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In an earlier paper I defended a “NAFTA Dividend”, a guaranteed minimum income for the inhabitants of the three countries of the North American Free Trade Agreement, which might take the form of a basic income (Howard 2007). My argument, following Thomas Pogge’s (2002) proposal for a global resource dividend, showed how such a policy could be defended as a requirement of justice based on: either 1) compensation for exclusion from the use of natural resources, or 2) as restitution for the effects of a common violent history, or 3) as reciprocity regarding the effects of shared social institutions. In this paper I will focus primarily on the third of these ideas. It is certainly of philosophical, and perhaps also of practical interest what the moral principles are that we invoke on support of social policies and institutions. Are measures like global or regional minimum income schemes legitimate only against the background of existing institutions of a certain kind, or can be they be justified regardless of institutions, as universal human requirements? And should we think of such measures as temporary and targeted responses to extremes of poverty and inequality, or merely the first steps toward a more robust egalitarian world order?  Although I will not make the argument in this paper, I think a case can be made for regional and even global minimum income even from the standpoint of anti- (or weak) cosmopolitan theories such as that of Rawls, on the basis of such limited conceptions as a duty of assistance, or minimum human rights standards. It may be, in the final analysis, that such arguments have greater traction, not only politically but also philosophically in the current state of the world. But I think that if a persuasive case can be made for stronger egalitarian conceptions of global justice, then measures that fall short of realizing full justice will be all the more compelling when compared with what it would take to make the world fully just. Thomas Nagel (2005) has surely spoken correctly when he said that, in comparison with domestic political theory, “concepts and theories of global justice are in the early stages of formation, and it is not clear what the main questions are, let alone the main possible answers.” In this paper I hope to strengthen the case for a strongly egalitarian cosmopolitan theory, by responding to some objections concerning self-determination and compatriot priority, and by raising as pointedly as I can some problems with some proposed principles for cosmopolitan justice so that we can get a little clearer on the questions we face. 

Strong vs. weak cosmopolitanism


First, some clarifications are in order. In this paper when I speak of cosmopolitanism I have in mind “strong” as opposed to “weak” cosmopolitanism. The latter position, “respects the conditions that are universally necessary for human beings to lead minimally adequate lives” (D. Miller 2000, 174; 1988, 164-7; quoted in Tan 2004,  ll). Rawls, in The Law of Peoples, for example, could be called a weak cosmopolitan in this sense, since he favors a “duty of assistance” toward “burdened states” that lack the resources for self-government. 
 Strong cosmopolitanism in contrast requires distributive justice beyond a minimum, and moreover the application of some strong egalitarian principle.
 There are different varieties, depending on the principle favored and the arguments in its favor, but some examples include global equality of opportunity, global equality of resources, global maximum average utility with a minimum, and a global difference principle.

Institutional vs. non-institutional


Cutting across the weak/strong distinction is that between institutional and non-institutional approaches to justice (Moellendorf N.D.). Institutionalists hold that duties of justice only arise when associations or institutions of a certain strength have been formed among the parties concerned. In the absence of these, there can still be moral obligations, but the content of these will be weaker, including such things as a duty to provide assistance in case of need, or, on an international level, a duty of assistance to “burdened” or failed states to enable them to be well-ordered (Rawls 1974; 1999). Non-institutionalists (Tan 2004) hold that strong duties of justice hold among persons as such.
 All liberal theories share a commitment to the equal moral worth of all persons. But not all argue straight from this moral principle to a global egalitarianism. In fact most want to limit egalitarianism to states, favoring something weaker for relations among states or among people across borders, and a priority for compatriots. Institutionalism is often the basis for this differentiation of the scope and content of justice on national and global levels (Nagel 2005; Miller 2005; Sangiovanni 2007; Freeman 2007). One important exception, to be discussed later, is Darrel Moellendorf’s (N.D.) institutionalist defense of strong cosmopolitanism. 


I will consider K.C. Tan’s non-institutional challenge to the compatriot priority position, but argue that his non-institutional approach is a weak basis for strong cosmopolitanism. Then I will address David Miller’s argument for compatriot priority. It will become clear that whether self-determination and strong cosmopolitanism are compatible depends on which cosmopolitan principle is chosen. Some imagined candidates are incompatible, so the challenge with which I will leave us is to find a suitable principle.

I. Non-institutional strong cosmopolitanism

Tan (2004) goes some distance toward reconciling self-determination and patriotic priority with cosmopolitanism. He defends a limited patriotism: patriotism is acceptable—whatever its ultimate grounding—so long as it does not come at the expense of cosmopolitan justice, just as friendship, whatever its justification or intrinsic worth, is non-problematic so long as it does not lead one to commit injustice for one’s friends. One can reasonably ask whether this leaves anything for patriotic concern that is relevant to distributive justice. For with respect to distributive justice, patriotic concern would involve allocating something additional for compatriots—income, social services, whatever--, and where would these resources come from, if not from the stock that would otherwise be distributed to the globally more disadvantaged? Patriotic concern then would boil down to encouragement of sentiments, and perhaps allocation of a nation’s resources to collective over individual projects, but not any distributive partiality for compatriots over non-compatriots. 


Some patriots point to the principle of reciprocity that binds compatriots: they share not only a cooperative but also a coercive scheme, and special duties are owed to each to justify the imposition of coercion (See for example R. Miller (1998), Blake (2001), and Nagel (2005), and for criticism Arneson (2005), Moellendorf (2002), Tan (2004), and Van Parijs (2006)).
 But this argument fails to acknowledge the similar involuntariness of global economic arrangements, and does not account for the particular exclusions involved in any drawing of borders. And, as with friendship on the domestic level, citizens can be fairly reciprocal with one another only if what they are sharing is justly theirs, and not taken unfairly from others. In sum, standard arguments for patriotic concern do not contradict the commitment to impartiality at the level of global institutional design (p. 197). If one still wants to argue for incompatibility the problem is “with the very idea of justice as impartiality” (p. 200). 


I do not wish to challenge the underlying premise of justice as impartiality. Instead, I want to raise two problems about Tan’s reconciliation of strong cosmopolitanism with concern for compatriots. The first derives from Tan’s non-institutional approach to justice, by which I mean, not only that he is arguing only for a cosmopolitan moral principle not for a world state, but more pertinently that he does not think that equality requires the existence of institutions of social cooperation (as Rawls does). By setting aside any institutional claims, he avoids criticisms directed toward world statism (or whatever global institutions might serve in lieu of a global state).  But on the other hand, we are left with no clear idea of what actually would have to be given up by the haves of the world for the have-nots. It is surely not too much to ask for the removal of global inequities in trade, if it would bring millions out of poverty (p. 32). On this point strong and weak egalitarians agree [eg., Miller 2005]. But strong egalitarians go further, not content until the worst off are better off than they would be in any other conceivable scheme [eg., Arneson 2005]. This might entail, for example, that the worst off in affluent countries should experience a substantial lowering of their standard of living so that the standard of living of the worst off globally can be improved. Would such transfers come at the expense of reciprocity among citizens? Whether this difficult choice is required depends on what exactly the level is that is required by global justice, and on this Tan is silent. [And Pogge’s modest proposal for a GRT, to be discussed below, makes no claim to be maximizing the minimum for the worst off, only ameliorating their condition more than some weak egalitarians are prepared to do.] Thus what worries weak egalitarians such as Nagel (1991: 18)—that the affluent will have to forego not only luxuries but also much of what makes their individual lives meaningful—continues to be a worry, at least in principle (Tan 2004, p.193). (All agree that we need to travel a great distance from where we are even to address basic needs, never mind the inequality that would remain once basic needs were met.)


Tan attempts to assuage this concern in part by claiming that “cosmopolitanism is not primarily a call for resource transfers to disadvantaged persons (though it will have that effect) but the creation of a global context in which all persons are treated with equal concern and respect” (p. 201), and he follows this claim with a list of measures such as removal of tariffs and reform of patent laws that involve no “handouts”. But such measures surely fall short of cosmopolitan justice, which seeks not only fair trade but also equality of opportunity (or some other strong distributive principle). (It is noteworthy that anti-cosmopolitans such as D. Miller have no trouble endorsing such measures.) An equality of resources, at least part of what might be involved in achieving equality of opportunity, is advocated (p. 53), but this is hard to imagine without substantial transfers of wealth or income beyond what is achievable through fair trade. A global difference principle would go even further. So the further development of strong cosmopolitanism needs to spell out these implications, see what it entails for redistribution, and then see how that squares with our other commitments. [I have tried in the later part of this paper to take a step in this direction.]


Darrel Moellendorf (N.D.) has argued that an institutionalist approach is more promising. The non-institutionalist claim that strong duties of justice exist even without “contingent conditions of some institutional minimum” is “implausible” because “it would have us owing duties to construct institutions even if we hitherto had no interactions with the persons with whom the institutions would put us into relation. We would have duties of justice to persons on distant planets, assuming there are such, as soon as it becomes possible for us to erect institutions that could mediate our interaction.” 


My second point concerns an unresolved tension between international egalitarianism and strong cosmopolitanism. The former, as Tan shows, only requires that each nation get its fair share of the earth’s resources. This, as Tan also shows, may be not only compatible with, but required by liberal nationalism, and it is one way to make good on the moral premise that we owe justice to whomever our actions or omissions affect, and that the fact of sharing the earth’s surface creates duties of justice (pp. 33-4, 170). But Tan, and most liberals, start from the principle of equal respect and concern for each individual. For the latter to be achieved, each nation must adopt liberal egalitarian policies internally. If a regime of liberal egalitarian states seeks to impose this requirement on nonliberal states (or even inegalitarian liberal states), the problems of intolerance and denial of self-determination arise in a more pointed way. For one is not just giving states their fair share of the earth’s resources, which it is hard to imagine any refusing, but requiring them to adopt a quite specific conception of justice, which it is equally hard to imagine many not refusing.


The tension between internationalism and cosmopolitanism arises also in the context of Tan’s reply to one challenge to cosmopolitanism, that it violates the principle of holding people responsible for their choices. A global difference principle, Rawls (1999: 117—119) argues, would be consistent with the scenario in which two societies, equally endowed, pursued different paths of development, one being industrious and productive, the other opting for a less industrious pastoral life; but in the end the former would have to redistribute to the latter despite the latter’s choice. Tan rightly points out that such an account conflates the inequalities that result from choice with those that result from the global structure, and he then wishes to redistribute only with respect to those resulting from the global structure (p. 72).
 This seems sound, even if it might be difficult in practice to disentangle the effects of choice from the effects of global structure. [But again he only considers trade.] However, as he himself notes (pp. 72-73), the offspring are not responsible for the bad choices of their parents. So if one is consistently individualist, why should not a more invasive interpretation of the difference principle kick in after a generation?  If, on the other hand, we want to respect internal distributive practices, this would seem to point toward letting societies do as they please, within the limits of basic human rights, but on an international level maximining as much as possible, despite the imprudent or free-riding collective choices of some societies. In short, there is a tension between self-determination and cosmopolitanism that needs to be addressed. It is just this tension with self-determination that leads some weak egalitarians to reject the stronger principles such as equality of opportunity or a difference principle in favor of fair terms of trade or a global minimum. 

II.


David Miller invokes the value of national self-determination in order to criticize cosmopolitanism as a “default principle”, “the principle we use to allocate resources and opportunities when we lack any good reason to discriminate” (2005: 71). It is thus sufficient for his argument to assume that self-determination has some value, and then to show that it is incompatible with cosmopolitanism. The first point is the responsibility argument considered earlier, that if there is self-determination, states will diverge in wealth and income over time because of different choices that are made collectively.  Some will opt for more leisure and less wealth, others for more labor and wealth, and less leisure. Some will make prudent choices, others imprudent choices.  “To preserve equality we would have continually to transfer resources from nations that become relatively better-off to those that become worse-off, undermining political responsibility, and in a sense undermining self-determination too, insofar as this involves choosing between alternative futures and receiving the costs and benefits that result from such choices” (71). Now, as Miller recognizes, this argument fails to recognize that states are not individuals, and it makes individuals in a later generation responsible for the choices of an earlier generation. While we should seek to preserve some notion of collective responsibility analogous to the choice-sensitivity we want to respect in principles of domestic justice, this should not extend so far as to disregard the moral arbitrariness of one’s place of birth.


One way of making this point is to draw an analogy between collective and individual inheritance. Just as the latter is incompatible with equality of opportunity domestically, so too is the former incompatible with equality of opportunity globally. Miller reasonably identifies a problem with this analogy, insofar as there is no discrete break between generations as collectivities, as there is between parents and children; “the real picture is one of continual population replacement” (72).  So there is no moment, every 30 years, in which an inheritance tax is imposed. “The only way to ensure continuing equality of opportunity over time would be to nullify political self-determination entirely in all those areas that impact on individual opportunity sets, which in reality would mean virtually everywhere. In other words, an equal opportunity world would have to be a world in which all policy decisions that made a significant impact on the life-chances of individuals were taken by a central authority. The systematic pursuit of global equality of opportunity would not merely constrain national self-determination, but would undermine it altogether” (72-3).


Since Miller has developed his criticism in terms of equality of opportunity, I will respond with this example, but it is worth noting in passing that the argument, if sound, would also apply to a global difference principle: Insuring that any inequality was to the advantage of the least advantaged group would require continuous taxation and transfer by a central authority, or continuous enforcement of an egalitarian ownership regime. (See Freeman 2007).


But the argument is not sound, as can be seen from a reflection on the domestic case. An analogous argument could be made that domestic egalitarian justice, including fair equality of opportunity and some redistributive principle such as Rawls’s difference principle, completely undermines individual freedom. Indeed, that is a standard complaint of libertarians. As Nozick (1974: 198; 219; 235) put it, the space for redistribution is completely filled up by the rights of individuals to property, and redistribution involves a violation of those allegedly more basic rights. However, if we reject the claim that rights to property are indefeasible, we can still acknowledge important basic liberties, for example Rawls’s list.  The resources from taxation that support equality of opportunity, through public education for example, and that insure that everyone has a fair share of the fruits of social cooperation, still give the better off considerable scope for fashioning their own life projects in their own individual ways. Moreover, and this is the important rejoinder to the libertarians, those less well off have greater opportunity, more real freedom, to fashion their life projects because of equal opportunity and egalitarian distribution than they could hope for in a libertarian or less egalitarian regime. (Pogge 2002)


The same is true on a global level. The freedom of states to pursue their own choices is constrained by their global obligations. This includes respecting the self-determination of other states. And if it includes in addition insuring that individuals everywhere have equal opportunities, there are still ample resources left over for national projects. We can make this clearer with an example. Thomas Pogge (2002) has proposed a Global Resources Tax (GRT) that would yield a global resources dividend to the world’s needy. The basic idea is that a tax would be imposed everywhere on consumption of natural resources and on pollution. This tax would yield a fund available for disbursement to the needy. Without going into great detail, we can merely note that this tax could be collected by individual states, and the “central authority” could be little more than a monitoring and coordinating agency, insuring that funds were transferred to states with the neediest people (or that have the lowest per capita income and wealth). The tax is not on “generations” but continuously on individuals as they use resources. Individualist egalitarians will want, of course, to see that such funds get to the truly needy, rather than falling into the hands of corrupt elites in those states, but this concern can be addressed in the treaty that would establish the obligations and rights of the signatories. A GRT would be continuous, but it would leave to states whatever resources remained after the tax to use for whatever purposes they chose to undertake. Thus while it is correct to view cosmopolitanism as a constraint on self-determination, it need not nullify it. 


One might object that this conclusion depends on the level of the GRT and the entitlement it is to serve. But again, a domestic difference principle, while demanding compared to current practice, by no means nullifies freedom for the more well off. And the lack of it is already constraining of freedom in a more onerous way for the less well off. A global difference principle would constrain more affluent countries–or perhaps more precisely the more affluent individuals within them–but again we must not forget the greater constraints on the life prospects of the world’s poor under the present regime. (Pogge 2002; Cf. Pogge, “An Egalitarian Law of Peoples”)


Finally, the criticism that responsibility for choice is undermined by cosmopolitanism can be answered in part by adjusting the relevant metric of inequality. It is sometimes objected against the domestic use of the difference principle that it will reward the non-industrious tennis player (who uses his share of the land for a tennis court) at the expense of the industrious gardener (who uses her land productively), by requiring continuous transfers of the surplus generated by the gardener to the tennis player (Kymlicka 2002: 72—74). But this objection has two rejoinders. First, in Rawls’s metric of primary goods, an important addition is leisure (Rawls 1993: 181—182n9). Once this is accounted for the tennis player with less income (but more leisure) is not worse off than the wealthier gardener (who has less leisure). Second, as Van Parijs (2003) has argued, “properly understood, the difference principle is an opportunity egalitarian principle” not an outcome egalitarian principle. It requires that those “in the normal range” have access to social positions the lifetime prospects in which “are as good as they can sustainably be.... Among individuals sharing the same social position, however, actual lifetime performance in terms of this index [of  primary goods] can vary considerably” (214-16). Thus the difference principle is responsibility friendly. 


We can extend these arguments to the global level. First, for societies that have opted for more leisure and less wealth, their claims to redistribution should be mitigated by the greater leisure they enjoy. Even people in the next generation, if their society affords them more leisure at the expense of less wealth, have no complaint, or if they do should exercise their voices in their own democratic institutions. This however will not do as a response if the leisure is enjoyed by one generation at the expense of accumulated wealth plus leisure available to the next. But this intergenerational and international unfairness to individuals is at least partially accommodated by measures such as a GRT. The industrious who accumulate use up resources and pollute. They must compensate their contemporaries and subsequent generations for the share of resources these others forego, arguably by paying the highest sustainable tax on the resources they use. Thus it is possible for nations to go their diverse ways and still continuously apply a global egalitarian principle.


The second point of Van Parijs also has global relevance. Globally we aim to see that the reasonable prospects for people in the worst off positions are as good as they can be. But the outcomes for individuals in those positions can vary widely partly as a result of choices, both individual and collective.  Suppose for example that a GRT is imposed at the highest sustainable level, and distributed globally in the form of a guaranteed minimum income. Then imagine two relatively poor societies, A and B. A makes wise investment decisions, enabling its least advantaged members to make the most of their resources, and after a generation or so is a net contributor to the GRT.  B remains relatively stagnant economically, for whatever reasons one wishes to imagine related to collective and individual choices. B has no claim to equality with A, because the opportunities for each were equal, and B made its choices. B’s members however, particularly its members in the worst off positions have a claim to the largest bundle of primary goods that is sustainably possible, from the GRT on A and other more affluent societies. Such a tax is not unfair to people in A because they already have and continue to accumulate benefits related to their choice for more labor. What they transfer is a fair compensation for their use of resources.


Another way to think of the tax and transfer scheme is to recognize that the wealth that people in A accumulate has two sources: their labor and the rent they get from their holding of scarce assets (land, natural resources, capital, property rights in technology, even jobs) (Van Parijs, 1995). The GRT, so long as it is applied sustainably, catches as much of the rents as possible (or some fraction thereof if it is applied at less than the maximum rate), but leaves the value proportional to labor to those on whom the tax is levied. So people in A are not penalized for their industry; they are allowed to keep the fruits of that. They are only taxed on (some part of) the part of their wealth that inadvertently falls to them as a bounty of nature and civilization.

III.


I will conclude my criticism of Miller with one further comment on his alternative to cosmopolitanism. He appears to offer a palatable alternative to both strong egalitarianism (if one is convinced by his criticism) and also to the comparative stinginess of Rawls’s duty of assistance. For he wants to acknowledge more strongly than Rawls that inequality matters, even if the way it matters is not such as to make us favor some version of global egalitarianism/strong cosmopolitanism. Inequality of wealth between nations, (or between large corporations and small states) of sufficient magnitude can result in inequality of power between states. This in turn can result in unfair terms of cooperation globally, no real self-determination for the poorer states, or exploitation. The solution is not a principle of equality, Miller claims, but universal human rights, an international obligation to provide opportunity for self-determination and social justice (akin to Rawls’s duty of assistance), and avoiding exploitation (Miller 2005: 78). The last seems to go further than Rawls.
  Depending on how one defines exploitation–and Miller says little about this– this addition may lead back to some such principle of equality as Miller claims to have rejected. If, for example, one defines exploitation in Roemerian terms, country A exploits country B if B would be better off withdrawing from exchanges with its per capita share of the assets. Now this definition clearly rests on a benchmark of equality of assets or resources. And the injunction to avoid exploitation is another way of articulating a cosmopolitan position. So either Miller must embrace a stronger cosmopolitanism after all, or he must say that after all exploitation on the global level is not important as a matter of justice. 


On the other hand, if one defines exploitation more weakly, as, say, a fair share of the fruits of cooperation, leaving out of account the pre-existing entitlements, this would be acceptable to many who reject strong cosmopolitanism (Van Parijs 2006; Freeman 2007: ). 

IV.


Darrel Moellendorf (unpublished mss.) has attempted to defend a strong cosmopolitanism on the basis of an institutionalist theory whose adherents usually oppose strong cosmopolitanism. He agrees with Rawls and others that duties of justice, as distinct from mere humanitarian duties, require associations of a particularly strong kind. However he disputes whether they require actually sharing a state and the coercive sanctions states control.  Rather, he argues it is sufficient that the associations be involuntary in the sense that there is no reasonable alternative to participating.
 This opens the possibility of duties of justice generated by the international economic order. Duties of justice are “presumptively egalitarian” and thus have a similar, not a lesser, status to duties we have toward compatriots. But what is the content of these cosmopolitan duties? Equal respect, he argues, requires that “the rules that govern our interactions with others be justified on terms that they would find reasonable” (10). He goes on to argue that the rules should be egalitarian not only with respect to procedures but also with respect to outcomes. If one were to insist only on procedural equality, including such things as equal protection of all persons under the rules, or equal powers of persons to operate the rules (16), this would be compatible with a weak egalitarianism, as it would leave out of account the inequalities of assets that trading partners, say, bring to their transactions. It would be compatible, in other words with fair sharing of the fruits of cooperation, but not necessarily any sharing at all of the full range of distributable goods. The baseline of comparison in evaluating the global economic order is current holdings, not equality, and this “would be to close the books on history. It would arbitrarily insulate past acquisition from moral scrutiny. Why should we assume that present holdings are based on morally relevant criteria?” (16).  The weak egalitarian might respond to this last point by conceding that the history of colonialism and imperialist domination require some reparative justice, but that this can be conceived in effect as a one time settling up, which will, like Rawls’s duty of assistance, reach a cut-off and an end point. From that point onward, the global standard would be the weaker sharing of the fruits of cooperation, leaving to each society its present holdings, properly adjusted. The question then for the strong cosmopolitan, is why and when a stronger standard should kick in? Why, for example, because of increased trade between two nations, A and B, which to focus the issue we may assume have had no prior history of exchange, violence, or domination, should they all owe each other not only equal consideration in the procedures set up, and not only equitable sharing of the fruits of their cooperation, but the stronger requirement that the entire basic structures of each society should be considered as parts of one overarching society, with full duties of justice owed by each to all? It seems that some weak egalitarians, such as Nagel (2005) are prepared to imagine a future situation in which the sovereignty of states has been sufficiently eroded, the power of international organizations sufficiently strengthened so as to approach a new sovereignty, and demands  for legitimacy of the latter sufficiently pressed, that global egalitarian justice becomes conceivable and possible. But in the interim, the lack of the requisite institutions forces a fall-back to a weaker minimalist standard on the global level.  What can be said in support of stronger demands for global justice before the full emergence of the global institutions we might want to hold accountable, and which we might envision as the vehicles for administering justice?

V. A Global Difference Principle?


I promised earlier to discuss the content of a strong global distributive principle, and have thus far made only passing reference to a variety of candidates, such as global equality  of opportunity or a global difference principle. In this section I will consider more carefully a global difference principle, which I think, in the absence of a global state, is not the most plausible candidate for strong cosmopolitanism. I do not yet have a clear alternative to propose.  The shared position of strong and weak cosmopolitans is that special duties to compatriots should be conceived against the background of prior duties to fellow human beings as such.  They differ in that weak cosmopolitans want to limit these prior duties to humanitarian aid, a duty of assistance, and the like, whereas strong cosmopolitans seek a more egalitarian principle on the global level. If we take the difference principle to be the global principle, one apparent consequence is that there is no scope left for a distributive principle on the domestic level. As Samuel Freeman (2007: 289) put it, “the difference principle can apply only once to structure economic and property institutions, either globally or domestically. It cannot apply to both. (Among other reasons, we can seek to maximize the position of the globally least advantaged, or the domestically least advantaged, but not both, for we can maximize only one thing.”


Would a global difference principle undermine sovereignty and self-determination? If states all agreed to this distributive goal, then there would be nothing left for states to do in the domain of distribution of social and economic benefits and burdens. They might still articulate basic liberties in different ways, but there is no way not to see this as a heavy constraint on national sovereignty. 


Freeman contrasts the difference principle as Rawls understands it with its interpretation as a “reallocation principle” (293) on the global level. For Rawls, the difference principle is not intended as a principle for tax and transfer, but rather as a guide in the design of institutions of ownership, production and exchange, such that the resulting opportunities associated with social positions match roughly what the difference principle requires. As such, the difference principle presupposes social and political cooperation of a degree and kind that requires a state. “Because there is no global basic structure [in this strong sense], advocates of a global difference principle are required to envision the difference principle as a reallocation principle, where the income and wealth of more advantaged societies are reallocated to less advantaged peoples ‘at the end of each period, so to speak’” (293). 


To go further, we would need to have a global state that could effectively shape a uniform global system of property, contracts, etc. Short of this the global difference principle “can do little to further Rawls’s primary aims of enabling citizens to take control of their lives and achieve economic independence and political autonomy.”


In the end, then it seems there really is a conflict between self-determination and strong cosmopolitanism, if the latter is articulated as a global difference principle. And yet, neither should we concede the case to Freeman and other anti-cosmopolitans. The reality is that economic independence and political autonomy are already being seriously eroded by globalization. Are we to sit back and wait until a new plutocratic world order is in place before advancing demands of justice on a global level (Nagel 2005)?
 Should we resist globalization (Dahbour 2005)? Or can we articulate a conception of global justice appropriate to the middle ground we now occupy, between anarchy and world statehood?
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Notes

� The duty of assistance arises as that part of non-ideal theory dealing with any society in  unfavorable historical, social, and economic conditions for achieving a well-ordered regime. The duty of assistance is what liberal peoples owe such “burdened societies” to enable them to become well-ordered (Rawls 1999, 5). The duty of assistance is specified by the basic needs “that must be met if citizens are to be in a position to take advantage of the rights, liberties, and opportunities of their society. These needs include economic means as well as institutional rights and freedoms.” (38)  While the duty of assistance thus may entail some transfer of wealth from well-ordered states to burdened societies, Rawls stresses that a well-ordered society need not be wealthy (106), and argues that political culture is more important than a given level of resources in determining whether a society is wealthy or well-ordered (108). The duty of assistance has a target and a cut-off. The target is to help burdened societies to become well-ordered and politically autonomous, and once that target is reached, the duty is fulfilled and no continuing transfer of aid is required as a matter of justice (111).  This is how Rawls distinguishes his own position from that of cosmopolitans (what I am calling strong cosmopolitans) such as Beitz (117-20).


� Van Parijs (2006) further distinguishes what I am calling strong cosmopolitanism from “periperhal global justice” and “minimal global justice”. Peripheral global justice is acceptable to those who deny a global egalitarian principle, but recognize grounds for reparations for past “enslavement, occupation or colonization,” or some principle of fair trade beyond mutual gain, or some principle of allocation of costs and benefits of cooperation resulting in global public goods. All of these fall short of strong cosmopolitanism because “they all rely on a prior worldwide definition of legitimate entitlement to economic goods.”  What I have called weak cosmopolitanism could also take the form of minimal global justice, favoring either an egalitarian distribution of natural resources, leading to a global resource dividend, or a minimum standard of human rights that includes some economic entitlements, which could support something like Rawls’s duty of assistance. 


� Darrel Moellendorf (2002: 79) expressed the idea of global equality of opportunity when he said that under such a principle “a child born in rural Mozambique would be as likely to become an investment banker as the child of a Swiss banker.” This formulation is vulnerable to the criticism that it privileges a European standard of success that may not be valued in Mozambique. Caney (2001: 120) suggests a formulation that avoids this, by requiring “that persons (of equal ability and motivation) have equal opportunities to attain an equal number of positions of a commensurate standard of living.” While quite demanding, equality of opportunity puts no limit on the permissible inequality of outcomes associated with different social positions. So, in principle one could imagine equal opportunity for the two children from Mozambique and Switzerland, with the same extremes of wealth and poverty that exist between these two countries. On a domestic or global level, the difference principle is designed to address this inequality of outcome, and allow only such inequality as would be acceptable to individuals in the least advantaged position. A global difference principle arises if one applies Rawls’s original position not to a particular state but to the globe, with the reasoning leading analogously to a strong egalitarian standard of distribution of wealth, income and related goods on a global level. Charles Beitz (1979) is among the first to suggest this. Rawls (2001) refers to maximum average utility with a minimum as an alternative to the difference principle considered (but ultimately rejected) in the original position. Equality of capabilities refers to Sen’s (2002) alternative metric of equality. Global equality of natural resources has been suggested by Barry (1991) and criticized by Miller (1999x).


� Van Parijs (2006) appears to take an institutionalist position when he says that “To trigger demands of egalitarian global justice….[i]t is enough to have our life prospects significantly affected by constraints which are not natural necessities but coercive rules on which at least some of us human beings have some grip.” Borders are a part of these constraints, at least in a world that has established networks of communication, so that if we are to treat all persons as equals “No more is needed, on this view, than for human beings to knock at our nation’s door and, if we do not let them in, for us to agree that we owe them a justification they can accept.” But the relative weakness of the conditions for egalitarian justice puts this position between the weak cosmopolitans and the non-institutionalists. The following is non-institutionalist in spirit: “It would not follow that states and nations ought to vanish, that borders ought to be erased or peoples dissolved. But they must be demoted from the framework to the toolbox.” The scope of justice is first established (or fixed with relatively weak institutional conditions) and then institutions are judged, or demanded, to satisfy our sense of justice. Does this position match the “implausible” non-institutionalism that Moellendorf criticizes, that “would have us owing duties to construct institutions even if we hitherto had no interactions with the persons with whom the institutions would put us into relation”? 


� Freeman (2007: 314) points out that for Rawls it is not the non-voluntary, coercive character of political society that makes it special “but rather …the need for cooperative social and political institutions that legislate and sustain (whether coercively or not) the cooperative institutions of distributive justice.”


� Although not the focus of this paper, this raises the issue of toleration of non-liberal peoples, and whether Rawls is inconsistent in endorsing liberal toleration of non-liberal, but “decent” peoples. 


� It is not clear here whether the global structure is meant to entail duties of justice with respect merely to the fruits of cooperation, or to include the entire stock of distributable goods. The former is acceptable to many weak cosmopolitans. 


� Admittedly, fair compensation for the use of resources may be less than the largest sustainable bundle of primary goods. Clarifying this issue would require defining these principles more clearly. On a narrow interpretation of equality of resources, say limiting it to natural resources, the principle dovetails with a version of weak egalitarianism (Van Parijs 2006). On a broader interpretation, it comes close to the difference principle. The former will leave more scope for a stronger egalitarian principle among compatriots, the latter may leave little for compatriots to share among themselves.


� See Freeman (2007) on Rawls, however, for something close to Miller’s point.


� The “principle of associational justice” states that “duties of justice exist between persons who have a moral duty of equal respect to one another if those persons are co-participants in an association that is (i) relatively strong, (ii) largely non-voluntary, (iii) constituting a significant part of the background rules for the various relationships of their public lives, and (iv) governed by norms that can be subject to human control” (Moellendorf N.D.: 8; cf. Moellendorf 2002). The association of the state clearly qualifies, but so do certain global economic associations.


� As Nagel suggests, “the path from anarchy to justice must go through injustice…. [T]he global scope of justice will expand only through developments that first increase the injustice of the world by introducing effective but illegitimate institutions to which the standards of justice apply, standards by which we may hope they will eventually be transformed. An example, perhaps, of the cunning of history.”





