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Abstract
This article explores the theoretical challenges for normatively progressive foreign policy fol-
lowing the rise of populist nationalism during the 2010s, using analytical concepts from the
English School. It argues that populist nationalism exposes a problem of internal dissensus
on the future trajectories of solidarist international society, within the Western states that
have traditionally been its principal supporters. The ‘populist moment’ reveals problems
of disconnection between domestic publics, the practices, and institutions of contemporary
international society, and state actions that are premised in part on ethical regard for non-
citizens. The article contends that, as an interface point between rooted communities and
global ethical concerns, progressive foreign policy approaches have an important role to
play in ameliorating these disconnections. However, these approaches must look beyond
a simple ‘re-booting’ of liberal internationalism, focussing instead on building a path
towards solidarist international society that is rooted in everyday-lived experiences, commu-
nities, and identities within the state. Building upon theorizations of good international citi-
zenship, the article advances an alternative framework of good global statehood, which
draws upon a coproduction methodology as a means of creating progressive foreign policies
that are better attuned to pluralism and diversity across, but also within state borders.

Key words: Cosmopolitanism; English School; good international citizenship; pluralism; populism;
progressive foreign policy; solidarism

Introduction
The dramatic worldwide rise of populist nationalism during the mid-late 2010s has
heralded a difficult period for internationalist foreign policy, and a challenging
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environment for cosmopolitan ethics and their tentative empirical manifestations
in foreign policy.1 In the vernacular of the English School, it indicates a significant
challenge to solidarism in international society – a vision of world politics governed
by thicker norms of conduct and a nascent human-centred outlook.2 This ‘populist
moment’ presents a pertinent opening for examining important questions about
the legitimacy, trajectory, and conditions of possibility for solidarist international
society and the role foreign policy might play in its advancement. This article
argues that the rise of populism demonstrates the deep contestation within
Western states of the solidarist normative trajectory and presents it with a dual
challenge. Firstly, the anti-elitist claims of populist politics and its contestation of
legitimate authority pose important general challenges to the legitimacy of the
norms and governance institutions of solidarist international society. Secondly,
the growth of populist nationalism in the 2010s poses a particular challenge to the nas-
cent cosmopolitan-mindedness of solidarism, through its re-emphasis on the primacy
of exclusionary national communities and a narrower ethical frame of reference.
Taken together, they indicate an important problem of the disconnection between
the foreign policy direction of states that have often been enthusiastic supporters of
solidarist international society, and the everyday lives of their internal constituencies.

The main theoretical contributions of the article are its examination of the populist
challenge to solidarist international society and its development of a tentative frame-
work for progressive foreign policy that might ameliorate these tensions and support a
more legitimate solidarism. This article revisits good international citizenship – a
framework for progressive foreign policy closely associated with the English School,
through which states might work towards purposes beyond themselves and potentially
in a cosmopolitan-minded direction.3 This article builds upon this to develop a con-
ceptualization of good global statehood – an expanded iteration of good international
citizenship. This addresses more directly the challenge of internal legitimacy and the
weaknesses in good international citizenship’s conception of ‘enlightened national
interest’. Drawing from ‘post-universalistic’ cosmopolitan approaches and calls for
greater consideration of the normative value of pluralism emerging from within the
English School, good global statehood advances a co-production methodology for for-
eign policy, to enhance connections between solidarist international society and
everyday-lived experiences, communities, and identities within the state.

The First section of the article explores the ‘populist moment’ of the 2010s and
the dual challenge this poses to the evolution of solidarist international society. The
Second section explores the limitations of existing conceptions of good inter-
national citizenship and the need to address questions of diversity and ‘revived
pluralism’. The Third section outlines good global statehood, as a framework for
progressive foreign policy that challenges the ontological usefulness of the national
interest and embeds a commitment to co-production and dialogue in the formula-
tion of foreign policy.

1Such tentative empirical manifestations have arguably been evident in the foreign policies of Australia
(Evans 1990), the UK (Cook 1997), Canada (Axworthy 1997), and a range of other middle-small power
states (see Brysk 2009).

2Bull 1966; Vincent 1986; Wheeler 2000; Linklater and Suganami 2006; Hurrell 2007.
3Linklater 1992; Wheeler and Dunne 1998; Linklater and Suganami 2006, 223–58; Dunne 2008; Shapcott

2013; Gilmore 2015; Souter 2016.
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The ‘cosmopolitan-minded’ state and the English School
Foreign policy sits at the interface between the state as a notionally bounded com-
munity and the ‘outside’ of world politics. However, the neat demarcation between
inside and outside, if one ever really existed, is increasingly subverted by the trans-
nationalization of human relations and the pressing global problems that accom-
pany them. To varying degrees, the encounter with non-citizens and cultural differ-
ence has become an aspect of the ‘everyday’, what Beck refers to as ‘banal
cosmopolitanism’.4 However, there remains an obvious tension between accentu-
ated trans-nationalization and the continued dominance of the state as an organ-
izational unit of world politics and delimiter of moral solidarity. Foreign policy,
as a guide for state interactions in world politics, is premised on the distinction
of the national self from those outside. However, despite its exclusionary character-
istics, some cosmopolitan thinkers have made more direct arguments for the state
as the most appropriate institutional vehicle for the realization of a cosmopolitan
normative agenda.5 Eckersley highlights the problem of the atomized and discon-
nected individual subject typically assumed by liberal cosmopolitan accounts,
and points towards the significance of particularistic forms of moral community
as incubators of cosmopolitan selves.6 The understanding of progressive foreign
policy within this article follows this logic – embedding commitments to global
responsibility, transborder moral solidarity, and the pursuit of a world common
good. Progressive foreign policy demonstrates a level of ‘cosmopolitan-
mindedness’, in at least latently positioning the state as a contributor to the well-
being of a broader community of humankind. The precise issues that might be
included and the nature of their interaction with the national interest vary consid-
erably and have formed the substance of the debate on progressive foreign policy.7

The idea that foreign policy can be other-regarding and directed at purposes
beyond narrow national interests, occupies a significant strand of English School
thought. English School writers have explored the challenge of ‘utopian realism’
– the desire to seek moral progress and smooth the trans-nationalization of
human relations, whilst at the same time maintaining a healthy scepticism and
an awareness of the constraints of a world of states and their more limited moral
horizons.8 The presence of a dialectal struggle between the desire for moral progress
in world politics and the realities of power, interest, and moral pluralism, are well
captured in intellectual histories of the English School’s key contributors.9 The
identification of a progression from a pluralist international society to a thicker soli-
darist conception of inter-state relations, with more fully developed and enforceable
norms, reflects the capability of the state to work towards purposes beyond its
immediate interests and (arguably) to engender a nascent form of cosmopolitan
moral purpose with duties to a wider community of humankind.10 The English
School is thus a ‘middle ground’ ethical position, seeking to reconcile concerns

4Beck 2006, 10. 5Eckersley 2007; Nussbaum 2008; Ypi 2008; Bray 2013; Beardsworth 2018.
6Eckersley 2007, 682. 7See Smith and Light 2001; Held and Mepham 2007; Walzer 2018.
8Although ‘semi-detached’ from the English School, the notion of ‘utopian realism’ as a normative pos-

ition can be found in the work of EH Carr – see Booth 1991; Howe 1994; Dunne 1998; Carr 2001.
9Wight 1991; Dunne 1998; Buzan 2004, 27–61; Almeida 2006; Cochran 2009.
10See Bull 1966; Buzan 2004, 139–60.
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for orderly coexistence between states (pluralism), with more advanced forms of
collective global consciousness (solidarism). For the analytical purposes of this art-
icle, pluralist and solidarist conceptions of international society are located in two
areas – as a social system of existing and emerging rules, norms, and institutions
that constitutes international society, and as a normative vision that informs a
state’s foreign policy.11 It is the impact of populist politics on these two areas,
and the question of the appropriate normative response, that the article examines.

The pluralist conception of international society, favoured by Bull in The
Anarchical Society, suggests that states have demonstrated the capability to develop
minimal rules for coexistence, based on concerns for the prevention of violence, the
keeping of agreements, and the preservation of state sovereignty.12 However, these
minimal rules reflect the convergence of state interests in avoiding disorder, rather
than any broader consensus on values or cosmopolitan transborder moral solidarity.13

Bull juxtaposes these functional concerns against conceptions of cosmopolitan justice
which ‘concerns not the common ends or values of the society of states, but rather the
common ends or values of the universal society of all mankind, whose constituent
members are individual human beings’.14

The solidarist conception goes significantly further than pluralism in its under-
standing of the scope for cooperation and transborder moral concern. However, its
precise normative extent remains contested within the English School debate. In
keeping with Buzan’s framing of the pluralist–solidarist debate as spectrum of posi-
tions, solidarism itself might be understood to have two distinctive but also inter-
linked streams.15 The first stream, reflected Bull’s early work on the Grotian
conception, sees solidarism as concerned with a thicker system of enforceable
rules, norms, and institutions that govern international society, beyond the minimal
norms of coexistence evident in pluralism.16 These fall short of global government
and thus maintain a society of sovereign states, but are premised on ‘close collab-
oration’ between states and their ‘close adherence to constitutional principles of
international order to which they have given their assent’.17 The empirical presence
of rules and institutions relating to trade, regional integration, scientific collabor-
ation, arms control, environmental protection, and collective security, both reflect
advanced levels of inter-state convergence and typically go beyond minimal norms
of coexistence.

The second distinctive stream within solidarism is a cosmopolitan-minded nor-
mative inclination. Whilst still situated within the exclusionary practices of a world
of states, this stream demonstrates a nascent movement towards a cosmopolitan
moral consciousness, positioning individuals beyond state borders as an important
ethical reference point. Despite initially closing down the possibilities for
cosmopolitan-minded state action, Bull’s later work and that of Vincent demon-
strates increasing concern with the fragility of the international order and the
demands for justice emerging from the global South.18 They focus more closely

11This is loosely based on Buzan’s (2004, 12) formulation of what English School theory represents.
Buzan additionally suggests the English School represents a series of ideas held by political theorists.

12Bull 2012, 66–67. For authors representative of the pluralist branch of the English School see James
1986; Mayall 1990; Jackson 2000; Buzan 2004; Williams 2015. 13Buzan 2004, 145.

14Bull 2012, 81. 15Buzan 2004, 49. 16Bull 1966; Buzan 2004, 58; Bull 2012, 230–32.
17Bull 2012, 230. 18Bull 1983; Vincent 1986.
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on the development of a ‘world common good’ – that states might be able to work
in pursuit of purposes beyond their own immediate interests and support the well-
being of vulnerable non-citizens. The normative case for solidarist international
society emerged as a response to moral deficiencies of a pluralist society of states
– ‘the denial of the rights of small nations and indigenous peoples, and the absence
of means of protecting individuals from human rights abuses’.19 The expansion of
solidarist international society is evident in the advancement of the international
human rights regime, refugee protection norms, human security concepts, and
the ongoing development of ‘cosmopolitan harm conventions’ to reduce the harm-
ful impact of transnational processes on vulnerable individuals.20 In practical terms,
this has been reflected in the foundation of the International Criminal Court,
expanded conceptions of continental citizenship within the European Union
(EU), the increasing traction of the responsibility to protect (R2P) principle and
a widened remit for UN peacekeeping. This secondary stream within solidarism
brings it closest to statist versions of cosmopolitanism, with state action informed
by transborder moral concern.21

This cosmopolitan mindedness remains a controversial component within the
English School debate, as it blurs the boundaries between an orderly society of sover-
eign states and a potentially cosmopolitan post-state or world society arrangement.22

Buzan has attempted to capture these two strands of solidarism in his dual conception
of ‘state-centric’ and ‘cosmopolitan’ variants of solidarism – the former concerned
with state’s development of thicker international norms to address complex global
problems, and the latter with the focus on the broader community of humankind
as an equal reference point to the society of states.23 Whilst not dismissing the nor-
mative potential of the cosmopolitan variant, Buzan claims that the state-centric vari-
ant remains dominant in the practice of solidarist international society. However,
dissenting views have also suggested that developments in international criminal
law and humanitarian intervention do now position individual human beings as
key ethical and legal reference points alongside the state.24 Solidarism itself thus incor-
porates a spectrum of possible practices, reflected in at least normative convergence
beyond minimal coexistence and towards a ‘world common good’, and at the farthest
extent to fuller recognition of individual human beings as equal reference points in
international society.

Building on the pluralist–solidarist spectrum, the English School has been
closely associated with the research agenda on good international citizenship, as
a framework for progressive foreign policy. Drawing from Gareth Evans’ vision
for Australian foreign policy during the 1990s, good international citizenship has
evolved in the English School lexicon as a conceptualization of responsible state-
hood and ‘enlightened national interest’ – the sense that the state can act towards
purposes beyond itself.25 A good international citizen is not obliged to ‘act in ways

19Linklater and Suganami, 2006, 135.
20Vincent 1986; Wheeler 2000; Hurrell 2007, 57–67; Linklater 2011.
21Eckersley 2007; Ypi 2008. 22Buzan 2004, 48. 23Buzan 2014, 116–20.
24Knudsen 2016, 108.
25Evans 1990. See Linklater 1992; Wheeler and Dunne 1998; Linklater and Suganami 2006, 223–58;

Dunne 2008; Gilmore 2015; Souter 2016.
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which will jeopardize its survival or endanger its vital national interests’.26

However, they are expected to contribute to the global common good and to ‘per-
mit the growth of sub-national and cosmopolitan loyalties which have previously
been foreclosed’.27 In practice, being a good international citizen involves striking
a day-to-day balance between three different spheres of ethical obligation in their
foreign policy – between responsibilities to the national interest, to the norms of
international society, and cosmopolitan ethical responsibilities to the wider
human community.28 Striking this balance between different spheres of ethical
obligation has much in common with Jackson’s conception of ‘situational ethics’,
in ‘making the best moral choice that the circumstances permit’.29 When pursuing
their ‘enlightened’ national interest they must navigate the inevitable tensions that
arise between these spheres of ethical responsibility, exercising prudence in consid-
ering the consequences of foreign policy choices for the national interest but also
the impact on those outside the national community.30 In keeping with the
English School’s middle-ground ethical position, normative progress in world pol-
itics is a goal, but a critical awareness of the constraints of the current statist inter-
national order is retained.31

Crises of legitimacy: the ‘populist moment’ and the revolt against solidarist
international society
The rise of populism during the 2010s raises important questions about the stability
and longevity of solidarist international society and the nascent forms of good
international citizenship that emerged during the post-Cold War period. This sec-
tion explores the ways in which the exclusionary nationalisms, reassertions of sov-
ereignty and anti-elite sentiments, characteristic of populist politics during this
period, pose a critical challenge to solidarism. English School analyses have long
focussed on the challenges of achieving consensus on expanded normative agendas
between the constituent members of international society. However, the central
claim made here is that rise of populism reveals a fragile consensus on progressive
foreign policy and the solidarist normative trajectory, within the states that have
typically been its vanguard.

A frequent criticism of both cosmopolitan ethics and English School solidarism
is that these outlooks reflect culturally situated viewpoints derived principally from
Western states.32 States claiming to act as local agents of a world common good or
‘campaigning in the name of solidarism’, raise obvious questions about who defines
what is for the good of the world and what values are promoted in solidarist inter-
national society.33 These questions indicate deficits in what Hurrell refers to as sub-
stantive legitimacy – the extent to which the vales around which conceptions of a
world common good have ‘generality or global force’.34 Given the role of power in
the constitution of solidarist international society, the problem of legitimacy deficits

26Linklater, 1992, 28; a similar hierarchy is also evident in Wheeler and Dunne, 1998, 855.
27Linklater 1992, 31. 28Jackson 2000, 169–78; Linklater and Suganami 2006, 228.
29Jackson 2000, 143–48. 30Ibid., 153.
31Good international citizenship thus has both pluralist and solidarist dimensions (see Dunne 2008).
32Bull 2012, 305. 33Buzan 2004, 158. 34Hurrell 2007, 85.
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and uneven international consensus on thicker norms is an ongoing and familiar
challenge.

The level of consensus between states on the norms and practices of solidarist
international society remains important. However, the legitimacy of these norms
and practices within states has been a notable blind spot of the English School
debate. In foreign policy analysis, a long-standing body of research has examined
the diverse ways in which foreign policy elites are connected to domestic politics,
interest groups, and the ebb and flow of public opinion.35 Zurn draws out the
ways in which the evolution of global governance institutions has become increas-
ing politicised and contested within societies, and how this has driven a resultant
shift from elite and technocratic modes of decision making, to the evolution of glo-
bal governance becoming shaped by an increasingly polarized public debate.36

Post-functionalist approaches have identified a similar movement from a techno-
cratic process of EU institutional evolution, towards one which is deeply contested
in polarized domestic debates between inclusive and exclusive conceptions of
national identity.37 Domestic identities and processes of political contestation
thus have significant salience for the evolution of institutional structures associated
with solidarist international society. The English School’s blind spot on the domes-
tic legitimacy of solidarist international society mirrors what Kaarbo identifies in
other major international relations theories, as their disconnection from foreign
policy analysis scholarship and the domestic contexts it more openly explores.38

The electoral success of populist nationalist movements during the mid-late 2010s
raises important questions about the level of analysis used when considering the legitim-
acy of solidarist international society. The ‘populist moment’ in Europe and North
America was reflected in the referendum victory of the campaign for Britain to leave
the EU, the election of Donald Trump in the USA, election victories for Poland’s
Law and Justice party, Italy’s Lega, and Hungary’s Fidesz. Outside Europe and North
America, the election of Narendra Modi in India, Jair Bolsonaro in Brazil, and
Rodrigo Duterte in the Philippines, have also demonstrated similar, though not identical,
characteristics of populist nationalism. Although ideologically divergent from the broader
nationalist trend, the electoral success of Syriza in Greece and the rise of Podemos in
Spain, also demonstrate some commonalities with the populist politics of this period.

This article uses the terminology of a ‘populist moment’ to describe the concur-
rent electoral successes or growing influence, of a range of political movements that
drew heavily on a populist repertoire of discursive techniques. The idea of a
‘moment’ should not be taken to remove populism from its temporal context,
and its apparent apex in the late-2010s is reflective of longer-term and well-studied
processes.39 However, the mid-late-2010s does demonstrate a ‘clustering in time
and space’ of populist influence in shaping the political trajectories of the USA,
India, Brazil, and a number of prominent states in Europe. Brubaker conceptualizes
the populist moment in Europe, in part as a product of long-term drivers – a

35See for instance, Witkopf (1987), Putnam (1988), Aldrich et al. (2006), Kupchan and Trubowitz
(2007), Kaarbo (2015), and Zurn (2018). 36Zurn 2018, 137–69.

37Hooghe and Marks 2008; Kuhn 2019. 38Kaarbo 2015, 192–95.
39See Weyland 2001; Mudde 2004; Taggart 2004; Laclau 2005; Eger and Valdez 2015; Bonikowski and

Gidron 2016.
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decline in the legitimacy of political parties as mediators of the relations between
everyday lives and political elites, alongside anxieties about economic globalization
and immigration, which have created openings for populist claims to ‘protect’ ‘the
people’ from economic marginalization and cultural dilution.40 The more tempor-
ally specific populist moment is the meeting point of these longer-term drivers with
a confluence of proximate influences – legacies of the 2008 Crash, the 2015 onset of
the European Refugee ‘Crisis’, and security concerns prompted by the wave of ISIS
terror attacks from 2015 to 2018.41 The idea of a populist moment is also reflected
in Inglehart and Norris’ suggestion of a temporal ‘tipping point’ and cultural back-
lash, driven by a longer-term ‘silent revolution’ in societal values, alongside anxie-
ties about immigration and economic inequality.42 Although evidently connected
to longer-term processes, the idea of the populist moment draws the domestic
influences on foreign policy and the evolution of international society, into sharp
relief. The concurrent electoral success of a range of populist movements marks
an important juncture in the potential unfolding of a post-liberal world order.43

Populist politics is premised on a sense of antagonistic relations and a moralized
distinction between the ‘pure people’ and a ‘corrupt elite’, with populist movements
framing themselves as the legitimate embodiment of the people.44 Within populist
discourse the boundaries of groups that are framed as the authentic ‘people’ are
variable and context specific. The flexibility of the populist understanding of ‘the
people’ allows for its discourse and mobilizational strategies to be attached to a var-
iety of different political projects, across a wide ideological spectrum. Populism is
thus not a monolithic movement and its flexibility has led to it being varyingly
defined a discursive repertoire or a ‘thin-centred ideology’, which can be overlaid
onto contextually specific political projects.45 The diversity of these political pro-
jects means that the early impact of the populist moment on the configuration
of international society is unlikely to be uniform.46

Despite the flexibility of populism, its core characteristics and the specific mani-
festations of nationalist and/or authoritarian modes of populism of the
mid-late-2010s pose important challenges to solidarist trajectories in world politics
and to future aspirations for normatively progressive foreign policy. Firstly, the anti-
elite orientation of all populist discourse constructs a vertical form of oppositional
relations between the governance structures of the political elite and ‘the people’,
however defined.47 An important component of this vertical opposition is a deep
cynicism towards the traditional institutions and actors that have mediated relations
between the elite and everyday people.48 The ‘corrupt elite’ might be constructed at
the domestic level, but the anti-elite challenge can also be directed upwards to the
global governance institutions of solidarist international society, which have already
become subject to increased domestic politicization and societal contestation.49

40Brubaker 2017, 369–73. 41Ibid., 373–79. 42Inglehart and Norris 2019, 443–61.
43See Kupchan and Trubowitz 2007; Duncombe and Dunne 2018.
44Mudde 2004, 543; Bonikowski and Gidron 2016, 7; Brubaker 2017, 359; Inglehart and Norris 2019, 66.
45Mudde 2004, 543; Aslanidis 2016; Bonikowski and Gidron 2016; Inglehart and Norris 2019, 68;

Brubaker 2017. 46Destradi and Plagemann 2018, 2019. 47Brubaker 2017, 363.
48Ibid., 365; Inglehart and Norris 2019, 67–68.
49The contestation of the EU in domestic European politics is an obvious example of this. See Hooghe

and Marks, 2008.
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The traction achieved by populist narratives suggests at least a latent sense of dis-
connection between the norms and practices of solidarist international society, and
the everyday-lived experiences of significant segments of electorates in states ordin-
arily supportive of its normative trajectory. In the UK, the anti-elitism has mani-
fested itself as a project of ‘taking back control’ from the bureaucrats of
supra-national EU institutions. In the USA, Lofflmann argues that the rise of
Trump was effectively a symptom of a ‘long-standing gap between public opinion
and the attitudes of a bipartisan elite on American global engagement’.50 The rhet-
orical direction of travel in both cases is towards the repatriation power closer to
‘the people’ and recalibrating global responsibilities to better serve the national
self-community.

Populist nationalism, as the dominant trend in the populist moment of the
2010s, has a secondary implication for solidarist international society, in its con-
struction of a horizontal form of oppositional relations – this time between those
inside the bounded national community, who are understood to be ‘the people’,
and those who are outside.51 Populist politics has been strongly associated with
anti-pluralism and the accentuation of community boundaries.52 Mudde argues
that the ‘people in populist propaganda are neither real nor all inclusive, but are
in fact a mythical and constructed sub-set of the population’.53 For Laclau, the
populist rendering of ‘the people’ ‘is something less than the totality of the mem-
bers of the community: it is a partial component which nevertheless aspires to be
conceived as the only legitimate totality’.54 Although there is no overall consensus
on whether populist politics are inherently exclusionary, the moral bifurcation
between the ‘corrupt’ and the ‘pure’ provides powerful discursive tools to segment
and divide communal groups and to reinforce the boundaries between citizens and
non-citizens.

This moral bifurcation is accentuated by politics of anxiety and a discontent with
the status quo amongst key segments of the electorate, built upon and reinforced by
the populist discursive repertoire.55 Populist narratives have typically focussed on a
sense of national decline, humiliation, marginalization, cultural dilution, and the
risks of domination by outsiders, whether contextualized as immigrants or supra-
national organizations. These narratives draw upon and stimulate feelings of deep
ontological anxiety regarding one’s place in an increasingly confusing world, and in
some cases a nostalgia for an idealized communal past.56 Taggart conceptualizes
this as the populist ‘heartland’ – a vision of an ideal bounded community, con-
structed retrospectively from the past as that which has been lost.57 Juxtaposed
against the cosmopolitan-minded trajectories of solidarist international society,
the populist promise of ontological stability is not through transborder bonds of
solidarity, but through the re-assertion of national self-hood and the primacy of
narrower visions of community. Whether expressed in Trump’s ambivalence
about white supremacism and overt hostility to central American migrants, or
Narendra Modi’s Hindu nationalism, populist nationalism constructs the image

50Löfflmann, 2019, 118. 51Brubaker 2017, 363. 52Mudde 2004; Inglehart and Norris 2019.
53Mudde 2004, 546. 54Laclau 2005, 75.
55Curato 2016; Browning 2019; Kinnvall 2019; Löfflmann 2019; Homolar and Lofflmann 2021.
56Browning 2019, 231; Kinnvall 2019, 287–88. 57Taggart 2004, 274.
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of a homogenous national ‘self’, despite the presence of extensive internal diversity
and high levels of global connection. For de Orellana and Michelsen, the reaction-
ary internationalism of the populist ‘new right’ is couched in ‘the adoption of a
resistant subjectivity grounded on a birth-culture identity’.58 Although ostensibly
mobilizing the ‘people’ against ‘elites’, the anti-pluralism of the populist moment
privileges a narrow and highly particular and exclusionary account of the national
‘we’, whose interests are to be defended in the face of hostile outsiders and internal
others. In place of an expanding solidarist international society, where individual
human beings feature as key reference points, reactionary internationalism con-
ceives universalized liberal norms as intrinsically harmful to the capacity of individ-
ual states to maintain national particularities.59 As a sovereigntist inversion of the
tentative movements towards cosmopolitan-minded, progressive foreign policies,
the logics of populist nationalism point towards forms of regressive foreign policy
and the fragmentation of the solidarist normative architecture.

In the short-term, the extent to which populist electoral success in the 2010s has
translated into empirical foreign policy shifts is contested, with some suggestions
that a high degree of continuity with existing policy trajectories has been evident.60

In these accounts, institutional conservatism and the residual power of the existing
norms and structures of the liberal international order, have limited the scope for
more radical challenges by populist governments to the status quo. Other accounts
have however gone further in suggesting emerging shifts and revisionist patterns.
These accounts focus on the more assertively sovereigntist and anti-globalist direction
of foreign policy, challenging the ‘elitist’ institutions of international society and
developing patterns of alignment amongst authoritarian populist governments.61

Although there is limited empirical evidence of a consistent pattern of populist for-
eign policy, the populist moment reveals the widespread traction and emotive appeal
of anti-elite narratives and exclusionary articulations of identity across different
members of international society. The acute challenge for solidarist international
society to which this article’s reformulation of good international citizenship
responds, is to the connection of the populist repertoire with exclusionary national-
ism, and the varying electoral crystallizations of this during the 2010s. At the same
time, populist politics viewed in its most broad conceptualization and detached
from the temporal context of the populist moment, asks significant questions
about elite authority and the appropriate connection between governance structures
and the individuals subject to their rule. The disconnect between the development of
shared ideas, values, and norms set at the diplomatic level, and the everyday outlooks
of electorally significant sections of the domestic public directs analytical attention
towards the relationship between the intra-societal and the international societal, as
intersecting realms of normative contestation. Both McDonald and Beardsworth’s
examinations of internationalist foreign policy move more directly towards the ques-
tion of intra-societal dynamics in creating conditions of political possibility and more

58de Orellana and Michelsen 2019, 752.
59MacKay and LaRoche 2018; de Orellana and Michelsen 2019.
60Mudde 2016; Porter 2018; Destradi and Plagemann 2019; Löfflmann 2019; Monteleone 2021.
61Popescu 2018; De Orellana and Michelsen 2019; De Sa Guimaraes and De Oliviera E Silva 2021;
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secure domestic anchorage for an internationalist orientation.62 The challenge to the
twin streams of solidarist international society, from within many of the states histor-
ically most supportive of it, suggests the fragmentation of a singular conception of
‘enlightened’ national interest, around which public support might be mobilized. In
place of an idea of ‘enlightened’ national interest, that might harmonize national pri-
orities with the thickening of international society, the rise of populism reflects a rad-
ical internal dissensus on how the state’s national interest and its relationship to other
areas of ethical obligation are conceived.

Questions of how the national interest is conceptualized, whose interests it serves
and how this relates to external spheres of ethical obligation, have particular sali-
ence for good international citizenship and progressive foreign policy. The remain-
der of this article contributes to the relatively small number of conceptualizations of
progressive foreign policy in response to the populist moment.63 The next section
examines the limitations of existing iterations of good international citizenship in
addressing the ontological slipperiness of national interest and in responding to
internal challenges to the normative direction of solidarist international society.
It explores how the framework might be reconceptualized in light of the populist
challenge. This reconceptualization – referred to as good global statehood – pro-
vides a methodology for improving connections between solidarist normative
ambitions and the diverse everyday contexts in which the inhabitants of states
are located.

Reconceiving progressive foreign policy: pluralist paths to solidarist
international society
Good international citizenship and the limits of ‘enlightened’ national interest

Enlightened national interest, as a reconciliation of national interest with global
responsibilities and ethical regard for the other, is an integral component of the
good international citizenship framework, discussed above. It is a framework for
‘principles of foreign policy which can promote the moral ideal of the unity of
humankind’, whilst accepting the importance of the state as a key emotional and
political reference point in world politics.64 However, as developed in the existing
literature, good international citizenship requires a more thorough re-imagination
rather than a simple re-articulation, if it is to address the challenges posed by the
rise of populism. The framework is heavily linked to the expansion of solidarist
international society at the end of the Cold War and implicitly to the liberal tri-
umphalism of the period. Multilateralism, international law, and the robust defence
of human rights have been recurrent themes, both in Evans’ initial outline of the
concept and in its subsequent formulations.65 The difficulty lies not necessarily
with the norms, practices, and institutions advocated by the good international citi-
zenship literature, rather in the implicit assumption of their legitimacy amongst the
inhabitants of those states taking on the mantle of a good international citizen. The
‘enlightened’ national interests of good international citizen states, that might

62McDonald 2013; Beardsworth 2018, 398.
63See Beardsworth, 2018; Colas 2019; Pampinella 2019. 64Linklater and Suganami 2006, 232.
65Evans 1990; Linklater 1992; Wheeler and Dunne 1998; Linklater and Suganami 2006, 242–66; Dunne

2008.
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strengthen and expand solidarist international society, are implicitly framed as the
product of a stable internal consensus and a unified national position.

As argued above, the populist mobilization of a sense of disconnection from the
politics of ‘the elite’, alongside a prominent exclusionary nationalist/nativist dis-
course, has significant implications for the legitimacy of solidarist international
society. Good international citizenship, in existing formulations, contains no sub-
stantive consideration of how this sense of disconnection might be counteracted,
or how other-regarding commitments in foreign policy might be grounded in a reli-
able internal consensus on values, identities, and interests. Addressing the legitim-
acy of good international citizenship has tended to focus on the development of
inter-state, rather than intra-state consensus on the norms and values to be pro-
moted in foreign policy.66 In making the case for a leftist foreign policy response
to the rise of populism, Colas argues that

Any progressive transformation of our world has to start from radical change
within existing states – ideally the largest and most powerful ones. In the face
of the national-populist mobilisations of nativist identities, democratic inter-
nationalists have another political repertoire to offer, built on an unapologetic
invocation of the ordinary, humdrum universalism in most people’s everyday
lives across the world.67

From this perspective, the diverse, frequently global, everyday contexts, in which
the inhabitants of states are located, represent a foundation point for progressive
foreign policy. In its unreconstructed form, good international citizenship invokes
transborder ethical concern as a component of ‘enlightened’ national interest, but
remains a platform to be formulated by foreign policy elites, articulated through
the conventional channels of inter-state diplomacy and potentially insufficiently
anchored in everyday subjectivities and lived experiences.

Embracing lived experiences and banal, everyday modes of global connection,
opens up further questions regarding the spheres of ethical obligation – – to the
national interest, to international society, and to a broader community of human-
kind – incorporated in good international citizenship.68 The framework is premised
on the addition of other-regarding ethical concerns (Bull’s ‘purposes beyond our-
selves’), to the ontologically stable, traditional foreign policy preoccupation of
national interest. However, the populist moment has cast into sharp relief the onto-
logical instability of the ‘national interest’ as a coherent sphere of ethical obligation.
Such ontological instability is well recognized within pre-existing foreign policy
analysis scholarship, which has long questioned the possibility of generating a uni-
fied and singular idea of the national interest. For US foreign policy, both
Trubowitz and Clinton have challenged the idea of a singular and constant national
interest, charting its domestic contestation between sectional groups, and the mul-
tiple ways in which it might be understood.69 This theme of internal contestation
and ontological instability is also evident in research on national role conceptions,

66See for instance Linklater and Suganami 2006, 250. 67Colas 2019.
68This formulation of spheres of ethical responsibility is most explicitly evident in Linklater and

Suganami (2006) and Gilmore (2015). 69Clinton 1994; Trubowitz 1998.
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which points towards common gaps between the national role conceptions held by
elites and those of the wider population, leading to processes of vertical role com-
petition between these groups.70 This theme of internal contestation is similarly evi-
dent in Hill’s examination of comparative European foreign policy, where he argues
that the danger of elite-level policy makers continuing to frame national interest ‘as
if it were always homogenous and self-evident’, is that it will become perceived as
synonymous with the top-down imposition of elite outlooks.71 From this perspec-
tive, maintaining the artifice of a singular and unified national interest in good
international citizenship, risks playing further into the anti-elite narrative of popu-
list politics.

National interest is also premised on the assumption of a stable national ‘we’
community of shared interest. Without necessarily challenging the idea that loca-
lized forms of community matter, politically and ethically, both cosmopolitan
and non-cosmopolitan thought has pointed consistently towards the flexibility of
national community and the disaggregation of citizenship in a world of more
fluid identities.72 The populist moment has revealed intense polarization and frag-
mentation of identities within Western states and fundamental clashes of values on
issues of immigration, national sovereignty, and responsibilities to non-citizens.73

Consequently, the invocation of national interest as a compartmentalized reference
point within an unreconstructed conception of good international citizenship sits
uneasily with the less readily evident singular national community whose interests
are to be served by foreign policy. To forge a more legitimate and durable framework
for progressive foreign policy from the useful, if limiting, conceptual foundations of
good international citizenship, critical questions must be asked about the nature of
the interconnections between different spheres of ethical responsibility, about how
ideas of national interest are constructed and legitimized, and about the precise
identity of the ‘we’ community whose interests are pursued in foreign policy.

Fluid community and dynamic ethical practice

Developments in pluralist and ‘post-universalistic’ cosmopolitan thought are har-
nessed here to help respond to these critical questions and make the evolutionary
step from good international citizenship, towards the good global statehood frame-
work advanced by this article. Good global statehood builds from recognition of the
inter-relationship, rather than a mutual exclusivity or antagonism, between plural-
ism and solidarism within the English School.74 Such recognition parallels earlier
moves by ‘post-universalistic’ cosmopolitan thinkers to locate a ‘communitarian
path to cosmopolitanism’ – to find an anchorage for cosmopolitan ethical commit-
ments in more localized forms of political community.75 Drawing from this logic,

70Page and Barabas 2000; Cantir and Kaarbo 2012, 11–12. 71Hill 2013, 266.
72Beck 2006, 85; Benhabib 2008, 47–51; Williams 2015, 89–98.
73Internal political tensions regarding the reception of refugees and migrants in the USA, UK, Greece,

Italy, and Hungary are all noteworthy here. 74Weinert 2011, 28–39; Knudsen 2016, 108–09.
75See Linklater 1998; Shapcott 2001; Erskine 2008; Delanty 2009; Jordaan 2011. The term

‘post-universalistic cosmopolitanism’ is drawn from Delanty (2009, 52) as an umbrella term for modes
of cosmopolitan thought that aim to move away from thick conceptions of universal norms, towards a
more dynamic process of communication between inhabitants of particularistic ethical communities. The
phrase a ‘communitarian path to cosmopolitanism’ is drawn from Shapcott (2001, 31).
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the evolutionary step for good international citizenship in light of the populist chal-
lenge, is towards the development of a stronger foundation for progressive foreign
policy within the everyday ethical practice of localized forms of community and
identity.

The emphasis on established community as an anchor point for ethical reflection
is a central concern for traditional accounts of pluralism within the English School.
For traditional pluralists, the moral diversity of national communities largely pre-
cludes the development of thicker ethical norms in world politics. However,
Williams’ ‘revived pluralism’ is highly critical of the ‘ossified’ pluralist vision of inter-
national society – as excessively conservative in its emphasis on the immutable pos-
ition of the state as delineator of moral community.76 Although framing community
membership as a ‘permanent and indestructible feature of being human in a general
sense, a fundamental reference point for ethical reflection and a vehicle for exercising
human agency’, he departs from the static association of such community with the
state.77 To counteract ‘ossification’ and to help re-vitalize English School pluralism’s
normative commitment to preserving and promoting the diversity of human life, he
advocates conceiving ‘community as a verb’:

‘To community’, then, is to change and to develop and to alter through social
interaction, organized around issues of common interest, amongst a group of
humans sharing a common identity or ‘we feeling’. Community is therefore
understood within pluralism in broad terms. Communities can exist amongst
individuals at very diverse scales and they are not exclusive, or at least not
necessarily so – to be a member of one community is not to renounce mem-
bership of all others.78

The state as an established moral community, with a distinctive ‘we-feeling’,
remains a vital reference point, with a high level of affective legitimacy when com-
pared to the more remote the institutions of solidarist international society.
However, Williams’ ‘community as a verb’ emphasizes the fluidity of community
boundaries and the continual formation, reformation, and adjustment of commu-
nal identities. Similarly, Erskine’s conception of ‘embedded cosmopolitanism’
involves the acceptance that ‘the communities that define us are best understood
as multiple, multifarious, overlapping and often territorially dispersed’ and that
being a member of one particularist community does not entail seeing non-
members as ‘situated in a completely distinct and separate network of meanings
and practices’.79 The significance afforded to community contexts also has much
in common with recent pragmatist thinking on ethics and human rights.80

Drawing from the work of John Dewey, Hoover situates the construction and prac-
tice of ethics within concrete, lived social contexts, rather than abstract ethical
commitments.81 As with Williams, Hoover’s commitment is to a fundamentally
pluralist ethos, one that leads to neither the reification of the state as the location

76Williams 2015. 77Ibid., 153. 78Ibid., 93. 79Erskine 2007, 145.
80Hoover 2016; Ralph 2018.
81Hoover 2016, 126. Bray (2013) makes a similar invocation of an empirically rooted pragmatist ethics,

though is more explicitly suggestive of an already ‘living option’ of cosmopolitanism.
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of such lived social contexts, nor the inevitable emergence of a post-state cosmopol-
itan community.82 Contrary to the populist preoccupation with state and nation,
anchoring progressive foreign policy in everyday ideas of community thus requires
an acceptance that the boundaries of such communities are themselves fluid and
permeable.

The politics of the populist moment provides an empirical illustration of the ten-
sion between the continued salience of the national community as a boundary of
ethical concern, and the myriad of other forms of identity, solidarity, and commu-
nity to which individuals may be connected. However, rather than identifying this
as something that needs to be suppressed, tamed, or resolved, the pluralist approach
recognizes this as a normal condition of communal life. This can be best navigated
through dynamic ethical practice – committed to continual contestation and self-
critique, without aspiration to an idealized end state or convergence around
grand normative frameworks.83 For ‘post-universalistic’ forms of cosmopolitanism,
rather than framing a cosmopolitan future as a knowable end-state, defined by uni-
versal values, cosmopolitanism is similarly rendered as a dynamic process of dia-
logic or conversation-based ethical engagement between self and other.84 This
process creates space for new sites of ethical obligation and shared values to emerge,
running alongside, but not necessarily in tension with traditional connections to
the state or national community. Although the precise renderings of dynamic eth-
ical practice differ between ‘revived’ English School pluralists, pragmatists, and
post-universalistic cosmopolitans, clear shared commitments are evident – to the
importance of concrete lived experiences and communities as loci of ethical life,
to radical inclusivity in political decision-making, to critical self-reflection on
one’s own identity and situatedness, and to an openness to change through a pro-
cess of ethical engagement where the outcomes are not pre-ordained.

Focussing on community and dynamic ethical practice offers important tools for
responding to the challenge of populist nationalism to solidarist international soci-
ety. It allows recognition of the disconnections between the emotional legitimacy of
familiar forms of community and identity, and the expansion of supranational gov-
ernance and transborder ethical consciousness. However, these approaches simul-
taneously recognize the fluidity of communal identity and reject the monolithic
rendering of the national ‘we’ – a homogenous national community with a unified
sense of national interest – articulated by populist nationalism. The idea of commu-
nity and ethics as things that are practiced dynamically creates openings for a ‘plur-
alist path to a solidarist world politics’. Rather than a solidarist international society
conceived as an end-state, pursuing a pluralist path involves conceiving it as a con-
tinual process of developing and maintaining connections between an expanding
trans-national normative horizon, and everyday-lived experiences, identities, and
community links. At the same time, where the revived pluralist, pragmatist, and
post-universalistic cosmopolitan approaches are significantly less clear, is how
they might translate into the policy and practice of the state. How might their com-
mitments – to a focus on ethics as rooted in everyday (though intrinsically fluid)
understandings of communal life, and a dynamic practice of dialogue and ethical

82Hoover 2016, 133. 83Hoover 2016, 137–71; Macdonald and Macdonald 2020.
84Linklater 1998; Shapcott 2001; Delanty 2009.
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reflexivity – come to inform progressive foreign policy? The principles of good glo-
bal statehood advanced in the next section make such a translation of these com-
mitments into a revised framework for normatively progressive foreign policy.

Enacting good global statehood
This section provides an initial formulation of the good global statehood frame-
work, as a theoretical advancement on existing formulations of good international
citizenship that responds to the challenge of populist politics. Providing two broad
principles for progressive foreign policy, its advancement on earlier conceptualiza-
tions of good international citizenship, comes in the integration of dynamic ethical
practice and the decompartmentalization of national interest, to help build a more
reliable consensus on the structures and normative values of solidarist international
society.

‘De-othering’ foreign policy: from national to transnational common interests

The aim of good global statehood is to forge a pluralist path to a more legitimate
solidarist international society. Its normative innovation is in counteracting popu-
list narratives by better connecting solidarist trajectories in international society
with divergent lived experiences, interests, and preferences at the most local level.
A first stage in the pursuit of this objective is to challenge the dichotomy within
foreign policy, between the national self, whose interests, values, and identity are
projected, and the external ‘foreign’ world towards whom such policies are directed.
This contrasts with ideas of enlightened national interest in earlier iterations of
good international citizenship, which rely on the neat rendering of separate spheres
of ethical obligation – that additional responsibilities to outsiders can be tacked
onto obligations to co-nationals.85 Ethical responsibilities are rendered as concentric
circles – with spatial proximity largely determining the depth of moral concern.86 If
the insights of ‘revived’ English School pluralists and post-universalistic cosmopoli-
tans are taken seriously, this construction underplays the extent to which community
loyalties, including those that cross borders, overlap one another, without hierarchy
of concern being necessary. For instance, foreign policy action on climate change
simultaneously involves discharging ethical responsibilities to co-nationals, to a stable
international order, to the security of the human species, and to the biosphere and
the non-human world. To regard the ‘self’ community as something that can be dis-
aggregated or prioritized in this process, is to ignore the intrinsic connections
between these sites of ethical obligation and might compromise the overall objective
of preventing environmental crisis. De-othering foreign policy as an evolutionary step
from good international citizenship to good global statehood involves conceptualiz-
ing different spheres of obligation in a non-hierarchical ethical relationship. Viewed
this way, the analytical term ‘foreign’ policy – its suggestion of dealings with that
which is foreign or alien – becomes a misnomer and a terminology shift to ‘global
policy’ better captures such a non-hierarchical relationship. In keeping with the
idea of a pluralist path to solidarist international society, this is not the erasure of dif-
ferent sites of obligation into one singular sense of moral community. It is rather a

85Gilmore 2015. 86Erskine 2008, 22–23.
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starting point for an analysis of foreign policy that accepts a deep pluralist bricolage
of interconnected, relational, and overlapping sites of interest and obligation, as more
accurately reflecting of the concrete realities of contemporary world politics than an
image of neat concentric circles that define core and peripheral ethical commit-
ments.87 De-othering foreign policy presents a forthright challenge to populist nation-
alism’s typically aggressive re-assertion of the primacy of the singular national
community, and has important implications for the continued salience of national
interest, as both a theoretical and discursive tool.

At a theoretical level, de-othering foreign policy leads good global statehood to
move from using ‘enlightened’ national interest as a central reference point for pro-
gressive foreign policy, towards a concept of transnational common interest.
Transnational common interest is premised on the understanding that spheres of
interest and ethical obligation are relational and overlapping, and that forms of com-
munity are not neatly delineated by the boundaries of the state. It is not the search for
a singular interest of humankind which, as with the homogenized national interest, is
likely to stifle pluralism. Rather, transnational common interest entails developing
and mapping connections (or disconnections) between the most localized communal
interests – for instance town, city, or other sub-national grouping – and other trans-
national sites of ethical concern and obligation in world politics. Mapping these
divergent and complex forms of ethical relation provides a means of better under-
standing points of tension in the expansion of solidarist international society and
developing a more durable consensus on a ‘world common good’.

As a discursive tool, this departure from national interest also necessitates a shift
in how interest and obligation are narrated in foreign policy. Rather than simply
attempting to ‘reclaim’ the national interest by challenging the policies and prac-
tices with which populist governments associate the national interest, progressive
foreign policies informed by good global statehood demand a radically different
narration from policy elites, of the relationship between everyday forms of ethical
community and global political processes. The objective would be to challenge the
basic premise of populist nationalists as speaking on behalf of a discrete national
community of interest, by exposing the fluidity of this same community. The suc-
cessful transition of transnational common interest from a theoretical construct to a
practical ontological tool relies not only on its narration by foreign policymakers
but also its interpellation, as recipient populations come to identify with the roles
and subject positions it creates, naturalizing them as common-sense assumptions.88

Herein lies a potential vulnerability of nascent claims regarding transnational com-
mon interest. Populist movements enjoy a significant advantage in their mobilization
of the national interest, given the enduringly powerful affective qualities of the
national community as a ‘common sense’ reference point for foreign policy. By the
same logic, the national interest can also be deployed as a coercive rhetorical device
to stifle suggestions of alternative transnational frames of reference, constructing an
artificial binary between the ‘nation’ and cosmopolitan ‘citizens of nowhere’.89

87See Bray, 2013. 88Weldes 1996, 287.
89The phrase ‘citizens of nowhere’ was (in)famously used by British Prime Minister Theresa May as a

means of marginalizing pro-European or cosmopolitan sentiment in discussions of Britain’s post-Brexit
direction (May 2016).
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Conceiving and narrating transnational common interest as a means of revitalizing
the domestic legitimacy of solidarism, thus also requires a practical methodology
for establishing it as a common-sense reference point for foreign policy.

A co-production methodology

Transnational common interest as a guiding concept in good global statehood pre-
sents distinct methodological challenges. Firstly, through what practices can trans-
national common interests be ascertained, in a way which recognizes a bricolage of
intersecting interests in pluralistic world? Secondly, how might transnational common
interests become connected with concrete lived experiences and subjectivities, and
overcome the dominant exclusionary logic of national interest as a common-sense ref-
erence point for foreign policy? An answer can found by drawing the methodology of
post-universalistic cosmopolitanism into practices of foreign policy co-production.

Post-universalistic cosmopolitanism is typified by the use of dialogic or
conversation-based approaches, which create varied sites for divergent ethical com-
munities to interact and to make connections between rooted communal lives and a
collective global ethical consciousness.90 Developing a resonant idea of trans-
national common interest in progressive foreign policy faces the challenge of
internal dissensus between fluid domestic identity communities and a more
ambiguous national ‘we’, in a similar way to challenges posed by radical ethical
divergence in international society. Consequently, dialogue as a form of dynamic
ethical practice has the adaptive potential to address the problem of ethical dissen-
sus both within national communities, as well as between them. Within good global
statehood, this is translated into a co-production methodology, which involves
opening out foreign policy development and the dialogues through which it is
formed, to a wider range of agents, both within and outside the state. The desired
outcome would be the development of foreign policy commitments in pursuit of
transnational common interests, which both resonate with day-to-day lived experi-
ences and subjectivities, and are more critically attuned to pluralism in world pol-
itics. Domestic publics of limited membership remain highly significant for foreign
policy, as sources of democratic legitimacy. However, the lived realities of these
domestic publics involve frequent and often banal interactions with a larger trans-
national public sphere, one which has already demonstrated its potential as a basis
for political engagement and action beyond the confines of the state system.91

Advanced communications technologies and the internet in particular, have
allowed for the emergence of new communities of both discourse and political
action and, in doing so, created new forms of political subjectivity and new
modes of citizenship.92 Incorporating these nodes of connection in practices of
co-production would allow progressive foreign policymaking to acknowledge the
importance of geographically localized identities, without ceding to the populist
refocussing on the primacy of exclusionary and neatly compartmentalized national
communities.

These nodes of connection are not tidy cosmopolitan spaces produced by the
gradual expansion of liberal solidarist norms, but a much messier pluralist space

90See Linklater 1998; Shapcott 2001. 91Castells 2008; Fraser 2008; Narayan 2016; Frega 2017.
92Isin and Ruppert 2015.
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woven together by new digital communications technologies.93 Diasporic commu-
nities, radical Islamist movements, pro-democracy/anti-authoritarian protesters,
environmental activists, and far right groups, amongst many others, inhabit a
sphere of dialogue and action that overspills territorial borders.94 On the one
hand, this messy pluralist environment creates greater possibility for resistance
and transgression, undermining the linear movement towards solidarist inter-
national society, directed by states via conventional diplomatic channels.95 On
the other hand, it simultaneously creates openings for the co-production of foreign
policy that might generate a solidarism made more legitimate by its fuller connec-
tion to lived forms of political community, identity, and ethical consciousness.

Foreign policy co-production necessitates states developing practices that can
engage more directly with publics both within and transecting the borders of
their state. In a messy, pluralist environment, this process lends itself to an agonistic
approach and situational ethics, engaging with and embracing, rather than seeking
to sanitize its contestation, contingency, and plurality.96 Embracing ongoing con-
testation suggests that foreign policy co-production would necessarily be a continu-
ously evolving and a perpetually unfinished discussion, where consensus may not
always be reached. Similarly, the precepts of post-universalistic cosmopolitanism
also emphasize the radically inclusive membership of dialogic communities, sug-
gesting that all whose interests stand to be affected by a global political issue
have the right to be included.97 This presents an immediate practical difficulty
for states attempting to develop coherent global policy. A radical democratic
ethos of a continuously evolving and never-ending discussion, taking place amongst
a dialogic community of potentially vast membership, is likely to be impractical.
Co-production within good global statehood must therefore inevitably be truncated,
both in terms of those brought into the policymaking process and the parameters of
the discussion. For the purposes of developing a sense of transnational common
interest, such a truncated and non-ideal co-productive process may in fact be suf-
ficient. Although limited to below ideal levels of membership and scope, necessarily
imperfect co-productive mechanisms still stand to counteract the anti-elite senti-
ment of populism, by creating a stronger feeling, amongst larger sections of the
public, of being represented in foreign policy and the future direction of solidarist
international society. Nevertheless, this raises important questions of where the
parameters for inclusion and exclusion, and the scope of the discussion might be
set. There are risks of over-representing sections of transnational publics, who
might be already well-engaged with specific policy areas, or with specific forms
of expert knowledge. The onus on practitioners of good global statehood must
therefore be to work constantly towards shaping the parameters and platforms
for dialogue towards ever greater inclusion, accessibility, and representativeness.

The move towards co-production, though a seemingly radical shift, already has a
foundation in contemporary state practice. The permeation of foreign policy

93Lemke and Habegger 2018.
94The Arab Spring uprisings of 2011, the Islamic State insurgency, novel forms of environmental activ-

ism (e.g. Extinction Rebellion or Greta Thunberg’s school strikes), or the Alt-right all represent forms of
transgressive, digitally enabled movements that transect state borders.

95Lemke and Habegger 2018, 306–09.
96Connolly 1991; Hoover, 2016; Lowndes and Paxton, 2018. 97Linklater 1998, 96.
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production by a wider range of actors – to parliaments, coalition partners, and private
interests/lobby groups – is already well-established across Western democracies.98

Broader trends of deliberative democracy and participatory governance are also evi-
dent in domestic spheres of public policy, with potentially significant promise in
opening channels for foreign policy co-production. The mobilization of ‘mini-
publics’ – a representative, randomly selected group of citizens, brought together
to discuss an issue of public concern – in the form of deliberative panels, forums,
or citizens assemblies, has become an increasingly common means of enhancing
public engagement with policy debates.99 The Republic of Ireland has become a not-
able example of the formal institutionalization of deliberative democratic process
through the creation of the Citizens’ Assembly (An Tionόl Saoránach). The 2016–
18 Assembly played a significant role laying the groundwork for the 2018 referendum
on constitutional changes to repeal the ban on abortion in Ireland.100 Such forms of
deliberative democracy are typically limited to internal publics and issues of more
localized concern. However, there is no intrinsic reason why these practices could
not be extended both to address foreign policy formulation and widened to include
non-citizens, as a practical step in realizing a pluralist path to a more legitimate soli-
darist international society. Indeed, the construction of an inclusive deliberative plat-
form for foreign policy development at the state level would mark an intermediate
stage between domestic citizens assemblies and more ambitious visions of a delibera-
tive global citizens assembly within the UN system.101 In keeping with the normative
direction of solidarist international society, a deliberative forum for foreign policy
co-production with trans-national membership provides a means of advancing a
cosmopolitan-minded outlook in state conduct, without necessarily moving towards
a more fully fledged world society.

Mechanisms for individual states to engage more directly with transnational
publics have already been demonstrated in contemporary world politics, albeit
without the co-productive intent required for the radical democratization of foreign
policy. The evolution of public diplomacy, in an era of mass communication, repre-
sents one such empirical manifestation of new communicative conduits between
states and foreign publics.102 Practices of public diplomacy have been influenced
significantly by advances in communications technology, social media, Web 2.0,
and the movements of (global) public opinion ‘made up of turbulences of informa-
tion in diversified media system’.103 ‘New’ approaches to public diplomacy have
sought to move it beyond soft power generation and nation branding, towards a
mode of interaction that involves a two-way mode of dialogic communication
between the state and foreign publics.104 Although less well-established than formal
modes of inter-state diplomacy, dialogue-based public diplomacy illustrates an
existing practice of world politics through which states might engage in foreign pol-
icy co-production with globally connected publics. In keeping with the theme of
‘de-othering’ foreign policy, the principal shift required would be to conceive

98See Davidson 2009; Cantir and Kaarbo 2012; Brummer and Thies 2015; Raunio and Wagner 2017.
99Grönlund et al. 2014; Macq and Jacquet 2021; Curato et al. 2022.
100Citizens Assembly 2017; Suiter 2018. 101Dryzek et al. 2011; Vlerick 2020.
102See Melissen 2005; Cowan and Arsenault 2008; Comor and Bean 2012; Cull 2013; Kragh and Åsberg

2017. 103Castells 2008, 86. 104Melissen 2005, 18; Riordan 2005; Goff 2015.
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dialogic public diplomacy as a practice that is not solely directed towards ‘foreign’
publics, but one that would also incorporate publics within the state and the issues,
identities, and communities that straddle national borders.

Nascent examples of the kinds of transborder deliberative and dialogic practices
that reflect the co-productive intent of good global statehood have also already
become apparent, most notably in the spheres of global governance and trans-
national environmental politics. Although not directly linked to the production
of national foreign policy, the EU Conference on the Future of Europe demonstrates
a clear effort by an organization embodying the expansion of solidarist inter-
national society, to develop new forms of legitimacy through transborder delibera-
tive democratic practices. The Conference used a multilingual digital platform and a
series of ‘European citizens panels’ consisting of 800 randomly selected European
citizens, to develop proposals on future European policy on the economy, democ-
racy, and values, climate change and the EU’s role in the world. The input from
these deliberative platforms was fed into a plenary conference discussion, involving
representatives from the European Parliament, the European Council, European
Commission, national Parliaments, and the citizens panels, which in turn yielded
49 proposals for the future development of the Union.105 Although this initiative
was not framed explicitly as a response to the challenge of populist politics, it
reflects a clear effort to reconnect the politics of the EU with its citizens in the
wake of Brexit and ongoing hostility from populist parties in mainland Europe.
It demonstrates the ability to develop more inclusive modes of policy development
across state borders, though the inside–outside distinctions amongst participants
are softened by the EU’s parallel framework of common European citizenship.
Similar efforts to develop more legitimate and locally rooted modes of solidarism
are also evident in the formation of the ‘Global Citizens Assembly’ for the
COP26 climate change conference in November 2021. One hundred people selected
by lottery from across the world, met as part of a five-block series of meetings
before, during and after COP26, presenting a range of proposals to the conference
and reviewing progress made.106 Although the Global Citizen’s Assembly was
framed more explicitly as a bottom-up project, rather than something devised by
a state or international organization, it again demonstrates the potential for devel-
oping an inclusive dialogic or deliberative community across state borders.

The co-productive methodology of good global statehood can ultimately generate
a diverse and context-specific range of possible practical manifestations, using digital
technologies to bridge geographic and linguistic divides. Whatever the specific imple-
mentation of co-creation, crafting a pluralist path to a more substantively legitimate
solidarist world politics is the normative goal. At the same time, the embrace of the
contestation and uncertainty intrinsic to a process of co-production means that the
thicker systems of shared norms and values that it may generate for a solidarism of
tomorrow, may look considerably different to the liberal solidarist order of today.

Conclusion
The ‘populist moment’ of the mid-late 2010s has unsettled assumptions about the
future evolution of solidarist international society, where moral concern might

105Conference on the Future of Europe 2022. 106See https://globalassembly.org/.
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cross state borders and ever more comprehensive systems of rules and norms are
used to address pertinent planetary problems. The anti-elite narratives of populist
politics provide a significant challenge to facets of globalization and established
modes of global governance that are characteristic of solidarist international society.
The emergent cosmopolitan-mindedness in state practice also associated with soli-
darism has similarly been challenged by a populist nationalist discourse often
emphasizing the supremacy of the national community as a point of ethical respon-
sibility and suspicion of outsiders.

Problematically, the various electoral breakthroughs of populist movements have
revealed the fragility of the consensus on solidarist international society, within
those same states that have acted as the bulwark for this agenda. Populist politics
has drawn heavily on a sense of disconnection, between everyday lives and political
‘elites’, both domestic and transnational. The future evolution of solidarist inter-
national society continues to be contingent on the perennial concern of expanding
consensus internationally. However, concern must also be directed towards build-
ing stronger legitimacy amongst domestic publics, for progressive foreign policies
that seek to augment solidarist international society.

This article has sought to contribute to the theoretical debate within the English
School, firstly by mapping out this challenge posed by populist politics to the evo-
lution of solidarist international society. However, its secondary contribution is in
advancing the concept of good global statehood, as a means of working towards a
more legitimate and ultimately stable solidarism. It builds upon the debate on good
international citizenship, but identifies the limitations of the compartmentalized
understanding of national interest evident in earlier iterations of the concept and
the relative inattention given to the need for internal consensus on progressive for-
eign policy.

Good global statehood acknowledges the emotional legitimacy enjoyed by famil-
iar ‘traditional’ forms of community, the state, and the everyday contexts within
which individuals are embedded, combined with the simultaneous recognition
that individuals are located within multiple community contexts, often transecting
the borders of the state. As a basis for foreign policy, the populist appeal to the pri-
macy of the national community and its interests is premised on an impoverished
rendering of the complexity of community identities and a sphere of ethical respon-
sibility too limited to address pressing problems threatening humankind and the
planetary biosphere. The theoretical advance of good global statehood is in the
more explicit concern given to navigating the tensions between diverse lived experi-
ences and spheres of moral community, effectively pursuing a ‘pluralist path to a
solidarist international order’ when developing progressive foreign policy.

Rather than relying on a rendering of ‘enlightened national interest’, where over-
seas ethical concerns are ‘bolted on’ to pre-existing national interests, good global
statehood is premised on the ‘de-othering’ of foreign policy, rejecting the assump-
tion of an internally coherent national interior that can be ethically detached from
the foreign ‘other’. As communities of interest, sites of ethical responsibility and
vulnerabilities to common threats transect state boundaries, the distinctiveness of
the ‘nation’ as a reference point and its usefulness in crafting a foreign policy
agenda becomes less clear. ‘De-othering’ foreign policy thus invites the reconsider-
ation of national interest as a useful ontological category, and a shift is made
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towards a conception of transnational common interest – a bricolage of different
intersecting interests which might form the basis for a more legitimate solidarism.
Ascertaining such a transnational common interest and developing stronger con-
nections between solidarist internal society and everyday lives, could be achieved
through a co-production methodology for progressive foreign policy. Using dialogic
and deliberative approaches to open up the process of foreign policy development
to those traditionally excluded, co-production offers the possibility of forging more
legitimate norms and institutions of solidarist international society, amongst pub-
lics both within and across state borders.
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