rulers, and it is therefore possible to punish the wrongdoers.

THE VEHICLES OF COSMOPOLITAN DEMOCRACY

This description of the cosmopolitan democracy modd may appear somewhat puzzling. Even those convinced
of the theoretica vdidity of the mode put forward here will wonder how it is possible to achieve such aworld
order and how this conceptual modd is related to the existing world order. Has such a modd any direct
implication for the redl world? Has it something to say about everyday political behaviour? This section will
sress some of the policy implications of the cosmopolitan democracy mode which might be seen as norméative
prescriptions for internationa organizations, individua states and the nascent globa civil society.

The European Union

Thefirg internationa organization which begins to resemble the cosmopolitan modd is the European Union. Its
members are in fact sovereign states which have voluntarily transferred increasingly broad tasks (from cod and
ged policy to human rights) to the Union. Furthermore Europe has displayed a notable centripeta force. Only
gx daes origindly sgned the Treaty of Rome, t ut the number of EU members has now increased to fifteen
(plus Engt Germany). Tlle centripetd force of the European Union is even greater than that of the United
States, which has extended geographically without absorbing culturaly heterogeneous

communities.
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From the condtitutiona point of view, it is extremdy sgnificant that intergovernmentd ingtitutions such
as the Council of Ministers are now backed by technicd indtitutions such as the Commission, and even by a
body directly eected by citizens, such as the European Parliament. The principle of subsdiarity has dlowed
European inditutions to intervene in sdected policy areas of member countries. Seen from a globa
perspective, the European Union is an experiment of great importance.44 We can only hope that it will be
imitated by other regiond organizations, be it the Union of African Unity or the Organization of American
States . At the same time, the European Union offers interesting cues for a possible reform of the United
Nations and the setting up of new inditutions.

It is certainly ggnificant that an internationa example of cosmopolitan democracy such as the EU is
undergoing a process of centradization which may, in the future, make it ressmble more closdly the federdist
mode. Today there is much discusson on the appropriateness of centrdizing within European bodies the
competences typical of sovereign dtates, such as monetary and defence policies. It is not my intention to
discuss the prospects of the European Union,* but | would like to stress that, notwithstanding its prodigious
capacity to integrate and expand geographicdly, it remains a substantialy regiond experience. Andin so far as
it has been joined by exclusvely democratic governments, it is an organization of countries with homogeneous
condtitutions.

The United Nations

Unlike the European Union, the UNO has set no conditions on membership. It has accepted governments on
the bads of ther effective territorid control as opposed to their legitimacy. The UNO is thus the first
intergovernmentd organization which involves dl the states of the world but which, until recently, was made up
chiefly of non-democratic sates. Although the UNO came into being as a confederation, from the beginning it
has cultivated much broader ambitions. The goprova of the Universal Decdlaration of Human Rights ratified the
principle that, even domedticdly, dl member states should undertake to respect given norms. This principle
was of course aformaity and never put into practice, nor was the UNO to en force it. However, the Universa
Declaration itself was a seed that was bound to grow.

Would it be possble today to reform the United Nations and make it the backbone of the
cosmopolitan model? Some observers argue that the UNO as such cannot serve these purposes; that it is
impossible to reform, given the prevaling interests of dates and the excessve power of the permanent
members of the Security Coundil.* | take the opposite view.
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| believeit is unredigtic to look for more finely tuned vehicles to achieve a democratic world order, and that
we must mohilize forces to reform the UNO democraticaly.

The cosmopolitan democracy model has many points in common with the proposas to reform the
organization.*” The main reform proposals are summed up in table 10.1.%

Table10.1 Reform of the United Nations

Institution Present structure Reform proposal
Generd Assambly Five delegates appointed by Delegates must represent both
governments. government and opposition. Direct
election of one or two delegates.
Security Council Five permanent members Limitation and, in the future, abolition
with power of veto and ten of the power of veto. Opening to
members elected by the regiond organizations such asthe
Generd Assembly. European Union. Consultative vote to
representatives of civil society.
I nternational Optiona acceptance of Compulsory jurisdiction as
Court of Justice jurisdiction by States. conseguence of UNO membership.
Peacekeeping On the mandate of the Security Military and civilian peace forces st
Council, the Secretary-General asks  up and trained by gatesin
states to supply soldiers. col!aboration with INGOs hut at the
disposa of the Security Council.
Civil society Thematic forums (on environment, Elective parliamentary assembly with
population, development, etc.) in which consultative powers.
governmental and nongovernmentd
organizations take part.
Crimind Specid courts for Stuations International crimina court with
jurisdiction of outstanding gravity ~ with compulsory jurisdiction over crimes

(former Yugodavia, Rwanda).

of genocide, aggression and violation
of human rights.
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Therole of states

It is above dl individud states which can begin to make cosmopolitan democracy meteridize by adopting its
principlesin their domegtic and foreign policies. States may unilateraly implement many of the norms suggested
by this modd without necessarily having to wait for a generd consensus. There are a number of actions which'
are dready taken by gtates in order to reinforce the principles of democracy a the three levels mentioned
above. Extending internd democracy, for example, dso implies granting to foreigners certain politica rights,
including the right to vote, as many daes or even loca governments dready do. Governments willing to
reinforce interstate democracy may take unilatera decisons, including accepting unilaterdly the jurisdiction of
the World Court, banning the production of and trade in wegpons, and promoting and participaing in
intergovernmental organizations. Governments can adso provide a subgtantid contribution to democracy by
providing resources, such as economic aid or peacekeeping forces, in areas of globa concern.

The list of these prescriptions is much longer and is not unique to the project presented here. Andrew
Linklater, for example, has dready addressed the question of which states should be considered good citizens
of the international society.* There are many specific actions which governments aready take or could take to
extend democracy within nations, among states and at the globa leve. Any state could be a microexample of
cosmopolitan democracy.>

Civil society

This chapter has placed greast emphasis on the involvement of citizens as agents of globa change. This is based
on the development of a nascent global civil society which is transforming the political landscape> Citizens and
thelr organizations can play a fundamenta role a the three levels of democracy described here. Besides the
perennia struggle to extend democracy in their own polity, civil societies can induce their governments to adopt
policies conducive to peeceful and lawful interstete relations. They can adso play a direct role in the
management of globa issues. Experiences of these types abound. This does not mean that there is a massive
movement to extend democracy beyond the state level. On the contrary, it should be recognized that such a
movement is smdl in the light of such ambitious gods. Still, there is sufficient evidence that citizens can play an
important role in the process of democratizing the globa society, as they have dready done in the Struggle to
achieve democracy in their own communities.
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CONCLUSIONS

'Would you tell me, please, which way | ought to go from here? Alice asked the Cheshire Cat. 'That depends
a good ded on where you want to get to, came the reply. We should dways remember this smple but
illuminating lesson when we address the broader politica problem of the world order. We know that one
world order- the Cold War- has come to an end, and that we are now experiencing a phase of politica and
theoreticad uncertainty in which those steering states must devise new rules for an as yet unfinished game, and
academics must attempt new interpretations and propose new strategies.

The cosmopolitan democracy project points to a way out of the present uncertainty: the
democratization of the internationa system as a politica course paralel to the domestic democratization of
gates. Democracy has made greet progress in recent years, but it is ill along way from outright victory. To
be able to dam that, it must dso assart itsdf in international relations. Today the conditions are more
favourable than ever before,

Staes mug, firg of dl, be ready and willing to form a society of societies. The typicd forms of
international organization, exemplified here in the confedera and federdist models, do not seem to mest the
prerequisites of a democratic world order. It is thus necessary to design a system of states different from the
exiging one. Thisis the ambition of the cosmopolitan modd.

The feasbility of this, as with any other politica project, depends in the final analys's on the forces that
are prepared to come out into the open and actively support it. The forces which oppose it are relaively easy
to identify: they range from opponents of democracy to those who favour domestic democracy but who are
sceptical about its extenson to internationa affairs. It is, above al, the concept of world palitics as the
exclugve redm of states which is againg any form of internationa integration based on cooperation and
legdlity.

There are, however, strong tendencies in civil society towards a democratic world order. Forces which
promoted democracy indde dates to meet extremely tangible needs are now gpproaching the world
framework with the awareness that domestic democracy on its own is incomplete. Although this avareness is
gtill the preserve of relatively redtricted circles, there are aso higtorica trends which draw individuas towards a
globa society. This is by no means the firgt time that economic and socid processes have moved fagter than
ingtitutiona innovations. Sooner or later, however, society aways manages to create organs capable of serving
itsvital needs.

What is needed now is the participation of new political subjects. According to the cosmopoalitan project, they
should he world citizens, provided with the inditutiona channdls
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to take part and assume duties vis-a-vis the globd degtiny. If citizens had not been capable of assuming this
responsbility directly, democracy would never have Enjoyed such great success in so many countries. It is no
vain hope, therefore, to believe that in time the citizens of the world will take upon themsalves the responsbility
of managing thissmdl planet of theirs democraticaly.
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