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 Abstract For many recent commentators, the association of citizenship with the nation-state
 is under siege, as transnational and even global forms of citizenship begin to emerge. The
 nascent phenomenon of global citizenship in particular is characterized by three components:
 the global discourse on human rights; a global account of citizenly responsibilities; and finally
 "global civil society." This last component is supposed to give a new global citizenship its
 "'political" character, and for many represents the most likely vehicle for the emergence of a
 global, democratic citizen politics. This paper critically examines this view, asking whether
 a global form of citizenship is indeed emerging, and if so whether "global civil society"
 is well-equipped to stand in as its political dimension. The paper examines two opposed
 narratives on the potential of global civil society to form a political arm of global citizenship,
 before returning by way of conclusion to the vexed notion of global citizenship itself.


 Keywords Global citizenship ? Global civil society ? Globalization ? Equality ?
 Democracy ? Neoliberalism


 Global civil society: The political arm of a new global citizenship


 Politicians, journalists, and academics increasingly tell us we live in an "interdependent,"
 even "cosmopolitan" age, the by-product of an inexorable process of "globalization." We
 now share, we are told, what Held and McGrew (2002) call a single "community of fate,"
 such that actions in one part of the planet inevitably impact on others, and we face common
 problems that can only be dealt with by means of common political action. Given the
 increasing economic and cultural interp?n?tration of societies, the nature of political action


 This paper draws from the final chapter of Rethinking Equality: the Challenge of Equal Citizenship,
 Manchester University Press, Manchester. 2006.
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 and even of membership will need to change accordingly. Indeed, for many commentators the
 dominant nation-state based model of citizenship is already in the process of disintegrating
 as a focus of political identity and power. Although the political project of citizenship
 has been successfully "fixed" at the level of the nation-state in recent centuries (Behnke,
 1997), this link is under threat on a number of fronts. The growth of transnational identities
 and mass migration, the vagaries of the global economy, or the collapse of the vision
 of the homogenous nation-state, have led to a progressive unwrapping of the citizenship
 "package" that characterized much of the twentieth century, based on state sovereignty,
 social protection, and a common identity (Sassen, 2003; see also Benhabib, 2001). Political
 identity has become increasingly detached from its "monogamous" association with a single
 nation-state, and replaced (at least for some) with a system of fluid, multiple citizenships.
 The state, we are told, is simply no longer the only meaningful player on the world stage,
 and although this may not imply the death of the state, it does suggest a changing role for
 the state, and a change in the nature of citizenship.


 The notion of global citizenship is an increasingly common one within contemporary
 debate. Its advocates argue that the same forces which have led to an unbundling of the
 project of national citizenship have opened up possibilities for imagining forms of solidarity
 and belonging less marked by the exclusionist histories of the modem nation-state (Purcell,
 2003). On this version of events whilst globalization is both a blessing and a curse, global
 citizenship offers an antidote to the inegalitarian and undemocratic tendencies of global
 integration. But what form might a global citizenship regime take? Andrew Linklater (2002),
 in an influential formulation, suggests that a nascent form of global citizenship is marked
 by three components: a cosmopolitan, universal system of individual rights; a set of duties
 additional to or even competing with duties to fellow nationals; and finally an emerging
 world-wide democratic public sphere, or "global civil society." The first two components are
 at best minimally evident in the contemporary world. The global human rights regime, for
 instance, is probably better described as a (more or less) universal system of national rights,
 to be claimed against the nation-state in which one happens to reside. One reason for this
 is that the second supposed component?a discourse of global responsibility which would


 make the meeting of individual rights a genuinely tran s-national concern?is notable only
 for its absence. It might be said that substantial progress would be needed on both of these
 counts in order to give a putative global citizenship a meaningful socio-economic dimension.


 This paper focuses, though, on the third component, which aims to supply the "political"
 dimension of a global citizenship regime. If a global regime of citizenship is in the process
 of emerging, at what sites does the political participation of citizens take place? For most
 cosmopolitan theorists, the role of the nation-state as the locus of real power is fast eroding
 if not altogether terminated, and the real focal points of power in the contemporary world
 lie with international organizations and powerful economic actors (see, e.g., Held, 1995).
 If this is the case, national citizenship can no longer operate as the site of a viable form of
 democracy or equality, and other possibilities, which are closer to the seats of real power,
 must be found. One possibility lies with democratic reform of existing institutions such as
 the United Nations (UN), taking the form perhaps of a directly globally-elected UN Par
 liament (Linklater, 2002, p. 329; see also Young, 2000). Such a project is worthwhile, but
 could be expected to have radical implications only if we assume that bodies such as the
 UN are crucial sites of transnational power. But in the current global order multinational
 corporations and institutions such as the World Bank, International Monetary Fund (IMF),
 and World Trade Organisation (WTO) appear to many to represent the embodiment of such
 power. For a growing number of commentators, the democratic participation of citizens is and
 should therefore be expressed through the intermediaries of international nongovernmental
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 organisations (INGOs), which are able to interact with, and hopefully influence, such inter
 national governmental institutions. In re-linking global power with the concerns of individual
 citizens across the globe, and injecting an element of accountability and transparency into
 "global governance," these INGOs represent the crucial focus of an emerging "global civil
 society." For Linklater (2002, p. 329) "attempts by INGOs to build a worldwide public sphere
 by participating, albeit sporadically, in global events, running parallel to major United Na
 tions conferences such as those held in Beijing and Rio de Janeiro advance the claim that
 global institutions should comply with principles of democratic legitimacy." Whereas the
 executives who attend global summits represent the real princes of global power, the colour
 ful eruptions of popular democratic will that picket them represent their consciences, and
 sometimes at least succeed in making their voices heard.


 In what follows, I will ask: To what extent does the much-vaunted "global civil society"
 (hereafter GCS) represent a meaningful political embodiment of the ideal of global citizen
 ship? And what might an analysis of GCS tell us about the likely character of an emerging
 global citizenship? The next two sections examine two opposed narratives on the role of
 global civil society, the first broadly confident about its potential role in substantiating a
 form of global citizenship, and the second less so. The two final sections of this paper offer
 some tentative conclusions about the potential role that GCS might play in substantiating a
 form of democratic global citizenship.


 Global civil society and political citizenship


 The advantage of the language of civil society is precisely its political content, its
 implications for participation and citizenship. It adds to the human rights discourse the
 notion of individual responsibility for respect of human rights through public action.
 (Kaldor, 1999, p. 211)


 A newly emerging global civil society is usually constituted as a "third zone," beyond
 formal politics and the market, or at least a zone where "civic initiative" mingles with "market
 forces" and the power-play of "state interaction" (Keane, 2001, p. 35). This GCS forms an
 essential counterbalance to the exclusionary, inegalitarian, and undemocratic nature of global
 power. Some rather grand claims have been made about the potential of GCS to "civilize"
 globalization: that it produces the key to the delivery of human rights, by supplementing
 that discourse with an effective account of individual responsibility (Kaldor, 1999), that it
 supplies an "answer to war" by defusing conflict between major powers, and that it can
 provide "a check both on the power and arbitrariness of the contemporary state and on the
 power of unbridled capitalism" (Kaldor, 2003, p. 21). Indeed civil society at the global level
 is ethically superior to its seedbeds at the national level, for GCS overcomes the exclusionary
 tendencies of Westphalian citizenship (Linklater, 1998). Such is the potential legitimising
 role of GCS within global politics that, for Daniele Archibugi (1998) it is the existence of
 GCS alone that provides the authority for global institutions to interfere in the domestic
 affairs of nation-states. Whereas global institutions such as the UN suffer from obvious
 "democratic deficits," the democratic energies of GCS can act as a legitimating force for
 their actions and re-couple economic and military power with the authority of democratic
 citizenship.


 If a global citizenry is emerging, then, GCS represents one of its primary manifestations.
 Naidoo and Tandon (1999, pp. 6-7) have described it as "the network of autonomous
 institutions that rights-bearing and responsibility-laden citizens voluntarily create to address
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 common problems, advance shared interests and promote collective aspirations." Global civil
 society is the place where human rights connect with human responsibilities, as individuals
 and groups seek to mediate the terms of global integration and interdependence. This much
 is also proclaimed by many of the component organizations of GCS which explicitly use
 the language of citizenship to frame their concerns and mode of operation. There is an odd
 slippage in the literature, however, on the question of whether global civil society expresses
 the emergence of global citizenship, or in fact engineers that emergence. Here prominent
 accounts of global civil society become somewhat circular, for many defenders of GCS do
 see it as playing a role in creating global citizens. As Anheier, Glasius, and Kaldor (2001,
 p. 17) put it, "global civil society can be seen as an aspiration to reach and include citizens
 everywhere and to enable them to think and act as global citizens." This implies a critical
 (and very liberal) distancing from national traditions and identities: in the new globalized
 world. Held and McGrew (2002, p. 107) tell us, "Each citizen of a state will have to learn
 to become a 'cosmopolitan citizen' as well; that is, a person capable of mediating between
 national traditions and alternative forms of life." For Linklater (1998, p. 181) transnational
 political communities are necessary to "promote a transnational citizenry with multiple
 political allegiances," and not just to give expression to those allegiances. For Keane (2001,
 p. 43), even more bluntly, global public spheres "enable citizens to shake off bad habits of
 parochialism."


 Although GCS begins to look like a tremendously powerful and progressive force on
 this dominant narrative, its supporters do feel the need to address three tricky issues. The
 first is the Western bias of the nascent global civil society. As Gideon Baker (2002, p. 937)
 puts it, "most 'global' civil society organisations are actually thoroughly Western... and the
 majority of the world's 'citizens' are more adequately conceptualised as objects rather than
 subjects of such organisations." Even its champions admit that the INGOs that constitute
 GCS are "heavily concentrated in north-western Europe" (Anheier et al., 2001, p. 7; see also
 Linklater, 2002, p. 329). Keane (2001, p. 24) in fact tells us that there are "no-go areas for
 civil society" at the global level, where GCS has barely been able to put down roots at all (and
 where "parochialism" presumably still rules). But for supporters of GCS this is generally
 identified as a transitional problem: in time, the organizations and practices of GCS will
 become more vocal and powerful in the global South, thereby confirming its legitimacy. The
 second tricky issue concerns what "counts" as GCS and what does not. Do we include right
 wing organizations such as transnational fundamentalist and even terrorist organizations, or
 organizations that challenge the basic principles of human rights, for instance? Opinion here
 is divided: some are happy to boldly define GCS as "a complex multi-organizational field
 that explicitly excludes reactionary?racist, fascist, or fundamentalist?organizations and


 movements" (Taylor, 2004, p. 4), whereas others are more circumspect. But a commitment
 to existing ideals of human rights does seem to be hardwired into the definitions of theorists
 such as Kaldor and Linklater. Finally, just how independent from the powers-that-be does
 GCS have to be to represent a corrective to their undemocratic tendencies? Should financial
 organizations, corporations and/or economic lobbying organizations themselves be included
 in the definition of GCS? Held and McGrew (2002, p. 70) themselves point to "a significant
 privatisation of aspects of global governance [representing] the expanding influence of private
 interests in the formulation as well as the delivery of global policies." Some have responded
 to this fact by defining GCS in such a way that it does not include these private voices,
 but it is not clear that its independence can be secured by such "definitional fiat" (Munck,
 2004). On a related theme, should the INGOs considered to comprise GCS be autonomously
 organized by citizens, and funded by concerned individuals, or may they be sponsored,
 organized, or even paid for, by states and transnational corporations (as many are) and still
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 preserve their role as the democratic "policemen" of world politics (Hirsch, 2003, p. 238)?
 For defenders of GCS these are difficult questions, but the claim stands that GCS?however
 constituted?represents the best hope for a new democratic citizen politics in the global
 order.


 Global civil society and neoliberal citizenship


 To increase the efficiency of adjustment and solidify the political foundations of neolib
 eralism, global regulatory agencies began [in the 1980s] to concern themselves with
 political and social processes beyond crude impressment, and began to structure their
 relationship with NGOs and other would-be representatives of global civil society...
 "Global governance" is an attempt to invent a political interlocutor with whom glob
 alizing elites might negotiate sustainable terms for global accumulation. (Drainville,
 2002, p. 23)


 A second perspective views the narrative above with considerable suspicion, and considers
 global civil society principally as an agent or conduit of neoliberal governance. On this view
 the new global citizen is best viewed as the neoliberal's "active citizen," construed as a
 politically pliant consumer of goods and services rather than as someone embarked upon a
 project of political self-determination (for more on this vision of citizenship, see Armstrong,
 2006, pp. 85-91 ). The function of GCS is to act as an intermediary between individual citizens
 and states or powerful economic actors, but emphatically not to provide any substantial from
 of political accountability. For Drainville (1998, p. 37) GCS has functioned as a tool for
 "the making of a compliant citizenry," and not as the entry point for real challenges to
 the global order. Of course many radical critics will already come to the notion of civil
 society with a measure of suspicion, given that within nation-states it is the "civil society"
 of voluntary organizations, corporations, lobbying groups, and quasi-state organizations
 that neoliberalism has turned to in "rolling back the frontiers" both of the state and of
 democracy. For Gramscian critics in particular it is no surprise that "the activities of 'global
 civil society'?meaning the civil society that is seen and heard?are thus neither autonomous
 from nor particularly challenging to the processes of globalisation" (Robinson. 2004. p. 170).


 On the sternest assessment, GCS stands "coopted as the 'social' wing of neoliberal global
 capitalism" (Munck, 2004, p. 20), an agent of inequality rather than equality. But what does
 this mean in practice? David Chandler (2004, pp. 332-334) considers GCS an exemplar of
 "courtier politics," and claims that rather than GCS pressuring institutions such as the UN,
 the UN has "been largely responsible for creating a global activist network" around itself. For
 Andr? Drainville the engagement of institutions such as the IMF and World Bank with GCS
 has been highly instrumental, aimed at gathering legitimacy for neoliberal economic policies,
 and "putting in place the social and political infrastructure of a sustainable global order free
 of irritants and resistance" (Drainville, 2004, p. 136). Whereas large numbers of INGOs have
 existed for decades at least, it was only during the 1980s that the IMF and World Bank began
 to engage with?and even to nurture and bankroll?such "autonomous" institutions. On


 Drainville's (2002) account, this has little to do with any interest in democratic citizenship
 and political accountability, but a good deal to do with increased fears about the smooth
 progress of the global financial system (as a result of anti-IMF riots in the 1980s, the removal
 of neoliberal leaders in Latin America, and more recently financial crises in Asia and Mexico,
 for example). The colourful spectacle of GCS is wheeled out every time a major summit
 is held, but the real function of GCS is to negotiate and then propagate "back home" to


 4=! Springer


This content downloaded from 129.49.5.35 on Mon, 27 Jun 2016 05:14:52 UTC
All use subject to http://about.jstor.org/terms








 354  Voluntas (2006) 17:349-357


 individual citizens a "reformist" version of neoliberalism which institutions such as the IMF


 and World Bank believe is in the best interests of global capital anyway. Although Drainville
 is fiercely, and perhaps immoderately critical of the critical potential of GCS. he is not alone
 in his suspicions here. For Jacqueline Best (2003, p. 378) we are witnessing the birth of "a
 strange new kind of embedded liberalism," which springs from a recognition of the limits of
 an unstable and unpopular "disembedded liberalism" for the stability of global accumulation.
 The freedom given to finance capital in the 1970s and 1980s proved just too risky in practice,
 as unrestrained speculation triggered a series of economic and political crises. The IMF and


 World Bank are now instead engaged in seeking a new top-down "consensus" on financial
 management which seeks to "reform" these excesses, and although they are securing it by
 using apparently consensual terms such as "civility," "civilizing globalization," and the need
 for "good financial citizenship" (Best, 2003, p. 363), the reality is that GCS has been turned
 to as a legitimating tool for global neoliberalism, "a means of making the global political
 economy governable in particular ways" (Amoore and Langley, 2004, p. 90), regardless of
 the views of individual citizens.


 Resistance and civility


 It is certainly the case, as how now been argued frequently, that "The claim that in international
 affairs the mere presence of global civil society organizations represents a democratization
 of the international domain must be treated with extreme caution" (Lupel, 2005, p. 129). But
 more importantly for my purposes, the second narrative begs the question, and forcefully, of
 whether GCS as currently conceived is part of the solution, as opposed to part of the project
 of global citizenship in a broadly neoliberal image. For Drainville (2004, p. 23), the "new
 agoras" of the global order attempt to "make new citizens, unsullied by context, immaculately
 conceived," whereby the sheer dirtiness, messiness, and complexity of individuals' lives and
 perspectives is erased?and this ambition does seem to resonate with the claims of GCS's
 champions about its ability to oblige citizens to transcend their particular and parochial
 obsessions. As a result global citizenship brings to bear precisely the vision of universal
 citizenship that Iris Young (1998) earlier criticized for pulling a rug of "impartiality" over
 the distasteful facts of oppression and cultural imperialism. If what characterizes global
 citizens is their ability to transcend their parochialism, might this not also undercut the
 possibility of radical critique and of the solidarity formed by the experience of oppression?


 These concerns are well-taken; nevertheless even the sceptical voices cited above ac
 knowledge that a transnational politics independent of both state and economic institutions
 is possible. The devil, as ever, is in the detail: most critics of GCS do not recoil so much
 from the aspiration it expresses, but are rather highly sceptical of the dominant narratives
 of how, and to what extent, it is manifested at present. The danger of co-option is real, and
 the independence?and therefore critical import?of much of what goes under the heading
 of GCS is highly dubious. For Pasha and Blaney (1998, p. 420). "a failure to attend to
 the mutually constitutive relationship of civil society, capitalism, and the liberal state will


 misguide our assessments of the emancipatory possibilities of associational life;" although
 a critical global civil society is possible, it does not necessarily exist in the places where
 supporters of the first narrative have preferred to look.


 The sheer diversity of the so-called GCS does make blanket condemnations appear mis
 guided, and in the end some of the sternest critics of GCS turn out to favour a somewhat
 different set of actors to the dominant narrative, but to still hold out the possibility of in
 dependent and critical global action. It would of course be far too sweeping to dismiss the
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 movements that have protested at Rio, Seattle, Beijing, Quebec City, or Davos as mere elite
 proxies, and in the final analysis critics of GCS tend to retreat from such a claim. Thus
 Drainville, one of GCS's harshest judges, does acknowledge that some INGOs have altered
 the policy of IGOs, and been instrumental in, for instance, increasing levels of development
 aid, and establishing international covenants on torture (Drainville, 2004, p. 109). And indeed
 the movements Drainville does champion?spontaneous movements against sweatshops, for
 abortion rights, against the trafficking of women, for tougher labour standards?may also fall
 under the GCS rubric, although they show considerably less "respect" for dominant norms
 of civility and cooperation with the vested interests that stand foremost on the global stage.
 This implies that the problem does not lie with the "globality" or with the "societal" elements
 of GCS, but with the dominant ideas of "civility" that characterize it, and which serve to
 narrow the political agenda and exclude dissonant voices (Pasha & Blaney, 1998). The new
 global citizens, if they are to possess meaningful political power, may need to be a good deal
 less civil than some defenders of GCS (and they may also need to refuse to shake off all of
 the bad habits of parochialism). A second cause for concern is that, for all that Linklater,
 Kaldor, et al, appear to champion democratic involvement in the fight for human rights
 and global justice, the rights and the principles of justice too often seem to come before the
 politics. Democratic contestation by citizens over the substance of those rights and principles
 frequently seems to be as distant from the politics of GCS as substantial democratic control
 over the basic policies, orientations, and even existence of institutions such as the IMF, WTO,
 or World Bank. So although a counter-hegemonic global citizen politics may be possible, its
 existence may be more fleeting and fragile than has been assumed, and dependent on a far
 broader notion of politics than that held out by mainstream advocates of global civil society.


 Global citizenship and global civil society


 If a commitment to equal citizenship is to provide a framework for struggles against
 global inequalities, such a project appears highly precarious. The claim that a meaning
 ful global regime of citizenship is emerging?and that it represents the seedbed for a new
 global democratic egalitarianism?should be treated with caution. One reason for this is that,
 the supposedly "global" elements of global citizenship turn out on closer inspection to be
 far less universal and transcendental than is often implied. It must be said that globalization
 appears to have transformed the terms of national citizenship, rather than rendering it obso
 lete as a category of political and economic life. The relation between state power and the
 power of transnational economic forces is complex and variable, and some states?notably
 the United Kingdom?have been far more "proactive" in "meeting the challenges" of glob
 alization than others. It may well be that the logic of state sovereignty has been transformed,
 but proclamations of the death of the state and of nation-state citizenship are premature, and
 eager acceptance of such ideas may be all too convenient for the political leaders beloved
 of the rhetoric of global necessity, peddling what Ulrich Beck has called "the rebirth of
 Marxism as management ideology" (quoted in Steger, 2005, p. 19). It may be, in fact, that
 what best characterizes the contemporary world is not a move from national to global citi
 zenship as such, but the (often shifting) coexistence between a variety of citizenship forms,
 which enable mobility and choice for some, but which imply "stability" and compulsion for
 others. There are differing degrees of mobility between these citizenship regimes, and such
 mobility may be stratified according to class, gender, and ethnicity. Although this sounds
 like a dystopian version of Field's (1995) world of "multiple citizenships," it might be closer
 to the reality for many of the world's people.
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 Perhaps we are not, then, undergoing a simple transition from "national" to "global"
 citizenship forms, but rather witnessing a process which is both more complex and less
 intrinsically antithetical to the survival of national citizenship. This in turn has implications
 for the three components of global citizenship described by Linklater (2002). I have already
 made this point with regards to human rights, which at least as presently practised cannot be
 described as inimical to national sovereignty and national citizenship in any straightforward
 sense. A similar point has been made about the discourse of human responsibilities, which
 has not yet approached a point where national sovereignty or citizenship are endangered by
 it. But for our present purposes, it is worth asking whether parallel points can be made about
 global civil society as a third, "political" component of global citizenship. Such a concern
 returns us to the vexed question of just how "global" global civil society really is. Of course,
 it has been argued precisely that GCS is best seen as a reflection of the "internationalization
 of the state" rather than a challenge to the nation-state per se (see, e.g., Demirovic, 2003;
 Hirsch, 2003). This implies that we cannot simply assume that the actions of GCS act as a
 check on the power of nation-states, since states have been instrumental in the development
 of GCS. If this is so, GCS operates as a constituency which is to some degree trans-nati on al,
 but not global if by "global" we mean independent of state power.


 A close analysis of the three supposed components of global citizenship, then, indicates
 that recourse to the ideal of equal citizenship will not be a straightforward affair at the
 global level. This is not to reject the idea, as some theorists have done. Thus communitarians
 and liberal nationalists remind us that the nation-state remains a crucial locus of identity,
 social meaning, and to some extent political power. Such theorists object to a regime of
 global citizenship because of sincere concerns over the dangers of theoretical imperialism:
 in a diverse and pluralist world, adherence to an abstract cosmopolitan citizenship regime
 amounts to complicity in the erasure of cultural difference. But the communitarian position
 is vulnerable to a series of powerful criticisms itself: communitarians offer no adequate
 response to the genuine power of multinationals and global economic institutions, and defend
 images of the nation that deny the (new but also very old) fact that the nation-state has never
 been a simple container for political identity. The assertion of the "unnaturalness" of global
 citizenship depends on a naturalization of national citizenship which does not bear up under
 historical scrutiny (Behnke, 1997). Moreover such theorists inexcusably neglect the strong
 connections between the citizenship privileges enjoyed in wealthy Western democracies and
 the place of rich states in a hugely unequal global economic system.


 Instead, the foregoing analysis does suggest that, as Parekh (2003) puts it, even if we reject
 a system of global citizenship, some form of "globally-oriented citizenship" is a minimal
 requirement. One component in this turn to "globally-oriented" or "worldly" citizenship is
 likely to be a far more radical account of human rights and of human responsibilities. And in
 the light of the common problems that (local) citizens across the world face, and the many
 ways in which political power has been transnationalized, it is essential that we endeavour
 to achieve a more substantial form of democracy beyond the borders of the nation-state. In
 achieving this goal, the emergence of a so-called global civil society may yet be crucial.
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