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Globalists and Nationalists


The world has become small not only on the map, but also in the minds of men. All around the world there are some ideas which millions and millions of men hold in common, almost as much as if they lived in the same town.

Wendell Willkie, One World (1943)



Globalists and nationalists are generally seen as sworn enemies. Globalists tend to stress the interdependence between countries, the benefits of close cooperation and the commonalities between all humans. Nationalists usually focus on the duty that citizens of each country have to each other. Neither position is inherently irrational but, as the political stakes of each have been raised, these terms have become at the same time badges of honour for one side of the debate and terms of abuse for the other.

The truth is that globalism and nationalism have far more in common than their respective champions like to admit. Nationalism as we know it is a thoroughly modern phenomenon. It arose in Europe in the late-eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and proved so successful that it was actively adopted across the world. It is based on the claim, embodied in the French Revolution, that all men are equal and should be governed by people who represent them, in their best interests. Nationalism was therefore an inclusive process far more than it was an exclusive one; its intention was to move from a position where the state was owned by a set of powerful monarchs and aristocrats with hereditary claims to one in which sovereignty lay with the people themselves.1

If the people were sovereign, precisely where did each sovereign people start and end? Nationalists argued that each state should embrace a natural grouping of humanity, known as a ‘nation’.2 This alignment between the nation (a natural grouping of people) and the state (the land and people controlled by a single government) would create nation-states – bundles of sovereignty, administration and collective will, stitched together by a common history and a shared destiny. This was the promise that made nationalists so popular as they conjured nation-states from the debris of empires, kingdoms and principalities on every continent.

Where to draw the boundaries of each nation was far from straightforward. Do the speakers of each language form a nation? If so, how to tell a distinct language from a mere change in dialect? What role should geography play? What of religion? Can a state turn its people into a coherent nation through policies of assimilation, or must we redraw the political map to align borders with existing cultural units?

Far from being narrow-minded, nationalists were often ambitious in defining their group. Bolivarian revolutionaries in South America and Arab nationalists in the Middle East and North Africa sought to create single nation-states for those who spoke the same language across huge geographical areas. Swiss and Yugoslavian nationalists sought to create nation-states for people living near to each other but divided by language and religion. Some, including many of the early leaders in the French Revolution, saw no boundaries to the nation other than humanity itself. The French National Assembly in the 1790s accepted members from any country, and the wars France waged between 1792 and 1815 were justified on the premise that all men should enjoy the freedoms they had arrogated to themselves.

The most inclusive versions of the nation failed not for want of ambition but in the harsh reality of implementation. Spanish South America ended up as nine separate states; the Arab ‘nation’ currently houses twenty-two; Switzerland held together while Yugoslavia did not. But where nation-states were successfully created they represented perhaps the most inclusive, egalitarian and emancipatory political development in history. Serfs were liberated, monarchs were unseated or constrained and the ancient privileges of the aristocracy fell away. In their place, entirely new conceptions of people and government were introduced. This was not always democratic but at least it claimed to be representative.

Nations created powerful stories and icons of common identity that tapped into deep wells of emotion in the human psyche. Perhaps for the first time in history it became commonplace for the mass of the population to be prepared to sacrifice their lives, if necessary, not for their family, village, lord or king but for the millions of other people represented by their nation. The significance of that change was highlighted by Goethe, who described the Battle of Valmy, which he personally witnessed in 1792, as heralding ‘a new epoch in the history of the world’.3 A ragtag French army had held off the better-trained and better-equipped Prussians, apparently due to their greater patriotism. The French were heard throughout the battle to shout ‘Vive la Nation!’, the first time that an army had ever explicitly fought for that idea.4

The central charge against nationalism, then, that it is narrow-minded and exclusionary, is wrong. Nationalism is at its heart a project to bring people together in common cause. This is nowhere better summed up than in the life of the intellectual father of European nationalism, Giuseppe Mazzini, who was instrumental in the creation of the Italian nation-state but also inspired nationalist movements across the rest of Europe. For Mazzini, building the nation was merely the first step towards ‘the universal association of the peoples’. He believed that ‘every people is … bound to constitute itself a nation before it can occupy itself with the question of humanity’.5

Current nationalist movements can be just as inclusive. Scottish nationalists claim that the people of Scotland will benefit from no longer being part of the United Kingdom. They claim that their common history and a political consensus which is more left-leaning than that of England mean that they are a more natural unit of government as a separate state. Whatever the rights or wrongs of that argument, this is not an exclusionary or racist nationalism. There is no question of Muslim, Sikh or other ethnic-minority Scots being excluded from the new nation-state they are proposing to build. The Scottish government has a policy of welcoming immigrants (whom they call ‘new Scots’), a school curriculum that emphasizes ‘global citizenship’, and has fought hard to keep Scotland inside the European Union.

We need to move away from the idea that nationalism is synonymous with anti-globalism, narrow-mindedness and racism. Historically, it is a scheme for uniting people by mapping modern government over the primeval human instinct to be an active member of a well-defined group. Nationalism has always left open the question of how broad that group can be. If the symbols of nationalism are being captured by anti-globalists, narrow-minded people and racists, we need to ask why.

And what of globalists? Are they merely rootless cosmopolitans with loyalty to no one but themselves? Certainly not the intellectual father of modern globalism, Immanuel Kant. Among his several propositions was that a single world government should be devised to ensure fairness and justice for all humans. But this globalist was a thoroughly rooted man who never once left his hometown of Königsberg. More importantly, he believed simultaneously in ‘world patriotism and local patriotism’, and said that ‘both are required of the cosmopolitan’.6

Most globalists today are in the model of Kant. A broad social survey of 45,000 people in various countries reveals that the majority (56 per cent) of those who ‘agree strongly’ that they are ‘citizens of the world’ are also ‘very proud’ of their country.7 By this measure, globalists displayed about the same level of patriotism as anti-globalists (of those who ‘disagreed strongly’ that they were ‘citizens of the world’, 58 per cent were ‘very proud’ of their country). The people who were least likely to be ‘very proud’ of their country were neither globalists nor anti-globalists but rather those who ‘neither agreed nor disagreed’ about global citizenship. Of them, only 35 per cent were ‘very proud’ of their country. This suggests that patriotism is not weakened by adding a layer of a globalist identity but rather by apathy about the world in general.

This result may sound strange at first, especially when set beside anti-globalist rhetoric. Theresa May famously told Britons that ‘if you think you are a citizen of the world, you are a citizen of nowhere’.8 How can it be that globalists are just as proud of their country as anti-globalists? Research into social cohesion bears out the finding. Political scientist Robert Putnam has shown that having an affinity with people from a wide range of groups increases the chances we will have relationships with people in our own group. For example, he found that, in the US, white people who have more non-white friends also tend to have more white friends.9

If we put aside contemporary political wrangling to think instead about the real people that we know, this makes sense. Are people who care most about the world uninterested in the state of their own country? Do people who give to international charities think it is wrong or unimportant to donate to local causes? Do people who have a strong sense of belonging to family or local community organizations ignore national politics and international affairs?

In my own life I have seen how local and international identities can reinforce each other. As I started out on my career, Iraq, the country of my father’s birth, which I had never visited, was racked by civil war following the 2003 invasion. Moved by that tragedy, I decided to dedicate myself to trying to ameliorate conditions in the Middle East, focusing on education reform. But soon my thoughts turned to how I could use that experience to further social justice in the UK. Even now, my day job focuses on development in the Middle East, but I spend much of my spare time working on the school in North London that I co-founded alongside a group of other educationalists. My work abroad has increased both my ability and my desire to ensure that British children get a good education.

There is nothing unusual in my story. But sometimes globalists have internalized the criticism against us. One American philanthropy executive I interviewed for this book gave me a mea culpa – she felt that she and other internationally minded people were not sufficiently focused on local problems. As we continued our conversation, it emerged that she gave money to local charities, took an interest in local politics, would be happy to pay higher taxes and was an active member of her school’s parent–teacher association. Not bad for a rootless cosmopolitan.

Instead of thinking of globalists as people who are devoid of any specific identity, we need to understand that they are as much prone to the tug of belonging as any nationalist. They are increasingly bound into a global community by the same forces that created nationalism. That has the potential to add another, powerful identity on top of the ones we already hold.

The idea of a single community of humankind is nothing new. A cosmopolitan strain of thinking has for more than 2,000 years suggested the possibility of all humans being part of a single community of citizens. Buddhism, beginning in the fifth century BC, was perhaps the first belief system to offer itself as universally applicable. In the Mediterranean basin, the first true cosmopolitans were the Romans, who were the first expanding state to welcome conquered peoples into their community on an equal footing as citizens. By 212, the Emperor Caracalla had granted Roman citizenship to every free man living in the empire, which, for its inhabitants, covered the great majority of the known world.10 The mass religions which arose from the ashes of Rome – Christianity and Islam – inherited this cosmopolitan mindset. Unlike the place-based religions which came before them, they held out the promise for all humans to become part of the same community. Much later, Marxism offered a different kind of salvation, and unity, for all humans.

All these previous attempts to unify humanity have failed to do so because the conditions for success were not in place. Despite their powerful appeal, each came up against communities who refused to adopt their system and could not be forced to do so. Even among those who opted in, political unity could not be forever maintained.

These globalist schemes operated at a time when people and ideas circulated much more slowly and within a narrower radius. They used many of the tools that nationalism would adopt to create common feeling – a single uniting story, common symbols and rituals, the promise of a common destiny – but they were often too prescriptive to ensure universal adoption of the common identity which they proposed. Universal religions insist not only on the basic equality of humans but also that we worship the same god. Marxism requires not only that ‘workers of the world unite’ but also that they all agree that ‘property is theft’. Nationalism holds so much uniting promise because it need not be prescriptive. Its only premise is that we believe we belong together.

Nationalism succeeded in reshaping society not just because it was a nice idea but also because four essential changes were taking place all over the world. These changes were brought about by the Industrial Revolution, meaning that nationalism spread alongside industrialized modernity, starting in Western Europe in the eighteenth century then moving through the rest of Europe and the Americas in the late-eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and across Asia and Africa in the late-nineteenth and early-twentieth centuries as the conditions necessary for its success also spread. What is new in our era is that, since the late-twentieth century, these same four forces are now reorganizing societies on a truly global basis. That is increasingly creating the conditions for the idea of the global nation.

The first change is the spread of education. In pre-industrial societies, the vast majority of people worked in agriculture and were illiterate. They were born into their station in life and were not geographically or socially mobile. That allowed a small elite to rule over a diverse set of populations, each of which was rooted to its patch of land and did not partake in a shared national culture.

The tiny, literate, mobile elite often had an identity that was coterminous with the state itself, but this was not a national identity, as it was not shared with the majority of the people. Thus, for example, the educated elites of the pre-industrial Ottoman Empire frequently felt like Ottomans but most of the people they ruled did not.11 They identified as Maronites or Muslims, Bulgars or Baghdadis, tribesmen or farmers.12

Even when there was no significant cultural difference between the rulers and the ruled, as in Russia, elites chose to create them.13 The Russian Orthodox Church wrote its correspondence in an ancient Slavic language (Church Slavonic), which the common people could not understand, while the government of Tsar Peter the Great was conducted primarily in French.

Mass education changed this dynamic. As the economy diversified away from agriculture, there was a need for more people with a basic education. This created a reading public with more social mobility and whose cultural horizons were at least as broad as the state in which they lived, if not broader. Now that they were able to participate in high culture, they were far less likely than their rural ancestors to accept an entirely dislocated ruling elite.

Where mass education took off, nationalism followed. In Prussia, literacy rates rose from 15 per cent in 1770 to 40 per cent in 1830.14 As we saw in the last chapter, this was the period during which the idea of a German nation changed from being something unthinkable to a concrete reality. In the Arab world, literacy and nationalism came much later. In the 1920s, when Arab nationalism was no more than a minority sport, literacy across the region was no more than 20 per cent, but between the 1920s and the 1950s school enrolment soared, creating a literate public.15 The 1950s then saw a wave of nationalist sentiment that brought down governments in various Arab countries.

Today, education has spread globally. In 1970, three quarters of Nigerians, two fifths of Chinese and a third of Brazilians had received no schooling. Now, over 90 per cent of the world’s children of primary-school age are in the classroom. As a result, the proportion of humans who can read and write has risen from just 42 per cent in 1960 to 85 per cent in 2014.

While education is most often delivered by individual nation-state governments, it is increasingly a global exercise. International league tables, such as PISA and TIMSS, are creating pressure for each country to learn from better performers, adopting their curricula and teaching methods.fn1 This is not only a process that takes knowledge from rich countries to poor countries. Britain has adopted the Singaporean method of teaching mathematics.16 Increasingly, there is a global standard of what people are expected to learn in mathematics, science and, crucially, language.

The second factor that prepared the ground for nationalism was the development, aided by the spread of education, of a common national language. We take for granted today that there is a single language called French, another called Russian, another called Japanese, and so on. But this was not the situation at the dawn of the Industrial Age. Agricultural societies, with their geographically rooted communities, had a proliferation of dialects, which blended into each other as one travelled from village to village. This made drawing national boundaries even more arbitrary.17

Where mass education was remaking the minds of citizens, academics and bureaucrats were able to codify and promulgate a national language, normally based on the dialect of the culturally dominant group: Tuscan in Italy, Mandarin (literally, the ‘language of the officials’) in China, the Edo (Tokyo) dialect in Japan. Those dialects that did not attain the status of a national language would survive, at least at first, but were relegated to a subordinate position, excluded from literature, official business and polite society.

The creation of a single official language in which growing numbers of people were literate enabled the transformation of identity on the national level. This did not require universal adoption of the new lingo. In Italy at the dawn of nationalism, only 5 per cent of Italians are thought to have spoken what was to become their national language.18 When nationalism gained traction in Germany in the early nineteenth century, there were less than half a million readers of the literary language out of a population of around 25 million.19 But because these languages presented themselves as an indispensable route to advancement, they spread rapidly, bringing with them an increasingly unified identity.

India today presents an example of this process when only half complete. English, and increasingly Hindi, are official linguae francae that help to bind more educated Indians into a shared identity. However, pronounced linguistic diversity remains. It is not a surprise, then, that Indian national identity exists but is less pronounced than in many other countries.

Today, linguistic convergence is a worldwide phenomenon. English is now thought to be understood by around a quarter of all people. Almost as many speak Mandarin, but the role played by English is very different. Elites everywhere are expected to have at least a minimal grasp of English, as are those who work in service industries with an international clientele, from taxi drivers in major cities to workers in call centres. That is not just so that they can communicate with Americans, Brits or Australians. In a large proportion of global conversations conducted in English, none of the participants are native speakers.20

Even as the economic and political heft of English-speaking countries wanes, the appetite to learn English is holding up. That is because speaking the first-ever global lingua franca affords concrete advantages. The Chinese government ensures that basic English is mastered by every single one of the 9.4 million Chinese students who sit the Gaokao university-entrance examinations each year.21

This linguistic convergence is offering the possibility of a stronger globalist identity. Soon, technology may complete the trick. As Nicholas Ostler has argued, English is the first global language but might well be the last.22 Artificial intelligence may soon allow us to communicate with anyone without learning a common language, as software seamlessly translates every language into our native tongue.

The third factor that powered nationalism was mass media. Now that they were literate, and increasingly shared a common language, the public in industrializing countries developed a ravenous appetite for the most advanced social media of the day – the newspaper. Thousands of printed copies of a single edition, made available simultaneously on a daily or weekly basis, allowed a wide range of people to take part in a shared narrative of unfolding events. In the history of every nationalist movement the emergence of newspapers is a central part of the story.

That does not mean that everyone read them. When the Italian nation was springing into being in the early nineteenth century, the biggest print runs of any edition were no greater than 10,000, in a population of 25 million. Even allowing for each printed copy to be read by (or read aloud to) many different people, it is unlikely that the reach of any article was ever more than a fraction of 1 per cent of the population.23 All the same, from Italy to the Arab region, in India, across colonial Africa and Southeast Asia, newspapers drove nationalist sentiment.

In this regard, the global nation is already further along than Italy was 200 years ago. Most humans now have access to a globalized material and audiovisual culture. YouTube and Facebook each have around 2 billion regular active users (as of May 2018), having both nearly doubled their reach in five years.24 Popular YouTube links can reach 1 billion views in a matter of weeks, which, even allowing that each person may have viewed the video more than once, means that perhaps upwards of 5 per cent of the human population has watched them.25 Over 1 billion people – nearly 15 per cent of humanity – are thought to have watched the FIFA World Cup Final in 2018, up from less than 400 million in 2006.26

The conventional wisdom as I write is that widespread access to social media is simply replicating and even heightening social divisions by allowing its users to reside in self-reinforcing ‘echo chambers’.27 However, several recent studies have shown this to be a myth.28 In democratizing and digitizing information, social media has not increased the polarization of politics or the prejudices of its users. Where politics has become more polarized, this is because of real differences of opinion as to how to move forward, especially following the global financial crisis of 2008. Social media, because we can watch it unfold in real time, has merely lifted the lid on the kind of polarization and misinformation that has always characterized public debate. Meanwhile, Russian attempts to influence US elections have shown that even nation-state political contests now operate on a global battlefield.

In fact, there is plenty of evidence of social media making debates more inclusive. One striking example is the #MeToo movement, a social-media-driven campaign against the sexual abuse of women that became a truly global phenomenon in 2017 and 2018. People I spoke to in China told me that this was the first campaign for social change originating outside the country to take on a meaningful and widespread presence in their country. For a global social movement to penetrate so deeply, even behind the ‘Great Firewall of China’, is a remarkable sign of the emergence of global cultural norms that transcend the imagined borders that we are frequently told separate different ‘civilizations’.

The final factor that propelled nationalism was the circulation of a growing number of businesspeople, academics and bureaucrats. Most people never left the region in which they were born, but a highly mobile, educated elite became standard bearers of nationalist ideas which could then be communicated to the increasingly literate public through mass media.29 The circulation of this growing, mobile class was powered by advances in transport technology, particularly the steam-powered railway. This started in Britain, with the first public passenger service operating between Stockton and Darlington in the North of England in 1825. What followed was a boom in mobility that transformed long-distance overland travel from being an expensive and time-consuming activity reserved for the extremely wealthy to a part of daily life for the middle classes.

Railway-passenger journeys in Britain rose from almost zero in 1840 to pass 100 million per year in the 1850s, reaching a remarkable 1.5 billion per year in the early 1900s.30 Meanwhile, railways were built across Europe from the 1840s, in India from the 1850s, and across Latin America, China and Japan from the 1870s. Where networks of railways connected networks of thinkers, traders and officials, the national idea was greatly strengthened.

Recent years have seen just such an expansion in the globally mobile elite. It is 500 years since the first ship circumnavigated the world, but the current phase of economic globalization is by far the most extensive. Not only are there more international businesspeople than ever before, they represent a broader sweep of humanity. If early globalization was led almost exclusively by Europeans and colonists of European origin, that is no longer the case, as a glance across any airport lounge quickly reveals. While academia has always been a peripatetic profession, it is now truly global, especially since the opening up of formerly communist countries and the emergence of a new middle class in Africa and Asia. China is perhaps the most important example here, having been at the centre of both changes. Until the 1980s, its academics operated in near-total isolation from most other countries. By 2016, there were 4.6 million Chinese people either studying in or having already graduated from foreign universities, of whom nearly 500,000 had PhDs.31

We now also have a global bureaucracy of unprecedented scale. The first international non-governmental organization (NGO), the International Committee of the Red Cross, was founded in 1863, but since the Second World War the growth in NGOs has been astounding. In 1950, there were fewer than 1,000 active international NGOs, but by 1975 this had risen to 5,000 and there are now over 37,000.32 The first truly global organization created by governments, the now-defunct League of Nations, was established only in 1920.33 Now, there are around 5,000 inter-governmental organizations, of which 600 have been created since the turn of the millennium.34

The number of people employed or subcontracted by the UN and properly considered part of the UN’s organizational culture is now probably between 1 million and 2 million people.35 While there is some overlap between these people and the staff of other international governmental organizations (IGOs) and of international non-governmental organizations (INGOs), it is safe to assume that the total number of people working in global organizations, both IGOs and INGOs, is a multiple of this number – meaning that global bureaucracy now comfortably reaches the low millions of people.

That these people are circulating globally is thanks to the modern equivalent of the railway – air travel. Until the late twentieth century, international travel was as much the privilege of a wealthy few as an overground trip across the country was before the invention of the railway. But air travel has grown exponentially since 1970, from just 400 million passenger journeys per year in 1970 to 2 billion in 2005 and over 4 billion today.36 Even allowing for an average of six international flights per traveller, that means that nearly one in ten people took an international flight last year.

All this shows that the monumental changes that happened within the territories we now call nation-states are for the first time operating on a global level. Previously, they transformed identities and led to a new political ideology – nationalism – which called for all the people within a territory to be treated as equal citizens under a government that represented them. It would be astounding if the change of scale of these processes from being at the level of individual countries to being entirely global did not also create a powerful shift in the way people thought about themselves and their place within society. Such a shift is indeed happening. However, just like the first time round, the results are not predictable, nor is the passage to a new form of social solidarity likely to be smooth.

Many people will be unconvinced that a global nation is possible because, despite the undeniable spread of the forces I have described (education, linguistic convergence, mass media and mobility), in present-day politics the anti-globalists seem to have the upper hand. Much has been made of the rise of narrow-minded populists in recent elections. However, there is plenty of evidence of a strengthening globalist identity. The true picture is one of polarization, with more people flocking to each side of the argument and fewer sitting in the middle.

The most powerful data on national identity come from the International Social Survey Programme (ISSP), a periodic survey of 45,000 people in 33 countries across every continent – countries which together represent over one third of the world’s population. The survey participants are broadly representative of the proportion of citizens at each education level and age bracket. The most recent ISSP data on national identity is from 2013, which was the first time a question on global citizenship was introduced.

The findings explode the idea that globalist identity is a small-scale, elitist phenomenon. When asked whether they agreed with the statement ‘I feel more like a citizen of the world than of my own country’, a quarter of respondents in the UK agreed or agreed strongly, rising to 28 per cent in the United States, 30 per cent in Japan and 36 per cent in Germany. But in India, where most respondents had limited education and wealth, fully 63 per cent said they were citizens of the world. In the Philippines, that figure was even higher, at 70 per cent. Overall, far more people in poorer countries evinced a globalist identity than in richer ones. Taking all countries together, the less well-educated respondents bought into global citizenship more than the better educated: nearly half of those with no formal schooling claimed to be global citizens, falling to 43 per cent for those who had completed primary education, and to just a quarter for those with a bachelor’s degree. By weighting each country’s results according to its population, the ISSP data implies that more than half of the world’s population say they feel like global citizens.37

The ISSP survey does not include China, a country which is likely to increasingly shape global politics. However, the Globespan World Values Survey of 20,000 people in 2016, which asked exactly the same question on global citizenship, found that globalist feeling was even stronger in China than in India. The Globespan survey also shows us that globalist identity is rising worldwide. Having asked the same question about global citizenship in eight surveys since 2001, it found that in rich countries the proportion of positive responses has flatlined, falling slightly over fifteen years from 45 per cent to 42 per cent. But in developing countries, which represent the majority of the world’s population, positive responses had surged from 44 per cent to 56 per cent in the same period. This change is likely to be driven by young people. A 2016 survey of 21,000 millennials in 186 countries found that they were most likely to define themselves as globalists, seeing themselves primarily as a ‘human’ (41 per cent of respondents) or a ‘global citizen’ (18.6 per cent). Self-definition as a citizen of their nation-state came a distant third.

Given the political climate, the flatlining of globalist identity in rich countries will not surprise anyone. But clearly something very powerful is happening in the developing world that is not being picked up by the narrative we are often fed. If 63 per cent of Indians and 70 per cent of Filipinos see themselves as citizens of the world, can it really be true that their popular elected leaders Narendra Modi and Rodrigo Duterte are part of the same phenomenon as Donald Trump, Alternative für Deutschland or the French Rassemblement National?38 The answer, of course, is that they are totally different phenomena. Chinese, Indian and Filipino assertiveness are reflections of a stance that is less deferential to the old colonial powers but is resolutely outward looking.

Even Japan, a country which shares many social and economic features with Western Europe and North America, has not turned away from the world. Its government is trying to establish a more assertive role for Japan but is doing so by arguing for a bigger role in the UN. Japan has pressed ahead with trade deals and has even called for a global solidarity tax, paid for by financiers making foreign-exchange transactions, to finance international development.39

People in Europe and North America often have a blinkered view that globalist identity is dying because it is being challenged so forcefully in their part of the world. Those challenges are serious but, as we have seen, the idea of global citizenship is still on the march.

The United Nations and other traditional elements of the global system may be under threat from populist governments but the increased opportunities for collaboration thrown up by technology are allowing people to build new systems from the bottom up. Cryptocurrency is a powerful example of this. Governments may not be willing to remove traditional forms of money from the control of nation-states, but that has not prevented the emergence of new, global forms of exchange.

Who are these masses of people that sign up to the identity of a global citizen? The truth is that the term covers a wide range of different perspectives and experiences. Most ‘global citizens’ in rich countries are university-educated, live in large, dynamic cities, travel abroad frequently and support their government giving foreign aid. They may feel part of a global movement, such as gender equality. Such people can be found in less wealthy countries like Nigeria, China and India, but there they are a tiny minority of people. So why do nearly two thirds of Indians say they are ‘global citizens’, even though most have limited education and have never travelled abroad? What is driving the less mobile and less educated Indians to see themselves as part of a global community?

It is the same factors that drove mass support for the idea of the nation when it first took hold. Despite not leaving India, they may well have migrated from the countryside to the city and become acquainted with a new set of people with different dialects and customs. They are likely to have relatives or friends who have travelled abroad and now send money back home. They may be aware of foreign investments producing jobs in their community, or perhaps foreign-aid projects from donors. With more disposable income than they had a generation ago, they use a range of foreign products, from toothpaste to fizzy drinks. All these things have engendered more awareness of the outside world and have brought a range of positive associations with them. But surely the most powerful force has been the spread of audiovisual media, which constantly presents them with stories and images from around the world.

These factors have deepened globalist identity for a huge portion of mankind. But it is important not to overestimate what this identity really means to people. Chinese academics I spoke to pointed out that the foreign students now studying at Chinese universities – a very recent phenomenon – have a very different experience than foreigners in American universities. They tend to be completely socially and physically isolated from the main body of students. This reflects a clear view that the Chinese-versus-foreigner identity is more important than their common identity as students. The same point is made more crudely by racist stereotypes of Africans on Chinese television programmes, which have portrayed people of colour in a way that was common in America in the mid-twentieth century but is seen as unacceptable there now.40 Some may associate with the term ‘global citizen’ because it brings positive connotations but may not be living out the cosmopolitan values that many of us would associate with the term.

Two other questions in the ISSP survey are revealing. In addition to their sense of global citizenship, respondents were asked how much they agree that their country ‘should follow its own interests even if that leads to conflict with other nations’ and whether ‘for certain problems, like environment pollution, international bodies should have the right to enforce solutions’.

In developing countries, where there was huge support for the idea of global citizenship, people were worryingly comfortable with conflict. Just 12 per cent in Turkey, 16 per cent in India, 27 per cent in South Africa and 40 per cent in the Philippines wanted their country to avoid conflict while pursuing its interests. This is understandable – in countries which have been less powerful over the past two centuries, the sense of belonging to a wider world is tempered by a determination to catch up with richer countries. Given the history of colonialism and conflict in many places, many people in developing countries expect that even pursuing their legitimate interests will lead to conflict. This forces us to temper our understanding of what ‘global citizenship’ means to people in those countries.

On the other hand, the responses on global-enforcement powers were surprisingly positive. A majority of respondents in every one of the thirty-three countries surveyed agreed that international bodies should be able to enforce solutions on issues like the environment. Weighting the responses by each country’s population, ISSP indicates that just over two thirds of people worldwide support giving enforcement powers to international bodies. That is a remarkable result, given how difficult it has been politically to create binding international agreements. It indicates that, in some ways, the general public is more globalist than the governments which represent them.

Of course, such a simplistic question is easy to agree with in a survey. Designing enforcement mechanisms that do not leave the citizens of some countries feeling discriminated against is quite another matter. That is especially true when we consider how many people said they would be prepared to pursue their country’s interests, even at the risk of conflict.

What we have, then, is a complex picture. We can dispense with the prevailing view in Europe and North America that globalism is dead. But how deeply ingrained this new identity is should not be overstated. A huge majority of people expressed support for at least one of the globalist identity measures I have discussed, either claiming to be a citizen of the world, wanting to avoid international conflict or supporting global enforcement. But the vast majority also have doubts about at least one of these ideas. In fact, weighting by country population, just over 5 per cent of the world (around 400 million people) supported all three measures of globalist identity.

Taking these results together, it appears that the world as a whole is in very much the same position as individual countries were at the dawn of nationalism. The economic and technological conditions for a unifying identity are in place but it has not yet coalesced in the minds of most people. Many attempts at creating national unity have failed. Others have succeeded at far too great a cost. Where nations have been built most effectively and with the least violence, it is because they have got three things right.

They have articulated an identity that is sufficiently inclusive to convince as many as possible of their prospective residents that they are part of the club and are on board with the mission. They have protected the existing institutions and identities which the people hold most dear so that the creation of the nation has not felt like the erasing of all that came before. They have presented a positive vision of how life will be better inside the new nation, pointing to concrete improvements that the national community will bring. Globalists must learn from this history and do the same.

Currently, globalist identity is not sufficiently inclusive. For too many people, it is synonymous with an imagined ‘West’ that is white, rich, democratic and capitalist. As Amartya Sen notes, ‘the champions of this reading of history tend to feel upset … by the way the West’s highly beneficial bestowal to the world is spurned and castigated by an ungrateful non-Western world’.41 For as long as this confusion of ‘global’ with ‘Western’ continues, we can expect that angry reaction to grow. History has plenty of examples of national communities which have descended into violence because they have been cast in the image of just some of the people, to the exclusion of others.42

Today, there are two kinds of reaction to the narrative of ‘Westernism’. One comes from a place of strength: increasingly powerful countries like India and China, which do not see themselves as ‘Western’, are asserting their independence from the ‘Western’ model. If globalism can be cast more broadly, this can become a debate about what kind of global community we want to create. If ‘global’ remains a synonym for ‘Western’, the risk is that competing spheres of influence emerge, to the danger of international peace and security. The other reaction comes from a position of weakness: some Muslims, feeling that the global system represents an attack on their identity, but without any obvious means to oppose it, have turned to random acts of violence as a form of generalized resistance.

Globalists have also done too little to show that they want to protect existing nation-state communities. In particular, globalism feels like a threat to many people in rich countries because globalists seem determined to fling open borders and destroy or at least weaken the nation-state. This is especially threatening to less educated people in richer countries, because their most valuable asset is their citizenship. By far the biggest factor determining the living standards of any randomly selected person is still the country in which they were born.43 Being a low-skilled citizen of the United States allows you to earn around ten times as much as an equally skilled Nigerian.44 In addition to earning power, citizens of rich democracies have the right to participate, through the electoral
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