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Retreat Summary:  
“Global Democracy: The Way Forward” 

 
Tony Fleming, Citizens for Global Solutions and Didier Jacobs, Oxfam America 

with Heather Hamilton and Amelia Kuklewicz, Citizens for Global Solutions 
 
 

Introduction 
 
The democratic deficits in global governance 
have gained widespread recognition by civil 
society organizations around the world as an 
impediment to advocacy work on human rights, 
economic and social development, peace, and 
environmental protection.  In recent years, 
progressive civil society actors have 
increasingly contested the legitimacy of global 
governance on democratic principles. They 
have also articulated a series of incremental 
reforms to the current system of global 
governance in previous forums.1 Some of 
these proposals – such as increasing the 
degree of transparency in the policies and 
practices of intergovernmental organizations 
and transnational businesses – are not only 
desirable but also politically feasible in the 
short- and medium-term.  Non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs) and other civil society 
actors are already putting a lot of energy into 
achieving them.   But other proposals, such as 
those pertaining to the question of 
representation, are not only much less 
politically-feasible in the immediate future, but 
they also need to be contextualized within a 
wider understanding of what we mean when 
we talk of “democracy” at the global level. 
 
This retreat’s purpose was thus to launch a 
deeper reflection about the nature of global 
democracy among a small group of key NGO 
leaders representing different regions of the 
globe and sectors of NGO civil society.  
 
 
Process 
 
Possible retreat participants were identified 
through a series of consultations with key 
thinkers and NGO representatives in the field.  
The retreat planners sought near-parity 
between Northern and Southern groups and 

                                                 
1 See for instance the G02 conference of the Montreal 
International Forum (www.fimcivilsociety.org) or the 
Millennium Forum (www.un.org/millennium). 

representation of each major region of the 
world.  While many of the participants worked 
in issues of development and poverty, the 
group included individuals from human rights 
groups, environmental organizations, women’s 
groups and organizations concerned with 
global governance itself.   
 
Each participant was asked to complete a pre-
retreat questionnaire (see Pre-retreat 
questionnaire), answering in essay form a few 
questions about their diagnosis and possible 
solutions to the global democratic deficits, both 
in general terms and as it pertained to their 
own organizations’ missions and current 
programs. These essays, synthesized in the 
Retreat Framework on Page 7 below, 
confirmed that all participants were well aware 
of the existence of democratic deficits, thought 
of a wide diversity of partial solutions to these 
deficits, and were already working on 
advocating for their preferred solutions. On the 
other hand, no participant presented any 
comprehensive solution, and the sheer 
diversity of responses hardly allowed sketching 
the main characteristics of one. 
  
On the first day of the retreat, participants split 
into three small groups.  They were asked by 
the retreat facilitators to picture a world in 
which they were fully satisfied, as a citizen and 
advocate, with the legitimacy of global 
governance.  They were asked to describe 
what governance in this world looked like and 
what about the system made it legitimate. For 
the sake of the exercise, participants were 
asked to picture this world in 2103, 100 years 
from now, but to dismiss concerns of political 
feasibility.  Facilitators encouraged discussion 
and identification of areas of consensus and 
disagreement to bring back to the full group. 
During a plenary session at the end of the day, 
each small group’s rapporteur reported back to 
the full group, where all retreat participants 
worked to find areas of general consensus.  
On the second day of the retreat, participants 
were asked to survey the current global 
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political environment and think of opportunities 
and challenges relevant to the vision sketched 
the previous day. From there, they were also 
asked to identify some strategies that civil 
society could use to pursue that vision. 
 
The present report attempts to give a broad 
overview of the small group and plenary 
discussions. It does not include all the opinions 
and ideas expressed during the retreat but 
rather highlights the main themes. It does 
emphasize points of apparent consensus, 
although it should not in any way be construed 
to represent the thinking of any individual 
retreat participant. While not all of the concerns 
mentioned were resolved, the participants 
made substantive proposals toward the 
realization of global democracy. The short 
duration of the retreat limited the number of 
concrete proposals that could be implemented 
quickly, reinforcing the need for further 
collaboration by civil society groups on this 
question.   

 
The nature of democracy 
 
The participants made a number of general 
observations about the nature of democracy. 
They described democratization as an endless 
process. There are no, and have never been, 
any perfect democracies. Even societies with 
long-established democratic traditions continue 
to face challenges from within. Threats such as 
corruption, economic and political inequality, 
and oppression of dissent all present problems 
in attempting to secure stability and popular 
legitimacy in many of today’s national 
democracies.  
 
The presence of institutionalized democracy – 
binding covenants, legislatures, 
ombudspersons and civil society organizations 
– provides a foundation on which democratic 
traditions can endure over time but must be 
based on democratic principles and an agreed-
upon social contract. A constitution or body of 
laws may appear democratic, but can disguise 
social or economic conditions that prevent civic 
participation by marginalized portions of the 
population. Similarly, democratic but illiberal 
societies differ significantly from liberal 
democracies, enacting decisions that may be 

contrary to the public interest even though they 
have the support of the majority.  
 
 
Human rights as the foundation of global 
democracy 
 
When thinking about the main elements of a 
democratic system of governance at the global 
level, participants agreed that the bedrock of 
such system should be a set of justiciable 
human rights, which would include civil, 
political, social, economic and cultural rights. 
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights 
and the two covenants that derived from it 
were considered the most legitimate basis from 
which to define global democracy, including 
additional rights necessary to achieve a just 
society over the next century. 
 
An implication of the centrality of human rights 
is that building a community of national 
democracies is an essential building block to 
achieve global democracy. Some participants 
speculated that we might not have to wait until 
2103 to see most states being governed 
democratically (with again the proviso that no 
democracy is ever perfect). Supporting 
democratic national governance for example 
through a “caucus of democracies” at the 
United Nations, is a strategy that can be 
applied in the short to medium term. 
 
 
A Continuing Role for the State 
 
Most participants considered that states should 
continue to play a central role in a global 
democracy, though the distribution of its 
traditional responsibilities may evolve. They 
strongly supported the social contract whereby 
citizens entrust power to the state in exchange 
for security and social services but also identity 
and representation. Over the past two 
decades, the social contract has been eroded 
as other institutions such as markets, 
professional associations or religious 
communities have taken over these traditional 
responsibilities of the state. But these 
institutions do not necessarily possess the 
accountability mechanisms required for the 
obligations of a social contract. 
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As far as the enforcement of human rights are 
concerned, participants agreed that even if 
states are the sole actors with recognized legal 
personality at the international level, 
international laws should be binding on other 
actors, including transnational corporations, 
civil society, international agencies and 
supranational regional arrangements, and that 
states should be responsible for ensuring 
these actors’ compliance with international law. 
 
 
Accountability and the Role of 
Supranational Institutions 
 
While considered important, participants 
agreed that the United Nations system requires 
substantive reforms and simplification if it is to 
guarantee human rights and support a global 
democratic community.  
 
Key among the proposals was a more 
representative Security Council (with or without 
the veto), a stronger General Assembly and an 
empowered Secretary-General. There was 
general agreement that UN member states 
should be barred from serving on leadership 
bodies if they have a record of acting contrary 
to that body’s mandate (an example being 
Libya’s recent election to chair the Human 
Rights Commission). New bodies such as a 
global environmental protection agency were 
seen as necessary to fill institutional gaps in 
global governance. There was virtually 
universal agreement that the Bretton Woods 
institutions had to be more fully re-integrated 
into the United Nations system.  
 
Effectively guaranteeing human rights and 
ensuring compliance with international law 
would require the creation or evolution of an 
international judicial regime that combines 
universal jurisdiction of national courts and 
compulsory jurisdiction of international courts. 
Such a regime could provide access for voices 
of opposition, ensure the observance of 
international human rights standards and 
promote the development of progressive global 
norms.  
 
Participants agreed that this judicial regime 
would serve a complementary role, along with 
some international legislative counterpart, in 

reducing the influence which national executive 
branches have in international decision-
making. A global parliament, or in the nearer 
term a global assembly of national 
parliamentarians, would reduce the influence 
which national executive branches have in 
international decision-making. So would the 
emerging global judicial regime of international 
courts, universal jurisdiction of national courts, 
and reliance by national courts on judicial 
precedents of foreign tribunals. Both would 
provide additional channels for citizen 
participation in global public policy.  
 
As to representation, there was no agreement 
as to its form at the global level. Participants 
recognized that a variety of arrangements 
could be legitimate: representation through 
regional groupings of states of roughly equal 
power, representation through states with 
weighted votes based on population, combined 
representation through states and a global 
parliament, or representation through a global 
parliament only. However, most participants 
did not find the current ‘one state, one vote’ 
principle legitimate due to the huge 
demographic differences across states. 
 
While most participants supported the idea of 
these strong global mechanisms to regulate 
the actions of states, few were willing to 
entertain the idea of a global government – by 
which they understood a monolithic institution 
with centralized authority and lacking the 
cultural diversity and institutional checks 
necessary for a sound democracy. Participants 
preferred an international community in which 
individual states remained sovereign, though 
with increasing reliance on subsidiarity or a 
federal-style approach that would help define 
the appropriate decision-making level – often 
global, but as likely, more local.  In the 
absence of a global constitution, states would 
remain in control of the distribution of 
jurisdiction over different policy matters, 
devolving some power upwards to 
supranational institutions – but also some 
downwards to local governments 
 
 
Opportunities and Obligations for Civil 
Society 
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As part of the retreat mandate, participants 
discussed what steps civil society 
organizations needed to take to build this more 
democratic global governance, one which they 
would consider legitimate.  
 
Participants supported civil society’s continued 
role in influencing global decision-making, but 
agreed that civil society groups such as human 
rights groups, business associations, churches 
or unions should not expect to act as direct 
representatives of citizens’ broader interests. 
While there was consensus that civil society’s 
participation helped counter the dominating 
influence of business and governmental 
interests, no one among the participants 
advocated for civil society’s role in international 
decision-making to be more than participatory, 
informing debates and empowering 
marginalized groups. Civil society 
representatives should be consulted, but would 
not vote on global issues themselves. 
 
Civil society organizations have an important 
role to play in constantly promoting civic 
participation, which has been declining on 
some measures (e.g., voting participation) 
during the past decades. But some participants 
noted that new forms of participation were 
equally valuable, such as ethical consumption. 
Participants called for a continued use of 
representative democracy with more frequent 
elections and recalls, in parallel with the 
development of alternative forms of civic 
participation, including forums of citizens 
affected by particular public policies, village 
councils like those existing in parts of India 
(where one third of representatives need to be 
women), participation of local representatives 
in international negotiating forums, direct 
democracy using new technologies – as well 
as for reform of election finance. 
  
Another critical role of civil society is promoting 
global citizenship, not in a legal sense, but as a 
strand of people’s cultural identity. Participants 
saw globally active citizens as critical to 
achieving greater accountability by states and 
other international actors. This would be 
facilitated by the globalization of local issues 
and the re-localization of traditionally 
international issues and their impact on 
citizens’ lives, jobs and families. The 

globalization of the social contract is a gradual 
social and cultural, as well as political, process. 
 
While fostering global citizenship, participants 
agreed that democracy must be revitalized at 
the local level as well. Attempting to 
homogenize a heterogeneous world is both 
undesirable and impractical, and global 
democracy requires reform of local as well as 
global governance. Democratization should 
occur at each level of society in order to 
improve both diversity and the quality of civic, 
social, and economic participation of citizens 
through a local-to-global chain of 
accountability, transparency, and 
representation. 
 
In promoting more equitable participation in 
global decision-making, civil society faces 
overwhelming obstacles in countering policies 
like those of the government-funded Bretton 
Woods institutions. In response, participants 
suggested the need for establishing an 
International Civil Society Fund, complimentary 
to the International Monetary Fund and World 
Bank. Such an institution would provide funds 
to preserve public trust institutions and 
services, with initial support provided by 
progressive governments and well-known 
global benefactors such as Bill Gates and 
George Soros.   
 
 
The Rights-based Approach as Unifying 
Strategy 
 
Building on the identification of human rights 
as the foundation of global democracy, 
participants agreed that mainstreaming the 
rights-based approach across all sectors was a 
promising strategy to move toward global 
democracy. The human rights movement is of 
course very familiar with rights, but it has only 
started to embrace social, economic and 
cultural rights as complements to its traditional 
focus on civil and political rights. The 
development movement is experimenting with 
the rights-based approach. This entails shifting 
away from the provision of direct social 
services to poor and marginalized people to 
empowering them to claim their rights to these 
services from their states. The peace 
movement has also been exposed to questions 
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of rights through the debate on humanitarian 
wars, the responsibility to protect and the 
increased scrutiny over the laws of war. The 
environmental movement is the only one that is 
not relying on a rights-based approach. Some 
participants expressed the view that the 
development movement is instrumentalizing 
nature when it advocates for (human) rights to 
water, to land and the like. Others asserted 
that environmentalists are speaking about 
conservation for nature’s own sake, and 
“nature rights” have not yet found any ground 
in the human rights framework (and some 
participants thought it ought not to). 
Participants agreed to think more about 
whether and how to bring the environment 
movement under the rights-based tent. 
 
Developing the rights-based approach across 
all sectors would multiply program linkages 
among civil society actors, which would in turn 
allow for deeper and stronger alliances. 
 
Since the rights-based approach confirms the 
state’s responsibility in fulfilling rights, it also 
transforms the relationship between states and 
civil society. Transnational networks of rights-
based organizations could bolster the 
negotiating positions in international forums of 
any state seeking to advance human rights. 
Southern states have recently found the value 
of alliances with civil society in the trade and 
financial policy areas. Northern states have on 
their part benefited from civil society actions in 
the civil and political rights and in the 
environmental areas. 
 
However, closer cooperation with states raises 
the issue of accountability of civil society 
organizations, often seen by outsiders as 
substituting themselves for states in rule-
making. Participants agreed that recent 
criticism of civil society over accountability 
were not entirely unwarranted and welcomed 
the development of accountability standards 
for civil society. 
 
The rights language could be used to counter 
attacks against legitimate work of civil society 
organizations: while businesses influence 
policy for profit, NGOs defend people’s rights. 
One participant stressed the need for a sector-
wide strategy to counter criticisms of lack of 

accountability, contrasting with the current 
practice where each organization defends itself 
only. 
 
By becoming the common language of all 
strands of civil society, the rights-based 
approach could also form the basis of a new 
communications strategy. Any progress toward 
the aspirations discussed during this retreat 
hinges on bolstered communications with the 
general public, especially in powerful states 
that have the resources necessary to 
implement global decisions. Participants 
discussed several strategies to improve 
communications, including funding alternative 
media that would broadcast transnational 
messages. 
 
Reaching Consensus 
 
During the last plenary, participants agreed on 
nine criteria that would legitimize global 
democracy proposals. At a minimum, global 
democracy must reflect the following 
principles:  
 

• Global governance must incorporate 
significant elements of legally 
enforceable global rules and regulatory 
institutions. 

• A centralized form of world government 
would not allow for the regulatory 
mechanisms at the regional, national 
and local levels of society.  

• Such mechanisms would require a 
cosmopolitical system adhering to the 
principle of subsidiarity, delegating 
competence to those authorities who 
are closest to the people affected.  

• Democratic global governance must be 
grounded in and subordinated to 
broadly accepted principles of human 
rights.  

• An equitable distribution of resources 
would provide equal opportunities for 
informed civil, social and economic 
participation.  

• Global democratic norms should foster, 
promote and celebrate cultural diversity 
in its many forms.  

• Democratic global governance helps 
legitimize global citizenship, in which 
people are conscious of and act upon 
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civic rights and duties that relate to the 
global level.  

• A vibrant civil society is essential for a 
democratic global governance, active 
across all spheres from local to global, 
but operating in a participatory rather 
than representative manner.  

• Global democracy is not an end state but 
an evolving process.  

 
 
Unresolved Issues 
 
There were, of course, several critical issues 
on which participants did not manage to reach 
an agreement. The first one had to do with 
reconciling the desire for universal 
enforcement of human rights – requiring 
considerable international collaboration and 
solidarity – with a respect for diversity. The 
subsidiarity principle is supposed to provide 
guidance in this respect, by stating that 
decisions should be taken at the lowest 
efficient level. But in reality there is room for 
ample disagreements about what is the lowest 
efficient level to take a decision for any given 
policy question. Although experience of federal 
states showed that rule-making tended to be 
located at upper levels and implementation 
and spending at lower levels, participants 
could not formulate more precise guidelines. 
 
Secondly, participants struggled with the 
concept of sovereignty. While the working 
hypothesis underlying most discussions was 
that states would remain sovereign in a global 
democracy, some participants wondered 
whether and how sovereignty should be re-
claimed by the people themselves.  Several 
participants agreed that there was a need to 
expand the understanding of sovereignty as 
something that is not lost entirely if it is given 
away in specific circumstances.  These 
participants noted that recent events and 
tragedies required a fundamental revision of 
sovereignty’s definition, from one based on the 
rights of states to one obligating states to 
specific human rights responsibilities.  
 
Thirdly, participants had a contested debate 
about whether nature had rights, and 
consequently about how ecologic sustainability 

could be introduced as an intrinsic component 
of a rights-based global democratic system. 
 
Another critical issue that has not been entirely  
resolved was the difficult question of how to 
give power to the many in a world of huge 
inequalities. Some participants mused about 
the (lack of) compatibility between global 
democracy and the current global economic 
capitalist system. It was agreed that capitalism 
often presented obstacles to democratic 
participation and that a new economic order 
was essential. The suggestion was analogous 
to the historical transition from feudalism to 
capitalism, with the underlying changes 
expected to occur in concert with the evolution 
of the social contract. Essential to this new 
economic system, however, will be the view 
that certain areas of the social contract need to 
be restored to the public trust and protected by 
the state from disproportionate privatization. 
These include access to clean water, universal 
health care, education and the media.  In 
addition, qualitative measures, such as gross 
national product or human development 
indices, should not include solely consumption 
and purchasing power but also as civic 
participation, gender equality and other quality-
oriented aspects of life. Such factors will be 
seen as particularly important in considering 
structural adjustment programs through 
international financial institutions. Recognizing 
that economic control plays a large role in the 
democratic nature of a society, some 
participants called for greater localization of 
economies and resources. While most 
participants agreed upon the need for a more 
equitable redistribution of resources, including 
fair distribution of wealth, adequate access to 
information and education, progressive 
national and/or global taxation and fair pricing 
for essential items, they recognized that more 
discussion was considered necessary to reach 
consensus.   
 
 
Next Steps 
 
On more than one occasion, participants noted 
the frequent competition between which civil 
society organizations, whether for financial 
resources or in action campaigns. A distinct 
plea was made for civil society groups to 
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distinguish when the most effective actions 
would be to focus efforts solely on domestic 
institutions and policies instead of working to 
establish international standards or norms that 
states may effectively ignore. The consensus 
was that civil society groups need stronger 
coordination and, to the degree possible, an 
overarching framework outlining goals across 
sectors and at the most strategic level of 
governance.  
 
At the end of the retreat, three priority areas of 
action were put forward and agreed to by all. 
The first was the need to put together at the 
earliest possible time a panel of eminent 
persons, drawn from civil society, to deliberate 
and put forward reform recommendations for 
the United Nations and broader international 
system. This panel would be seen as civil 
society response to the panel created by UN 
Secretary General Kofi Annan to offer similar 
recommendations, but members of which were 
drawn almost exclusively from leadership 
positions in states or the existing international 
system.  
 
The second proposal for immediate action was 
to catalog and prioritize the most important 
international covenants and treaties. The 
project would first identify those covenants to 
which states had become parties but not yet 
enacted executing legislation. Following, 
existing treaties would be identified as high 
priority for ratification campaigns. Civil society 
groups would work collectively at the 
international level, but also within their 
respective states to press for ratification of 
these treaties in the shortest time frame 
possible.  
 
The third proposal was to seek funding for the 
creation of a “Global C-Span” which would 
provide greater transparency, accountability 
and participation in international decision-
making. Formats would include both televised 
broadcasts where available, and radio 
broadcasts in lesser-developed areas. In 
addition to covering meeting of international 
financial organizations and other international 
bodies, civil society could provide education 
and political content. Contributions for such 
could be sought from governments, global 
benefactors, international media and other 

business groups and civil society. One 
participant noted such a tool would cut down 
on the expenses of having to attend the 
various conferences in person.  
 
The retreat ended on a very optimistic note, 
with participants excited about the several 
points of consensus across the several 
represented sectors and national backgrounds. 
Participants also agreed to disseminate the 
present report and propose it as a basic 
document of future forums such as the second 
conference of the Montreal International Forum 
in 2005. Many are looking forward to continued 
interaction and networking on the subject, 
while taking specific steps on the priority action 
areas. 
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Retreat Framework:  
“Global Democracy: Clarifying the Issues” 

 
Dr. Jan Aart Scholte, Centre for the Study of Globalisation & Regionalisation 

Dr. James Riker, The Democracy Collaborative (University of Maryland)  
 

 
Introduction 
 
This paper has been prepared as an advance 
briefing for an NGO retreat on the challenges of 
addressing democratic deficits in global 
governance. As expressed by the workshop 
organisers, Oxfam America and the World 
Federalist Association, the aims of the meeting 
are: (a) to give participants a better 
understanding of key concepts relevant to 
global democracy; (b) to disseminate this 
understanding to wider civil society; and (c) to 
use this understanding to identify some general 
strategies for tackling the democratic deficits. 
 
The authors of this advance briefing have been 
asked to prepare a framework document based 
on think pieces submitted by participants ahead 
of the workshop. The organizers suggested that 
this briefing should: identify discussion 
questions; clarify key concepts; critically assess 
ideas and proposals written in the think pieces; 
and highlight important matters that were not 
raised. 
 
This paper offers a critical review of the think 
pieces. It does not advance any particular line 
of argument or even suggest a working 
definition of ‘global democracy’. The issues at 
hand are much too controversial, and the 
richness and potential of the workshop lies 
largely in the diversity of views that participants 
bring to it. 
 
The following discussion is based on our review 
of 17 think pieces received by 15 November. 
Participants were asked to discuss: the nature 
of democratic deficits in contemporary 
globalization; the changes needed to secure the 
legitimacy of global governance; how 
democratic deficits in global governance 
affected the programs of their organization; and 
what their organization does or plans to do to 
counter these democratic deficits. 
 

In practice the submitted essays tended to say 
far more about the first two questions and 
relatively little concerning the second two 
questions. Hence our remarks below 
concentrate on the nature of democratic deficits 
and changes needed to address them. This is 
by no means to suggest that the workshop 
should drop issues of NGO policy and practice 
regarding global democracy. On the contrary, 
relative silence on these questions could imply 
that they need more urgently to be discussed. 

The Nature of Democratic Deficits 
The first question circulated to participants 
asked, ‘How would you describe the democratic 
deficits that currently afflict global governance? 
What is the nature of the democratic problem in 
contemporary globalization?’ Answers to this 
question prompt comment under four general 
headings: issues of definition; the role of the 
state; the democratic failings of global 
governance institutions; and structures of 
dominance in globalization. The papers also did 
not raise some problems that might be 
associated with democratic deficits in the 
governance of globalization. 
 

Definitions 
Before NGOs or citizens at large can effectively 
advance a democratisation of globalization they 
must have a clear conception of the problem. 
Successful prescriptions depend on precise 
definitions and explanations of the matter at 
hand. Clear understanding of an issue in turn 
depends on specific and explicit formulations of 
key concepts. 
 
So, to begin with, campaigns to promote a 
democratisation of globalisation should rest on 
carefully considered conceptions of ‘democracy’ 
and ‘globality’ (or more particularly the 
governance of globalization). Neither of these 
notions is in any way straightforward or non-
contentious. Each is amenable to multiple and 
often widely varying interpretations. Moreover, 
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different definitions can lead to radically 
different programmes of action. 
 
Few of the submitted papers put forward explicit 
and specific definitions of either of these terms. 
What do democracy and globalization actually 
entail? It is not for this briefing paper to impose 
definitions that many workshop participants 
might not share. However, it seems unlikely that 
the retreat can come to grips with the 
challenges of global democracy if ‘global’ and 
‘democracy’ are not defined. 
 
One particular distinction that participants might 
consider is whether ‘global governance’ refers 
to (a) rules and regulatory institutions at the 
global level or (b) rules and regulatory 
institutions that apply to globalization. The 
second notion is wider than the first and also 
encompasses regional, national and local 
governance arrangements that apply to global 
circumstances. The broader conception is 
adopted for the rest of this framework paper. 
 

The Role of the State 
Modern governance has traditionally lain with 
the state. Understandably, therefore, many 
think pieces understood democratic deficits in 
the governance of globalization in terms of 
problems with the state. Four general points 
could be mentioned in this regard. 
 
First, one or two papers stressed that global 
democracy could be undermined by 
undemocratic states. The unspoken assumption 
here is that democracy in a globalizing world 
depends largely or even wholly on democracy 
at the state level. By implication we get to 
democracy in the global sphere mainly or 
entirely by way of democracy in the national 
(and more particularly state) sphere. This 
assumption can of course be debated. Perhaps 
we should also – or instead – pursue global 
democracy through democracy in substate and 
suprastate realms. 
 
Second, quite a few people characterized the 
democratic deficits in globalization with 
reference to a loss of national/state sovereignty. 
Conventional approaches have defined 
democracy in terms of national self-
determination through a territorial state. Yet 
globalization has rendered unviable traditional 
practices of state sovereignty, namely, as the 
absolute, unilateral, comprehensive, supreme 

authority of a national government over its 
territorial jurisdiction. Thus global democracy 
cannot be achieved through the state – or at 
any rate through the state alone. How far 
globalization has undermined the state (and 
hence the state as a site of global democracy) 
is also a matter of debate, of course. Some 
people argue that the loss of state capacity vis-
à-vis globalization is exaggerated. Many 
analysts also emphasize that the decline in 
state power in the face of globalization has 
differed among states, such that G8 states have 
actually increased their power relative to weak 
states in the South. 
 
Third, although this point was little mentioned in 
the think pieces, states might be failing as sites 
for the democratization of globalization because 
national democratic processes have largely 
ignored global governance issues. In other 
words, political parties and their manifestos, 
local and national elections, local councils, 
national parliaments, and the mass media might 
all neglect to address – or to give adequate 
attention to – problems of global ecology, global 
trade, etc. Instead, states have left global 
matters to largely unmonitored technocrats in 
ministries and independent central banks. 
 
Fourth, states could be a problem for global 
democracy in terms of their collective actions. 
In particular, coalitions of the strong like the G8 
and the G10 can exacerbate the dominance of 
a minority in global affairs. In addition, so-called 
transgovernmental networks can bring together 
national technocrats in collaborations on global 
governance issues that bypass parliaments and 
treaties, raising major questions about 
democratic process. The papers did not raise 
these matters, but they should perhaps be 
addressed in a full diagnosis of the democratic 
deficits in contemporary globalization. 
 

Democratic Failings of Global Governance 
Agencies 
Governance of globalization involves more than 
states, of course, and all of the think pieces in 
one way or another referred to the role of 
suprastate agencies with a global remit. The 
papers especially highlighted democratic 
problems with the IMF, the World Bank and the 
WTO. Some also mentioned democratic 
problems with the UN. These democratic 
deficits were discussed especially in terms of 
voting arrangements. 
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The range of global governance agencies 
addressed in the papers was thus somewhat 
narrow. Only one paper mentioned the OECD, 
and only one other mentioned the Bank for 
International Settlements. None addressed 
specialized agencies of the UN. None 
addressed the substantial realm of private 
global governance through bodies such as the 
International Accounting Standards Board 
(IASB), the Internet Corporation for Assigned 
Names and Numbers (ICANN), the host of 
corporate social responsibility (CSR) schemes, 
and so on. Is it conceptually correct and 
strategically wise for NGOs to concentrate the 
great bulk of their activities concerning 
suprastate regulation on the well-known 
triumvirate and the central UN organs, to the 
neglect of other important sites? 
 
Likewise, the analysis of democratic problems 
in global governance institutions perhaps runs 
wider and deeper than many of the papers 
suggested. The distribution of state votes in 
these agencies is a problem, to be sure, but it is 
not the only problem, and maybe not even the 
main problem. How much more democratic 
would the institutions become if the voting 
arrangements were corrected? Do the agencies 
not also have problems of citizen consultation, 
transparency and accountability that 
redistributions of votes would not necessarily 
change? 
 

Structures of Dominance 
In addition to institutional problems at state and 
suprastate levels, many papers also identified 
democratic deficits in globalization in terms of 
deeper structures of domination and 
subordination in world politics. Hence the 
problem of global democracy is seen not only in 
terms of the behaviour of actors (governments 
and other regulatory bodies), but also in terms 
of the general patterns of world order. 
 
In this regard many papers highlighted the 
issue of Northern dominance in and of 
globalization as a major obstacle to global 
democracy. Sometimes this domination was 
conceived more specifically as the domination 
of the USA. However, few papers made explicit 
whether ‘the North’ related to Northern 
countries, Northern states, Northern elites, 
Northern peoples, or all of these. Country, 
state, nation and society are far from the same 

thing. If we say that the North dominates, do we 
mean the geographical areas, the governments 
of those territories, the inhabitants of those 
lands, or the social structures that prevail in 
those countries? Without such specification the 
concept ‘North’ (or ‘core’, ‘OECD countries’, 
‘advanced economies’ or whatever) may not tell 
us very much. 
 
In contrast, several papers understood 
democratic deficits in global governance as a 
consequence of capitalism. Another paper 
referred to the ‘anti-democratic logic of the 
market’. (‘The market’ and ‘capitalism’ are not 
necessarily the same thing, of course.) A few 
papers more specifically mentioned the 
exclusion of the poor and disadvantaged people 
within capitalism as a major problem for global 
democracy. 
 
The two structures of dominance – by the North 
or by capitalism – are not the same thing, of 
course. Which is the main hierarchy of 
undemocratic power that afflicts contemporary 
globalization: countries or corporations; state or 
class? In what ways and how far are the two 
forms of domination causally connected with 
each other? Or do they operate autonomously? 
None of the papers addressed this arguably 
crucial question. 
 
Moreover, the papers also made relatively little 
mention of other structures of domination that 
could undermine democracy in a globalizing 
world. For example, subordinations might also 
occur on lines of gender, race, and age as well 
as between urban and rural areas. Are such 
structural hierarchies of power merely a by-
product of domination by the North or by 
capitalism? Or are they problems of democracy 
in their own right that need to be addressed 
separately? 
 

Other Possible Issues 
We can conclude this review of comments in 
the think pieces on global democratic deficits 
with a note of several other potentially important 
problems that the papers did not mention. One 
is citizen ignorance about globalization and its 
governance. Arguably an informed and 
knowledgeable citizenry is a sine qua non of 
democracy. ‘Rule by the people’ cannot operate 
effectively if ‘the people’ are inadequately 
aware of the issues that they face. Yet most 
would-be global citizens lack sufficient 
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information and analytical tools to make deeper 
sense of globalization. Schools, universities, 
governments and the mass media currently do 
not provide the required consciousness raising. 
To that extent we face major challenges of 
public education for global democracy. 
 
Finally there are potential democratic problems 
within (global) civil society that present a 
problem for global democracy. As NGOs and 
other civil society associations become 
increasingly influential actors in global politics, 
they arguably need to attend to issues of public 
participation, transparency and accountability in 
their own activities. Many papers mentioned 
NGO and wider civil society engagement with 
globalization issues as an important antidote to 
democratic deficits, but none reflected that 
some civil society activities and features could 
perhaps also pose difficulties for global 
democracy. 

 

Responses to Democratic Deficits: What 
Changes Are Needed to Secure the 
Democratic Legitimacy of Global 
Governance? 
Overall, participants expressed an 
overwhelming consensus on the need for a new 
architecture for securing democratic global 
governance. Given the unfavourable global 
context characterized by the various democracy 
deficits noted above, the building of a legitimate 
democratic governance system at the global 
level requires a fundamental reorientation in 
five distinct dimensions in terms of principles, 
priorities, processes, policies, and practices – 
referred to here as the 5Ps. Moreover, 
participants generally agreed that a multi-
pronged, multi-level approach is required that 
addresses the specific contexts for democratic 
governance across a number of cross-cutting 
issue areas ranging from human rights to 
ecologically sustainable development, gender 
justice, and economic development and trade.  
 
However, no clear consensus exists among 
participants about ultimately what vision of a 
democratic system of global governance is 
desired and achievable. Instead, the diverse 
perspectives presented in the various think 
pieces highlight the need to identify and to 
clarify the overarching principles that should 
guide and shape such a shared vision, the key 
strategic priorities that will have the greatest 

impact in bringing about that vision, and the 
important process questions about how to 
develop it. Moreover, there is considerable 
divergence among participants about the most 
promising approaches and strategies for 
effective democratic reform of global institutions 
and the particular roles and potentials of key 
actors and how they work in connection (from 
the local to the national, regional and global 
levels) with one another.  

 

Principles for Enhancing Democratic 
Legitimacy of Global Governance 
As a first step, each of us needs to answer the 
fundamental question: what should be the 
guiding principles for ensuring the democratic 
legitimacy of global governance? How do we 
define (and balance) these principles? And how 
do we apply these principles to create a more 
democratic architecture for global governance? 
One participant argued that in order to do so we 
first need to question critically the fundamental 
legitimacy of existing global governance 
institutions, the authority by which these 
institutions create rules that assert pre-
eminence, and the overarching principles that 
ultimately shape and inform these institutions’ 
policies, practices and actions. Specifically, 
participants have identified a wide range of key 
principles, priorities, processes and questions 
for guiding approaches to enhance the 
democratic legitimacy of global governance. A 
summary is provided below.  
 
Principles: What are the key guiding principles 
(or values) that ensure the democratic 
legitimacy of global governance? 
 

• Equity 
• Inclusion (Empowerment) 
• Justice (Human Rights) 
• Ecologically Sustainability 

 
Priorities: What are the key strategic priorities 
that will have the greatest impact in ensuring 
the democratic legitimacy of global 
governance? 
 

• Accountability 
 
Here democratic legitimacy is based on 
whether decision-makers are accountable to 
stakeholders for their decisions, policies, 
practices and actions. The focus is on ensuring 
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that appropriate checks are in place so that 
decision-makers do not abuse their roles or 
hijack the institution. For example, many of the 
analyses expressed a fundamental concern 
about how to hold transnational corporations 
and transnational capital accountable to the 
broader public interest. In terms of strategy, one 
participant viewed the international convention 
for corporate accountability as a positive tool for 
the monitoring and enforcing of ‘good’ corporate 
conduct. 
 

• Institutional Independence 
The emphasis is on how to ensure the 
institutional independence of global governance 
institutions by limiting undue influence by one or 
more stakeholders. For example, some 
participants expressed concerns that 
transnational corporations dominate the United 
Nations’ Global Compact, and thus limit its 
institutional independence and democratic 
legitimacy. 
 

• Representation and Public Participation 
The focus is on ensuring broad public 
participation and representation of voices and 
perspectives across the full continuum of 
stakeholders. What is the basis for legitimate 
representation?  For instance, two participants 
called for a reconsideration of the prevailing 
forms, bases, terms, and rules of representation 
(e.g., one state, one vote) at the global level.  Is 
representation at the global level the sole 
domain of states or not? Under what conditions, 
if any, do transnational corporations and non-
governmental organizations (NGOs) belong at 
the table as stakeholders? Several analysts 
highlighted the Northern bias in the present 
configuration of and representation within global 
institutions.  This important perspective 
reinforces the need to strengthen Southern 
voices and the processes for participation in 
these institutions. 
 

• Subsidiarity 
The emphasis is on locating decision making at 
the lowest level of governance possible, in 
order that people can exercise their voice and 
influence the decisions that most affect them.  
 

• Transparency 
The focus is on opening up the decision-making 
processes of global governance institutions to 
public review and scrutiny. Much of the work to 
date is on public access to information and 

representatives’ public disclosure of their roles 
and interests.  
 
Processes: What are the key processes (and 
mechanisms) that will ensure the democratic 
legitimacy of global governance? 
 

• Agenda Setting 
What processes will enable key stakeholders to 
have a role in shaping and setting  the 
agenda of global governance institutions?  

 
• Consultation 

What processes enable meaningful expression 
and full consideration of diverse voices and 
perspectives at the global level? The emphasis 
on broad consultation recognizes the need to 
reach out beyond government to include to 
business and civil society, especially in multi-
stakeholder processes such as the World 
Commission on Dams, for instance.  
 

• Consent in Decision-Making 
What are the mechanisms that enable broad 
public consensus building at the global level? 
Special attention is needed to reform rules to 
enable people to express their voice and to 
engage in consent (or dissent) in decision-
making processes. This latter aspect highlights 
the importance of establishing effective 
mechanisms for redress, especially for 
disadvantaged communities. 

 

Approaches and Strategies for Reforming 
and Democratizing Global Governance 
What are the necessary conditions to ensure 
durable change that leads to democratic 
governance at the global level? First, there is a 
vital need to move beyond seeing democracy 
as a panacea and to think critically about the 
key assumptions that guide approaches to 
securing democracy. Is democratising the 
existing global governance institutions (i.e., 
WTO, IMF, World Bank, United Nations) 
sufficient to ensure that the resulting decisions 
lead to positive outcomes? While more 
democratic institutions would increase the 
legitimacy of decisions, they may not 
necessarily lead to progressive policy or 
political outcomes. Moreover, as previously 
noted, other key arenas and actors need to be 
targeted for democratizing as well: the market, 
the state, and civil society. Consequently, we 
need to understand the complex conditions 
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under which democratic legitimacy of global 
governance is enhanced (and also diminished) 
within and across these three sectors.  
 
Several participants acknowledged the need to 
shift from the Westphalian paradigm of state 
sovereignty to new individual and collective 
forms of citizenship and shared governance 
that lead to creating and sustaining mutually 
reinforcing, multiple levels of democratic 
governance. The challenge is how to develop 
new forms of active global citizenship that are 
inclusive and empower people to participate 
meaningfully in the multi-faceted decisions that 
affect their lives.   
 
What is required to create the necessary 
democratic infrastructure (venues and actors) 
for enhancing global governance?  First, 
several participants recommended opening up 
decision-making processes by: putting pressure 
on states and existing global governance 
institutions to be accountable for their 
decisions; strengthening the U.N. by 
reformulating its voting and veto power 
structure; and reforming the WTO through 
advocacy for more participatory and transparent 
processes. Second, by reorienting the priorities 
and opening up the processes of these 
institutions, advocacy will target the specific 
policies and practices of key global governance 
institutions such as the WTO (e.g., water 
privatization) toward more democratic 
outcomes. Third, participants generally see the 
merits of both increasing and improving the 
quality of civil society organizations’ 
participation in global decision-making. As one 
participant duly noted, this step is “not going to 
guarantee democracy in global governance,” 
but it does provide critical input.  Civil society 
organizations are seen as important actors to 
build trust for multi-stakeholder processes and 
solutions. 
 
What promising examples have led to positive 
change for enhancing the democratic legitimacy 
of global governance? One participant claimed 
that ‘the people’ are the ultimate source for 
democratic legitimacy as was demonstrated in 
Seattle, Porto Alegre, and Cancun. Two 
participants also cited the successful 
transnational advocacy of civil society 
organizations in the cases of debt relief, the 
international treaty to ban land mines, and the 
various campaigns against large-scale dams as 
examples.  

 

Assessing the Role of Key Actors in 
Enhancing Democratic Global Governance 
What are the key actors that will enhance 
democratic global governance, and by what 
means? How do we think about the mix of 
actors that can contribute to and also limit the 
democratic legitimacy of global governance? 
Potential actors include various civil society 
organizations, states, global governance 
institutions, regional institutions, and other 
under-recognized actors such as scholars, 
universities, and religious institutions. 
 
Civil Society Organizations 
While the majority of participants see civil 
society organizations playing a pivotal role, 
several participants expressed concerns about 
whether civil society organizations can foster 
democracy in global governance, when these 
groups themselves also face similar challenges 
of building accountable, transparent, 
representative and thus democratic 
organizations. In addition, there needs to be 
greater elaboration and strategic differentiation 
of the specific actors (i.e., labor unions, NGOs, 
transnational advocacy networks, social 
movements) and particular roles that civil 
society organizations can play from an 
advocacy role to an active monitoring role in 
positively affecting the behavior of states, 
regional bodies, and global governance 
institutions. Only one person referred to the 
innovative work of the World Social Forum to 
create a global citizen-based movement for 
democracy and social justice. 
 
A Democratic, Accountable State 
Many view a democratic, accountable state as 
a necessary prerequisite for securing 
democracy. However, one participant argued 
that this means strengthening the institutional 
independence of the state so that it has 
sufficient policy space to develop and to pursue 
alternative development policies that are 
responsive to broad publics, and not elite 
interests.  Some participants saw the state as a 
critical actor in facilitating an ethical form of 
globalization in two areas: (1) democratizing the 
decision-making processes of key global 
institutions (i.e., IMF, World Bank, World Trade 
Organization); and (2) democratizing the global 
economy, for example, by promoting fair trade 
over free trade. 
 



 

15

 

Global Governance Institutions 
The existing global governance institutions are 
seen as essentially inter-state organizations 
governed by state representatives that must be 
made more accountable to the broader public. 
One participant argues for the need to build a 
critical mass of diverse, alternative democratic 
counter-institutions (e.g., International 
Convention on Cultural Diversity) to challenge 
the dominance of the WTO and World Bank. 
Given the perceived erosion of its institutional 
independence, several participants argued that 
the United Nations must be reformed so that it 
defines, monitors, and protects the “democratic 
rights of all people.” Some participants argued 
for opening these global governance institutions 
to civil society representatives and national 
parliamentarians, by ensuring access to 
information; promoting open and transparent 
decision-making; fostering broader 
representation; and altering the power 
distribution among these institutions.  
 
Regional Institutions 
Regional institutions can enhance democracy 
through the development, monitoring and 
actualization of regional treaties such as that 
OAS Charter that recognizes human rights, 
sustainable development, the environment, 
cultural diversity and indigenous rights. SAARC 
was seen as a positive force for promoting 
dialogue and shared initiatives for enhancing 
democracy in the South Asian region. At the 
same time, several participants suggested 
particular attention must focus on reforming the 
priorities, developing participatory processes, 
and reorienting the policies and practices of the 
regional development banks.   
 
 
The Need for New Democratic Mechanisms 
and Participatory Processes 
Participants generally expressed the need for 
fostering new democratic mechanisms and 
alternative participatory processes at the global 
level. Some participants see promising 
developments in the creation of multi-
stakeholder processes for global governance 
institutions such as the World Commission on 
Dams, which actively engaged representatives 
from government, civil society, and the private 
sector through broad consultation and 
transparent and open deliberative processes. In 
addition, the idea of establishing a global 
parliament generated debate among some 
participants. Proponents argued that that is 

important to find ways to engage local 
parliamentarians in decision-making processes 
on global issues.  However, other participants 
raised important questions about the 
desirability, viability and achievability of this 
proposal for a global parliament.  
 
 
Engaging Under-Recognized Actors in 
Democratic Global Governance 
How can academia and universities be 
engaged as strategic actors for enhancing 
democratic global governance, especially at it 
concerns the public education of new 
generation of citizens and leaders?  How can 
scholars who work on democratic theory and 
practice best contribute to advancing the 
understanding and strategic thinking of activists 
engaged in reforming and democratizing global 
governance?  Two Southern observers 
lamented the dearth of effective models for 
collaboration among scholars and civil society 
activists for advancing advocacy that enhances 
democracy.  One Southern activist stressed the 
critical need for building links to independent 
scholars who are able to think critically about 
existing and alternative global governance 
institutions and processes.  Finally, one analyst 
argued that there is a vital need for creating a 
multidisciplinary network of scholars and civil 
society activists engaged in action research that 
improves the effectiveness of advocacy efforts 
for enhancing democracy. 
 
Finally, religious institutions and organizations 
are under-recognized but important actors and 
allies for enhancing democratic governance at 
the global level given their moral voice and 
witness for justice. For example, religious 
organizations played a significant role in 
mobilizing public support for the Jubilee 
campaign for debt relief.  
 
Conclusion 
In conclusion, these wide ranging diagnoses of 
the democratic deficit and the various 
prescriptions for change have direct 
implications for informing and advancing the 
long-term vision and ongoing internal and 
external organizational strategies of civil society 
organizations and NGOs engaged in 
democratizing the principles, priorities, 
processes, policies, and practices of global 
governance institutions. By highlighting and 
clarifying key issues and identifying important 
questions, we hope to move the dialogue, 
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debate, and thinking about democratic global 
governance forward constructively within each 
of our organizations and as part of broader 
collective efforts to create meaningful links to 

other organizations and networks around the 
globe that are committed to advancing this 
critical agenda.  
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candido@ibase.br. 
 
Anne-Christine Habbard is General Secretary of the International Federation for Human Rights 
(FIDH) in Paris, in charge of the program on globalisation and human rights as well as of the Asia 
program. She is also Professor of moral and political philosophy at the University of Lille (France) and 
formerly Assistant Professor at Oxford University. She published numerous human rights reports and 
journal articles on international law and human rights. She was educated at the Sorbonne University, 
the Ecole Normale Supérieure (France), Yale University (USA), Oxford University (GB). Her e-mail is 
ac.habbard@fidh.org. 
 
Jacques Habib Sy is currently Director of Aid Transparency, a regional African NGO based in Senegal 
and specialized in economic, social and communications policy research. He held various senior 
positions in regional and international organizations prior to teaching in several African and U.S. 
universities as an Associate Professor of telecommunications. Mr. Sy’s work is focused on social 
movements as they relate to ICTs and communications processes and effects as well as Poverty 
Reduction Strategy Papers, budget accountability and financial transparency. He holds a Ph.D in 
Communications Arts and Sciences from Howard University. His e-mail is ata@aidtransparency.org. 
 
Saradha Ramaswamy Iyer is Legal/Research Consultant to the Third World Network, an international 
network of groups and individuals involved in efforts to bring about greater articulation of the needs and 
rights of peoples in the Third World. She advices the Network on strategies and preparations towards 
the World Summit on Sustainable Development particularly as it relates to governance, legal and 
institutional issues. Ms. Iyer is also a pioneering scholar in Malaysia in the area of environmental law. 
She has taught law at both the University of Malaya and private tertiary institutions in Malaysia .  She 
has wide exposure to the multilateral system having participated actively in several negotiations as 
government delegate or as a non-governmental representative. Ms. Iyer obtained her LLB degree from 
the University of Malaya in 1977 and her LLM from the University of Lagos, Nigeria in 1979. Her e-mail 
is saradha_iyer2001@yahoo.com. 
 
Lisa Jordan is the Program Officer responsible for the Governance and Civil Society Unit’s 
Strengthening Global Civil Society portfolio at the Ford Foundation. Prior to joining the Ford 
Foundation, she was the Executive Director of the Bank Information Center, a non-profit clearinghouse 
that provides information on the multilateral development banks to civil society and environment 
organizations in developing countries. She has acted as a consultant for numerous foundations in the 
fields of both development and environment and has published articles on the shifting development 
paradigm, the phenomena of non-governmental organizations and on the multilateral development 
banks. She started her career as a Legislative Assistant to Congressman James H. Scheuer of New 
York, working on environment legislation and development related foreign policy issues. In that 
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capacity, she helped to establish the Global Legislators Organization for a Balanced Environment 
(GLOBE) an international environmental exchange among parliamentarians from Europe, Japan and 
the United States, of which she later directed the U.S. office. She holds a Master’s Degree in 
Development Studies from the Institute of Social Studies in The Hague, Netherlands. Her e-mail is 
l.jordan@fordfound.org. 
 
Frank La Rue is currently Director of the Center for Legal Action in Human Rights (CALDH) in 
Guatemala, which he founded in 1990 in Washington D.C. Mr. La Rue is also the Director of the 
magazine "Debate" and the radio program "Hablemos Derecho" or "Let´s Talk about Law." During the 
1980s, Frank was a member of the Unitary Representation of Guatemalan Opposition, before the 
United Nations and the Organization of American States, in Geneva, New York and Washington D.C. 
During this time, he also worked as an analyst and assessor for the Commission on U.S. and Latin 
American Relations in Washington DC. His prior experience also includes working as a member of the 
Legal Department for the National Center for Workers, CNT in Guatemala. His e-mail is 
larue@caldh.org. 
 
Nigel Martin is the founding President of the Montréal International Forum (FIM), an international NGO 
think-tank whose mission is to improve the influence of international civil society on the United Nations 
and the multilateral system. FIM conducts Fora that analyze, from the practitioner’s perspective, 
relations between civil society and the multilateral system. Specifically, FIM attempts to identify lessons 
learned from successful advocacy efforts and to disseminate the benefits of these experiences broadly 
throughout international civil society. Mr. Martin was the initiator and founding co-President of the 
original World Bank / NGO Committee. He has over 30 years experience in the NGO community and 
has been Executive Director of several NGOs including the Canadian Council for International 
Cooperation in Ottawa, Euro Action Accord in London (UK), and Oxfam-Québec in Montréal. His e-mail 
is nigelm@videotron.ca. 
 
Pradeep Mehta is the founder secretary general of the Jaipur-based Consumer Unity & Trust Society, 
one of the largest consumer groups in India. He serves on several policy-making bodies of the Indian 
government, relating to trade, environment and consumer affairs. He also serves on the Executive 
Board of the International Centre for Trade & Sustainable Development, Geneva and the South Asia 
Network on Trade, Economics and Environment, Kathmandu, and on the Global Policy and Campaigns 
Committee on Economic Issues of Consumers International, London. In the past, Mr. Mehta served on 
the governing boards of the Life Insurance Corporation of India, Mumbai and the Consumer 
Coordination Council, New Delhi. He has been appointed as a member of the Informal NGO advisory 
body. A prolific writer, gifted speaker, skilled trainer and organizer in the social field, Mehta has been 
named as one of the 30 most famous Indian columnists by a leading newspaper in India. Mr. Mehta 
studied commerce at the Calcutta University and law at the Rajasthan University, Jaipur. His e-mail is 
cuts@cuts.org. 
 
Jane Nalunga is the Country Coordinator for the Southern and Eastern Africa Trade, Information and 
Negotiations Institute (SEATINI) for Uganda. SEATINI is an African Initiative to strengthen Africa's 
capacity to take a more effective part in an emerging global trading system and better manage the 
process of globalization. She taught in secondary school and at Makerere University. She holds a 
Master in African History from the University of London and a Diploma in education from Makerere 
University. Her e-mail is jnalunga@hotmail.com. 
  
Deepak Nayyar is Vice Chancellor of the University of Delhi.  Professor Nayyar is an eminent 
economist, who has taught at the University of Oxford, the University of Sussex, the Indian Institute of 
Management, Calcutta, and Jawaharlal Nehru University, New Delhi. He served as Chief Economic 
Adviser to the Government of India and was Permanent Secretary in the Ministry of Finance. He was 
educated at St. Stephen’s College, University of Delhi.  Thereafter, as a Rhodes Scholar, he went on to 
study at Balliol College, University of Oxford, where he obtained a B. Phil and a D. Phil in Economics. 
He has published several books and articles in professional journals. He has received awards for his 
contribution to research in Economics. Professor Nayyar is Chairman of the Board of Governors of the 
United Nations University’s World Institute for Development Economics Research, Helsinki, a Member 
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of the Board of Directors of the Social Science Research Council in the United States and Chairman of 
the Advisory Council for the International Development Centre at the University of Oxford.  He is also a 
Member of the World Commission on the Social Dimension of Globalization. His e-mail is 
vcdu@del3.vsnl.net.in. 
 
Raymond C. Offenheiser has served as President of Oxfam America since 1995. Prior to joining 
Oxfam he worked for the Ford Foundation in Bangladesh and South America, for the Inter-American 
Foundation in both Brazil and Colombia, and for Save the Children Federation in Mexico. He has 
worked on projects of community-based resource management, credit and enterprise development, 
human rights and local governance, and international security and cooperation. In his role as Oxfam 
America president, Mr. Offenheiser is a board member of Oxfam International, the board of Grainpro, 
Inc., and on the Executive Committee of the Board of Interaction. He is an advisor to several 
organizations including Harvard University's Asia Center, the Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace, the Inter-American Dialogue, the Hesburgh Center for International Studies at the University of 
Notre Dame, the Council on Economic Development and World Learning's Global Partnership, as well 
as a member of the Council on Foreign Relations. He is also a frequent commentator in the media on 
such subjects as foreign aid, globalization, and international debt, as well as the evolving challenges 
facing the field of humanitarian assistance and transnational NGO movements. His e-mail is 
roffenheiser@oxfamamerica.org. 
 
Ted Piccone is the Executive Director and Co-Founder of the Democracy Coalition Project, a research 
and advocacy organization working to promote democracy around the world.  The Project released 
Defending Democracy: A Global Survey of Foreign Policy Trends, a first-ever assessment of 
democracy promotion policies of 40 governments around the world. Mr. Piccone served in the Clinton 
Administration as the Associate Director of the Policy Planning Staff for Secretary of State Madeleine 
Albright, providing policy advice on issues regarding the Western Hemisphere, global democracy and 
human rights. He was a leading architect of the first-ever ministerial meeting of the Community of 
Democracies, and drafted and negotiated the concluding Warsaw Declaration. He also oversaw the 
review for public release of thousands of U.S. government documents relating to the Pinochet era in 
Chile and the war in El Salvador. Mr. Piccone also served on the National Security Council staff for 
Inter-American affairs, where he handled such issues as U.S.-Colombian relations, U.S. withdrawal 
from Panama, and the Peru-Ecuador border dispute, and as an expert on Latin American civil-military 
relations at the Defense Department. Before entering government, Mr. Piccone was Counsel for the 
United Nations Truth Commission in El Salvador. His other professional experience includes positions 
as an associate at a leading Philadelphia law firm, press secretary on Capitol Hill, law clerk to a federal 
judge, and research assistant at the Council on Foreign Relations.  Mr. Piccone received a law degree 
from Columbia University, where he was Editor-in-Chief of the Columbia Human Rights Law Review 
and The Jailhouse Lawyer’s Manual.  He received a B.A. in History from the University of Pennsylvania. 
His e-mail is tpiccone@demcoalition.org. 
 
Raj Purohit is the Legislative Director for Lawyers Committee for Human Rights.  He is responsible for 
leading the organization’s advocacy efforts in the United States Congress. He is also an adjunct 
lecturer at American University. Mr. Purohit attained his law degree at the University of Sussex in the 
United Kingdom and graduated with a LL.M. from the American University, Washington College of Law. 
His e-mail is purohitr@lchr.org. 
 
Atila Roque is Director of Action Aid-USA.  Mr. Roque has over 15 years' experience working in the 
NGO sector in Brazil. Most recently, he served as coordinator of the program on Public Policies and 
Globalization for IBASE (Brazilian Institute of Economic and Social Analyses), one of the most well-
known Brazilian NGOs. Prior to working with IBASE, he worked with a variety of NGOs in Brazil, 
including serving as the Coordinator for the Brazilian Association of NGOs, and the Coordination Board 
of the Brazilian Network on Trade and Regional Integration (Rebrip). For the last three years, he has 
been deeply involved with the World Social Forum process as a member of the Brazilian Organizing 
Committee. He is also a member of the International Coordinator Committee of the Social Watch 
Initiative. 
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Frances Seymour is the Director of the World Resources Institute's Institutions and Governance 
Program, and contributed to Decisions for the Earth: Balance, Voice, and Power, the most recent World 
Resources Report. She guided the launch of The Access Initiative, a global collaboration to promote 
respect for environmental procedural rights, and the related Partnership for Principle 10, a “Type II” 
outcome of the World Summit on Sustainable Development. She also directs WRI projects on 
international financial flows and sustainable development challenges in Southeast Asia.  She is the co-
author of two WRI research publications, The Right Conditions: The World Bank, Structural Adjustment, 
and Forest Policy Reform and Leverage for the Environment: A Guide to the Private Financial Services 
Industry, and of a chapter in Stumbling Towards Sustainability, focusing on North-South financial flows. 
Prior to joining WRI, she served as Director of Development Assistance Policy at World Wildlife Fund, 
and spent five years in Indonesia with the Ford Foundation. She serves on the board of the 
International NGO Forum on Indonesian Development as well as on advisory committees for Human 
Rights Watch – Asia, the Center for Biodiversity and Indigenous Knowledge, and the University of North 
Carolina University Center for International Studies. She holds a masters degree from the Woodrow 
Wilson School at Princeton University, and a B.S. in Zoology from the University of North Carolina at 
Chapel Hill. Her e-mail is francess@wri.org. 
 
Kavaljit Singh is the Founder-Director of Public Interest Research Centre, New Delhi. He is the author 
of The Globalization of Finance: A Citizen's Guide (Zed Books, London, 1999). His latest book is 
Taming Global Financial Flows: Challenges and Alternatives in the Era of Financial Globalization 
(Madhyam Books, Delhi and Zed Books, London, 2001). He regularly contributes articles on financial 
and developmental issues in journals, magazines and newspapers published from India and abroad. 
He is Vice-Chairperson of Asia-Pacific Research Network (headquartered in Philippines), a network of 
leading research organizations from this region. He is senior advisor to an international non-
governmental organization, War on Want, based in UK. He is also on the editorial board of an 
international academic journal, Money, Finance and Society. His e-mail is kaval@nde.vsnl.net.in. 
 
Carol Welch is the Director of the International Program of Friends of the Earth, She overseas 
campaigns on international financial institutions, trade and corporate accountability, including lobbying, 
coalition building, media and outreach work. She has authored several Friends of the Earth publications 
on the World Bank and International Monetary Fund (IMF). Ms. Welch served on the Executive 
Committee of the Jubilee 2000/USA campaign. She has a B.S. in Foreign Service from Georgetown 
University and an M.A. from the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Her e-mail is cwelch@foe.org. 
 
Daphne Wysham is a fellow at the Institute for Policy Studies, and founder and coordinator of the 
Sustainable Energy & Economy Network, a project of IPS. Born and raised in India, she has worked on 
U.S. environmental issues for 18 years, with a focus on the developing world. The former editor-in-chief 
of Greenpeace Magazine, she is the co-host of the radio show, Earthbeat, which covers global, national 
and local environmental issues and is broadcast on Pacifica radio stations. She is the co-editor of a 
book on fiftieth anniversary of the World Bank, Beyond Bretton Woods: Alternatives to the Global 
Economic Order, with IPS director John Cavanagh. She is a member of the board of IPS and the 
Transnational Institute, Amsterdam. She graduated from Princeton University. Her e-mail is 
dwysham@seen.org. 
 
June Zeitlin has served as the Executive Director of the Women’s Environment and Development 
Organization (WEDO) since 1999.  She brings more than twenty-five years of experience as a lawyer 
and advocate for women’s rights. Prior to joining WEDO, she held various positions at the Ford 
Foundation, including the Director of the Governance and Civil Society program, Deputy Director of the 
Rights and Social Justice Program, program officer for women’s rights and Director, Gender and 
Institutional Change Project. She has had a diverse public service career, working at the National 
Women’s Law Center; New York City government, directing legislative relations at the Office of 
Management and Budget and the Human Resources Administration; and the federal government, 
working at the Department of Health, Education and Welfare and the U.S. Congress, including as a 
legislative assistant to the late Representative Bella Abzug. Her e-mail is wedo@wedo.org. 
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Keynote Speakers  
 
Aziz Ali Mohammed is Honorary Advisor to the G-24 Chairman and also G-24 Deputy for Pakistan. He 
served on the International Monetary Fund staff from 1961 through 1990 in several departments, the 
last being Director of External Relations. He was later appointed Alternate Director on the IMF 
Executive Board for the Middle East constituency and served through 1992. He served as the first 
Director of the G-24 Secretariat from 1996 through 1998. Since retirement, Mr. Mohammed has done 
consultancy work for the World Bank Group, the Commonwealth Secretariat, UNCTAD, UNDP and the 
Arab Monetary Fund. 
 
Dawn Calabia is Deputy Director of the United Nations Information Office, the Washington Liaison office 
for the Secretary General. UNIC works to promote the agenda and concerns of the United Nations with the 
US government, the NGO community, and the public. Ms. Calabia previously served as Senior External 
Relations Officer for the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees. In that capacity she handled 
government and nongovernmental relations with the US, UNHCR's largest donor and resettler of refugees.  
She also served as Director of Refugee Policy and Program Development for the US Catholic Conference 
Migration and Refugee Services, one of oldest American service organizations for refugees and asylum 
seekers. Prior to that, Ms. Calabia served  on Capitol Hill as a staffer on the House International Relations 
Committee and earlier, as the senior legislative assistant to Rep. Solarz(D-NY). A founder of the Women's 
Commission for Refugee Women and Children, an advocacy NGO housed at the International Rescue 
Committee, Ms. Calabia has led numerous factfinding missions to Central America, Southeast Asia, South 
Asia and Africa. She is a graduate of St. John's University, NY (BA) and has a Masters degree from 
Fordham University, NY (MSW).  
 
Dr. Kim R. Holmes was sworn in as Assistant Secretary, Bureau of International Organization Affairs 
on November 21, 2002. Dr. Holmes previously served as Vice President and Director of the Kathryn 
and Shelby Cullom Davis Institute for International Studies at The Heritage Foundation, and before that, 
as Director of Foreign and Defense Policy Studies and Senior Policy Analyst for national security affairs 
at Heritage. He was previously a Senior Fellow at the Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis of the 
Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy. Dr. Holmes holds Ph.D. (1982) and M.A. (1977) degrees in 
history from Georgetown University. He is the co-editor of various foreign policy books and author of 
numerous scholarly articles.  
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Pre-retreat Questionnaire 
 
Please respond to the questions below from the perspective of your organization’s approach to 
resolving the international democratic deficit in a 1-2 page essay. Several provocative statements are 
written below. You do not need to address any of them in your essay. They are provided solely to 
stimulate your thinking in more creative and critical directions. 
 
1. How would you describe the democratic deficits that currently afflict global governance? What is the 

nature of the democratic problem in contemporary globalization?  
 
2. What changes are needed to secure the democratic legitimacy of global governance?  
 
3. How, if at all, do democratic deficits in global governance affect the programs of your organization?  
 
4. What does your organization do - or plan to do - to counter these democratic deficits? 
 

Provocative Statements 
 

Democracy is when NGOs are at the negotiating table – not just in the lobby. 
 

90% of global public policies should really be devolved back to states or even sub-state entities. If that 
were the case, the democratic deficits at the global level would not matter that much. 

 
The atomization of power among a large number of global actors such as civil society 

organizations, businesses, intergovernmental organizations, national and even local governments 
is itself a form of democracy. Everyone’s power is checked by everyone else’s. Increased 

transparency, accountability and participation for all global actors would reinforce these checks 
and balances and would go a long way in creating a better world. 

 
Transparency, accountability and participation are not going to prevent a Cold War 

between the United States and China from emerging in the middle of this century. They 
are not going to put an end to the war on terrorism. And with a new Cold War and a 

permanent war on terror, it is hard to imagine a better world. 
 

The one-state, one-vote principle is non-sense. At the very least, small states should have their voting 
right scrapped. 
 

Votes should be allocated according to states’ ranking in the 
Human Development Index. 

 
Voting distributions do not matter much. The one time the votes of non-permanent Security Council 
members seemed to matter – for the resolution on the Iraq war – the US and France bought them. 
 

Like everyone, I have a stake in the result of the US Presidential elections. I 
should be entitled to vote. [Quote by a German journalist] 

 
In the Internet era, direct democracy should be the goal from 

the local to the global levels. 
 

Global democracy is an oxymoron. The ability to flee a political system is the 
ultimate check to despotism. A global political system – whatever shape it 

takes – would remove that ultimate check. 
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Global democracy is primarily about transferring power from North to South. Any 
arrangement that falls short of that is a distraction from the struggle. 

 
Southern states need relatively more representation in the Bretton 
Woods institutions… but we Belgians should of course preserve our 
Executive Director at the IMF. 

 
Americans do not need global democracy. The US constitution and the Bill of Rights are all 

we need. The rest of the world has its own arrangements, and inter-state diplomacy is the 
appropriate bridge between different national political systems. 

 
The UN is more legitimate than the Bretton Woods institutions only to 

the extent that it is less effective.  
 

Global democracy cannot be achieved when rogue states continue to threaten the free world. 
 

Governments that fail to protect the civil, political and economic rights of their citizens have failed to 
meet the most basic prerequisite of sovereignty, and should not be allowed at the table 
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