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Not since the world state “heyday” of 1944–1950 have so many promi-
nent thinkers been exploring possibilities for global political integration. 
Then, in the aftermath of the horrors visited upon Hiroshima and Naga-
saki, Japan, it was the fear of global nuclear annihilation that spurred a 
remarkable range of scholars and public intellectuals, political figures 
and activists to press for the near-term creation of a global Leviathan. 
In recent years, leading researchers in international relations, economics, 
and political theory have offered rigorous, detailed treatments of 
whether trends in global economic integration could lead to some form 
of world government, or whether more comprehensive global political 
institutions should be created as a means of providing security against 
nuclear weapons or solving other, genuinely global problems. Numerous 
other recent commentators, while rejecting full global government, have 
proposed dramatic reforms in global governance, including the creation 
of a world parliament. This volume is part of an ongoing effort to bring 
together some of the leading current thinkers on global government and 
global governance and put them in conversation about their own, often 
provocative visions for the future of the world system.1

A global government is understood here as a cohesive institu-
tional system of fully global scope that exercises, at minimum, formal 
supremacy in decision making over states or other political subunits on 
a significant range of legislative and juridical activities. How extensive 
the range of activities must be for an entity to be considered a world 
government,2 whether it must also exercise a full monopoly on the 
exercise of the legitimate means of collective violence, and how closely 
it must resemble the state in its governing organs or institutions, remain 
very much open to discussion, as the chapters in this volume begin 
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to show3 (see also Craig 2008; Weiss 2009). However, commentators 
generally are careful to distinguish either that they are predicting or 
recommending the creation of some form of comprehensive global 
government capable of obtaining compliance from all states, or that 
they are discussing more limited proposals in global governance (see 
Marchetti 2006; Brock 2009, ch. 4).

Global governance will be understood broadly, as purposive and 
continuing coordination among actors in the global system to address 
specific problems. Actors involved in such coordination can include 
states, international organizations, nongovernmental organizations, 
transnational lobbies and activist groups, professional networks, and 
others (see Commission on Global Governance 1995; Rosenau 1996, 
ch. 8; Murphy 2000; Wilkinson and Hughes 2002; Slaughter 2004; Held 
and Koenig-Archibugi 2005; Beeson 2007). Problems requiring such 
coordination could include border-spanning environmental issues, 
trade, crime, the regulation of financial or other services, the promotion 
of human rights standards.

Governance effected through formal suprastate institutions is a 
particular emphasis in this volume. Such institutions can usefully be 
conceived as being on a “compliance continuum” progressing from those 
engaged in primarily intergovernmental coordination, where exit or 
noncompliance has relatively low costs for state actors, to supranational 
institutions with some robust powers to obtain compliance with their 
rules or judgments. The World Trade Organization is often cited as 
a paradigm supranational institution—and one of near global scope, 
with more than 150 member states and growing—since its dispute 
resolution bodies are empowered to impose punitive tariffs on member 
states found out of compliance with trade rules (Jones 2004; Cass 2005). 
Some institutions of the European Union, in particular the European 
Court of Justice, also would be clearly at the supranational end of an 
“intergovernmental-to-supranational” continuum (see Stone-Sweet and 
Caporaso 1998; Stone-Sweet, Sandholtz, and Fligstein 2001), as would 
the institutions of the European human rights regime examined in this 
volume by Jamie Mayerfeld.

The global parliamentary institutions envisioned in many proposals 
for cosmopolitan democracy would fall toward the middle of the 
continuum. Such proposals generally are aimed at asserting, or reas-
serting, some popular control over political decision making. However, 
most advocates of promoting more democratic global governance, 
including Richard Falk and Christine Keating in this volume, reject 
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the advocacy of comprehensive global government (see also Held 
2004; Archibugi 2008). Institutions that have much weaker compli-
ance powers in relation to their state members, for example the UN 
General Assembly, would be placed near the intergovernmental end 
of the continuum. Some such institutions play a significant role in 
these chapters. The importance of a range of noninstitutional global 
actors also is highlighted in relation to institutions. Overall, though, the 
emphasis here is at the supranational end of governance, on institutional 
visions for formalizing or routinizing the production of significant 
social goods in the global system. Thus, the accounts here are animated 
by the many of the same questions that drove authors in the world state 
heyday after World War II:

Can the conditions necessary for human fl ourishing, or for bare 

species survival, be established while even partial anarchy obtains 

in the global system?

Should the advocacy of global government be rejected, for fear 

of potential tyranny, forms of domination, or on other grounds, in 

favor of more limited institutions?

If so, can such institutions reliably obtain compliance from states, 

in particular if their mandates are not seen as broadly in alignment 

with the interests of powerful states?

In this introductory chapter, I first provide background for under-
standing the recent resurgence in world state thought with a brief 
examination of the post–World War II heyday. I then review some of 
the major recent contributions on both global government and forms 
of enhanced global governance, while working to situate each chapter 
in this volume within current key debates on global governance and 
global government.

The World State Heyday

What is unique today is the careful attention being given to world 

government and other plans for large-scale political union . . . . What 

was once the dream of poets and philosophers has become a serious 

factor in politics—something to be reckoned with by those who 

formulate and execute foreign policy.

—Percy Corbett, “Congress and Proposals 

for International Government”
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When Yale international law scholar Percy E. Corbett penned those 
words for a 1950 article in International Organization, world govern-
ment indeed seemed to many an idea whose time had come. Never 
before had the advocacy or exploration of the possibilities for global 
political integration been such a central part of academic, political, and 
societal discourse.4 In the immediate aftermath of the nuclear attacks on 
Japan, such luminaries as Albert Einstein set aside their core research 
activities to publicly campaign for a strongly empowered world govern-
ment as necessary to prevent global nuclear war (Einstein 2007[1946]; 
see Caudill 1991). Einstein’s colleagues on the Emergency Committee 
of Atomic Scientists, including later Nobel laureate physicist Niels Bohr, 
stopped short of calling for global government but insisted on integrated 
global control of all nuclear weapons, as discussed in Campbell Craig’s 
chapter in this volume. Mathematician, philosopher, and future Nobel 
laureate Bertrand Russell presaged some current authors in writing 
about the possibility of a world state emerging under hegemonic U.S. 
leadership, or perhaps in the aftermath of a future world war, on the 
way to developing a highly elaborated proposal for world federation 
(1945; see Russell 1959).5

Numerous world state arguments attracted wide readership in this 
period. Emery Reves’s The Anatomy of Peace was printed in condensed 
form in 1945–46 by the mass-circulation Reader’s Digest, and tens of 
thousands read and debated his propositions on global integration in 
groups organized by the magazine (see Heater 1996, 158). The case for a 
world state made by longtime Saturday Review editor Norman Cousins 
reached millions of readers, first in editorial form in the weeks after the 
bombing of Japan, and then in his 1945 book, Modern Man is Obsolete.
Other influential works were produced by Cord Meyer, who in 1947 was 
elected president of the United World Federalists; and by federalist vice-
president Vernon Nash, who by the 1949 publication of his book, The
World Must Be Governed, had made an estimated 1,500 public speeches 
advocating world government (see Usborne 1950). Earlier in the decade, 
the call by New York Times League of Nations correspondent Clarence K. 
Streit (1946) for an Atlantic Union of democratic states—one designed 
to lay the foundation for a full global government—also had attracted 
significant attention, ultimately selling more than three hundred thou-
sand copies (see Wooley 1988, 55).

In Britain, Henry Usborne, MP, in his maiden speech to the House 
of Commons and in widely circulated written works, called for his 
country to take the lead in promoting global control of nuclear weapons 
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and the creation of a democratic global government (Usborne 1946; 
see Baratta 2004, 162–66). He founded the All-Party Parliamentary 
Group for World Government, which at its height claimed more than 
two hundred members. In France, American actor and World War II 
bomber pilot Garry Davis, who had been given temporary residence 
by the French government after renouncing his U.S. citizenship and 
declaring himself a citizen of the world, inspired street demonstra-
tions by tens of thousands there when, in late 1948, he interrupted the 
UN General Assembly with a speech demanding a global constituent 
assembly. In short order, such leading French intellectuals as Camus, 
Sartre, and Andre Gidé had expressed solidarity with him, and he was 
granted an audience with French President Vincent Auriol (Wooley 
1988, 54–55).

In the United States, though a Truman administration plan to 
place nuclear weapons under international control ultimately failed, 
as explored in some detail by Campbell Craig here,6 the broader social 
movement for world government remained vigorous. By July 1949, 
twenty-two U.S. state legislatures had adopted a resolution calling for 
the president to lead the way in producing a world government constitu-
tion to be submitted to all countries for ratification, and other states 
had passed similar measures. In Congress, dozens of resolutions were 
introduced, beginning in 1947, either supporting some form of world 
federation, or supporting the transformation of the United Nations into 
a body capable of interpreting and enforcing international law.7 In 1949, 
the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Foreign Relations was weighing eight 
discrete proposals on world or regional federation, and nineteen sena-
tors and more than one hundred representatives had backed a resolution 
stating that a fundamental objective of U.S. foreign policy should be 
the transformation of the United Nations into “a world federation open 
to all nations with defined and limited powers adequate to preserve 
peace and prevent aggression through the enactment, interpretation, 
and enforcement of world law” (Wooley 1988, 55).

Perhaps the most publicly visible high point came in October 
1949, when the House Committee on Foreign Affairs staged two days 
of hearings under the heading, “To Seek the Development of the United 
Nations into a World Federation.” The Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations held fully two weeks’ worth of similar hearings in February of 
the following year. Neither resulted in congressional action, however,8

and by the time of the Senate hearings, the U.S. State Department 
was expressing firm opposition to all resolutions under consideration 
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(Wooley 1988, 56–57). Soon after, the outbreak of the Korean War and 
the cold war intensification that it signaled, along with internal conflicts 
in the United World Federalists (Hennessy 1954), and declining public 
support for supranationalism in general, combined to bring an abrupt 
end to the postwar global government heyday.

The Current Resurgence

Proposals for world federation or other forms of global government 
were consigned for some forty years to mostly the fringes of political, 
social and academic discourse. Some scholars of international law such 
as Louis Sohn and Grenville Clark (1966; see Heater 179), political 
theorists such as Kai Nielsen (1988; 2003), and serious journalistic 
commentators such as Jonathan Schell (1982)9 did continue to offer 
nuanced arguments in favor of global political integration. Addition-
ally, some World Federalist–affiliated authors, notably Errol Harris and 
James Yunker, maintained the advocacy of near-term global federation 
as a solution to security and other issues.10 The ideal overall, however, 
was generally pushed aside in favor of arguments for more incremental 
reforms in international order, or by arguments in the realist and 
neorealist tradition skeptical of any prospects for significant reform. 
Most commentators on international relations and global justice, if 
they noted the world state at all, dismissed it as self-evidently unap-
pealing for reasons of potential tyranny, cultural hegemony, or plain 
impracticality (Walzer 1983, 39; see Rawls 1999, 36; Slaughter 2004, 8; 
cf. Zolo 1997).11

Recently, however, there has been a remarkable resurgence in 
rigorous thought on prospects for, and potential reasons to advocate, 
global political integration. This has been prompted in part by the 
persistent and perhaps increasing threat of nuclear war in an age of 
nuclear proliferation. Other factors include U.S. hegemony arising since 
the end of the cold war, dense suprastate economic integration and a 
perceived erosion of democratic control within states, as well as steps 
taken toward a globally enforceable legal regime in the International 
Criminal Court, and the unification of most of Europe in a common 
economic and political order. Leading economists, international rela-
tions scholars, and political theorists have found themselves, in the 
natural course of their investigations into transnational economic and 
political issues, drawn into serious consideration of world government. 
Others, as noted above, have advocated some forms of global integra-
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tion, or the creation of narrowly mandated supranational institutions, 
but they have resisted the advocacy of full integration.

Three main currents can be identified in the literature. One views 
political integration as the highly likely or even inevitable outcome 
of current empirical and ideational trends. A second, related strain 
sees the world state as desirable, or possibly likely to emerge, amid the 
continuing threat of nuclear war. The third category includes normative 
arguments for “institutional cosmopolitanism,” or full global integration 
to secure core economic or participatory political rights, as well as the 
more limited institutional arguments proposing changes to address 
specific global problems.

Trending Toward the World State

Following the abrupt end of the cold war, and amid the rapid economic 
integration of the 1990s and early 2000s, a number of commentators 
posited that full global economic integration, and possibly some forms 
of political integration, ultimately would occur (see Talbott 1992; 2008, 
123–35; Bergsten 1993; Lloyd 1998). This speculation was given greater 
impetus by events surrounding the 1999 ministerial meeting of the 
World Trade Organization in Seattle. There, more than fifty thousand 
people took to the streets in a little-anticipated explosion of opposi-
tion to “corporate-led globalization.” The turmoil surrounding that 
meeting led to significant speculation in both the popular press and 
academic literature about whether the organization would be forced to 
admit participation from civil society, possibly even in some global-level 
parliament attached to it.12 It also contributed to a debate about the 
ultimate trajectory of integration, that is, on whether increasing global 
economic integration must eventually lead to some form of global 
political integration (Wright 2000).

Perhaps the most notable contribution to the latter discourse has 
been that of economist Dani Rodrik, whose work on the processes and 
pitfalls of global economic integration has been influential in a broad 
range of disciplines. Asking, “How far will economic integration go?” 
Rodrik has answered very far indeed. In his chapter here, he identifies an 
emerging international “trilemma” whose nodes effectively are economic 
integration between states, domestic control of policy by the state, and 
democratic political participation. If economic integration is to be more 
fully realized and its potential benefits obtained in terms of reduced 
transaction costs and accompanying economic growth, Rodrik argues, 
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either the ability of states to exercise autonomy on economic policy, or 
the ability of democratic polities to deeply influence that policy, will 
necessarily be greatly reduced. Rodrik predicts that democratic politics 
will win out, meaning that there will be movement toward some smaller 
role for the nation-state within a fully global political federalism (see 
also Went 2004).

Others have given greater emphasis to noneconomic variables. 
Alexander Wendt, whose social constructivist approach to international 
relations theory has challenged a generation of IR scholars to consider 
whether anarchy really is “what states make of it” (1992; see Wendt 
1999), recently has extended aspects of his method to encompass an 
analysis of global integration. Emphasizing both ideational and security 
factors, Wendt asserts in his chapter here that a world state should be 
seen as not only likely but inevitable. He argues that the global system 
is progressing through discrete evolutionary stages, on the way to an 
endpoint in which there will emerge a full world state with a monopoly 
on the legitimate use of violence.13

Recognition dynamics are the root of Wendt’s account. He details 
ways in which a struggle for recognition by states can be seen to mirror 
the struggles Hegel identified as occurring between individuals. For 
Hegel, the interpersonal struggle for recognition ultimately leads to 
collective-identity formation and the creation of a cohesive nation-
state. However, Hegel maintained that the process would not transfer to 
the global level. States could be expected to remain discrete, effectively 
self-sufficient governing units. Wendt rejects that view. He argues that 
states are in key ways analogous to individuals in the global system. 
Their struggles to gain recognition from other state-individuals will 
result in the same movement toward integration at the global level (cf. 
Greenhill 2008).14 He identifies five specific stages through which the 
global system can be expected to move, inexorably although not without 
setbacks, toward a stable world state endpoint.

Some others have argued, again echoing Bertrand Russell and others 
in the heyday period, that a world state or its functional equivalent 
already is emerging, or could emerge, under United States hegemony. 
Amitai Etzioni, for example, has argued that the U.S.-led “war on terror” 
beginning in 2001 can be viewed as effectively a global police force, and 
an arm of an emerging global government founded, as nation-states 
were in the past, from overarching concerns with security (2004; see 
Etzioni 2001; Ferguson 2004). Michael Mandelbaum (2005) argues 
that the United States has taken on global roles commensurate with 
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those of a domestic government, including physical security, contract 
enforcement, assured access to global natural resources, and even some 
global employment security through its citizens’ vigorous consumerism. 
Diverging from Etzioni, Mandelbaum rejects any claim that the United 
States is or could be leading the global system directly into some world 
government built on the model of the nation-state, though he does 
suggest that some looser structure of international authority, resembling 
the current European Union, could emerge in the long term (Mandel-
baum 2005, 196–204).

In this volume, Etzioni explores how some robust, genuinely global 
forms of political community might be generated and sustained. He 
has discussed elsewhere some ways in which the forms of communal 
belonging and group identification that he has emphasized in his 
seminal work in domestic communitarian political theory could be 
realized at the suprastate or fully global level (see also Tamir 2000).15

He extends such work here in considering the prospects for a global 
language. Declining to follow previous world government scholars 
down the path of Esperanto, or a presumption that any one language 
will dominate, Etzioni makes the novel claim that English already is 
emerging as the global second language, and that it should be sufficient 
to sustain forms of global communication and community.

Similarly, philosopher and theologian David Ray Griffin analyzes 
in his chapter here the possibilities for identifying a genuinely global 
ethic—not simply one imposed from above in some Western-dominated 
structure—capable of creating or binding political community within a 
democratic world state. Griffin argues that a common core morality is 
identifiable in major religious and moral traditions, and that a minimal 
theism could indeed serve as the foundation for a global bill of rights 
to guide fully global political participation and government.

The Nuclear One-World

While Wendt maintains that the threat of nuclear war is not alone 
sufficient to prompt the formation of a world state, other prominent 
international relations scholars have offered an argument, and in some 
cases an institutional vision, very close to that of Einstein, Russell, 
and their colleagues from the world state heyday. For example, Craig 
has emphasized the continuing dangers of a global system in which 
numerous states continue to possess nuclear weapons, some with huge 
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arsenals remaining, and where more states are striving to become 
nuclear capable.

In the long term, deterrence is bound to fail: to predict that it will 

succeed forever, never once collapsing into a nuclear war, is to 

engage in a utopian and ahistorical kind of thinking . . . . When it 

fails, the ensuing war is likely to kill hundreds of millions of people, 

and possibly exterminate the human race. (Craig 2003, 172)

Craig cites individual citizens’ fear of the nuclear threat as the most 
likely explanation for the former Soviet Union’s peaceful capitulation 
at the end of the cold war. He suggests that similar individual fears 
could, and certainly should, drive the creation of a world state capable 
of ending the nuclear threat (2003, 166–72).

In his chapter here, Craig offers lessons for the present nuclear 
weapons context from the early U.S. attempts to cede control of nuclear 
weapons to an international body. Those hopes were effectively foiled 
by Soviet insistence on a veto in the new UN Security Council. Craig 
suggests that, though the problems to achieving a global security state 
are seemingly no more tractable today, the nuclear stakes actually are 
much higher. Going perhaps one step beyond Etzioni and Mandelbaum, 
he concludes that it may be necessary for the United States to exert 
global leadership in actually imposing peace and security arrangements 
on both the smaller and larger nuclear powers, in the interest of averting 
a globally devastating nuclear war.

A strongly empowered world government is seen as the appropriate 
solution to other kinds of security threats by such authors as the late 
Louis Pojman, a noted moral theorist and emeritus faculty member at 
the U.S. Military Academy at West Point. Pojman (2006) argues that 
world government is needed in particular to secure individuals against 
new modes of mass terrorism such as the Sept. 11 attacks in New York 
and Washington, D.C. Likewise, philosopher Torbjörn Tännsjö (2008) 
argues that midcentury authors such as Russell and A. C. Ewing (1947) 
were right to highlight a need for global government to solve genuinely 
global problems. Issues of global security, but also global justice and 
environmental problems are essentially insoluble, he maintains, in the 
absence of a world state.

Daniel Deudney (2007) has argued for a less comprehensive set 
of institutional changes than others emphasizing security, though he 
is explicit that he is calling for the creation of a world government. 



© 2011 State University of New York Press, Albany

 Introduction: Global Institutional Visions 11

Deudney offers a compelling reading of the importance of increased state 
vulnerability in the nuclear age, a vulnerability that likely is increasing 
with nuclear proliferation. In fact, he argues, in such an age, it is not 
the vision of a world governing structure that is novel or utopian, it is 
the presumption that individuals can remain secure in a global system 
marked by both anarchy and intensifying “violence interdependence” 
(2007, 275). Thus, Deudney’s account shares important similarities with 
some heyday authors and Craig in this volume, in that global govern-
ment is seen as necessary to ensure the security of individuals within 
states amidst dramatically changed material conditions.

Unlike the heyday authors, however, Deudney rejects the proposition 
that only a world state with coercive power concentrated at the highest 
level is a workable solution to the nuclear problem. Hierarchy, Deudney 
argues, may be as dangerous to individuals as anarchy if unchecked, 
and the key is to devise a structure that provides security from the 
extremes of both. He posits a nonhierarchical global governing system 
of “mutual restraint” in which the coercive apparatus could be more 
limited, in large part because of the absence of interstate anarchy and 
corresponding imperatives for states to arm (2007, 273–77). Security 
from the nuclear threat can be provided, Deudney suggests, by a range 
of mutual checks on the use of nuclear weapons coordinated, though 
not imposed, from above. Given the complex nature of nuclear weapon 
production, he argues, such measures could be narrowly targeted at 
those entities with the production capacity, namely states, and thus need 
not severely restrict individual liberties.

Integration to Secure Political and Economic Rights

Besides security concerns and speculation about the pace of full 
global integration, the recent literature has emphasized the potential 
for global institutional creation or integration to address problems of 
global poverty, as well as ensuring robust democratic rule through the 
creation of global participatory bodies. Most commentators in both 
areas remain deeply skeptical of any proposal for world government. 
Most do, however, support the creation of some global legal or distribu-
tive mechanisms to promote more just outcomes (see Pogge 1998, 536; 
2002, 213; Beitz 2005, 24),16 or of some form of global parliament repre-
senting those within nation-states (Falk and Strauss 2001; Archibugi 
2002; 2008; Bohman 2004; Held 2004).17 Others, including this author 
(2004; 2010b), have advocated more comprehensive global political 
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integration, arguing that it would be the most effective means of actually 
securing economic and political rights globally.

I will begin with the cosmopolitan democrats, who maintain that, 
in the face of ever-increasing economic globalization, domestic poli-
ties are losing their power to democratically determine significant 
outcomes. Such authors as Daniele Archibugi and Richard Falk have 
argued that, when so many aspects of governance are being shifted to 
the suprastate level, so should democratic input be shifted, whether 
through a formal global parliament or some other set of institutions. 
Neither, however, advocates a comprehensive global government with 
supremacy in lawmaking powers and full control of the means of legiti-
mate violence.

In this volume, Falk reflects on his extraordinary five decades’ worth 
of work exploring questions of world order, and his longstanding resis-
tance to a world state solution. Though he appreciates the threats posed 
to individuals by nuclear weapons, climate change, and other factors, 
Falk argues that his “humane global governance” model, emphasizing 
democratization from the ground up to the global level, is more justifi-
able. Until democracy is far more widespread at all levels of the global 
system, and global security has been more broadly achieved through 
nonviolent means, Falk argues, any advocacy of world state creation 
is likely to be mere advocacy of global dystopia. He highlights the 
anticorporate globalization movement, as manifest in the 1999 WTO 
protests and at subsequent events, as an exemplar of “bottom-up” 
globalization consistent with his alternative. Such activism is not an 
end point in itself, however. A more fully elaborated alternative will 
include a cohesive vision of world citizenship, where “citizen pilgrims” 
aim to reconceive and recreate global governance, including some form 
of world parliament intended to represent those within states (see also 
Benhabib 2007).18

David Held (2004), perhaps the most prominent proponent of 
cosmopolitan democracy, offers an approach somewhat closer to 
comprehensive political integration. Among a wide array of recom-
mendations for reforming the global order, Held calls for multilevel 
citizenship and supranational governance in areas of trade, the environ-
ment, and human rights. He maintains, however, that his proposals do 
not constitute a call for any form of comprehensive global government. 
In this volume, Michael Goodhart challenges such a claim. He argues 
that it is self-defeating for cosmopolitan democrats to argue that global 
democracy is the appropriate means for reasserting democratic control 
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but then to reject strong compliance powers—those characteristically 
associated with a global government—for a global parliament.19

Goodhart argues that the conception of state sovereignty fore-
grounded in such accounts, as well as in Rodrik’s economically oriented 
argument, is one of complete state cohesion or control that has never 
actually existed. Processes of globalization, he argues, far from eroding 
some unified Westphalian configuration of bounded rule, actually 
expose the core contingencies of that configuration and the conception 
of democracy that evolved with it. Assuming that democratic rule could 
be simply transposed to the global level on the model of the territorial 
state is both flawed in its assumptions—in large part because there is 
no global “demos” or community with which individuals identify—and 
potentially dangerous. While also noting the implications for a critique 
of Wendt’s argument for world state inevitability, Goodhart argues that 
the appropriate way to conceive of democracy above the state is in terms 
of “democracy as human rights” (see Goodhart 2005), where democracy 
is viewed as a political commitment to securing the fundamental rights 
of all persons. Such an approach does not require centralized global 
governance, he argues, but would recommend the promotion of demo-
cratic accountability within existing global governance institutions, as 
well as the creation of some stronger mechanisms to ensure human 
rights compliance.

Barbara Buckinx also takes cosmopolitan democracy to task in 
her chapter here, as well as offering some reasons for caution about 
world state advocacy. Beginning from a neo-republican foundation, she 
considers whether a world state would be a desirable means of achieving 
nondomination in the global system. The creation of such a body, 
especially in the near term, she suggests, actually could create as many 
forms of domination as it would eliminate. It also would lack the active 
citizenry that is emphasized as crucial to maintaining vigilance against 
domination in republican accounts. In fact, the adoption of any institu-
tional ideal, including the world parliament and related transformations 
proposed by cosmopolitan democrats, should be greeted skeptically. 
More justifiable, she asserts, is a cautious, incremental approach to 
reform and the reduction of domination in the global system.

Christine Keating, in her chapter here, offers a corrective that is 
potentially significant for forms of democratic rule from the most local 
to the global, and which has strong implications for both world govern-
ment and less comprehensive world parliament proposals. Keating takes 
up the concern expressed by some world government critics about a 
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lack of exit from a comprehensive global political system (see Walzer 
1986). If exit from a polity is barred as an ultimate form of dissent 
from a specific project of shared rule, she suggests, then claims for the 
democratic character of that rule may be empty. Yet, she observes, the 
same kinds of problems will attend democratic rule within a system of 
territorially bounded states, in which individual mobility generally is 
restricted. In developing an alternate institutional vision of mobility 
within democratic rule, Keating takes some lessons from women’s 
struggles for fair recognition under the law in India. She cites some ways 
in which the availability of multiple legal codes, or allowing mobility 
between juridical structures, has helped to expand women’s options 
there. Such institutional mobility could be applied within a global-level 
polity, she suggests. Access to multiple codes could help to ensure that 
individuals have meaningful exit options, though she would advocate a 
form of cosmopolitan democracy rather than all-encompassing world 
government.

Brooke Ackerly similarly takes up discrete global governance reforms 
in her chapter, but with an emphasis on the means of ensuring that vital 
issues concerning women and gender analysis more generally are raised 
in the context of institutional accountability. Like some cosmopolitan 
democrats, Ackerly gives emphasis to the ways in which a global public 
has no clear mechanisms by which to assert legal or social authority. The 
solution she offers, however, is not some form of peoples’ assembly or 
more comprehensively authorized global democracy, but greater inclu-
siveness of global governance groups working specifically on behalf of 
women within the United Nations and associated agencies, and within 
the increasingly important trans-state networks of state political and 
juridical actors (see Slaughter 2004). Even if some form of global parlia-
ment could be achieved, Ackerly argues, such participation in diverse 
alternate venues and loci of power would remain vital.

Moving beyond questions of global democratic institutions, we can 
consider those accounts that would see the creation of more narrowly 
mandated institutions as a means of achieving specific aims in the global 
system. For example, Allen Buchanan has called for institutions capable 
of providing determinacy in states’ duties in such areas as humanitarian 
intervention, and separately with Robert Keohane, global institutional 
changes to ensure the provision of both ex ante and ex post account-
ability in cases of preventive warfare (Buchanan 1999; Buchanan and 
Keohane 2004).20 Development economists such as Roger Riddell (2007) 
have proposed the creation of specific suprastate institutions to oversee 
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the donation and delivery of overseas development assistance in appro-
priate amounts and kind, while others explore some general means 
of extending material distributions across borders that do not rely on 
the possibility of a world state (Pogge 2002; Green 2003; Tan 2004, 95; 
Moellendorf 2009, ch.7).

In this volume, Jamie Mayerfeld considers ways in which supra-
state institutions can contribute to the protection of individual rights. 
Beginning with James Madison’s insights about domestic checks on, 
and balances of, power, Mayerfeld details ways in which compliance 
can be strengthened through mechanisms of oversight and constraint. 
With emphasis on the development and operation of the European 
human rights regime, he argues that suprastate rights bodies, far from 
damaging democratic practice or in some sense eroding sovereignty, can 
significantly strengthen democracy and respect for individual liberty 
within states. Such bodies help to develop and preserve international 
human rights norms, they create systems of reciprocal accountability 
among institutional actors, and they can strengthen the position of 
those acting to preserve or expand political equality and democratic 
practices. Mayerfeld is explicit that some hierarchical world state would 
not be an appropriate institutional ideal. Rather, further movement by 
states toward a system of vertical checks and balances would help to 
ensure that states and suprastate bodies are “co-guardians” of rights.

Some other theorists have proposed networks of global institu-
tions aimed at achieving compliance on a much more extensive range 
of individual protections, though most also reject the advocacy of 
comprehensive political integration. For example, Martha Nussbaum, 
while rejecting world government as an appropriate institutional vision, 
calls for a “thin system of global governance,” which would include 
institutions able to obtain compliance in such areas as environmental 
regulation—including taxation on affluent industrial nations to support 
pollution controls in the global South—labor standards, human rights 
standards, and some global taxation to promote development (2005, 216; 
see Keating, this volume). Simon Caney gives extended consideration to 
the potential benefits of suprastate integration, or a “system of global 
political authorities,” in securing core economic and political rights for 
individuals, but he rejects a world state descriptor (2005, 266). Likewise, 
Thomas Pogge has advocated a “vertical dispersal of sovereignty,” where 
some aspects of sovereignty would be ceded to institutions above the 
state to coordinate global environmental or economic policies, and some 
would be ceded to sub-state, semiautonomous groups. Pogge envisions 
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that such a scheme, constructed through a supermajoritarian accession 
process, would achieve significant gains in environmental, rights, and 
individual welfare protections, but he maintains that sovereignty would 
not be “concentrated” at any one level, thus the system would not be 
appropriately characterized as a world state (2002, ch. 7).

David Copp (2005) offers a nuanced exploration of whether states 
have a duty to create a global government in order to ensure that the 
basic needs of all persons are met. If it is presumed that both nation-
states and the global state they created would be bound to pursue just 
distributive outcomes, he argues, then it could be plausibly argued that 
there is such a duty. However, he resists that conclusion in the realm 
of nonideal theory, arguing that an actual global state likely would 
be too prone to corruption and other ills to be an appropriate aim. 
Moving perhaps one step farther, Christien Van den Anker (2006) has 
argued forcefully for a conception of global citizenship that includes an 
imperative to promote integration between states to secure more just 
distributive outcomes, though she also halts short of calling for a world 
state. Finally, Janna Thompson (1992) has argued that a cosmopolitan 
moral orientation, one that would view all individuals as deserving of 
equal respect, naturally would support the creation of a cohesive global 
government.

I have argued (2004; 2010) that core economic and other human 
rights are highly unlikely to be secured for all persons in a sovereign 
states system. Thus, institutional creation and integration should be 
pursued, up to the level of a comprehensive global government. The 
key obstacles to rights fulfillment in the current system are a cluster of 
interrelated biases against trans-state distributions of both resources 
and opportunities. Those include not only direct transfers of aid, but 
opportunities in the form of fair terms of trade, conditionalities on 
loans, responsibilities to address climate change, etc. The biases include 
a “foundational” one, by which the sovereign prerogatives of the state 
are justified through reference to its role in protecting and promoting 
the interests of its own citizens. Second is an electoral bias, where states’ 
leaders have strong electoral—or power maintenance in the case of a 
nondemocratic state—incentives to tend overwhelmingly to the interests 
and needs of their own constituents. Third, and most significant, is an 
own-case bias. That is, because of the lack of a disinterested judge in 
the current system, states essentially are the absolute judges in their 
own case about the kinds or amounts of overseas distributions and 
other forms of aid they are obligated to give, with predictable results.21

Suprastate integration, roughly along the model of the European Union, 
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is prescribed as a means of mitigating such biases and creating broader 
sets of persons whose interests are viewed as appropriately promoted 
in common.

Conclusion

In the 1940s world state heyday, most advocates, fired by a sense of 
terrible urgency, argued that the world state was the only workable 
answer to the nuclear threat. They were animated also by a sense of hope, 
after a victorious war fought in part against an ideology of domination 
and ethnic hatred. To many authors, activists, and political leaders, the 
formation of a United Nations Organization seemed but an initial step 
on the way to creating a comprehensive world government capable of 
maintaining peace and promoting genuine global prosperity.

The current intensification of thought on global institutional forms 
has been longer in gestation, as is consistent with the development or 
persistence of its major concerns: suprastate economic integration, 
the failure of arms control or reduction efforts to bring states out of 
the age of possible nuclear destruction, and global poverty and deep-
ening global inequality. It also has been more varied. To be sure, it has 
produced midcentury-style proposals for rapid integration to secure 
all individuals once and for all from obliteration in a total nuclear war. 
However, it also has produced arguments, richly informed by normative 
and empirical theory, exploring the likelihood of full political consolida-
tion in the global system, advocating the creation of issue-specific global 
institutions capable of obtaining compliance from states, and gauging 
the potential for achieving more comprehensive gains through some 
form of comprehensive integration, including forms of cosmopolitan 
democracy.

It probably is far too soon to know the prospects for any heyday-type 
social or political movements emerging in support of global integration, 
though the protest movements against the WTO and related institu-
tions are suggestive of the power of trans-state civil society groups to 
make forceful accountability claims.22 What seems clear is that, in Percy 
Corbett’s terms, global political integration has again moved beyond 
being a “dream” and resumed its place as the subject matter of serious 
investigations by scholars from a range of disciplines and orientations. 
Further, as the contributions to this volume help to demonstrate, even 
those normatively focused authors who reject the advocacy of compre-
hensive global government in favor of more limited institutional visions 
increasingly are obliged to explain why.
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Notes

 1. As noted in the Acknowledgments, contributors to the volume took part in 
a series of roundtables on global government at meetings of the American 
Political Science Association and International Studies Association from 
2006–09.

 2. See Shaw (2000) and Mandelbaum (2005) for arguments that Western- 
or U.S.-led forms of world government, respectively, already are in place. 
For a critical engagement with several of the recent works noted in this 
chapter, see Cabrera (2010a).

 3. Alexander Wendt, for example, in his chapter here, would include a 
monopoly on legitimate, organized violence as a necessary characteristic 
of a world government, or world state more narrowly, consistent with the 
widely adopted Weberian defi nition of the state; Daniel Deudney (2007, 
ch. 9) argues that the governing “organs” of an entity appropriately 
characterized as a world government need not replicate the institutions 
of the nation-state.

 4. Prominent scholars had given some thought to world government in 
the relatively recent past, including leading utilitarian political theorist 
Henry Sidgwick (2000[1897], 197–99), on grounds that an empowered 
world state could prevent war. Sidgwick, however, dismissed a world state 
as too far removed from the practical politics of his time to be feasible. 
Harold Laski, longtime professor of political science at the London 
School of Economics, who also was Labour Party chairman from 1945–
46, advocated a world government in which state sovereignty would be 
greatly diminished and some specifi c functional areas, e.g., the regulation 
of labor, would be managed at the global level (1925, 65–66, 538–39); And 
of course, British novelist and social commentator H. G. Wells argued 
for the world state and speculated on its emergence and operation in a 
number of nonfi ction and fi ction works in the fi rst half of the twentieth 
century (see Wagar 1961).

 5. Russell and Einstein joined forces in 1955 to issue the “Russell-Einstein 
Manifesto,” not calling explicitly for a world state, but urging states “to 
fi nd peaceful means for the settlement of all matters of dispute between 
them.” Available at http://www.pugwash.org/about/manifesto.htm.

 6. It can be noted that in 1947 the Emergency Committee and the 
Federation of American Scientists did make a formal endorsement of 
world government as necessary to eliminate war. Most had not previously 
endorsed the world state solution that their colleague Einstein had 
publicly championed (see Wooley 1988, 41).

 7. A similar resolution urging that the British government move toward 
establishing a world authority was introduced fi rst in 1947 by Usborne’s 
All-Party Parliamentary Group for World Government (see Farran 1953; 
see also Parliament UK).

 8. On support for and the decline of the primary House resolution, see 
Fuchs (1957).
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 9. Though see Schell (1984), in which world government is no longer 
advocated as a solution to the nuclear threat.

 10. See Harris and Yunker, eds., Toward Genuine Global Governance: 
Critical Reactions to “Our Global Neighborhood (1999). Genuine global 
governance, many of the contributors suggest, would take much more 
clearly the form of a federal world government.

 11. Zolo offers a rare, book-length critique of schemes for world order, 
including cohesive global government.

 12. A year before the Seattle protests, the WTO second ministerial meeting, 
in Geneva, had been the site of protests involving tens of thousands 
of activists and causing more than $3 million in property damage 
(Murakami 2000). The Seattle protests were signifi cant for their global 
organization and on-site participation from an unusually broad range of 
NGOs, labor groups, and others.

 13. Wendt speculates that the process could take as long as two hundred 
years. Much longer timelines are offered by commentators examining 
the consolidation of political community through history (see Peregrine, 
Ember, and Ember 2004; Carneiro 2004).

 14. See also Cerutti (2007, ch. 7). Cerutti argues that the formation of a global 
collective identity is the most pressing change needed to address such 
threats as nuclear war and climate change, though he does not believe 
that the emergence of full global government is likely.

 15. Tamir, whose work on liberal nationalism has been widely infl uential, 
argues that there would be less to fear than is commonly imagined from 
full political integration, in particular if it were consistent with a liberal 
nationalist approach to protecting constitutive communities within an 
overarching liberal frame.

 16. Pogge, for example, calls for “more world government” (1998, fn. 536), 
meaning not a world state but the creation of strongly empowered 
supranational legal and other institutions.

 17. Bohman argues that the commitment to nondomination within 
republican approaches to political community establishes an obligation 
to create suprastate democratic institutions to counter the potential 
harms of globalization. On nondomination, see also Barbara Buckinx 
(this volume).

 18. Benhabib (2007) has similarly explored possibilities for a people’s 
assembly as a means of addressing representational problems inherent in 
a system of territorially sovereign states. Benhabib also is explicit that a 
comprehensive world state should not be held up as a long-term ideal, in 
this case because it would inevitably be subject to numerous democratic 
defi ciencies.

 19. In that vein, Held’s former doctoral student, Raffaele Marchetti (2008), 
argues that the appropriate institutional form for cosmopolitan 
democracy is something closer to a world state on the model of federal 
union.

 20. Buchanan has consistently advocated an approach to such institution 
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building grounded in a natural duty to protect the rights of others, but 
he rejects claims that some version of a world state would be needed to 
achieve compliance with duties (see Buchanan 2000; see also Barry 1991, 
ch. 8; Cabrera 2010, ch. 2).

 21. Perhaps the best-known source addressing the bias is the New Testament 
(New American Standard Version), Matthew, Chapter 7: 3–5. “Why do 
you see the speck that is in your brother’s eye, but do not notice the log 
that is in your own eye? Or how can you say to your brother, ‘Let me take 
the speck out of your eye,’ when there is the log in your own eye? You 
hypocrite, fi rst take the log out of your own eye, and then you will see 
clearly to take the speck out of your brother’s eye.” On ways in which the 
biases identifi ed by Locke in particular can lead to and worsen confl icts, 
see Mayerfeld (1998).

 22. The separate movement to create a UN Parliament, launched in 
2007, suggests that some of the ideas promoted in recent years by the 
cosmopolitan democrats have found purchase, at least in some states 
and sectors of global civil society (see Monbiot 2007). As of early 2010, 
the Campaign for the Establishment of a United Nations Parliamentary 
Assembly claimed formal support from nearly seven hundred 
parliamentarians from a range of states, though no members of the U.S. 
Congress had stated their formal support. The campaign conceived of 
a UN Parliament as initially composed of national parliamentarians, 
with an eventual transition to direct elections to the body. See UNPA 
campaign: http://en.unpacampaign.org.
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