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Abstract
Institutional suggestions for how to rethink democracy in response to changing state responsibilities and capabilities have been numerous and often mutually incompatible. This suggests that conceptual unclarity still reigns concerning how the normative ideal of democracy as collective self-determination, i.e., ‘rule by the people’, might best be brought to bear in a transnational and global context. The aim in this paper is twofold. First, it analyzes some consequences of the tendency to smudge the distinction between democratic theory and moral theories of legitimacy and justice. Second, it develops a conceptual framework that distinguishes between necessary conditions, aspects and aims of democracy. On this basis it specifies three objectives of democracy, some of which may also hold for multilevel governance. It is argued that there are in principle at least three reasons to value democratic institutions: they are intrinsically justified to the extent that they distribute fair shares of political influence over decision-making; they are instrumentally justified to the extent that they secure several of our other best interests, one of which is our interest in non-domination; and finally, they are also instrumentally justified insofar as they secure the just distribution of other goods. The aim of this framework is not to develop a specific theory of multilevel governance but to point at important distinctions to be made and normative criteria to be specified. The intention is to take the debate forward by noting some of the issues that any satisfactory account must address. The framework lays out the grounds for analyzing the institutional challenges facing legitimate multilevel governance through what is speculatively called ‘multiple citizenship’, understood in explorative terms, opening the door for the manifold roles that citizens could and ought to play in multilevel governance, not only as democratic agents but also as agents of democracy and agents of justice. 
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I. Introduction
In an era of intensified globalization the changing role of the nation-state in the global political and economic order has become an ever more salient concern. Reconfiguring the nation state also has pervasive implications for the roles of citizens. Asymmetries between rule-makers and rule-takers, inequalities among states, and disparities between global political problems and the capabilities of existing democratic state institutions have stimulated massive growth in governance measures beyond traditional state structures in the last decades – and an even more impressive growth in writings about these perplexing topics. The changing role of the state’s responsibilities and capabilities is often subsumed under the term ‘multilevel governance’. This term signifies not only the inclusion of public authorities at several territorial levels but also the increased formal and informal influence and participation of non-state and private actors in public regulations (Marks, Hooghe et al. 1996). These developments have fuelled debates about the role of regional, international and global institutions, both as formal organizations that establish and enforce rules and as shared sets of norms and expectations that shape interaction between political and economic actors. Some of the most salient questions concern whether the global governance structures suffer from a democratic deficit, and if indeed they do, how to rethink democracy to find solutions adapted to these ‘new’ circumstances of politics (Moravcsik, 2004; Archibugi, Koenig-Archibugi et al., 2010). The institutional suggestions have been numerous and often mutually incompatible. Indeed, the varied justifications offered on their behalf underscore that conceptual unclarity still reigns concerning the normative ideal of democracy as collective decision-making or self-determination, i.e. ‘rule by the people’. How is such an ideal to be brought to bear on a global context where states remain important but not sole actors, with some power and influence but hardly the decisive masters some of them were in the heydays of the ‘system of states’ – whenever that was? Without a conceptual framework and normative standards, it seems impossible to assess the democratic and other legitimacy-endowing qualities of either political decision-making on multiple territorial levels or the transnational participation by non-state and private actors. 
This paper analyzes some consequences of the conceptual unclarity witnessed in the current debate. More specifically, we take a closer look at the implications of two blurry distinctions that to us should be maintained. Several authors smudge the distinction between democratic theory and moral theories of legitimacy and justice in theorizing democracy beyond the state. Others assume with insufficient arguments a sharp dividing line between the debate on global democracy and that on global justice. The aim of the paper is twofold. In a first step we illustrate how the former tendency has lead to a questionable modification of the concept of democratic accountability in theorizing democratic global governance (II), as well as to unsuccessful attempts to conceptualize democratic global governance in terms of human rights (III). In a second step, to avoid either of these pitfalls whilst resisting the tendency to cement a division of labour between theories of democracy and theories of justice, we develop a conceptual framework that distinguishes between necessary conditions, aspects and aims of democracy, from which we specify three objectives of democracy – some of which may also hold for multilevel governance. We argue that there may in principle be at least three reasons to value democratic institutions. First, they are intrinsically justified to the extent that they distribute fair (equal) shares of political influence over decision-making. We refer to this argument as democracy as a normative ideal. Second, they are instrumentally justified to the extent that they secure several of our (other) best interests, one of which is our interest in non-domination. Thirdly, they are also instrumentally justified insofar as they secure the just distribution of other goods (IV). The aim of this framework is not to develop a specific theory of multilevel governance but to point at important distinctions to be made and normative criteria to be specified, which are intended to taking the debate forward by noting some of the issues that any satisfactory account must address. The framework lays out the ground for analyzing the institutional challenges facing legitimate multilevel governance with respect to two central features: multilevel public authority and the increased inclusion of non-state actors, through what we speculatively call ‘multiple citizenship’, which allows us to conceive of political subjects as ‘democratic agents’ as well as ‘agents of democracy’ and ‘agents of justice’ (V).
The concept of multiple citizenship is here to be understood in explorative terms, opening the door for and illustrating the manifold roles that citizens could and ought to play in multilevel governance. We find several advantages of taking our starting-point in multiple citizenship, rather than normative ideals such as democracy and justice. For one, we can theorize several normative ideals at the same time by analyzing the possibilities for citizens to be democratic agents and agents of justice or democracy simultaneously, at different governance levels and for different normative reasons. The approach thus contributes to the meagre dialogue between theorists of transnational or cosmopolitan democracy and theorists of global justice by conceiving democratic institutions as devices for fulfilling several tasks in tandem, in particular, to provide democratic self-determination through equal distribution of political influence over decision-making, and to promote and secure distributive justice by being more likely to remain responsive to the best interests of all citizens compared to alternative decision-making institutions. We explore these issues below.
Our approach also provides normative and conceptual tools to analyze the role of non-state actors in multilevel governance. Such actors are appropriately conceptualized not primarily as democratic agents, as is sometimes done, but, at best, as agents of democracy or agents of justice. As agents of democracy they might push global governance institutions towards increased transparency or accountability or some other democratic quality and as such improve the prerequisites for democracy beyond the nation-state. But democracy is not their main or only normatively desirable objective. They may also contribute to other important tasks of detecting and revealing human rights violations, pressuring states to ratify human rights treaties, and so on. 
Such a flexible division of normative labour between democracy and justice within territorial multilevel settings opens for a broader set of institutional arrangements. For instance, the best arrangement concerning certain issues might be majority rule in smaller democratic units – into which others do not have ‘democratic’ rights to intervene – whereas other issues might require democratic decision-making over a larger domain level, for example, in the European parliament or even in a future revised UN setting. Discussions of ‘subsidiarity’ address precisely some of the difficult issues of deciding which issues should be decided by whom. In yet other contexts, certain decisions might in principle best occur without much in the way of democratic input – arguably certain central bank decisions about interest rates, etc. Thus, depending on context, citizens would have different obligations as democratic agents of nation-states compared to as ‘citizens’ of the world, and would be ascribed different legal statuses. 
Furthermore, the proposed approach accommodates a pluralist view of human rights which acknowledges but does not reify several distinctions, such as that between ‘passive’ and ‘active’ human rights, or between those that secure basic needs more directly versus those that facilitate influence over institutions. This is often overlooked by political theorists who see human rights as one unitary package. Thus some rights secure basic needs or the status of citizenship primarily in the form of protections (including civil and socio-economic rights), while others are better justified as essential for democratic agency, viz. for the equal possibility to participate in democratic decision-making. On this view, and in contrast to some theories of cosmopolitan democracy, not all human rights must be enforced at all levels of governance. 

II. Democratic accountability vs. fair responsiveness
In present circumstances of world politics the political space is less and less mapped as territorial places, due to the growth of problems that transgress traditional nation-state borders. This has fuelled a trend among democratic theorists to investigate the role of transnational non-state actors – ranging from social movements to NGOs and corporations – to achieve more transnational or global democracy. Instead of stressing legal aspects, as often done by cosmopolitan theorists, many democratic theorists argue that civil society offers a rich soil to reformulate democracy globally. Civil society is said to be inhabited by a growing range of social actors that create new political spaces, not delimited by territorial nation-state borders and therefore more suitable for confronting the globalized political problems that we face today. More specifically, non-state actors could play crucial roles in global democracy because they give voice to marginalized groups and local stakeholders that crosscut global power relations and hierarchies (Steffek and Nanz, 2008; Scholte, 2005; Dryzek, 2006). This section investigates some questions that proponents of the civil society view leave unanswered, in particular pertaining to democratic accountability. While taking seriously one of the core features of multilevel governance, viz. the increased formal and informal participation of non-state actors, these actors’ normative role is not spelled out properly. We submit that this may be due to a blurring of the distinction between democratic theory and moral theories of legitimacy and justice in theorizing democracy beyond the state. 
Consider, for instance, arguments by Jan Aart Scholte. He notes that under traditional international law, non-state actors did not have any particular legal status and their participation in international organizations was at best informal (Scholte 2005). This is slowly changing. In recent years, partly as a response to the criticism of the democratic deficits in global governance, there has been a strong tendency toward increased participation of non-state actors in global governance. Many international organizations have opened up formal and informal avenues for political participation. In Scholte’s view, civil society activism offers significant possibilities to come to terms with the major democratic deficit of international organizations in an era when the conventional state formula of democratic legitimacy is not sufficient for expanding global governance arrangements. This is already happening, according to Scholte. Most notably, civil society actors have increased and continue to increase the democratic accountability of international organizations by promoting transparency of global governance operations; by monitoring global policies and policy-making; and by pushing for the creation of formal accountability mechanisms to monitor and control the agencies concerned (Scholte, 2005: 93–8). 
In a similar vein, perhaps offering the most conceptually rigid civil society model of democracy in a global context, Terry Macdonald argues that we should abandon the traditional idea that democracy must take place within a ‘closed’ society if we aim to globalize democracy beyond the nation-state. Under non-ideal conditions, she suggests instead that a liberal democratic world order ought to be composed of multiple agents of public power such as international organizations, transnational corporations, unilateral state actors and NGOs, held to account by their multiple overlapping stakeholder communities. Macdonald outlines a multi-stakeholder model that in her view has the potential of being applied within a global polity without need for either formal electoral mechanisms or the establishment of state-like structures of global public power (Macdonald, 2008: 192; see also Dryzek 2005). Further, it is a deliberative model, such that the representatives of multiple stakeholder constituencies are required to deliberate among themselves and try as far as possible to reach consensus on a final decision. This deliberative decision procedure is underpinned by a ‘dualist’ conception of equality. In the first instance, stakeholders should be accorded equal opportunities to identify the interests that are supposed to be represented in a deliberative decision process. Secondly, since these stakeholder interests are not aggregated to reach a decision, as is the case in traditional nation-state models, but rather are advanced by stakeholder representatives, they must be accorded equal consideration by these representatives in the deliberative process (2008: 143). 
Two central questions are what sort of institutions can reliably secure such non-electoral representation of NGOs, and what makes these arrangements recognizably democratic. Through a deep-going analysis of the normative function of elections in traditional national and state models of democracy, Macdonald infers that the main reason why elections have been so attractive is that they can “provide stakeholders with a degree of political control over their public political representatives” and as such function as a mechanism for delivering legitimate representative agency (2008: 170). However, Macdonald argues that they are neither an obviously effective mechanism, nor are they the only effective mechanisms for delivering such control. It is possible to provide alternative non-electoral mechanisms that are able to fulfil equivalent normative functions, according to Macdonald. In her view, the two mechanisms through which elections deliver political control to stakeholders are authorization and accountability (2008: 171). 
To see whether these mechanisms can generate democratic accountability requires that we take a look at the basic conditions that a system or an institution must fulfil to qualify as minimally democratic from a normative point of view, thus embodying the ideal of democracy or ‘the rule by the people’. In our view, it is possible to keep this question analytically separate from the question of how to justify democratic borders (i.e. the so-called boundary problem of democratic theory), even though these questions are interrelated. This paper focuses on the former and try to put the latter as far as possible in brackets. We return to discuss this below. We argue that one such basic condition, which is weak enough to be accommodated by a wide range of different normative democratic theories, is that it requires an equal distribution of influence over political decision-making and the shaping of the common institutions. More specifically, at least all who are significantly affected by or subjected to a political decision (or law) should have such an equal influence (for the sake of simplicity, let us call this the ‘equal influence condition’). Unpacking this condition, we see that it accommodates two criteria of fundamental importance. The first has to do with political equality. What distinguishes democracy from other forms of government, such a dictatorship, monarchy, or aristocracy, is that it has components that express and secure some form of political equality. While equality plays an important role in democracy in several respects (e.g. in terms of equal respect or equal concern for everyone’s interest), what is of concern here is a specific conception of equality, according to which anyone who is significantly affected by or subjected to a political decision (or law), has the free and equal possibility of participating (directly or indirectly) in decision-making about it (Christiano, 1996). But apart from this ‘deontological’ criterion of being given an equal possibility of participating in the decision-making procedure, another criterion of the equal influence condition involves a ‘teleological’ dimension in that people can only shape their institutions if they, at least a sufficient number of them, act politically by ‘exercising’ their political equality. In other words, democracy requires some sort of on-going democratic practice. On this point, compare Rawls’ theory of justice as fairness, which insists on the ‘equal worth of political rights’ (Rawls, 2001).
Before returning to an assessment of Macdonald’s account in light of these requirements, two qualifications are in order. First, the argument pursued here is not concerned with the justification of democratic borders (the so-called boundary problem) but with the question of which conditions must be fulfilled in order for an arrangement to qualify as minimally democratic. The equal influence condition is thus not premised on either some version of the all-affected (interests) principle or the all-subjected principle, but seeks to stay agnostic on this issue (see, e.g. Abizadeh, 2008; Archibugi, 1998; Arrhenius, 2005; Benhabib, 2004; Goodin, 2007; Gould, 2004; Held, 1995; Shapiro 1999; Whelan, 1983). This bracketing should not be rejected even though our normative-institutional rather than moral approach to democracy in multilevel governance might be thought to bias our preference toward the latter. Not only do we live in a world in which virtually everybody in one way or the other seems affected by everybody else, as argued by Goodin (2007), we are rarely if ever equally affected by a decision or law. Indeed, one of the things that makes the all-affected principle attractive from a point of view of fairness is precisely that it allows for and commonly suggests a proportional view of affectedness, according to which those who are more affected by a decision should have more influence than those who are less affected. This is not at all strange since it is affectedness which motivates a right to influence in the first place (Bergström, 2007). However, there is a clear normative difference between those affected being equally entitled to have an influence, and those affected having an equal influence – a difference that seems crucial from the point of view of democracy. In a democracy, members are not supposed to authorize each and every decision in relation to affectedness, but rule over themselves through a political authority which takes numerous decisions over time on a wide range of social, political, legal and economic issues. Indeed, if we only used democratic majoritarian procedures to decide upon one issue and the rest was decided by, say, an elite or a dictator, the majority voting on this one and only issue would needless to say be undemocratic, as some would have a much higher stake in the decision than others, which would generate clear winners and losers (Christiano, 2006: 88; Barry, 1991: 24-60). Further, an institutional approach stresses the role of law for democratic arrangements. Even if borders of democracies are never beyond questioning but always in need of justification, democracy requires borders and a moment of finality in terms of decisional closure precisely because it enacts laws that are binding on those who authorize them (Benhabib, 2007a: 31; 2007b: 448). To the extent that democratic arrangements have ’proportional influence’ due to ’proportional affectedness’ it is at set levels (e.g. local municipality) within a legal-institutional framework that secures equal influence on each level. 
Second, since the aim here is to unpack the basic requirements for an arrangement to qualify as minimally democratic, rather than develop a full-fledged conception (or model) of democracy, there is no urgent need to specify in detail how much ‘equal influence’ would be required. The answer will depend on which conception of democracy is favoured. It suffices to say that the ‘teleological’ criterion that we stress along side of the ‘deontological’ criterion expressed as an equal right to participate in the egalitarian decision-making, is connected not only to equal agency (e.g. the equal right to vote) but also to some kind of actual agency. Influence is about political action and not merely the possibility of action, which means that an arrangement in which there is formal political equality but none or very few ever exercised their political rights, would not qualify as democratic. Influence at a minimum requires an on-going democratic practice in terms of robust participation in both formal decision procedures (e.g. through electoral vote) and informal processes (e.g. in civil society and the public sphere), in which a large part of the members takes part – not in each and every decision but from an institutional point of view in the complete set of decisions over time. If this were not the case, members would not influence the shaping of the common institutions.
Now, let us examine more closely Macdonald’s stakeholder model against the backdrop of these minimal requirements. Macdonald’s model lodges a dualist conception of equality, according to which stakeholders have equal opportunities to identify the interests that are supposed to be represented by – and presumably presented by – relevant NGOs in the deliberative decision process, on the one hand. Stakeholder representatives are then required to accord equal consideration to these interests in this process, on the other. Furthermore, both dimensions of equality are supposed to be satisfied through the non-electoral mechanisms of authorization and accountability. In Macdonald’s view, the ‘equal opportunity’ part of equality is similar to the equality accorded to individuals on the liberal electoral model. In both cases, all individuals are given “equal opportunities to participate in the process of specifying the substance of the interests that their representatives must advance” (2008: 149). But specifying interests is not the only normative function of the electoral mechanism. It is also a way to institutionalize the equal influence over egalitarian decision-making. Arguably, the ‘equal consideration’ part is not able to satisfy the equal influence condition either, since it does not necessarily involve stakeholders at all, but the equal consideration of their interests by NGO representatives. So while both parts of Macdonald’s conception of equality might play important normative roles in a democratic theory, neither of them can replace political equality built into the equal influence condition. 
Authorization is an act of giving somebody authority to act, and this act is fulfilled through empowerment and delegation, according to Macdonald’s model. The most important mechanisms of empowerment are trust from other political actors and donations to have the appropriate resources for political action, while mechanisms of delegation are achieved mainly by ‘constitutional’ responsibilities accorded to NGOs through general codes of conduct, such as the Humanitarian Accountability Project (Macdonald 2008: 195). However, we submit that from a democratic point of view, it is the stakeholders who are supposed to inform, select, empower or otherwise be able to regard the NGOs as their agents: this task is not for other actors, such as donors. Moreover, in order for such procedures to be democratic, citizens or their agents must arguably not only be involved in developing such codes of conduct but must have an equal possibility to participate in the decision procedures about them. 
We witness similar problems moving from authorization to accountability, the latter of which is supposed to be fulfilled by mechanisms of disempowerment and transparency in Macdonald’s model. If we look at the former, social and political actors are able to disempower NGOs through the withdrawal of trust or donations. As long as this is done in accordance with stakeholder signals, Macdonald argues, it can be done by any agent. In response, we firstly observe that it is only those with resources that can withhold them. Secondly, like empowerment, disempowerment from a democratic point of view does not only mean to remove any of the resources that enable representatives to act politically but to specifically remove them entirely from a position of political authority with certain powers. What is more, this political act of accountability cannot be done by anyone; rather, it comes about through a decision-making process in which stakeholders have the equal possibility to force the representatives to leave office and replace them. 
In Macdonald’s view, mechanisms of authorization and of accountability are viewed as separate and mutually complementary, equipped to do the normative work of conferring democratic legitimacy effectively independently of each other. But the question is why all such mechanisms, or at least some of them, should be called cases of democratic accountability? We argue that ‘authorization’ and ‘accountability’ are best explicated in terms of the equal influence condition in order for accountability to count as democratic accountability. We conclude that the distinction between democratic theory and moral theories of legitimacy and justice seems overlooked or at least blurred by the civil society approach. What advocates of this approach describe as democratic accountability would be better described as claims – or at least hopes – for ‘fair responsiveness’. Further, this normatively desirable relationship between individuals and NGOs has no clear actual relevance within multilevel governance: there is little evidence that NGOs secure the equal distribution of political influence over decisions that significantly affects people’s lives and over the shaping of institutions (Follesdal, 2011: 94-95). For example, say it was possible for civil society organizations to lend voice to all marginalized individuals and local stakeholders globally. It is far from clear how the inclusion of all voices can be institutionally guaranteed, and why such institutions would make political decisions of global governance institutions binding on subjects. While an important epistemic dimension might be expressed by the inclusion of marginalized voices, empirical research give reason to doubt whether the set of deliberators is sufficiently representative, and the quality of the debate sufficiently ‘deliberative’ (Smismans, 2008). Furthermore, such a dimension alone cannot fill the gap between the citizenry and the political authority in order to generate democratic legitimacy. Of course, as will be argued below, fair responsiveness can still render multilevel governance more legitimate – though not more democratically legitimate.

III. Human rights and democracy
Another common route to theorize the democratic legitimacy of multilevel governance goes not primarily via civil society activity but via human rights. While democracy and human rights as two normative standards often stand in a troubled relationship, even domestically, human rights are ascribed a central role on most accounts of democracy beyond the state, in part of course because one central set of human rights are rights to political participation (Erman, 2005). It is generally (and reasonably) agreed that to the extent that we wish to apply democracy globally, we must apply some basic political rights globally too. The idea that we need to globalize basic political rights in order to globalize democracy is separate from the question of whether there ought to be a human right to democracy. Even if philosophers that argue in favour of the latter of course do the former, the opposite is not necessarily the case (see Cohen, 2004; Benhabib, 2007a, 2007b; Forst, 2010). At the same time, the conceptualization of human rights in these proposals is often unclear. How best to legitimate dispersed political authority and the participation of non-state actors in public power, characteristic of multilevel governance? A wide range of scholars tends to reconceptualize global democracy in terms of human rights. We argue that this route is a deadlock: it does not sufficiently acknowledge the normative implications of the distinction between democratic theory and moral theory. 
James Bohman and Michael Goodhart attempt to reformulate global democracy through human rights. In different ways they challenge contemporary conceptions by radically reformulating democracy in light of the current circumstances of world politics. Similar to the civil society approach they detach democracy from traditional characteristics such as representation, electoral vote, self-legislation, territoriality and unity. These circumstances have been met by two major responses in political theory, neither of which finds favour with Goodhart and Bohman. One solution is offered by cosmopolitan democratic theorists, such as David Held. They argue that these problems are best handled by supranational governance structures within a firm legal framework (Held, 1995, 2002). Another is offered by civil society theorists, discussed earlier, who emphasize the key role played by transnational non-state actors for decreasing the democratic deficit of international organizations (Dryzek, 2006). Goodhart and Bohman are dissatisfied with these two proposals, or at least find them insufficient, in part because they do not expose the richness of human rights spelled out as the core of global democracy.
Going through the numerous struggles to end oppression in history, Goodhart seeks to expose the human rights core of democracy. He defines this core as a political commitment of universal emancipation through the securing of basic human rights for everyone (Goodhart, 2005: 5, 137-38). On Goodhart’s account, democracy is animated by the two fundamental principles of freedom and equality, which in his view as a minimum require constraints on the exercise of power and political agency. Constraining power and enabling political agency constitute two core aims or functions of democracy that “derive from the fundamental principles of freedom and equality and are widely accepted” (2008: 406). While constraint on power ensures the integrity and autonomy of persons, political agency provides opportunities for them to deliberate, contest and have an influence on political processes and outcomes. Human rights dovetail into this view precisely because they also articulate aims rather than mechanisms (Goodhart, 2005: 141-48). They describe what should be achieved rather than how it should be achieved, and thus constitute “ethical standards for legitimate governance at all levels and binding on all actors” (Goodhart, 2008: 403). On the global level, constraining power and enabling political agency require the protection of human rights, and Goodhart makes the case that the conceptual role that human rights play in global democracy is as “a necessary condition for global democracy” (2008: 396). Moreover, he pushes the argument one step further, suggesting that human rights are possibly “a sufficient condition for global democracy as well” (2008: 416). 
Rather than taking Goodhart’s liberal path, Bohman attempts to lay out the conceptual foundations of transnational democracy by way of a theory of republican federalism, the normative core of which is freedom as nondomination. Domination is ascribed the republican meaning of ‘rule by another’ and political domination refers to the arbitrary use of normative powers to impose obligations on others. In a political context, robust nondomination on Bohman’s account means to have the normative status to be able to create and regulate obligations together with others (Bohman, 2007: 9). In contrast to both the cosmopolitan and civil society-based conceptions of global democracy, Bohman argues that his republican account is better suited to realize the power to initiate effective public deliberation, which constitutes a necessary condition for democratization. This is done through the so-called democratic minimum, which is sufficient to accommodate not only the constitutive features of democratic citizenship, but also the necessary conditions for nondomination (2007: 43). More specifically, this minimum alludes to the “minimum set of powers and conditions that would make it possible for citizens to not be dominated and thus be free to make claims to justice” (2007: 35) viz. for citizens to be able to form and change the terms of their life (2007: 46). The advantage of the minimum is that it is realizable without appealing to a single democratic demos tied to a juridical model of self-legislation, as suggested by cosmopolitans. Rather, the idea of nondomination decentres this conception and demands that citizenship be exercised in a variety of overlapping ‘demoi’ (Bohman, 2007: 11). On this view, transnational democracy reconstructs rights as normative powers and statuses in the political sphere sufficient to promote nondomination. In other words, political rights are rights against domination (2007: 13). 
There are two problems with both these accounts. One is that we can have perfectly enforced individual human rights with the exception of political rights globally, without any joint – democratic – decision-making whatsoever at any level. Democratic decision-making is a collective endeavour. Without doubt, equality is a fundamental or core principle for Goodhart. It is from the core principles of equality and freedom that he arrives at democracy. Similarly, Bohman expresses the fundamental right to initiate deliberation in terms of ‘equal basic freedoms’. But the normative concept of equality in Goodhart’s account is too weak to do the normative work required by the political kind of equality that a democratic system requires. Indeed, any contemporary moral theory, be it about justice or something else, is concerned with equality (Sen 1980). Likewise, it is far from clear what equal freedoms in Bohman’s account require with regard to political equality (Erman, forthcoming). 
Further, democratic agency is not only about equal agency, but also about actual agency. Goodhart’s emphasizes the possibility of political agency through enabling rights for improving the possibilities of access, deliberation and contestation. But this does not suffice to secure the equal influence condition of the institutions in question. The same thing could be said about Bohman’s ‘negative’ view of agency in which political rights are defined as rights against domination. Since citizens have political rights only when they influence the democratic decision-making, the power to block dominating agents or to initiate deliberation, no matter how well performed, is not enough for democracy even on a minimal account (Erman, 2008, Erman, forthcoming). Thus, it is argued here that the equal influence condition is not merely to do with the capacity of agency but of acting agents, something which political rights expressed as rights against domination do not capture (Bohman, 2007: 13). 

IV. Necessary Conditions, Aspects and Aims of Democracy
In light of the differences between necessary conditions and aspects of democracy highlighted so far, this section fleshes out in more detail our ideas concerning the aims of democracy in multilevel governance in relation to appropriate conceptions of legitimacy. 
We have drawn attention to the distinction between essential aspects of democracy – such as accountability and authorization stressed by Macdonald, and human rights stressed by Goodhart and Bohman – and necessary conditions for a system to qualify as minimally democratic. We have observed a tendency in contemporary literature to conceptualize democracy in terms of separate aspects of democracy, presuming that democracy is increased the more one or more of them are strengthened. Against this we argue that one cannot draw any conclusions about increased democracy on the basis of an increase in accountability independent of authorization, because the latter two hang together. There are of course numerous ways for authorities and agents to be held accountable in politics, by various agents and by various standards (Bovens, 1998). Yet increased accountability without any authorization would not be democratic accountability and vice versa (see Grant and Keohane, 2005; Buchanan and Keohane, 2006). For example, taking democracy to be a matter of satisfying people’s interests in line with Macdonald’s dualist conception of equality will not suffice for this to be ‘rule by the people’ (Erman, 2010; Rostboll, 2008: 45-77). Rule by the people requires something like the equal influence condition, which ensures that people are democratic agents and thus democratic rule-makers. The same goes for the human rights approach. We cannot draw any conclusions about increased democracy whenever (and whichever) human rights are strengthened. Accountability, authorization and human rights are surely essential aspects of any theory of democratic global governance, but they must be understood as component parts of a conceptual and normative package (Erman, 2010a; Follesdal, 2011). We cannot look at them one by one and conclude that democracy is enhanced as soon as one or more of them are strengthened to a reasonable level (whatever we define as a threshold of reasonability). 
Second, we have argued that democracy as a normative ideal minimally requires the fulfilment of the equal influence condition, consisting of two criteria: political equality and on-going formal and informal democratic practices. However, this need not be the only aim of democracy. What we underscore here is simply that we should avoid blurring the distinction between the ideal of democracy and other normative ideals, such as an ideal of justice. Roughly, a normative ideal specifies a goal such as the just or the good society, for example articulated as a regulative ideal, an ideal to be realized or approximated, or used as a critical yardstick. Democracy broadly defined as democratic self-determination (self-rule) is one such ideal, alongside of numerous others. An ideal is used together with empirical considerations to evaluate alternative practical devices for different social contexts, such as institutions, social norms and laws, in respect to how well they would promote the ideal (Arrhenius, 2005: 15-16). If one defends democracy as the ultimate foundation of legitimate political authority, one has democracy as normative ideal in mind.
But ‘democracy’ may also refer to as a practical device (e.g. an institutionalised decision method) for regulating social interactions (e.g. norms, rules, institutions, laws). One might seek to justify democracy as decision method on the basis of various other normative values or ideals. By distinguishing between ideal and practical device we may separate intrinsic from instrumental justifications of democracy. While democracy as a normative ideal is considered valuable for its own sake and, accordingly, could be intrinsically justified, democracy as a decision method can also be deemed valuable for the sake of something else in relation to which it might be instrumentally justified. This other objective or reason may for instance be another normative ideal (although, of course, means-end relations constitute only one kind of extrinsic relation, see Zimmerman, 2001). 
As mentioned in the introduction, one of the advantages of theorizing multiple citizenship in multilevel governance, rather than one specific normative ideal, is that we can specify several aims of democracy without falling into the trap of blurring the distinction between democratic theory and broader normative political theory, but at the same time contributing to a deeper dialogue between theories of global democracy and theories of global justice. In our view, we may in principle have three reasons to value democratic institutions in multilevel governance. First, they are intrinsically justified to the extent that they are institutional arrangements that distribute fair shares of political influence over the decision-making and in the shaping of the common institutions (i.e. democracy as a normative ideal). Second, they are instrumentally justified to the extent that they secure several of our (other) best interests, one of which is our interest in non-domination. Thirdly, they are also instrumentally justified insofar as they secure the just distribution of other goods. Of course, concerning the last two aims, nondomination and distributive justice might in principle be realized without democracy – for instance, human rights may provide important safeguards against several forms of domination, and constrain the distribution of benefits somehow. However, there are empirical grounds for claiming that democratic institutions are good practical devices to secure nondomination and distributing other goods, since democratic institutions can be trusted to more likely remain responsive to the equal best interests of all citizens compared to alternative decision-making institutions (Sen and Dréze, 1990; Shapiro, 2003). 
This triple-headed way of approaching the aims democratic institutions is useful in order to distinguish between different conceptions of legitimacy, which are otherwise mistakenly used interchangeably in the debate. Admittedly, the concept of legitimacy is as widely used in the debate on democracy and justice in a transnational context as it is vague, again reflecting the blurred distinction between democratic theory and moral theories of justice. Basically, to say that a political institution has legitimate authority is to say that the rules of the institution and its subjects have a certain kind of normative relationship. In political philosophy, the concept of legitimacy is commonly used to describe the normative aspects of this relationship (Christiano, 2004). It refers to a rightful authority or a rightful powerholder. There have been many candidates for how to best ground rightful authority, for example in associative obligations (Dworkin), in reasonable consensus (Rawls), or in tacit consent (Locke). However, when concerned with democracy as an ideal, in line with our first (intrinsically justified) aim, what is of interest is one kind of legitimacy, namely democratic legitimacy. 
On our account, the equal influence condition must be fulfilled in order for an institution to generate democratic legitimacy. As we have argued in previous work, it is important to distinguish democratic legitimacy from other relevant and useful conceptions of legitimacy in multilevel governance, for example, drawing from theories of justice. Concerning the latter two (instrumentally justified) aims of democracy, we argue, institutions generate legitimacy in their own right to the extent that they secure several of our other best interests and/or secure the just distribution of other goods through democratic decision methods. However, here we are dealing with a notion of legitimacy that is less firmly tied to notions of democratic legitimacy, which we might call political legitimacy (Erman, 2010b: 463; Follesdal, 2011).

V. Multiple citizenship: aims and challenges
Starting out from the normative premise that human beings are rights-deserving subjects of equal moral worth, we ask what are the appropriate normative answers to globalization, i.e. to processes of widening and deepening of relations and institutions across space within which our actions and practices systematically and mutually affect others across territorial borders (Held, 1995: 21). As we have seen, these circumstances challenge perceived obligations of states, citizens and non-state/private actors such as NGOs and corporations, and give rise to normative and institutional solutions of a varied kind. For sure, many of the questions raised in this debate are empirical and cannot be addressed by political theorists and philosophers without reliance on such insights. However, concerning those questions that require normative political theory, a starting-point in multiple citizenship allows for the compatibility and interdependence of different normative ideals simultaneously, within the same multilevel governance structure, as well as an elaboration of the aforementioned three different aims of democracy. 
Talk of citizenship beyond state borders is not new (Follesdal, 2002). Indeed, we find several, competing, conceptions in ancient Greek and Roman political thought. When asked which was his country, Socrates allegedly insisted that he was a citizen of the world, rather than an Athenian or a Corinthian. This ascription is doubted, cf Brown 2000. Likewise, when asked where he came from, Diogenes answered that “I am a citizen of the world”. But their notion of citizenship beyond the city-state was meager. For Socrates and Diogenes, citizenship of the world did not include any legal rights beyond borders. In contrast, as Athenian citizens – the privileged set of free men – they would enjoy active rights to political participation. Global citizenship was thus of a quite different kind than traditional citizenship rights and duties. In comparison, the Roman Empire recognized and even encouraged dual citizenship, with loyalty both to the local community and to Rome. This arrangement allowed citizens of Rome freedom of movement and trade within the Empire. Still, the Roman notion of dual citizenship had its drawbacks, both for the individual and for the political order. To be a citizen of Rome usually only provided status or passive citizenship in the form of protection – some of what we now think of as human rights – rather than active citizenship rights to political participation, enjoyed only by the patrician class. Dual citizenship also created dual loyalties in the populations of the Empire, which led to unresolved conflicts (Toynbee, 1970; Clarke, 1994).
Several similar challenges face our own conceptions of citizenship, when we seek to respond to the changing role of the unitary nation state in the global legal, political and economic order. Two central changes to the capability set and responsibilities of the state are often subsumed under ‘multilevel governance’ (Caporaso, 1996; Marks, Hooghe et al., 1996). They both merit particular concern, both among empirical political scientists and for normative political theory. First, we live as individuals under rules imposed by public authorities at several territorial levels: the state, regional political orders such as the EU, and international bodies such as those of the UN Security Council. How if at all can we sustain political obligations toward several such units, and maintain influence over them, as members of several ‘commonwealths’? What happens when they conflict, what ‘shared identity’ does each require? Can and do all of them need to be democratically accountable? Can this multiplicity of territorial sites of political authority enhance human rights, in ways that respect, protect and promote these rights? Or do these developments hinder the prospects of democracy and human rights? 
Second, multilevel governance is used to signify the increased formal and informal influence of non-state, private actors in public regulations. How should we assess these trends, e.g. in the form of ‘New Modes of Governance’ in the EU (Héritier, 2002; Bellamy, Castiglione et al., 2010; Follesdal, 2011), or the role of multinational corporations in specifying their tax obligations in host countries? What risks and opportunities arise when entities with such drastically different objectives as states and multinational corporations negotiate rules of the games they – and we – must play? What should we make of ‘responses’ such as political consumerism (Micheletti, Follesdal and Stolle, 2004; Micheletti and Follesdal, 2007) or ‘corporate social responsibility’ (Nystuen, Follesdal and Mestad, 2011) in response to globalization? Are they, as the sceptics claim, temporary, second-best Band-Aid solutions? Or are they, as optimists hope, components of new multi-pronged conceptions of citizenship, for our present circumstances where each one of us find ourselves a member of several political commonwealths at different territorial levels, i.e. with several political identities and loyalties; and where each of us is a national citizen, but also a consumer, and often employee and investor? In short: how can we best respond to the challenges of fragmentation, dispersion or even evaporation of responsibility formerly squarely placed with the state; gaps in protection and promotion of others’ vital interests; and deep conflicts among different sites of authority in the multilevel political order?
In order to delineate the institutional challenges facing multiple citizenship, one task is to reconceptualize human rights and democracy for new settings. As we have sought to argue, a fruitful strategy may be to return to some of the foundational issues. What are the necessary conditions of democracy, and how can it be justified? That is, what reasons do we have to value these forms of decision making, within the state and beyond? In light of how these standards are valued, how must they be transformed in order to be brought to bear on these new, non-state political orders? Whilst new definitions and social functions must remain sufficiently close to ‘traditional’ usage applied to the ‘special’ domestic case (Erman, 2008), the challenge is to ‘explicate’ these normative standards, and these mechanisms of the rule of law and popular participation and control for settings outside their ‘origin’ within the state. For instance, must global democracy include institutional mechanisms by which policy makers are held accountable to a citizenry? Need there be political parties? What role should majority rule have in multilevel political orders?
A second and related task consists of getting a firm grip on the tensions between democracy and human rights within as well as across different governance levels, from the domestic to the global. Here we have claimed that a clarification of the basic requirements of democracy lead us to conclude that certain human rights are a necessary but not sufficient condition for transnational or global democracy; and one reason to value democracy, at least within domestic settings, is that such decision making procedures can be trusted to protect and promote other human rights better than non-democratic alternatives. Moreover, in contrast to the human rights approach discussed earlier, we submit that the two normative standards or ideals stand in a somewhat troubled relationship – even domestically, especially in ‘well-functioning’ democracies (Waldron, 2006; Bellamy, 2007; Follesdal, 2009). We need to look into the question, not only how they fit together internationally, but also whether both are desirable on every governance level (Follesdal, 2008). Similar to what was said concerning the first task, an answer to these questions may helpfully start by considering what aims and social functions human rights and democracy should serve – both domestically, but importantly at levels above the state, and in the interplay between them. In particular, we must explore how international human rights and democratic mechanisms of accountability at levels above the state figure both as ends and means – as standards and strategies – for a legitimate global order.
Within unitary states, human rights have constrained central authorities, to protect individuals’ vital interests against standard social risks. In a multilevel political order, other risks emerge. Human rights may serve similar roles against authorities above the state. But we may have to consider carefully the reasons there might be to hold that all of these regulations merit the label ‘human rights’ (Follesdal, 2006). In parallel, we have identified at least three reasons to value democracy within a state: to divide control and influence over institutions equally as an expression of fundamental equality among citizens, to avoid domination by some over others, and because political equality in the form of democratic accountability has served to ensure that the authorities remain sufficiently responsive to the best interests of individuals, and distribute benefits and burdens fairly among them. The latter is largely an empirical claim that has been fairly well substantiated (Sen and Dréze, 1990; Sen, 1999; Przeworski, Shapiro et al., 1999; Shapiro, 2001). 
So to bring these strands together, we may ask how might these three arguments be brought to bear on multilevel governance? The first two arguments may also apply at regional and global levels, to secure a fair share of control and influence and to prevent domination. However, in a multilevel world order, it may well be that only some issues and aspects of individuals’ well-being need to be heeded globally – while many concerns will be the tasks of regional, national or sub-national political bodies. Indeed, some optimistically point to evidence that for some issues there are already signs of widespread if not global concern. Evidence ranges from tax payer – and political party – support for international development assistance, emergency relief, environmental measures and political consumerism action, to emerging transnational civil society organizations in areas such as human rights and the environment (Keck and Sikkink, 1998; Price, 2003; Ruggie, 2004). Thus, the prospects for a sufficiently vibrant public debate that shapes individuals’ preferences and sense of justice are not completely bleak.
However, it remains an open question whether similar empirical generalizations are true for democratic accountability mechanisms above the state. Our task here is not to lay out such arguments, nor to dispute them. Rather, in light of the distinctions and the normative criteria we have identified, the task is to note some of the issues that a satisfactory account must address. If these empirical facts are indeed so, these findings lend support to the reasons we have laid out, to hold that multiple citizenship should include political rights at several geographical levels. 
However, defenses of ‘global democracy’ face several challenges, including how to determine which issue areas should be decided democratically among which groups of individuals. In particular, all the individuals upholding certain international institutions may not be affected by them, at least not to the same degree (Christiano, 2010). And under conditions of globalization, many individuals affected by the actions of others appear to not be ‘participants’ in the institutions themselves (Abizadeh, 2007; Julius, 2003; Nagel, 2005), and the distribution of responsibility between domestic and foreign politicians remains debatable (Risse, 2005). Thus any clear-cut division will be contested, and likely to be only approximately correct. Still, somebody must be charged with dividing and re-allocating competences between those decisions that should be taken domestically, and those that should be taken by other demoi – guided, perhaps, by considerations of ‘subsidiarity’ (Follesdal, 1998). Furthermore, the standard case for majoritarian, one-person-one-vote norms may not hold within political orders characterized by small and large states, or by other cleavages that increase the risk that some segments of the population will remain persistently in the minority. Skewed voting rights, common in federations, may merit normative scrutiny – as will the standards for awarding any such unequal political clout. One upshot is that the multilevel political order may be sufficiently democratic, and sufficiently legitimate, even though not all decisions are made democratically.
	Likewise, consider the private-public dimensions of multilevel governance. Again we e may note that there are efforts underway to strengthen mechanisms of accountability of economic actors such as transnational corporations to normative standards concerning human rights. Such measures might improve global governance by rendering corporations more as ‘agents of justice.’ But we have suggested that it is important to distinguish such a development from claims that such changes would render corporations into democratic agents in their own right. We witness several intriguing developments concerning how to make multinational corporations more respectful of human rights: We see traces of development of human rights regimes that affect expectations and minimum standards to hold corporations responsible, perhaps most notably John Ruggie’s work within the UN (Ruggie, 2007, 2009). We can also observe other ways that ‘citizenship norms’ are discussed, to allow individuals to act not only as a responsible electorate, but also as responsible consumers and investors. For example, political consumerism argues that citizens should use their purchasing power to boycott or boycott corporations (Micheletti, 2004; Micheletti, Follesdal and Stolle, 2004; Micheletti and Follesdal, 2007). Likewise, Socially Responsible Investing has emerged as a significant trend (Sparkes and Cowton, 2004; Nystuen, Follesdal and Mestad, 2011). Whether these efforts are likely to flourish and what conditions must be fulfilled to do so remain important research topics. In particular, whether such regimes should include norms and ideals of democratic accountability and of human rights as we know them from international conventions, remain open and contested questions. 
We have sought to show some benefits of drawing more clear distinctions of several kinds, offering normative criteria for assessing institutions, and defining different conceptions of legitimacy, in order to promote the current debate about global democracy and justice in a multilevel setting. It is helpful, we submit, to distinguish more carefully between democratic theory and moral theories of legitimacy and justice. Further, a more satisfactory conceptual framework for assessing democratic rule should distinguish between necessary conditions, aspects and aims of democracy. The three arguments within domestic settings for democratic accountability, including the value for securing human rights are familiar. It remains to be seen whether similar institutions of decision making are, can be and should be sustainable and reliable for securing institutional control, nondomination and fair distribution of benefits on arenas above the state in an ever increasingly globalised world. Be that as it may, we have suggested that citizens may serve other important roles, in addition to being democratic agents, in more legitimate multilevel governance.



Acknowledgments
We wish to thank the organizers and participants of the workshop ”Human rights and European and global citizenship” at the conference ”The Dynamics of Citizenship in the Post-Political World”, 26-28 May 2010 in Stockholm. We are also grateful for the constructive comments from the editor and the anonymous referees of this journal. Moreover, Eva Erman thanks the participants of the higher research seminar, at the Department of Government, Uppsala University, in particular Aaron Maltais, as well as Riksbankens Jubileumsfond for financing the project on democracy in a transnational context. 

Notes on contributors
Eva Erman is Associate Professor of Political Theory at the Department of Government, Uppsala University, Sweden. She is the author of Human Rights and Democracy: Discourse Theory and Global Rights Institutions (Ashgate, 2005), the author and co-editor of Legitimacy Beyond the State? Re-examining the Democratic Credentials of Transnational Actors (Palgrave, 2010) as well as Territories of Citizenship (Palgrave, forthcoming, 2012). She has also recently published articles in journals such as Contemporary Political Theory (forthcoming), Review of International Studies (2010), Philosophy & Social Criticism (2009, 2006), Ethics & International Affairs (2008), Political Theory, (2007), Res Publica: A Journal of Legal and Social Philosophy (2006). Moreover, she is the founder and chief editor of the international peer-review journal Ethics & Global Politics. 

Andreas Follesdal (Ph.D. 1991 Harvard University) is Professor of Political Philosophy at the Norwegian Centre for Human Rights at the University of Oslo. His research is in international political theory, on Human Rights, globalisation and the European Union, on such topics as distributive justice, federalism, minority rights, deliberative democracy, subsidiarity, and European citizenship. He publishes in such journals as Journal of Political Philosophy, Law and Philosophy, Journal of European Public Policy, Journal of Peace Research, International Journal on Minority and Group Rights, and Metaphilosophy.




References
Abizadeh, A. (2007). "Cooperation, pervasive impact, and coercion: on the scope (not site) of distributive justice." Philosophy and Public Affairs 35: 318-358.
Abizadeh, A. (2008). “Democratic Theory and Border Coercion: No Right to Unilaterally Control your Own Borders”, Political Theory 36(1): 37–65.
Archibugi, D. (1998). “Principles of Cosmopolitan Democracy”, in Re-imagining Political Community: Studies in Cosmopolitan Democracy, eds. D. Archibugi, D. Held and M. Köhler. London: Polity Press.
Archibugi, D., M. Koenig-Archibugi, et al. (2010). Global Democracy. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Arrhenius, G. (2005). “The Boundary Problem in Democratic Theory”, in Democracy Unbound ed. F. Tersman. Stockholm: Stockholm University. 
Barry, B. (1991). "Is democracy special?", in Democracy and Power. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Bellamy, R. (2007). Political Constitutionalism: A republican defense of the constitutionality of democracy. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Bellamy, R., D. Castiglione, et al. (2010). Evaluating Trustworthiness, Representation and Political Accountability in New Modes of Governance. New Modes of Governance in Europe. A. Heretier and M. Rhodes, Palgrave Macmillan: 135-162.
Bergström, L. (2007). “Democracy and political boundaries”, in The Viability and Desirability of Global Democracy, ed. F. Tersman. Stockholm: Stockholm University.
Bohman, J. (2007). Democracy across Borders: From Dêmos to Dêmoi. Cambridge, MA.: MIT Press.
Benhabib, S. (2004). The Rights of Others: Aliens, Residents and Citizens. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Benhabib, S. (2007a). “Twilight of Sovereignty or the Emergence of Cosmopolitan Norms? Rethinking Citizenship in Volatile Times”. Citizenship Studies 11(1): 19-36.
Benhabib, S. (2007b). “Democratic Exclusions and Democratic Iterations. European Journal of Political Theory 6(4): 445-462.
Bovens, M. (1998). The quest for responsibility: Accountability and citizenship in complex organizations. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Brown, Eric (2000) "Socrates the Cosmopolitan" Stanford Agora (1): 74-87.
Buchanan, A. and R. Keohane (2006) “The Legitimacy of Global Governance Institutions”, Ethics & International Affairs 20(4): 405-438.
Caporaso, J. A. (1996). "The European Union and Forms of the State: Westphalian, Regulatory, or Post-Modern?" Journal of Common Market Studies 34(1): 29-52.
Christiano, T. (2004). “Authority”, in Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy, retrieved Nov. 2 (2010), from http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/authority/.
Christiano, T. (2006). “A Democratic Theory of Territory and Some Puzzles about Global Democracy”, Journal of Social Philosophy 37(1): 81-107.
Christiano, T. (2010). "Democratic Legitimacy and International Institutions". Global Democracy, eds. D. Archibugi, M. Koenig-Archibugi and R. Marchetti. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Cohen, J. (2004) “Minimalism about Human Rights: The Most We Can Hope For?”. The Journal of Political Philosophy 21(2): 190-213.
Dryzek, J. (2006). Deliberative Global Politics: Discourse and Democracy in a Divided World. Cambridge: Polity Press.
Erman, E. (2005). Human Rights and Democracy: Discourse Theory and Human Rights Institutions. Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing.
Erman, E. (2008). “On Goodhart’s Global Democracy: A Critique”. Ethics & International Affairs 22(4). 
Erman, E. (2010a). “Why Adding Democratic Values is Not Enough for Global Democracy”. Legitimacy Beyond the State? Re-examining the Democratic Credentials of Transnational Actors, eds. E. Erman and A. Uhlin. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Erman, E. and R. Higgott (2010b). "Deliberative Global Governance and the Question of Legitimacy: What can We Learn from the WTO?". Review of International Studies 36(2): 449 - 470.
Erman, E. (forthcoming). “Human Rights Do Not Make Global Democracy”, Contemporary Political Theory.
Follesdal, A. (1998). "Subsidiarity." Journal of Political Philosophy 6(2): 231-259.
Follesdal, A. (2002). Citizenship: European and Global. Global Citizenship. N. Dower and J. Williams. Edinburgh, Edinburgh University Press: 71-83.
Follesdal, A. (2006). Justice, stability and toleration in a Federation of Well-ordered Peoples. Rawls's Law of Peoples: A realistic utopia? eds. R. Martin and D. Reidy. Oxford, Blackwell: 299-317. 
Follesdal, A. (2008). "Human Rights, Democracy and Federalism - part of the problem or part of the solution? Securing stability in the European Union and the People’s Republic of China." Current Politics and Economics of Asia 17(1): 211-236.
Follesdal, A. (2009). "The legitimacy of international human rights review: The case of the European Court of Human Rights." Journal of Social Philosophy 40(4): 595-607.
Follesdal, A. (2011). "The Legitimacy Challenges for New Modes of Governance: Trustworthy Responsiveness." Government and Opposition 46(1): 81-100.
Forst, R. (2010). “The Justification of Human Rights and the Basic Right to Justification: A Reflexive Approach”. Ethics 120(4): 711–740.
Goodhart, M. (2005). Democracy as Human Rights: Freedom and Equality in the Age of Globalization. London: Routledge.
Goodhart, M. (2008). “Human Rights and Global Democracy”. Ethics & International Affairs 22(4): 395-420.
Goodin, R. (2007). “Enfranchising All Affected Interests and Its Alternatives”. Philosophy & Public Affairs 35(1): 40- 68.
Gould, C. (2004). Globalizing Democracy and Human Rights. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Grant, R., and R. Keohane (2005). “Accountability and Abuses of Power in World Politics”. American Political Science Review, 99(1): 29-43.
Held, D. (1995). Democracy and the Global Order. Cambridge, Polity Press.
Héritier, A. (2002). New modes of governance in Europe: Policy-making without legislating? Common goods: Reinventing European and International Governance. A. Héritier. Lanham, Rowman & Littlefield Publishers.
Julius, A. J. (2003). "Basic structure and the value of equality." Philosophy and public affairs 31(4): 321-355.
Keck, M. and K. Sikkink (1998). Activists beyond borders: advocacy networks in international politics. Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press
Korsgaard, C. (1983). “Two Distinctions in Goodness”, Philosophical Review 92: 169-195.
Macdonald, T. (2008). Global Stakeholder Democracy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Marks, G., L. Hooghe, et al. (1996). "European integration from the 1980s: State-centric v. Multi-level governance." Journal of Common Market Studies 34(3): 341-378.
Micheletti, M. (2004). "'Put your money where your mouth is': the Market as an Arena for Politics". Market Matters Exploring Cultural Processes in the Global Market. eds. Christina Garsten and Monica Lindh de Montoya. London: Palgrave.
Micheletti, M., A. Follesdal, D. Stolle, Eds. (2004). Politics, products and markets: Exploring political consumerism past and present. New Brunswick, N.J., Transaction Press.
Micheletti, M. and A. Follesdal (2007). "Shopping for human rights - special issue." Journal of Consumer Policy 30(3).
Moravcsik, A. (2004). "Is there a 'democratic deficit' in World Politics? A framework for analysis." Government and opposition 39(2): 336-363.
Nagel, T. (2005). "The problem of global justice." Philosophy and public affairs 33(2): 113-147.
Nystuen, G., A. Follesdal, O. Mestad, eds. (2011 ). Corporate Complicity, Human Rights Violations and Disinvestment: Legal and Philosophical Perspectives. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press.
Price, R. (2003). "Transnational Civil Society and Advocacy in World Politics." World Politics 55(4): 579-607.
Przeworski, A., I. Shapiro, et al. (1999). Minimalist conception of democracy: a defense. Democracy's value. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press: 23-56.
Rawls, J. (2001). Justice as Fairness. A Restatement. Cambridge, MA.: Harvard University Press.
Risse, M. (2005). "Do we owe the global poor assistance or rectification?" Ethics and international Affairs 19(1): 9-18.
Rostboll, C. (2008). Deliberative Freedom: Deliberative Democracy as Critical Theory. Albany: State University of New York Press.
Ruggie, J. (2009). "Business and human rights: Towards operationalizing the 'protect, respect and remedy' framework." Human Rights Council (A/HRC/11/13 22. April).
Ruggie, J. G. (2004). "Reconstituting the global public domain: issues, actors and practices." European journal of international relations 10: 499-531.
Ruggie, J. G. (2007). "Business and human rights: the evolving international agenda." KSG Faculty Resaerch Working Paper Series 07/029.
Scholte, J. A. (2005). ‘Civil society and democratically accountable global governance,’ in Global Governance and Public Accountability, eds. D. Held and M. Koenig-Archibugi. Oxford: Blackwell.
Schumpeter, J. (1950). Capitalism, Socialism and Democracy. New York: Harper & Row.
Sen, A. K. (1980). Equality of what? Choice, Welfare and Measurement. A. K. Sen. Cambridge, Mass., MIT Press: 353-369.
Sen, A. K. (1999). "Democracy as a universal value." Journal of Democracy 10(3): 3-17.
Sen, A. K. and J. Dréze (1990). Hunger and public action. Oxford University Press.
Shapiro, I. (2001). The state of democratic theory. Political Science: The state of the discipline. I. Katznelson and H. Milner, APSA: 235-265.
Shapiro, I. (1999). Democratic Justice. New Haven: Yale University Press.
Shapiro, I. (2003). The state of democratic theory. Princeton, Princeton University Press.
Smismans, S. (2008). "New modes of governance and the participatory myth." West European Politics 31(5): 874-895.
Sparkes, R. and C. J. Cowton (2004). "The Maturing of Socially Responsible Investment: A Review of the Developing Link with Corporate Social Responsibility " Journal of Business Ethics 52(1): 45-57.
Steffek, J. and P. Nanz (2008). ‘Emergent patterns of civil society participation in global and European governance,’ in Civil Society Participation in European and Global Governance. New York: Palgrave Macmillan.
Waldron, J. (2006). "The core of the case against judicial review." The Yale Law Journal 115: 1346-1406.
Whelan, F. G. (1983). “Democratic Theory and the Boundary Problem”, in Liberal Democracy, eds. J. W. Chapman and R. J. Pennock. NewYork: New York University Press.
Zimmerman, M. (2001). The Nature of Intrinsic Value. Lanham: Rowman and Littlefield. 


