What do you understand by the philosophical outlook of Cosmopolitanism? To what extent would you regard the UN as an example of cosmopolitan democracy?
	Cosmopolitanism is the belief ‘that all human beings, regardless of their political affiliation, are, or can and should be, citizens in a single community’ (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2019, para 1). This idea originated from the Hellenistic period (Ayaz Naseem and Hyslop-Margison, 2006) and the theory behind it was to allow communities to exist more peacefully together. It was the Cynic, Diogenes, who first proposed that ‘all men of wisdom belonged to a single moral community that he optimistically described as a “city of the world”.’ (Ayaz Naseem and Hyslop-Margison, 2006, p.52). Cynics of ancient Greece rejected ‘traditional social and political arrangements’ (Platanakis, 2018, para 1), instead bringing forth the idea of being a citizen of the world rather than a citizen in the community one was born into. For example, Diogenes refused to conduct special service to Sinope, his place of birth, because he identified himself as a citizen of the world rather than a citizen of Sinope (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2019).
	The Stoics, in ancient Greece and Rome, set out a less radical view of cosmopolitanism. Although their belief of a world community was not dissimilar to the Cynics, Stoics also believed political and social engagement in one’s local community, like the special service required of Diogenes, helps to serve other human beings (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2019). Therefore, there should be participation in community engagement because Stoics believed ‘goodness requires serving other human beings as best one can’ (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2019, 1.1, para 6). It could be argued that Stoics were more willing than Cynics to participate in their local community because Stoics believed that people flourished through living an ethical life. Therefore, if political or societal engagement were seen to be an ethical way of serving one’s community, Stoics would view this as the morally correct thing to do, regardless of whether this was contrasting their belief that they were a citizen of the world. 
Martha Nussbaum had a similar view to the Stoics; she teaches that ‘becoming a world citizen does not necessarily mean relinquishing local affinities, identities, or beliefs’ (Ayaz Naseem and Hyslop-Margison, 2006, p.52). Nussbaum believes that local affinities define human character, therefore, the community a person is born into impacts their interactions with others and personal identity. As a result, it would be unnatural and unrealistic for individuals not to be impacted by the local community they are born into. Therefore, persons local community can remain a part of their identity along side being a cosmopolitan. 
Nussbaum is a modern philosopher partially known for her work relating to Greek and Roman philosophy (Ayaz Naseem and Hyslop-Margison, 2006). The popularity of her 1996 essay titled “Patriotism and Cosmopolitanism” shows modern interest in cosmopolitanism. Such resurgence of interest in cosmopolitanism, could have happened for numerous reasons. Naseem and Hyslop-Margison (2006) theorise why cosmopolitanism remerged during the Age of Enlightenment and beyond. Some ideas include the growth of capitalism, increased international trade, widespread colonialism in Asia and Africa, a higher focus on worldwide human rights, more international aid and widespread international conflict. All these listed causes are results of globalisation (a process in which countries are becoming more interlinked on an international scale) which appears to have made cosmopolitanism more relevant now than ever before because since the ‘advent of globalisation, interest in cosmopolitanism… has been on the rise’ (Trepanier and Habib, 2011, p.1).
Cosmopolitan democracy is a theory which attempts ‘to generate democratic governance at a variety of levels, including the global level’ (Archibugi and Held, 2011, p.434), this idea would allow citizens a chance to participate in world governance. It is ‘aimed at expanding democracy beyond its traditionally state-centred domain.’ (Archibugi and Held, 2011, p.437) to develop global governance democratically. However, textbooks on world governance prior to 1989, do not contain mention of democracy except for at a state level (Archibugi and Held, 2011). Therefore, international organisations set up prior to this such as the United Nations (UN) were unlikely to have the foundations which would allow for a cosmopolitan democracy. We can see this in there being no mention of democracy in the United Nations Charter (United Nations, n.d). However, the opener of the charter “We the Peoples” references to the UN being a democratic organisation, leading us to believe there are democratic norms within the UN. 
An example of democracy within the UN is the General Assembly (GA) which gives each UN member a vote, regardless that nation’s size. Article 2 of the United Nations Charter says this is to ensure ‘equality of all its members’ (Bummel, 2012, para 1), alluding to the democratic nature of the GA. This has given it the title; the ‘embodiment of democracy’ at the UN because each voting UN member represents the people of their nation. This shows the UN taking ‘a cosmopolitan stance and demand[ing] equal respect for all individuals’ (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015, 2.3, para 1). However, the seemingly democratic power held by the GA, is undermined by 2 factors. 
The first factor is the existence of the Security Council (SC). The SC which is made up of 15 member states, 10 of which are elected whilst the other 5 have the power to veto any resolutions from the GA which they do not favour, they are sometimes referred to as the P5 (United Nations, n.d.a). Clearly, it is not democratic that 5 countries have more power than all other members of the UN, therefore it could be said that the UN cannot be described as a cosmopolitan democracy because the will of the people (the GA) can be overruled by a more powerful body. It could be said that British democracy works in much the same way due to undemocratic royal assent being needed for a piece of legislation to become an act of government. However, unlike the SC, royal assent is now merely a formality that is never exercised to prevent an act of parliament because this would be seen as undemocratic. Whereas vetoes in the SC are regularly used to prevent GA resolutions becoming binding. 
An example of the P5’s vetoing power coming in the way of cosmopolitan democracy was the resolution for the maintenance of peace and security in Ukraine. This resolution was suggested following Russia’s invasion of Ukraine and the resolution predictably got vetoed by Russia. The resolution laid out that Russia would ‘refrain from actions aimed at the partial or total disruption of the national unity and territory integrity of Ukraine’ (United Nations, 2022). However, Russia’s veto of this resolution allowed them carry on their invasion of Ukraine without UN intervention. This shows how the P5 have overriding and undemocratic powers within the UN which influence it’s policies, leading us to believe it is not an example of cosmopolitan democracy. 
The second factor undermining any democracy within the UN is that GA resolutions are non-binding. Miguel d’Escoto from Nicaragua suggested at the 63rd session of the GA, that non-binding resolutions of the GA are undemocratic and that GA resolutions should be binding because they represent the voice of the peoples (Bummel, 2012). This is because the government of each nation has been elected by its people therefore, the vote of each nation in a GA session should represent the democratic will of its people. As a result, reform to make GA resolutions binding would increase the democracy within the UN. 
However, 128 out of 193 member states in the GA make up only 8.4% of the world population (Bummel, 2012). Therefore, the majority of the power in the general assembly is held by a minority of the world population which could show that any resolutions which come out of the GA are not wholly democratic because although there could be a majority of votes which swing in favour of one resolution, if we were to look at the number of people represented by each of these votes, we may find that a higher proportion of the world population disagrees with the resolution even if it has more votes in the GA. This shows that if GA resolutions were to become binding that this may not help to reflect the will of the people if the number of votes a nation gets are not proportionate to its population. 
On the other hand, a Madisonian view of democracy is that it should protect the minorities (Carey, 2014). Therefore, by giving nations with smaller populations an equal number of votes to larger nations, this prevents minority rights from being overlooked within the GA. However, this idea is made pointless by the SC who can easily veto any resolution from the GA which priorities smaller nations interests over their own. It is interesting that the supremacy of the SC is not mentioned within the section on democracy on the UN website (United Nations, n.d.b). We could interpret this as the UN being highly aware of the undemocratic nature of the SC and the criticism this could bring to their organisation if it were to be advertised in this way due to most of the world believing democracy is the best form of national governance. Therefore, this view is likely to also apply to international governance. 
An example of the SC overlooking minority rights can be seen in the Rwanda mass genocide of 1994 which lead to over 800,000 Rwandan deaths (Winfield, 1999). The UN’s lack of intervention in this conflict stemmed from the SC’s lack of will to intervene with the conflict. Even after being made aware of the possibility of a mass genocide the year prior, in the UN human rights assessment of 1993, and after the killings in Rwanda actually began, there was little will within the SC to implement UN interventions (Winfield, 1999). It could be argued that because it would be an inconvenience to the majority (the p5) to send in peacekeeping forces that this meant that the minority (Rwandan citizens) had suffered at the expense. Although there were some UN peacekeepers in Rwanda at the time, many of them were called back after 10 Belgian peacekeepers were killed at the beginning of the genocide. This could have been due to the previous failure in Somalia which left 18 Americans dead causing the UN to lose confidence in its ability to enforce peacekeeping effectively. However, the UN had the resources and capacity to help the Rwandan people and instead chose to ignore this responsibility. 
In terms of cosmopolitanism, early modern philosopher, Kant says we are all a part of a single moral community (Ayaz Naseem and Hyslop-Margison, 2006) therefore, we are compelled to act accordingly. Comparatively, the UN’s ‘lack of will to take on the commitment necessary to prevent the genocide’ (Winfield, 1999, para 4) suggests they did not feel responsible to the Rwandan people possibly because SC members were not a part of the Rwandan local community themselves meaning their own community was not effected so did not feel compelled intervene. Whereas Kant’s theory would place both the SC members and Rwandans in the same moral community thereby making UN intervention to help prevent the massacre a part of the UN’s moral duty and how they should have been compelled to act under a cosmopolitan democracy. 
It could be said that when it comes to global governance, if ‘decision-making power migrates beyond the state, democracy should follow’ (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015, 1.3, para 1). However, in the case of the UN, although ‘democracy is a core value of the United Nations’ (United Nations, n.d.b, para 1) and the UN works to promote democratic governance on a state-level, as we have already laid out, democracy is an important factor within the running of the UN. This could be because the function of the state is what allows individuals the right to participate as part of the electorate therefore, it an international institution does not need to provide another layer of democracy (Archibugi, 1993). However, international institutions such as the UN have an increased capacity to exercise their authority since the rise of globalisation (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015). As a result, it could be argued that as the UN gains more power of people’s lives, that the people should have a bigger democratic say in their world government. 
German philosopher and Director of the Global Justice Programme, Thomas Pogge said that having a global democracy helps to promote ‘the cosmopolitan ideal by treating all individuals as moral beings capable of exercising equal control over shared destines’ (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015, 1.3, para 2). The UN however does not give individuals ‘equal control’ because some member states hold more power than others, effecting the ‘shared destiny’ of its members. This can be seen in the proposed resolution for peace in Ukraine where Russia had overriding vetoing power within the UN which meant the conflict was allowed to proceed without UN intervention causing negative impacts to other members of the UN. For example, the physical and social damage to Ukraine, food shortages in African and Middle Eastern countries (Neuman and Hurt, 2023) and the straining of resources including schools and hospitals due to the volume of Ukrainian refugees in Germany and Poland. These are only some of the impacts of Russia’s invasion of Ukraine without UN intervention. Clearly, this is not demonstrating UN members having ‘equal control’ over their ‘shared destiny’ because Russia was able to dictate the ‘shared destiny’ of many UN members during this invasion.
We can see that according to Pogge’s theory on global democracy, the UN cannot be seen as a global democracy. Furthermore, because cosmopolitan democracy is a form of global democracy (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015) it would also be difficult to use the UN as an example of cosmopolitan democracy. However, a restructuring of the UN could make it more democratic, which could allow it to become more of a cosmopolitan democracy. For example, by reducing the dominating powers of the P5 this could allow other UN member states to have a more pronounced impact on UN resolutions. Although British political scientist David Held said cosmopolitanism does not aim to reduce state power and instead aims to compliment it (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015), a critic of Held’s theory could argue that by reducing the power of the P5 this allows more equality between UN members strengthening democracy within the UN. Therefore, it could be said that a ‘major recalibration’ (Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy, 2015, 2.3, para 2) of power between the UN member states may begin the process of it becoming a cosmopolitan democracy. However, it is currently hard to justify the UN as an example of a cosmopolitan democracy due to the control held by the P5 over all UN resolutions. 
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