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GLOBAL JUSTICE, GLOBAL INSTITUTIONS AND GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP

main theories of global justice coming out of the Rawlsian debate on
distributive justice. In the second section the institutional implications of
these theories of global justice are discussed and in the third section they are
linked to a discussion of conceptions of global citizenship. In conclusion it is
suggested that although we are not global citizens institutionally yet, we are
global citizens in a moral sense and therefore we have an obligation to build
global institutions that are effective in implementing the duties created by
global principles of distributive justice. Those institutions should be accoun-
table and based on democratic participation. This conception therefore differs
from a traditional notion of citizenship linked to the government of a nation-
state in at least two important respects. First, in the context of a nation-state
citizenship is based on legal rights and duties instead of on moral norms only;
and second, solidarity is mainly focused on fellow citizens of one state instead
of humanity at large.

CosMOPOLITAN VIEws OF GLOBAL JUSTICE

Recent debates on distributive justice have their origin in the publication of
John Rawls’ A Theory of Justice in 1972. The scope of justice in this debate
was one nation-state. The boundaries of the nation-state were implicitly
considered to be the boundaries of principles of distributive justice. The
debate focused on the content of the principles as defended by Rawls and on
the method of deriving those principles as the right ones for a Western
democratic society (Kukathas and Petit 1990; Daniels 1974; Barry 1973).

The Rawlsian framework for a theory of justice proposed to use a
hypothetical ‘Original Position’, where the principles of justice for the basic
institutions of society were chosen under circumstances of rough equality and
risk aversion. The people in the Original Position were assumed to be under a
veil of ignorance, which hid their knowledge of their social status in life from
them. According to Rawls, people would choose a principle of equal liberty
with all positions open to all and, second, a principle that would distribute
benefits and burdens equally to all, unless inequalities could be justified on the
grounds that they were to the advantage of the worst off in society. Implicitly,
Rawls relied on a theory of trickle down of wealth, in the sense that he foresees
that inequalities will be justified on those grounds. Talented people need
incentives to remain economically active in society and it would be to the
advantage of the worst off, according to him, to provide those incentives.
Egalitarians have criticised this position, arguing that wealth may not trickle
down automatically and incentives could be given in ways other than
monetary rewards (Baker 1987). Further criticisms ranged from external
critics disagreeing with an abstract derivation of principles of justice unrelated
to the specific traditions of a particular community to internal critics arguing
for variations in the specification of the Original Position (Mulhall and Swift
1992; Kukathas and Petit 1990).
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GLOBAL JUSTICE, GLOBAL INSTITUTIONS AND GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP

these are two good reasons why the Rawlsian principles should apply
globally.

Critics have pointed out that global interdependence cannot be the basis for
principles of global justice. There are two arguments here: one of a metho-
dological nature and one empirical (van den Anker 1999). The methodolo-
gical argument holds that principles of justice are universal in both time and
space and cannot therefore be dependent on the empirical fact of globalisation
or growing interdependence. This is sometimes argued by strictly Kantian
positions. The empirical argument holds that, despite growing interdepen-
dence, there is also growing fragmentation and increasing reliance upon
particularistic points of view that lead to conflict. For example, Brown argues
that a sense of obligation towards people across borders is not ‘something that
can be expected to emerge simply as a result of individuals and peoples coming
to have more contact with one another, because such contact need not
generate the essentially moral consciousness of common identity that is
required’ (Brown 1995a: 94). Although this empirical argument can be
answered by arguing that if the necessary moral motivation is not present
yet, the fact of interdependence could still justify moral obligations, Beitz has
revised his argument and relies in his later work on a notion of human equality
to justify principles of global justice (Beitz 1983).

Pogge arrives at similar conclusions to Beitz but his theory is different in
important respects (Pogge 1989; 1994; 1998). He gives an interpretation of
the Rawlsian framework whereby he argues that Rawls would be committed
to a global scope of justice if he took his own starting point of taking people to
be free and equal moral beings seriously. Pogge therefore holds that justice is
owed across borders and he would defend that position even if we lived in a
world of isolated nation-states. In Pogge’s view a global Original Position
would arrive at a principle for the compensation of having a lesser share of
natural resources than other countries. Yet we live in an interdependent world
and this fact makes it even clearer, according to Pogge, that justice ought to be
approached globally. The global Original Position would make the position of
the globally worst off a central concern.

Barry argues for a theory of justice as impartiality with a global scope
(Barry 1989; 1995). The main argument is that, given the motivation of all
people to justify their behaviour to others, agreement can be reached on
principles of justice by looking for those principles that cannot be reasonably
rejected by others. This theory has the advantage that there is no need for a
complicated argument specifying the Original Position. It also moves beyond
the Rawlsian assumption that justice becomes an issue only in situations
where people cooperate for mutual advantage. Therefore, in Barry’s theory
the existence of a global system of cooperation does not have to be shown for
principles of global justice to be valid.

An important criticism of cosmopolitan theories of justice is put forward
by the position of liberal-nationalism. This position holds that the duties

l6}



(A4

‘I9A9MO}] "2010Ju3 01 Jamod I3 YIIM SUODTINSUI JIUIOUOdS pue [edurjod
Jo 395 & £q dn paydeq aq 3snwr 331sn ‘SUSZIID JO SPNIILE IALOE UE PUE £II1508
[1A1S Surystmoyy e Jo aouelrodun a3 SurstuS03a1 usym uaAg “Ajerows [euosiad
JO UTEWOP Y31 UI $19)1BW JIYI0 pue sanLIeyd 03 FuiAlgd se yons saondeid [eros
Jo JuauradeInodud a3 pue suonminsul £q adusnl jo sojdounid Jo JUIWIDIOJUI
a1 usamiaq uompounsip dieys e ayew o3 jueizodun st 31 adusnf 1eqof8 jo
1x23u02 9y uf ‘pre 3uswidoraaap Surpiaoid jo aonoe1d [eroos Y3 J0U papnpoul
jou st smoqySpu souo 3unaais jo 9d1uoeid [EOS IYI “ISAIMOL] (JINT)
punj AJejouoy [eUOLBUINIU] 9Y3 pPue Jueqg P[IOA 9Y} JO SUOHEN pajiu()
a3 aY1] suonminsul [euoneueidns pue wWalsAs [OOYDS B I0 YdINYD 3y Y|
SUOIMIIISUI [BUOHBUQNS SE [[9M SB ‘UODNINSUT UE 3¢ 03 UIXE} ST JUSWUIIA0S
[EUOTIBU € 183 SUBSW SIY ], ‘S3[NI 32I0FUS UED JBY} SAIPO( 3SOYL SB PIuLfap o1
suonmusul 1ndeyd Syl Ul ‘SIXo1u0d ISYIO UI [Nyasn g Ued SIYl y3noyy
"WwolsAs [eros e ul jussaid sadmoeid [eIDOS pue S9N [[B SB SUODMINSUl
aurgap pnom a1doad ou10g *sAem [BI2AIS UT POOISISpPUN g UED SUOHMINISU]
“(e0007 Tepss[jog) snl oq 031 pasapisuod
a1e 1B} sdn-19s [euonminsul Jo a3uel oy IOLIISII O pasn 9q ued donsni
Jo souxoay) ‘syudurdduelse [euonnigsul 3uiqudsaid ueyl ISYleI 1Y) SUBIUWI
sy [, "‘pauyap se dnsnl jo sajdouird a3 Jo adods sy UMM SULIOJ [RUOTNITISUT
jo Anfean|d e 10§ WOOI ST 319 ], "UOUNINSUI JO WI0J d1dads auo yaum dn ur
AJxessadau Jou saop 3dusnl Jo L1033 € 1ey1 ST suonninsul [eonrjod pue aonsni
jo ssuoayl ueodowsos Surpredar jurod [e1oua8 juenrodun puodes Y
‘(6% 7661 93804) wstuenjodowsod [edurjod jo wiog
SWOS 01 319Ype A[IIBSSIIU JOU S0P WISIUEI[OdOWSOD [BIOUI STY T "SIA[ISWAYI
suopMINISUl Ueyl Joypel syuowedueire Jeuonmnsur Suidfropun sopdounid
93 UO SNJOJ $a1I09Y1 Ue[odowsod IS0 “ISAOMOH °SIIBIS-UOTIBU USIOISA0S
Jo wrais4s juasaxd oyl jo pesisur suonMInsul [euoneueidns 10 JUSUIUISAOT
PJ¥OM JO UIIO] SWOS 10§ an3Ie suel[odouIsod SWOS *SUOTINIISUI JUIOUOII pUE
Teonnjod [eqoj3 uo uonisod moy3 03 10adsa1 Yam A1ea onsnl [eqoyS Jo sarr0ay |

NUHHmD—, TVdOTIH) 40 SITYOTH]T, 40 SNOLLVOITAW] TVNOILNLILSN]

‘(y661 uewaary) pasodoxd
sajdounad a3 yo sonsnl ayz 3surede JuswmBIe ue aq J[9SI1 UT JOUUED UOHBALIOW
STY3 JO O€[ 3y Ing "pado[aAp 3q 03 PIsu ABW UOTIBANOW [EIOUI J8Y3 ST 201snl
Jo ssoays uelrjodouwsod 031 UONI(qO ISI[EUCHEU 9Yl 01 IIMSUE I)JEIPIUILN
9Y3 “‘YoIessal IIYMNY JO Snd0J Y3 3q 03 INsSSI Juerodwt UE ST S[9AI] JUSIIP
UO SINNP UamIaq dUEfEq Y3 YInoy[y "IS[IN 03 Surprodde ‘ofeds [eqo[d
B UO J[qe[reAe jou A[durs SI Uonnquisipal Jo sWdYds [BUONBU B ur Juasaid
A1TepI[OS JO PUDY 3Y3 ‘UONIPPE U] *91EIS-UOLEU 33 apIsIno s1ayio Jurd]ay 1040
way3 3sirorrd 01 pamoife aq 01 3y8no sjdoad ‘onSre Loy ‘ojdoad o1 Juerrodur
AI3A 91€ S[BUOLIEU MOJ[3] Y3IIM ST 33 3DUIS *(£66T JWE] G661 TSN Aels
-UOTIBU B UIJIIM SUIZIIID MO[[3} I19Y3 spIemol aaey djdoad suonediqo ays Sur
-sipredoal Jnoyym pasifeas aq Jouued sonsnl jo sspdidurrd jeqof8 4q pazeouss

YDINY NIA NVA NILSNHHD



GLOBAL JUSTICE, GLOBAL INSTITUTIONS AND GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP

enforcement need not be based on violence or the threat of violence; there is an
important role to be played in the enforcement of international law by social
norms, diplomacy, public pressure or trade sanctions, for example. This is
analogue to the enforcement of national laws as only partially based on the
state’s monopoly of violence and to a larger extent on the socialisation of
people into the law-abiding behaviour they generally show in a democracy.

Institutional prescriptions vary from one cosmopolitan theory to another.
According to Rawls’ The Law of Peoples, international law should not go
beyond the existing arrangements protecting sovereignty and a strong prin-
ciple of non-intervention (Rawls 1993a; 2000). Others defend some form of
global taxation, generating resources to be redistributed to poor people (not
necessarily via their national governments). Beitz, for example, defends a
global difference principle and a natural resources fund. Pogge argues for a
global resources dividend and Barry would ideally like to see global pro-
gressive taxation and reform of the United Nations. In order to implement any
of these proposals, some institutions of global governance need to be created
that would have the responsibility for the taxation and redistribution on a
global scale.

Some theorists have proposed to establish a cosmopolitan democracy. One
of the most well-known advocates of such a project is David Held. His
argument is based on the idea that in the present global order there is
increasingly less symmetry between the effects of a policy and the people
included in the forum of decision-making. In other words, decisions by one
jurisdiction increasingly influence people outside that jurisdiction. In order to
restore the symmetry between the decision-makers and those affected by the
decisions, Held argues for several changes to the present system of political
decision-making. He calls, for instance, for a new Charter of Rights and
Obligations, a Global Parliament with limited revenue-raising capacity and an
interconnected global legal system, including an international criminal court
(Held 1995a: 279).

Other recent proposals for global democracy and global governance have
been put forward in the context of the United Nations. The United Nations
Development Programme (UNDP) in its 1999 Human Development Report
argues for several long-term proposals, such as a stronger and more coherent
United Nations including a two-chamber general assembly to allow for civil
society representation, a global central bank, a World Trade Organisation
with a mandate extending to global competition policy with anti-trust
provisions and a code of conduct for multinational corporations, a world
environmental agency, a world investment trust with redistributive functions
and an international criminal court with a broader mandate for human rights
(UNDP 1999).

It could be argued that cosmopolitan democracy is needed to implement
principles of global justice. To make the proposals of Pogge, Beitz and Barry
feasible, it is clear that the present institutions will not suffice. More
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GLOBAL JUSTICE, GLOBAL INSTITUTIONS AND GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP

international institutions (Kaldor 1998). In the context of global institutions,
a similar case could be made.

Finally, the debate on global institutions implementing principles of justice
could look into suggestions of non-territorial citizenship. This would have
significant effects on migration and the status of refugees and asylum-seekers,
as well as on people who are presently stateless.

GLoBAL CITIZENSHIP: LEGAL RiGHTS OR MORAL DUTIES?

Citizenship is traditionally understood as membership of a nation-state.
Although citizenship existed in the ancient Greek city-states, who already
debated notions of cosmopolitan citizenship, women and slaves were ex-
cluded. Historically, modern notions of equal citizenship have their origin in
the process of building sovereign nation-states. Initially, the emphasis of
citizenship was on the struggle for formal rights such as the right to be a
subject under the law (important for the right to ownership and access to
adjudication in conflict) and the right to political participation. Again women,
poorer men and slaves were excluded for a long time and had their rights
recognised much later than tax-paying men. Later still, in the period of
industrialisation, claims for social rights were made. Collective struggle
resulted in the right to union organisation and a social minimum guaranteed
by the state. This whole process has led to our main identification of
citizenship with the context of the state, rather than with units on other
levels of politics. It also resulted in the identification of citizenship with legal
rights. At present this conceptualisation of citizenship can still be observed in
debates over citizenship rights for immigrants. Citizenship is linked with
obtaining the nationality of the country of residence and sharing full and
equal rights with the ‘original’ citizens.

More recently the duties linked with citizenship have been a focus of debate.
For immigrants this requires some level of integration and for ‘traditional’
citizens it requires active participation in the moral and political culture of
society.

In recent debates on citizenship this conceptualisation of citizenship as a set
of national rights and duties has been challenged in several ways. Linklater,
for example, has identified a new characteristic of citizenship in recent times.
Although traditionally the struggle for rights and justice took place mainly
within national boundaries, increasingly there are ‘global citizens’ as part of a
global civil society fighting for justice independent of the boundaries between
states (Linklater 1992). Human rights organisations are an obvious example.
Others have challenged the national conception of citizenship by pointing at
the development of supranational identities such as the European one. One
could conceive of a European citizenship whereas there is (as yet) no European
central government (Lehning and Weale 1997). This illustrates that the
possibility of a global citizenship is not as far-fetched as it was once regarded
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GLOBAL JUSTICE, GLOBAL INSTITUTIONS AND GLOBAL CITIZENSHIP

Interestingly, the struggle for global citizenship has not started with claims
for democratic participation, although the human rights doctrine places
stronger emphasis on liberty than on equality. Democratic participation 1is
often still seen as an issue on the level of nation-states, although recent protests
have emphasised the undemocratic nature of decision-making in international
organisations and in the international community as a whole.

What kind of political institutions are required for a complete account of
global citizenship? A new model of global citizenship would not require the
existence of a global state but of a global community that provides protection
against the overwhelming power of the nation-state to its own citizens and the
power of multinational corporations over people’s lives. A model of global
citizenship involving protection by global institutions implementing global
principles of justice can be seen in parallel to the national model: protection
from the state in the form of universal human rights and protection from full-
blown liberal market capitalism by a scheme of redistribution worldwide.
Then the global community could also play a role as the ‘redistributor’ of
resources. It alone is said to be powerful enough to tame global capital. In
such a model people would be global citizens with rights and duties parallel to
rights of citizenship as we know them from the national cases.

Finally, it is sometimes objected that global governance does not exist in
relevant forms for global citizenship to become meaningful. However, in the
tradition of moral and political theory concerned with issues of justice, it is not
necessary to have the right type of institutions yet, since they can be an aim to
work towards. Questions of political feasibility and of motivation need to be
resolved but the construction of a viable theory of justice which can be used in
conceptualising these changes is very useful in itself and necessary for the first
stage. New institutions need to be imagined before people can be attracted to
them by a political strategy.

CONCLUSION

The main argument in this chapter aimed to show that theories of global
justice make a case for global institutions of a democratic nature which would
create a form of global citizenship. At this moment in time this form of global
citizenship does not exist yet, although there is a large and increasing group of
people who already take their role as future global citizens seriously in their
actions to influence global institutions and multinational companies. This
fight for justice through non-governmental organisations, however, cannot
substitute a full global citizenship where individual people have rights and
duties globally. These would include rights to democratic participation in
global decision-making and duties to contribute resources to a fund for global
redistribution. This does not necessarily mean that the way forward is to
create a global government. As this chapter has shown, global governance can
be a valuable alternative, although accountability can only be achieved
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