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Abstract

End of the cold war and increasing the number of democratic states in globalized world has in-
spired some scholars in the international studies to think about democracy on the global level.
This research objectively answers the question: could democracy be extended to the global lev-
el? Thus, this paper critically examines Archibugi’s model of institutionalized cosmopolitan de-
mocracy which stems from the claims that states are no longer able to face the global challenges
such as immigration, environment, and international security. In contrast, scholars like Robert
Dahl and Thomas christiano deny the possibility of global democracy. For example, Dahl states
that the global institutions are helpful to develop democracy within the states not among states,
because of the absence of popular control over decisions and policies. Meanwhile, Christiano,
states that cosmopolitan democracy cannot provide the minimum acceptable degree of justice
for all participants of the democratic process. Therefore, the research uses a qualitative method
to demonstrate all the aspects of the subject. This paper concludes that the more democracy
extended to the global level the less democratic it becomes and any modification to the concept

democracy to adapt with the global institutions would make it less practicable.
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1. Introduction

Cosmopolitan democracy is relatively new subject, which emerged only few decades ago in the political sciences. It is a prob-
lematic concept criticised by many which is based on the theoretical understanding before the empirical (Gould, 2004, p.161).
Bienen stating that, there are some points where the concept of democracy is changed with the development of the political
system, the first application of democracy to the political system was in the city-states of archaic Greeks, where the direct de-
mocracy was practiced (Bienen, et al, 1998, p.292). The second, transformation of democracy was happened with the emergence
of the nation-state in the Europe to adapt the new political system where the representative democracy was applied (Archibugi,
2008). Scholars of the democratic theory would agree that both of the alterations are meeting the normative theory of democracy.
However, the third change according to some scientists like Held and Archibugi is coming with changes of different aspect of life

after the cold war, by the impact of the globalization (Bienen, et al, 1998, p.292)

Hence, the main question in this research is that, could democracy be extended to the global level? Scholars have different view
and answer about the global democracy for example, Hebermas argued that Democracy has been qualified as post national
(Habermas, 2001), the Hebermas’s moral answer for the globalization of democracy is different from Achibugi’s political answer
by the fact that Hebermas is depending on the democracy and human right as a “moral universal” to legitimize the international
decisions in the normative way while archibugi is depending on the global institution as a “world government” (Urbinati, 2003,

p-3), and he is considering it as the only way to give the democratic answer for the global issues (Archibugi, 2004, p.450).

However, this paper is only concentrating on archibugi’s institutional view of cosmopolitan democracy. Archibugi states that
one of the legacies after the cold war was increasing the number of the democratic countries, especially in the Eastern Europe,
Asia, and some African countries. Therefore, it is rational to anticipate the new democratic global system based on the single
administration to adjust with this new progress of democracy which will be based on the greater participation of the individuals
(Archbugi, et al, 1998A, p.2). He also points out that, “the state is too large for small issues, too small for bigger ones” as the
states are no longer able to solve the new problems which emerged with the globalization. For example, the international system
failed so far to solve the problem of the stateless people and immigration. Additionally, the growing interdependent between the
states is making decisions in one state affect many other states, e.g., the US decisions has a big impact on the many states of the
world (Archibugi, 2000, pp.139-140). Furthermore, Archibugi considered cosmopolitan democracy as a new attempt to manage
the international order in a peaceful way, like other peace theorists, by the global institution, which is giving the global role to

the citizens (Archibugi, 2011, p.4).

However, his views are criticised by Dahl, who claims that democracy can only be extended up to the nation- state, because
democracy at the lowest point is understood as a “popular control over the decision making” (Dahl, 1999, p.4) and he is looking
at the “global democracy as unachievable dream” (Archibugi et al, 2012, p.1). Christiano is also criticising the global level of
democracy especially as a global institution. He suggests that their decisions cannot be legitimized because they cannot provide
equal opportunity for all citizens. Moreover, Urbinati criticizes moral foundation of the global democracy which is coming from
the Kantian philosophy of global peace by the fact that it breaches Kantian grounds of global peace which will be mentioned and
explained in later sections (Urbinati, 2003, p.2).

In this regard, qualitative methods can be more useful for identifying and characterising all the aspects of the subject. In order
to examine the extension of democratic decisions on the global level, it is important to know what cosmopolitan democracy is.
Therefore, this article is focusing on the Archibugi’s model of cosmopolitan democracy first, and then engaging with the different
arguments refuting global democracy. There are some scientists who think that the democracy can be extended worldwide by
depending on some specific features of democracy. In contrast, there are some others who are disapproving the possibility of the
global democracy, especially the cosmopolitan model of Archibugi, like Dahl, and Christano. Their views are supported in this
paper, because on the one hand, they recognize the impact and role of the globalization and the important position of the inter-
national globalization in spreading democracy within the states, on the other hand, they deny democracy at the global level. And
also, Gould, although she believes in democracy at the regional level, she still mentioned some problems about the democracy at
the global level. Before criticising cosmopolitan democracy, it is essential to describe the features of the cosmopolitan democracy

and its possibility in the globalized world.
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2. Literature Review

Cosmopolitanism is a complicated term. It has been understood and used in different ways, not all of which seem to be in line
with the original meaning of the term, which, is refers to as “being a citizen of the world” (Celikates, 2019,p.208). The basic prin-
ciple of Kant’s cosmopolitanism is that peace depends on the formation of a union of states, regulated by laws of a cosmopolitan
kind which would apply to the entire world. This is a cosmopolitanism built upon the universality of moral law, on rules of hon-
esty, publicity, and the approval of the relations between states. However, this is a clear indication that Kantian cosmopolitanism
it is based on the notion that all societies are organized and controlled by state. Its promoters neither unity of the human race
nor world citizenship. Contrary to that, he advocates the development of a legal public order. Therefore, Kant is a moral cosmo-

politan rather than a cosmopolitan in the ‘internationalist’ sense (Canto-Sperber, 2006).

The ethical cosmopolitanism has been clearly articulated by Jurgen Habermas(Canto-Sperber, 2006). He states that different
peoples belong to different political groups and the state is merely one among them. Citizenship partly depends on nationality
and not restricted to it. Such a cosmopolitan ideal is moderate form or it could take on a radical and striking form, as it is the
case in the works of Jacques Derrida or Gorgio Agamben, or in the recent writings of Daniel Archibugi and David Held (Can-

to-Sperber, 2006).

In this regard, Archibugi defines Cosmopolitan democracy as “a project of political theory that attempts to apply some of the
principles, values and procedures of democracy to the global politics” (Archibugi, 2020, p. 167). The word cosmopolitan democ-
racy has a historical background as it has been used by the old “city states” of Greek, the Athens used the “cosmos + polis, and
demos + kratos” the first combination means “the city of the universe” which is relating to the ideal situation, and the second
combination means “the power of many” which is related to the administration of the people’s affaire on the daily basis. The free

normal people are considered as the demos (Archibugi, 2011, pp. 2-5).

Globalization first emerged to indicate that people are reaching longer distances in shorter time, as Marshall McLuhan describes
this development as the “global village”. The development of transnational trade and telecommunications among states has led
the states to become more interdependent economically and culturally (Gould, 2004, p.160). These changes in the world have led
some scholars like Archibugi to think that the world needs a new global order to find solutions for the problems which the states
cannot control them on its own, for example issues like international trade, environment, and mass migration. And after the cold
war, with the collapse of the Eastern bloc, the number of democratic countries has increased but it remained within the borders
of the states (Archibugi, 2011, p.2) that new development of democracy is taking different forms if it is scaled up to the global
level according to Archibugi (Archibugi, 2004, p. 438). Meanwhile, the normative stance behind the schemes of cosmopolitan
democracy is a very strong one which emphasises on the importance of distinctive morality, where each individual is of equal

moral worth (Coates, 2000, p. 90).

Moreover, there are three main presuppositions of cosmopolitan democracy which they have to be considered to obtain a better
understanding. First, democracy is a “process” not a “set of norms and procedures” which means democracy can always progress,
for example democracy can be tested in the democratic countries by checking, how much the rights are given to the strangers
(Archibugi, 2004, p. 439). Second, the states have the internal control but externally not independent as there is quite many issues
in the world that states cannot solve them single-handedly, for instance issues like disease, migration, and environment, there-
fore any democratic decisions about these issues within the states will be insignificant and impractical, because the states cannot
control them and at the same time, they are not accountable (Archibugi, 2004, p. 441). Third assumption is that, the internal
democratisation of the countries is not enough to build the peace in the world, because democratic countries do not necessarily
have a peaceful foreign policy, therefore democracy among states is also necessary as the world become more interdependent
by globalization. The democratic principles among the states should also allow the individuals to become international player

(Archibugi, 2011, pp.3-4).

However, according to the communitarians the states are playing the major role in the international arena and the other interna-

tional organizations have a secondary role, because the communitarians are concentrating on the cultural distinctiveness of the
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humankind, on the contrary the cosmopolitans are thinking about the alternative organization to the states which provides the
structure to extend democracy globally and making the worldwide citizens. Communitarians are criticizing this process by the
expressing their concern, that how the accountability of that global institution is delivered and to whom, because that is seen as
an opportunity for big powers of the world (Prokhovnik, 2004, section 6.2). Communitarians are also focusing on the aims of
the community and they are questioning the legitimacy and morals within global politics, as they are mentioning the failure of

the multi-ethnic states, self-determination, and prioritising of different rights.

3. Achibugi’s Model of Cosmopolitan Democracy

Archibugi have a political approach for the global democracy as he thinks that it can be achieved through the global institution
and legitimizes decisions of that institution by the world citizens as a political status not as a moral value and this would give a
legislative dimension to the institutions. He also looks at democracy as a culture of participation rather than just a decision-mak-
ing process (Urbinati, 2003, p. 3). According to Archibugi, Cosmopolitan democracy has three main dimensions as following:
First, local dimension which is based on connecting the local communities not merely in the same country but on global level,
and how much the government bodies are democratic to deal with the multiculturalism, because globalization has linked the
local institutions and communities to outside world universally. Second, state dimension, Cosmopolitan democracy at this level
is looking at the states as an agent to the global democracy and as a means to give the rights to the individuals in different com-
munities and cultures. It is also looking at the bases which citizenships are given to individuals (Archibugi, 2004, p. 447). Third,
global dimension, it is based on the necessity for reformulation of the principles of International Governmental Organizations
(IGO) to become more representative and accountable globally (Beck 2006, p.9). This is because the big states who are a member

of the international organizations, like UN have only one vote even though they have a big population (Archibugi, 2011, pp.5-7).

As mentioned in the literature review, the relationship between dimensions is based on the assumption that any exemption of
political or institutional subjects from responsibilities of their actions is incompatible with the essence of democracy (Archibugi,
2011, p.7). So, the idea of the cosmopolitan democracy is coming from the failure of the nation states to solve the new global
problems and challenges that they came with the globalization such as international security, environmental issues and many

other problems (archbugi, et al, 1998A, p. 7).

Therefore, Archibugi points out the possibility of different forms of global democracy that can be classified according to how
similar or different from the three imaginative forms; First, the type is similar to the “confederation” which is more suitable
with the communitarians view of global democracy, as citizens will be represented by their own states in the “confederation”
body. States have internal control and the right to join and withdraw their membership freely. The Second, form is called “world
government” or “world federation” which is accountable to all citizens directly and it has the main authority over all other small
authorities, because it is elected directly by the citizens and some are called it multi-level of governance. Third form is “global
governance” or “global stakeholders democracy” it holds different name according to different author, the main character of
this form is that states are not the only player in the international system, the governmental and non-governmental international
organizations also have a role and accountability according to their speciality, and this responsibility is not necessarily through

the election system but also it can be through the permission (Archibugi et al, 2012, p.1).

Furthermore, he claims that Cosmopolitan democracy can be developed through a variety of policy and institutional changes.
Some of them are already existing, such as states and international organizations. Others will imply new forms of political orga-

nization and will rely on the activities of new political agents (Archibugi and Held, 2011, p. 441).

According to Archibugi Cosmopolitan democracy is depending on the four characters of democracy which could be extended
worldwide beyond the states, which they are; “democracy is an unfinished journey, democracy is an endless journey, democracy
has a meaning in its historical context, and democracy needs an endogenous fabric to work” (archbugi, 1998B, p.200). These
four features of democracy have led archibugi to believe that: First, the population of the world are not satisfactory represented
by their states; therefore, the world parliament is a good channel for the individuals to express their views on the global issues,

alongside of their governments. Second, people who are in the state, are no longer the stakeholders, as the globalization had a
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big impact. And the political participation will be in different procedure because the stakeholders of the world have a similarity
in the most of the global issues. Third, rule of the law is one of the requirements of democratic procedures, so in cosmopolitan
democratic world order the decisions should not be neglected by the states, like what happened in the UN, but they are so im-
portant which make the norms strong enough to make the governments obedient to them. Finally, education has a big impact to
build the “post national identity” as a citizen of the world, and making it easier to live in the multicultural societies (Archibugi,

2011, p.7-12).

Furthermore, Archibugi considered cosmopolitical democracy as a new peace plan to find solutions for the issues of humanitari-
an crisis which the current global system is failed to have a response. He is influenced by the Kant’s statement that “a violation of
rights in one part of the world is felt everywhere” (Archibugi, 2000, p.139-147). Urbinati on the other hand, acknowledges that,
“the moral justification for a global democratic order is derived from the Kantian principle that a degree of association among
the peoples of the world is needed to protect human rights and successfully oppose and prevent their violation” (Urbinati, 2003,
p-2). However, she still thinks that Archibugi is violating the Kant’s theory of peace by noticing a number of the dissatisfactions
in cosmopolitan democracy; First, cosmopolitan democracy is starting the process of democratization from the transformation
of the state system, which may be against the will of some individuals to impose the global institutions, and that is incompatible
with the “Kant’s longue durée” which do not want to make the individuals democratic in opposition to their will, the point here
is, they want to start from the top to bottom by imposing this global body. Second, the cosmopolitan democracy believes that
extending democracy within the states will not bring the peace on the global level, however Urbinati is asking that, would the
global institution be democratic if some parts of the world is not democratic, it is the same like saying that US is democratic

while some of its states are not democratic.

Finally, cosmopolitan democracy is disregarding the Kant’s equality condition “equality proviso” by miscalculating of the role of
the big power in the world, which in the case of the cosmopolitan order they will take the opportunity to impose and dominate
their values worldwide that will lead to “creating an empire rather than cosmopolitan order” and in that case, achieving peace
in the global order is almost impossible. (Urbinati, 2003, p.3). Bienen also thinks that Kant as a liberal cosmopolitan thinker
did not give up the idea of the sovereignty of the states, that is why he was looking for the global order where the citizens’ rights
are protected at the same time protecting the sovereignty of the states, as he suggested the federation of the states as a way out

(Bienen, et al, 1998, p.299).

Gould also is denying the cosmopolitan democracy in the practical life, because she thinks that democracy is based “on the equal
right of individuals to participate in decisions concerning frameworks of common activity defined by shared goals” and this
participation cannot be seen practically at the global level (Gould, 2004, p.163). Although she is aware of the pressure of global-
ization on the political life by the new progress in human rights discourse in which puts much pressure on the state’s behaviour
towards their citizens, she is still indicated to two main problems, in which democracy is facing under the new circumstances
of globalization which they are; First, the accountability of the transnational organizations whether they are going through the
democratic political procedure or not. Second, the legitimacy of the decisions of these new global bodies, are they legitimized by

the member states or directly by the people of these states (Gould, 2004, p.162).

Similarly, Jackson acknowledges the globalization impact on weakening the states sovereignty by the fact that states are no longer
have full control on the expansion of the world trade and economy (Jackson, 2007, p.139). However, he still thinks that the non-
state players like international organizations cannot displace the state system, as they could only be active within the framework
of international “peace and security” which the state system provides. This is because non-state players cannot take responsibility

for the international peace and security, they cannot even be active during the war time (Jackson, 2007, p.154).
4. Discussion

Some scientists of the political theories have focused on different features of democracy; as a result, they reached different con-
clusions about the cosmopolitan democracy. For example, Dahl focused on two features of democracy; the first one is “democ-
racy as a system of popular control over governmental policies and decisions” which means any decision from the government

should come from the people directly like ancient world, or indirectly through the representatives “chosen by a lot” like today’s
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election system. The second feature is to see democracy as a provider of the civil and political rights since they are very indis-

pensable for the “popular control” in the democratic system.

These two features have led Dahl to think contrary to Archibugi, because Dahl thinks that: First, global bodies and institutions
are helpful and acceptable to enhance and support democracy within the states, but still describing them as intrusive, because
they do not have even a limited popular control. Second, democracy on the international level cannot be achieved and these
global organizations cannot be democratic, because; on the one hand, if the governments are small, their decisions will be more
expressive to the peoples’ will, and the people can control the governments’ decisions more easily, as well as the government will

be less powerful to fulfil all peoples’ demand (Dahl, 1999, p.19-23).

On the other hand, if is big, the people have less or no capacity to participate or control the decisions of the government but the
government becomes more powerful to achieve peoples’ demand. Some of the scientists are optimistic about the democracy on
global level under the light of globalization in today’s advanced world. However, Dahl arguing even in the countries with the
long tradition of democracy it is hard for the citizens to control the decisions which are related to the foreign policy so what do
we expect from the governments on the global level (Dahl, 1999, p.19-23). In other words, global institutions cannot represent

the peoples demand and protect their civil and political rights.

Similarly, Christiano has also criticised the cosmopolitan democracy because he relied on the equal opportunity for all as a differ-
ent characteristic of democracy. He states that, many governments of the world are obtaining their legitimacy from democratic
procedures like election system; similarly, the global bodies should undergo the democratic procedure to get their legitimacy for
democratic decisions about worldwide problems, which ought to provide the minimum acceptable degree of justice for all in
favour of participants of the democratic process. However, according to Christiano, this global democracy is facing three main
problems as follow: First, “problem of stakes”, One of the facts which global democracy is based on is the interdependent of

different parts of the world in different aspects of life and their activities are affecting each other, some are call it “all affected”.

Moreover, each person has their own saying as an equal opportunity for all on the basis of democracy, the main point here is
when global bodies making democratic decisions it will be against or in the interest of some people who ought to have the same
equal opportunity. Thus, the democratic decision is failed to provide the minimum acceptable degree of justice. However, that
will be different on the state level as citizens interests in one state are more attached together than the citizens of other state. This
is because the issues which are important and affecting the people’s life in one state are different from the other states. (Chris-

tiano, 2012, p. 73-75).

The same point is explained by Dahl but through the “foreign affairs and popular control” approach. Dahl is claiming that the
decision, which is related to the foreign issues even in the democratic country like US, is not coming under the citizens control
by the fact that people are not interested in the foreign policy. As a solution, for the “popular control” on foreign issues decisions,
Dahl is using the term “Public good or general interest” and he also acknowledges that measuring the “public good”, which is
“substantive and procedural’, is problematic, the former is considers the people’s concerns and interests and the latter is the
democratic procedures to legitimize the decisions through different democratic and representative institution of the government.

These procedures are easier in the states as its population is not multicultural “homogeneous” (Dahl, 1999, p. 23-28).

Additionally, the common good or interest is more problematic in the multicultural or multi-ethnic countries. So, the main
point here is that if we transferred the “public good” to international level it became more problematic as the population of the
international system is more “heterogeneous” and even the application of these two previous solutions cannot solve the problem

(Dahl, 1999, p. 23-28).

Furthermore, Gould also thinks that the legitimacy of the global body is still questionable, as there is no factual accountability
for the international bodies. Even if they get some very weak accountability by the fact that each member state has participated in
democratic decision making equally and freely and representing their citizens. It would only be acceptable if; first, each member
of these transnational bodies was internally democratic and their membership decision was based on the democratic procedures
like referendum. Second, the citizens of the member states were educated enough to be aware of the issues and activities of that

transnational body. Third, the component parts of these global bodies were giving the “due representation” to the member states.
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Empirically none of these conditions can be seen, that means there is not truthful accountability. (Gould, 2004, p. 163-164).

The second problem which Christiano points out is “persistent minorities on global scale”. Some of the democratic countries have
a minority problem which will become more intensified as democratic governance is extended to the global level. These problems
are dealt with on the state level by two ways, one is raising the level of majority to “supermajority” to include the minorities in
important decision makings, and the other is giving a degree of political freedom to make some decisions for themselves, like
a federal system. Christiano considers both ways undemocratic, because in the former case, it is like giving right to minorities
to reject some decisions which is not compatible with the equal opportunity for all, and in the latter case the minorities are not
included in the global governance and that leads the world to be ruled by the combination of the minorities which will weaken

the political body (Christiano, 2012, p.75-77).

In addition, Dahl is also concerned about the problem of minorities, as he is stating that the exercise of democracy, requires
“delegation”, which means the authority is given to some people to represent the people, as Dahl call it “polyarchies”. So, the
point here is, the size of these representations is very important, because it decides to what extent the decisions are subject to
the “popular control” (Dahl, 1999, p.19-22). Predictably, Communitarians also did not hide their concern about the problem of
minorities, as they are arguing that it is very difficult to achieve democracy in the multicultural society rather than all the same
society and the most evident case for that is the failure of the multi-cultural society, as Danilo Zolo “warns that democracy can-

not be exported” (archbugi, 1998B, pp. 205-207).

Finally, there is another problem which is mentioned by Christiano and known as “the problem of citizenship at the global level”
He states that citizens have a lack of information problem about the policies of their state especially in the bigger states, which
affects the responsibility of the citizens towards the democratic process of election and voting. Citizens dealt with this problem by
prioritizing their own interest over the others or through the political means by joining the pressure groups or political parties.
The point here is how the problem is dealt with at the global level, as there is no political parties or other democratic institu-
tions to express different views and interest of the citizens, and consequently, the legitimacy of the global body will be affected

(Christiano, 2012, pp. 77-79).

Inevitably, Dahl refers to this problem under the lens of the “popular control over the decisions” and stating that if democracy
extended from a state to international level, then, on the one hand, the citizens would obviously face more problems to control
the decisions of the “elites” and, on the other hand, it will not be clear on which base the people would be represented. Because,
whatever system is used, the votes of the smaller groups and states would be neglected as the bigger countries would have more
control. And any problem which citizens are facing in democratic states it would be bigger on international scale (Dahl, 1999,

pp- 28-32).

Therefore, democracy in the smaller extent would be more visible and in the international extent would be almost in nowhere to
be found (Dahl, 1999, pp. 28-32). In other words, as Dahl thinks that “democracy can be applied beyond states, and regard the
idea of a global democracy as an unachievable dream” (Cited in Archbugi et. 2011, p. 1). The most obvious finding to emerge
from the analysis is that the size of the political bodies is also significant for Dahl, as the bigger sizes of the political bodies have

less “popular control”.

On the top of that, Hassner is explaining the situation through analysing the situation of the refugees between the reality and the-
ories. He is arguing that the refugees without the status is the same like the stateless people who are defended by Hanna Arendt
stating that they have a “right to have a right”. In theory, if the world citizenship is achieved then nobody can become a refugee.
However, in reality there is more restriction on the refugees which is contradicting with the world citizenship (Hassner, 1998, p.
273). Even the scientists who believe in global democracy, like, Hebermas, did not give the political status to the citizens on the
global level. He thinks that citizenship should stay in the states and all citizens in the world are sharing in the “moral universal-
ism” in the “global public sphere” to make “global public opinion” Hebermas is putting more weight on the global civil society,
intergovernmental and non-governmental international organizations instead of the world citizenship. (Urbinati, 2003, p. 3). The
most obvious finding to emerge from the analysis is that the world has not experienced democracy on the global level yet, that

has led to the lack of the empirical studies on cosmopolitan democracy. The global issues such as environment, immigration, and
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security are dealt with within the framework of international relations and international institutions.

5. Conclusion

In sum, few decades after the end of cold war, much different world can be seen. It is noticeable that more countries are practic-
ing democracy in their political system; therefore a good future can be seen for democracy globally within the states. However,
it can be said that it is too early to talk about democracy on the global decisions as the answer is hidden in the future. Under
the light of the critics which were mentioned earlier, it can be said that cosmopolitan democracy is not practicable especially the
institutional idea of cosmopolitan democracy. It is very important to know which definition of democracy is used by experts,
because different definitions would take you to different results on the global level of democracy, and each scholar is dependent

on different characteristics and features of democracy to justify their theory or argument.

It seems that the researchers are not very much sure about the future of the global democracy under the current political analy-
sis, but they are sure about that Archibugi’s model of cosmopolitan democracy that is weakening the concept of democracy and
making it less visible. This is because the problems which are facing democracy on the global level would affect the very essence
of democracy, as a result, Archibugi’s model of cosmopolitan democracy is becoming less reliable and feasible for obtaining a

peaceful democratic world order.

It is noticeable that, any modification to the concept of democracy to adapt with the political bodies on the bigger scale, like
globally, would make it less practicable and less democratic, because it becomes less representative of the peoples need. That is
why some scholars did not hide their concerns about the idea of cosmopolitan democracy, and they criticised it like Dahl as he
depended on the “popular control over the decisions” in his critics. The size of the political bodies is also very important for

Dahl, as the bigger sizes of the political bodies have less “popular control” therefore they become less democratic.

Similarly, for Christiano the equal opportunity for all and the size of the political body is equally important, the bigger size of
the political bodies, the less capable to provide equal opportunity therefore they are less democratic. It can be said that there are
some similarities and differences in the critics. The critics are expressed in different ways but they have the same result in which
the bigger size of the political bodies, the less democratic they become. Consequently, the archibugi’s project of the cosmopolitan
democracy is less democratic than the democracy on the state level. Both Dahl and christiano are aware about the impact of

the globalization, but they are expecting that, it will help the democratization process within the states not on the global level.
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