Calls to repair fit within a political project of methodological cosmopolitanism.  To be a nation-state means to be an international political body suggesting it is appropriate to discuss global issues contextually, ie. Understanding the legacy of slavery in America means understanding America’s role in the global system of racial capitalism.
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However,  listening  to  the  agents’  normative  claims  does  not  imply  that  we  should  necessarily  endorse  these  claims.  Moreover,  marginalised  agents  may  have competing claims: dominated groups are not univocal. Therefore, from a methodological perspective, critical republicanism’s diagnosis and formulation of such injustices requires close collaboration between normative theory on one hand and sociological, juridical and historical empirical analyses on the other. Sociological, legal and historical examination is necessary to explore and expose the reality of the domination actually experienced by actors in different spheres as well as the specific dimension of idealisation in all our normative ideals.18 In Cécile  Laborde’s  terms,19  critical  republicanism,  if  it  indicates  sustaining  the  priority  of  injustice  and  working  toward  non-domination,  has  to  test  ‘official’  republican  norms  or  ideals  against  empirical  facts  to  demonstrate  how  these  ideals were genealogically constructed and how they sometimes sociologically as factors in oppression or exclusion. Moreover, I suggest that such a critical republican theory leads us to a specific understanding  of  some  global  issues  that  are  distinctively  ‘international.’  This  is  different  from  current  dominant  paradigms  —  in  particular,  from  the  ‘methodological  nationalism’  adopted  by  the  tenants  of  what  Laborde  labels  ‘official  republicanism,’20  as  well  as  from  what  David  Miller  refers  to  as  ‘strong  cosmopolitanism.’21  Following  Isabelle  Delpla,  I  propose  to  name  this  form  of  non-individualistic  methodological  cosmopolitanism  ‘methodological  internationalism.’22  It  implies  both  that  states  remain  primary  agents  of  international  justice  (they  matter  for  historical  reasons)  and  that  they  should  prima  facie  be  understood  as  international  entities  operating  within  the  framework   of   international   law.   This   view   retains   from   methodological   nationalism the idea that nation-states are fundamental agents of global justice. However, it agrees with methodological cosmopolitanism as it recognises that states  are  inherently  embedded  in  an  international  system  of  norms.  Nation-states  are  part  of  an  international  order  that  has  foreign  policy  implications:  other   states,   or   international   institutions   and   organisations,   inevitably   influence their internal decisions. More significantly, however, methodological internationalism  highlights  that  international  circumstances  are  an  essential  part of the domestic ‘circumstances of politics’ where we assess which principles of  justice  should  structure  our  social  settings  and  institutions.  Principles  of  justice  always  have  both  national  and  international  implications  —  there  is  nothing like a strictly domestic principle of justice. The significance of nation-states in matters of justice can thus be both acknowledged and deeply revised: to be a nation-state means to be an international political body. Such    methodological    internationalism    has    two    important    epistemic    consequences. First, it becomes not only possible but also appropriate to discuss global  issues  contextually.  The  meaning  and  significance  of  global  political  problems vary according to the perspective adopted, the public culture and the social norms of the political entity in which they are framed. This suggests that no  political  issue  can  simply  be  envisaged  as  a  domestic  issue  and  injustices  in  redistribution,  recognition  or  representation  always  have  an  international dimension.23 Second, such an approach pleads for a dynamic — transitional — self-understanding of political entities. It recognises that even those republican polities,  such  as  France,  that  view  themselves  as  essentially  close-bounded  and homogenous communities, have created this representation of themselves in  an  actively  promoted  domestic  political  myth,  which  involved  denying  their  inherently  international  character.  In  official  republicanism,  our  core  national  identity  is  supposed  to  have  emerged  ‘from  within’  the  nation  rather  than  primarily  from  (a  constant  interaction  with)  international  norms  and  procedures. Hence, identifying the nation-state as a constitutively international entity could lead us to support the view of the French republic as a more open and pluralist body: it promotes the possibility of an effective change in the self-representation  of  French  national  identity.  This  endeavour  is,  in  contrast  to  official republicanism, an important challenge for critical republicanism. For  these  methodological  reasons,  I  suggest  that  the  effort  to  prioritise  injustices,  coupled  with  a  focus  on  their  meaning  in  specific  contexts  whose  national character is already international, can prove to be a heuristically useful manner  of  grasping  global  justice  issues.  Such  contextualised  theorisation  allows us to develop a better understanding and more precise account of how new forms of injustice emerge from certain socio-historical relations within and across polities and how these are framed in situated languages or grammars that reveal the tension between their supposedly national, and really international, character. The ‘Official Republican’ Perspective on ReparationsReparations  for  colonial  slavery  have  recently  been  prominent  in  the  French  public  sphere.  The  demand  for  reparations  appeared  both  as  part  of  an  international  trend,  precipitated  by  the  UNESCO  World  Conference  Against  Racism  in  Durban  in  2001,  where  African  and  Caribbean  delegations  set  the  agenda  on  reparations,  and  in  the  national  context  of  the  (first)  ‘Taubira  law’  (2001)24  which  recognised  slavery  and  the  slave  trade  as  ‘crimes  against  humanity.’  The  activist  group  Conseil  Représentatif  des  Associations  Noires  (CRAN) called for a national debate on reparations in 2012 and 2013. Although this was rejected by the French state,25 it was largely publicised in the media; however, it aroused both misunderstanding and opposition.26 Reparations are perceived as an expression of the ‘memory war’27 that has been raging in France since  the  late  1990s  and  was  particularly  virulent  in  2005–2006  after  the  so-called  ‘riots’  in  the  suburbs  of  Paris.  This  war  is  all  the  more  acute  because  it  affects the national identity narrative, in which unity and coherency is perceived to  be  threatened  due  to  colonial  fracture  and  the  possible  recognition  of  a  criminal past.
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