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We live in a profoundly unequal world. Let’s start with wealth. A recent study
conducted by Oxfam argues that, by 2016, the combined wealth of the richest

I per cent of the world’s population will be greater than the combined wealth
..._. the remaining 99 per cent. Over the course of the last several years this
incquality has been growing. The richest 1 per cent is about to exceed 50 per
cent ownership of all global wealth, a share that is up from 2009, when they
owned 44 per cent (Oxfam, 2015). Thomas Piketty notes that the wealthiest
0.1 per cent of the global population owns about 20 per cent of all wealth
(2014: 438), and he conjectures that the wealth of the wealthiest people in
the world has grown 6-7 per cent per year over the past three decades (2014:
435). Global health inequalities are stark. According to the World Health
Organization, the average life expectancy in low-income countries is just 57
years, while in high-income countries it is 80. Children in the poorest quintile
globally are nearly twice as likely to die before their fifth birthday as children
ma.oB the richest quintile (WHO, 2011). Educational inequalities are also ter-
rible. In the wealthiest countries almost no one aged 20-24 has less than four
years of schooling. In many of the poorest countries of the world the majority
of the population that age has had less than four years of schooling. In Niger

the worst case, a full 78 per cent of all people aged 20-24 have had less Sz:h
.mocn years of schooling (WIDE). Cosmopolitans typically argue that global
inequalities such as those in wealth, health and education are unjust. In this
chapter, 1 defend the cosmopolitan view. I discuss some of the arguments
made by cosmopolitans in support of their view as well as some of the disa-
greements that exist among cosmopolitans about when duties of justice exist
m:.E about the content of justified principles of distributive justice. I also
discuss some cosmopolitan reforms to the existing global order; reforms that
would serve to reduce global inequality.

1 What is Cosmopolitan Distributive Justice?

I shall call ‘a relation of justice’ the relationship between two or more persons
in which at least one person has a claim of social justice and at least one
other has duty in virtue of that claim. Cosmopolitans hold that relations of
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limited to compatriots: and all those persons who stand i relations ol Justitce
are moral equals. Cosmopolitans can allow that compatriots stand in special
relations of justice to one ainother: but cosmopolitans deny that the limit ol
relations of justice is the compatriot relationship. The form of cosmopolitan:
jsm that 1 shall focus on concerns distributive justice. 1t is characteristic ol
(hese cosmopolitan views that the requirements of the duties of distributive
justice are generally no less substantial than the requirements of distributive
justice among compatriots, even if they might be different or have a different
justification.

| shall assume that, as a first approximation, what matters for distributive

justice is the distribution of wealth, income and opportunitics. This corre
sponds to the two parts of John Rawls’s second principle of j ustice (1999:266),
| shall not deny that there might be something more fundamental, say,
human capabilities that ultimately matter most of all. But I shall assume that
(he distribution of wealth and income can serve as a rough approximaution
{or whatever matters most to distributive justice, if it is not ultimately wealth
and income. Amartya Sen (1979) criticizes John Rawls’s focus on wealth and
income by pointing out that two people might be equal in terms ol wenlth
but have very unequal capability sets because the one is able-bodicd and the
other disabled. One response that Rawls offers to Sen — a responst 1 endorse
~ is not to deny the force of Sen’s point that equality of resources does not
ensure that relations are equal in the morally relevant way, but instead to
claim that the focus on resources is appropriate at least at a certain level ol
abstract when the discussion is focused on the design and structure ol the
basic distributive institutions, and not their day-to-day functioning, which ix
fine-tuned by legislation and policy (Rawls, 1999: 47-52; 2001: 168-706).

The cosmopolitanism that is under discussion in this chapter, then, holds
that persons across state borders stand in relationships of justice with respect
to the distribution of wealth, income and opportunities. One remaining
characteristic of this view is important. Among the duties that are governed
by distributive principles, should there be a case of conflict between what is
owed to compatriots and what is owed to non-compatriots, it is not necessar-
ily the case that priority is given to compatriots, on grounds that they are
compatriots. A view that held that there were duties of distributive justice
that extend across state borders, but which privileged compatriots, would not
be in the class of views that [ am a discussing as cosmopolitan (Miller, 1998).
Cosmopolitanism may allow that there are special duties of justice to com-
patriots, but it does not allow that among the duties that apply to compatriots
as well as non-compatriots, relations between the former necessarily have
some feature that requires privileging those who stand in that relation over
those who do not stand in that relation to us.

But what does cosmopolitan distributive justice concern? As a matter of
distributive justice, the evaluative terms ‘just’ and ‘unjust’ are sometimes



tnougnt to apply both to the actions ol idividuals and to mstitutions. such
accounts might be called “interactional’ even though they include interac-
tions and institutional effects. An example of an interactional account is
G. A. Cohen'’s argument (2008) that it would be unjust of people to demand
higher remuneration as a condition of doing work that would benefit the
least advantaged as the application of the difference principle only to institu-
tions allows. I employ a more limited use of the terms ‘just’ and ‘unjust’ such
that they apply primarily to the effects of institutions and derivatively to the
policies that operate within the scope of institutions. Accounts that take
justice to apply primarily to institutions are often referred to as ‘institu-
tional’. These views hold that what matters to justice is how people fare under
institutions, not what their pre-institutional circumstance are, and not how
individuals behave within the permissible scope of institutions. There are
several responses to the interactional account. One relies on the importance
of fair public rules for justice in conditions in which persons endorse a plural-
ity of reasonable moral outlooks (Williams, 1998). And Kok-Chor Tan (2012)
lays weight on the value of moral pluralism. The idea is that if institutions
are arranged justly, as long as people constrain their actions to the rules of
the institutions, they are morally free to pursue a variety of morally licit
goals, which might range from benefiting their family and friends to develop-
ing their talents and pursuing their interests.

2 Arguments for Cosmopolitan Distributive Justice

There are two different broad approaches for justifying duties of cosmopoli-
tan distributive justice. I distinguish these as ‘non-membership-dependent’
and ‘membership-dependent’. Simon Caney makes an extended non-
membership-dependent argument in defence of duties of cosmopolitan dis-
tributive justice. Often, arguments of this kind claim that the conditions that

justify egalitarianism domestically are applicable globally as well. Here is an
outline of Caney’s argument:

1 ‘[V]alid moral principles apply to all those who are similarly situated in a
morally relevant way’ (cf. Caney, 2005: 36).

2 The best arguments for egalitarianism in distributive justice ‘all invoke a
universalist moral personality’ (cf. Caney, 2005: 121).

3 According to a universalist conception of moral personality, a ‘person’s
entitlements should not be determined by their nationality or citizenship’
(cf. Caney, 2005: 122).

4 Hence, insofar as the best arguments for cgalitarian distributive justice
among compatriots are plausible, so then is an argument for egalitarian
distributive justice globally.

We can call this ‘the similarly situated argument’. The effect of the similarly
situated argument is to recruit the domestic cgalitarian to the cause of
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The similarly situated argument 5<c_.<cm an am s S
the justifying conditions. Premise two invokes moral sc_v::‘._ ._. < _ g
domestic egalitarianism (if we do) at least in c..,:.” because <<.c ,_,:: :._ ._ :_ ._.__ _A....
moral personality of all citizens. But that claim E.ﬁ M.VE::&...,.M:: ..._: : ___.:
entail the conclusion only if equal moral personality 1s a .ﬁ_.:: _.c:_. .:.:.. :r
for distributive egalitarianism. Premise two speaks of mm.,__:.z_.._u.::..,.:A”, __:<_.“ |
ing’ universal moral personality, not entailing it. _Soz.wo,\c_.. J_ _v..__:.... ..._. y _.“.
entailment claim that will be resisted by those moEmmcn.on:._: u“_._._:.ﬂ wli .._.”. .“..
reject global egalitarianism. They will m:..m:m that mmwrg_._,.q._:z:: ___., _,.__.;Ez“_
by such equality only under special relations, mcnc as noi.nd::.A hu :._.._._. ._._.
2011; Nagel, 2005) or reciprocity (Sangiovanni, 2007), which condition

i on compatriots.
:oymwwﬁmwmmﬁwmww”:mma Mnnoc:a of nOmBowo:&EmE :Z:_:.. __..p_.‘_:_..u.. _:._
our partially globalized world to draw the no.ssmnco.s _.vﬁsz._c: .:_:_.. .."_: _” ”._ :
human equality and distributive egalitarianism. d:m is mc::,:_:..._., ..:_,... =
explicitly Rawlsian terms by claiming that global 583%2:1._.:.» . _..__:... _“* i
conditions relevantly similar to the basic structure .Om domestic .A:._.,.._ ._ { .._ .:
example, Charles Beitz claims: ‘Assuming that Rawls m m:.mE:E,:., :.: __ _..__ _<_<:_
principles are successful, there is no reason .8 think the :M._:_. _,. ...‘ i
principles would change as a result of enlarging the scope 0 ,_:_..._ ”..:_E_
position so that the principles would MGEN to ﬂdm world as w w :“., _A i .__.

151). As we shall discuss below, we can &mcumEmw. the @cwﬁ_w: c. <.<.= ._J,;

the existence of interdependence gives rise to af,m.m of Em,q_d.pwp:.\». 4__:4 ._.,“.
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premises two and three apply to the global economic association. I now
Jdumbrate some reasons for believing that this is plausible for each of the
jour conditions of premise two. Wwith respect to the first condition, the global
~conomic association seems strong in light of the three indices of strength.
he processes of economic globalization is endur
ing. ltis a structural feature of capitalist economic development that has
gathered pace recently with technological changes, but that has been observ:
2ble since at least the early colonial area. Additionally, it is governed primiv
rily by the norm of competition for market share that requires firms 1o

production costs. But norms of governance

innovate ceaselessly and to reduce
are also in place, especially through the regulatory framework established by
e municipal exclusionary property

{the WTO (World Trade Organizaton) and th

regimes that are implicitly recognized in all international trade. The globali-
sation of trade, investment and finance has had profound effects on the
highest-order interests of persons, including spreading market norms that
dictate whether and how a state may succeed in ©o<m_,5rm~.w&nma=m human
development and imposing rules of governance through the WTO that affect,
for example, a state’s ability to succeed in development by means of trade.
Finally, the effects of the international economic crisis perpetuated by the

home-lending crisis in the USAin 2007-8 illustrates the manner in which the

highest-order interest of persons are affected by the international economic

association. For example, according to the World Bank, net capital flows t0
developing countries fell 20 per cent in 2009 to $598 billion and were a little
over half the 2007 peak of $1.11 trillion (World Bank, 2011: 1).

Consider the second of the four conditions of the principle of associational
ce, namely non-voluntariness. There is nO reasonable prospect for exten-
growth other than adopting a capitalist
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sthility problems of the global income tax are somewhat mitigated by

the fact that the tax could be partially tmplemented betore all of the per
capita rich countries participated in it The suceessiul example of partial
implementation might build political support for the proposal. The proposal
Is certainly worthy of support ~on cosmopolitan grounds, although it is
unclear whether the potential political problems are surmountable.

The central attraction of Piketty's proposal for a global tax on capital is that
the tax could get to the main source of inequality far more effectively than
an income tax. Because the very wealthy only take a very small proportion of
their wealth as income, typically much smaller than the percentage by which
their wealth grows, inequality of wealth can grow even with a progressive
income tax (2014: 525). What is more, given the high levels of private wealth,
even a tax at a modest rate would bring in significant revenue for social
welfare policies that support people living in poverty and with low incomes.
In Europe, a tax of 2.5 per cent would generate revenues equivalent to 2 per
cent of Europe’s GDP (2014: 528). .

Piketty readily admits that the idea of a global, progressive wealth tax is
utopian, since it would require all countries to cooperate by agreeing to, and
enforcing, a tax schedule applicable to wealth everywhere. But it is nonethe-
less useful to consider for a number of reasons. Because presumptively it
would be very effective at reducing global inequality in wealth, it can serve
as a standard against which to measure the effectiveness of other proposals
(2014: 515). Moreover, even a modest tax, Piketty claims, would have impor-
tant virtues. It would generate reliable information about the global distribu-
tion of wealth by requiring the reporting of wealth (2014: 518-19) and by
requiring states to broaden their agreements about sharing banking data
(2014: 520). The latter would remove the possibility of hiding money away in
remote countries. Finally, the aim of moving to a global, progressive tax on
capital could possibly be served by first developing regional capital taxes, say
in the European Union (2014: 527-30).

Since the political feasibility of a global, or even regional, tax on capital is
uncertain, it's not plausible to claim that cosmopolitan justice requires this
institution. But it certainly would be desirable. So, there are good reasons of
cosmopolitan justice to advocate for such a tax. And should successful cam-
paigning for a global or regional tax on capital sufficiently improve its feasi-
bility, then justice would require that it be instituted.

5 Conclusion

Our world is remarkably unequal. Cosmopolitans typically reject this inequal-
ity. They seek a more egalitarian world. According to the account discussed
most fully in this chapter (Moellendorf 2009), the requirement of equality
derives from respect for the equal inherent dignity of all persons. Respect for
this dignity requires that the social order be justifiable to those who are its

members. justic
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Global Political Justice

Terry Macdonald
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