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Abstract

This thesis has two parts, which together seelkpioee the political channels of responsibility for
global injustice. While there is much that we migite each other as persons, the thesis argues
that our political arrangements and interactioneegate further duties for citizens, both as a

collective and individually, and for states as ficdil agents.

Part | explores what states, as equal agents igltial sphere, owe to each other. It presents two
sets of duties held by states: firstly, non-relaioduties of non-harm, rescue, and the provisfon o
basic human necessities; and secondly, a relatidui® to respect the principle of equality in
negotiation. Drawing from this foundation, Partoffers an account of citizen responsibility for
states’ failure to fulfil these duties. The thesigports existing claims that citizens ought torbea
the burdens of their participation in the state matkes a further claim that citizens of liberal
western democracies can be held collectively mpralsponsible for the unjust acts of their state.
This responsibility is grounded in citizens’ endorent of democracy, their influence and benefit

from state action, and their unique position talibke state accountable.

As a result of this responsibility, the collectis@n be blamed, punished (within limits), expected t
apologize, and held liable for remedial dutiestdm, citizens will have individual duties to ‘do
their bit" in fulfilling these collective remedialuties, as well as the collective duty of holdihgit

state accountable. Each citizen’s share of thedlective duties will be determined by their
capacity and effectiveness in contributing to thilment of the duties, and their share of the

influence over, and benefit from, the injustice.
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Introduction

Contemporary society is increasingly globalized setthe same time state boundaries
remain a central fact of political life. While weeaoften moved by suffering in countries
less well-off than our own and feel connected teect who share our beliefs and interests
around the world, we remain resistant to the ided these new truths might stretch our
responsibilities so far as to require change toveay of life. The range and complexity of
challenges facing societies throughout the worldenia difficult to envision how we, or
our state, could meaningfully contribute to thesalution, or how we could be expected

to do so. As Samuel Scheffler aptly puts it:

we insist on our status as autonomous agents antleopentrality of our freedom to

choose, but increasingly we see ourselves as wctmd blame others for our

misfortunes, as if to indicate how little we see own choices as counting for in a
world of complex interdependencies, massive insital structures, and breath-taking
new technologies. In all of these ways and moreyeveal that we have lost any sure
sense of our responsibilities toward others anii teeponsibilities toward us.

In this complex world of interdependency, howeveoth states and citizens have to
grapple with a range of moral challenges and resipdities they might evoke: are we
morally obligated to those who, we are now aware, significantly worse-off than us?
Are we being exploitative when we take advantageedk labour regulations in a country
much less developed than our own? Is it our respihitys to combat climate change for
future generations? These questions, at times,rémpolitical and media discussions but
often do not translate into serious reflection lom tole that each individual citizen or state

may play in these big challenges of global justice.

! Samuel ScheffleBoundaries and Allegiances: Problems of Justice Radponsibility in Liberal Thought
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2002), 19.



These issues are fraught given the democratic ematyimany of the states involved in
perpetuating injustice: does responsibility forstimjustice trickle down to the citizens a
state represents? Is injustice done in the namaedeimocracy in one way worse? Or not as
bad? To what extent is a democracy, as a poliicaimunity, justified in prioritizing its
own members? It is these questions that motivasepitoject to investigate the duties of
justice that states have to each other and to exph® moral burden that these duties can
create for their citizens. The thesis will expahéd tange of duties between states, based on
the specific practices of which they are a partesehduties often remain unfulfilled.
Despite citizens influencing and benefiting froratetaction, responsibility seems to stop
at the state level. | argue that understandingezis to be collectively morally responsible

for the acts of their state can rectify this ‘resgibility gap’.

We can test our thoughts on this responsibility gggxamining our intuitions regarding
an unusual instance of democratic injustice: AmadiSouth Africa. South Africa pre-
1994 was not a democratic state: more than 80%efpbpulation was disenfranchised
and violently oppressed. The actual Apartheid datehowever, function as a democracy
(albeit with a restricted membership) in one cdntnay: white South Africans
democratically elected their leaders and their @spntatives protected their rights and
interests. In addition to the wrong of denying gpation to black, Indian and coloured
South Africans, this democracy acted unjustly talvapecific groups who were not
members. Many would therefore intuitively hold thetiite South African citizens did a
wrong in allowing their government to perpetuatesth injustices. We think they should
have voted differently, and protested governmernioacalongside black, Indian and
coloured South Africans. While we would make sefaraoral judgments about each
individual's actions (and so judge the Boeremag bemmore harshly than the

2



Progressive Party voter), | suggest we woalsb want to note that taken collectively

white South Africans of this time failed to ensjmatice.2

There are mitigating factors here: consider thegdanf dissent even for white citizens or
the extent to which citizens were not aware ofestaition. Yet ignorance is not a valid
excuse, particularly given the well-known racisgtatbgy underpinning most of the unjust
acts. While in each case the act may not have thsefosed to citizens, it was reasonably
foreseeable given the ideological standpoint of goeernment. Danger is a relevant
concern yet there was a range of actions not stibleefgo persecution, such as an
anonymous vote against the Nationalist Party. Collely white citizens, through their

vote, could have avoided Apartheid altogether aleent at any given election. We would
consider citizens like Helen Suzman, and counth#issrs, who actively sought to oppose
the regime, to have fulfilled their responsibilitpespite these exceptions, many would
argue that, as a collective, white South Africatizens of that time are responsible for a
major injustice. This thought may be motivated Ilyeo factors beyond their democratic
involvement: perhaps the benefits received or thegnitude of the injustice they

witnessed and did not act to prevent. We would, éne@s, also deem the South African
citizen to be more responsible for this injustibart, for example, the white Zimbabwean
citizen living in South Africa and receiving similbenefits, which suggests that we think
there is something morally significant about theitevhSouth African’s democratic

membership in the oppressive regime. The fact tthatdemocratic electorate had by far

the most power (after the government itself) totifgahe situation through the state-

%2 The Progressive Party was the only unequivocatitapartheid party, its sole MP being Helen Suzman
who spent a total of 36 years in parliament. TherBmag, on the other hand, is a right wing white
supremacist group.



sanctioned channel of an electoral vote raisesexypectations of what was morally

required.

This case differs significantly from that of thebdral western democracies under
discussion in this thesis, most notably in the thett black, Indian and coloured South
Africans had no formal political representativeshas time, whereas citizens of states that
are unjustly treated by other states do have reptason through their own state. This

distinction weakens, however, when we reflect ofugees from failed states or the

comparative strength of representation betweeerdiftt states at global organizations like
the World Trade Organization (WT®)Despite differences, there is enough similarity
between the two cases for our intuitions aboutApartheid case to be revealing in our
discussion of injustice perpetrated by liberal wastdemocracies. When there is injustice
done by a democratically elected body, our intnitsuggests the electorate is to some
extent complicit. This intuition has important ingaltions for how we think about global

injustice in a statist global realm, particulariyen that many of the most powerful actors

in contemporary global politics are liberal demdaicratates.

Liberal western democracies hold themselves to kighdards: to be representatives of
their citizens and guardians of freedom and humgints. Democratic states and their
citizens are therefore an especially interesting matevant set of agents and will be the
focus of this thesis. The term liberal western demracy is used to refer to those existing
states that have established, long-term democeatstems based on liberal ideas of

natural, and latterly human, rights. This list wbutclude (but is not limited to) countries

% While formal equality is maintained, the envoyshet WTO vary in size, competence and power in line
with a state’s ability to fund their envoy.



such as the United States (US), Australia, Caraaé,many of the states of the European
Union (EU). | think it is valuable to talk about stern liberal democracies for three
reasons. The first is simply the necessity of re§nthe scope of the project. There are
multiple interesting debates about the role ofzeits in newly democratic, semi-
democratic, and undemocratic states but these merfmai now, outside the realm of this
discussion. Secondly, | have focused on westemrdlbdemocracies because many of
these states are among the most powerful actotiseoglobal stage and are often guilty of
perpetuating injustice—either actively or throupk shaping of unjust institutional norms.
Lastly, citizens of western liberal democratic cmi@s are in a unigue position to hold
strong democratic states accountable, a posit@nigmot shared with their counterparts in
undemocratic state$.We should note, however, that while it is essénfaa the
discussions of Part Il that the states in questi@emdemocratic, the arguments could also
apply to non-western democracies and even illibdeshocracies, should they and their
citizens meet the criteria set out in the thesis il whole, however, the criteria will only

be met in conditions found in liberal western derno®s.

This focus on liberal western democracies doesdeay that the complexities of global
interaction yield a range of potentially responsilaigents. There are a vast variety of
potential duty- and right-bearers in each particiggue or instance of injustice. There
could be duties between (i) individual persons} ¢itizens of one state and those of
another; (iii) the state and non-citizens; (iv) giate and another state; (v) a transnational
actor and a state; (vi) transnational actors, @) (vansnational actors and individual
persons. As a starting point, this thesis will foan (iv), the duties between states, before

turning to the further implications of these dutiescitizens. The aim is not to undermine

4 For further discussion of this point, see s.5.1



or dispute the wealth of approaches available t@roat global injustice, but rather an
attempt to give due attention to one, underdevelagggproach: addressing challenges of
global justice in light of the dominance of statetoas on the global stage, and the
democratic relationship between states and thiézeaois. States remain the principal actors
in most international affairs and are often mostently culpable for perpetuating global
injustice through the waging of wars, support ofush regimes, and enforcing unfair

trading terms.

Methodology
In contemporary political theory there is signifitadebate around method, both as a

defence against outside scepticism of the valuecanttibution of political theory and as a
product of internal disagreement as to the mosightisl approaches to political
challenges. The last decade has seen a particiaest in the divide between ideal and
non-ideal theory: whether or not the dichotomy &xibow the two areas can be defined,
and which rules govern each approa€uestions are raised about the extent to which
certain constraints should be admitted in polititedory: is a certain theory grounded on
an assumption of full or partial compliance? Idintited by feasibility constraints? Is it
pursuing an ‘end-state’ solution or a transitiooé? In their 1983 collectionThe Nature

of Political TheoryMiller and Siedentop describe political theory as essentially mixed
mode of thought.It not only embraces deductive argument and eogdiiheory, but

combines these with normative concerns [...], so @icgua practical, action-guiding

® See for example, Laura Valentini, “On the Appateatadox of Ideal TheoryJournal of Political
Philosophyl17, no. 3 (2009): 332-55; Laura Valentini, “Ideal Non-ldeal Theory: A Conceptual Map,”
Philosophy Compass, no. 9 (2012): 654—-64. Adam Swift and Zofia Siowska, “Ideal and Non-Ideal
Theory,” inThe Oxford Handbook of Political Philosophgd. David Estlund (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 2012).

® Valentini, “Ideal vs. Non-Ideal Theory: A ConceptiMap.”

" David Miller and Larry Siedentop, “Introductioriif The Nature of Political Theored. David Miller and
Larry Siedentop (Oxford: Oxford University Pres985h), 1.



character® Thirty years later the field expects a much cleared narrower methodology
choice from its practitioners. Adherents to thealdenon-ideal distinction expect political
theorists to characterize their work within thiarfrework. In addition, political theorists
disagree as to what constitutes ideal and non-ittesdry. John Rawls, for example, is
criticized both for producing a completely ideagdiny, and for relying on empirical facts
that make his theory not ideal enough. this project | aim to do political theory as M
and Siedentop described it, using both deductigaraent and empirical theory to address
normative concerns, to act ‘as a goad — induciraplgeto reconsider beliefs previously
taken for granted, to notice the fuller implicatoof their value-commitments, or perhaps

to recognize the incompatibility between differgnals that they espous@.’

That being said, the thesis begins from the noatidéatus quo. Given existing global
inequality and current global institutions, thediseasks what duties states have and what
role citizenship should play both in our attempassign responsibility for injustice and in
preventing and redressing injustice. As Jonatharff\8aggests, if we wish to make
contributions that may affect policy, we must ad¢ctyat the status quo has a privileged
position in the debaté. That does not mean, however, that the status ggbtdao be
automatically accepted. Normative work requires tha engage with the plausibility of
views we encounter and make decisions about whipleas of the status quo to accept
and which to challenge. Throughout this thesis Il aften begin from a position of the
status quo but offer some justification for whystposition might be normatively plausible
or justified. The arguments are therefore in thapshof a conditional, but with an extra

clause. It is not just p then g,butif p, and p is a plausible position to hold, thenTgis

8 .
Ibid.
® Swift and Stemplowska, “Ideal and Non-Ideal Thebry
10 Miller and Siedentop, “Introduction,” 1.
1 Jonathan Wolff, “Harm and HypocrisyPublic Policy Research4, no. 2 (2007): 133.



kind of argument is most evident in the thesis'septance of the current statist nature of
global politics. Regardless of on-going academinteotion over the legitimacy of the
state, it is clear that the existence of statesnsimportant fact that needs to be

incorporated into current theorizing.

There are many reasons why people might accest#tist framework: its efficiency; the
fact of its deep roots in current society; the eadd reciprocal relationships states create;
nationalism, patriotism and so &nl argue that we have good reason to focus onttte s
in our discussions of global justice. The stataentty assumes a powerful and active role
in preventing or perpetuating global injustice anhtias the capacity to engage with the
challenges of global justice beyond any single oizgtion or individual. Furthermore,
citizens of liberal western democracies have a umigbility to hold their state
accountable, which gives us good reason to inwstigshat these states owe in light of
global injustice. The thesis will offer accounts gopport two further widely accepted
views in the current political system: that stedes agents that can act (and perhaps more
controversially be held responsible for those a&tg) that states are formally equal agents
in international relations. These accounts offelass a full defence of the position and
more an unpacking of what needs to lie behind thesely held views to make them
normatively justified. They therefore allow us tonsider with more clarity what ought to

be done within the realms of this status quo.

The thesis does not intend, therefore, to be aqeet of cosmopolitan views or a
philosophical defence of the statist view. In ortfeestablish what duties we might owe in

the current status quo, the thesis constructs eouat that could, most plausibly, justify

12 |n addition, Stilz has influentially discussed theeral justification for the state and our paél obligation
drawing from Kant and Rousseau in Anna Stiiberal Loyalty: Freedom, Obligation, and the State
(Princeton University Press, 2009).



the status quo statist position. This account @wiéwed, however, as what Simon Caney
describes as a consequentialist cosmopolitan atcohat is, it shares the commitment to
the universal equality of interests, but offerdatist model as the best way to (indirectly)
achieve these cosmopolitan aifi#\s Caney suggests, the state can offer us instiiane
value, insofar as it pursues policies and insbongithat further cosmopolitan ends. | will
argue that the universal principle of equal moralrttv grounds both our global and
domestic duties (s.1.3; s.4.2.2). A cosmopolitalid$ehat we are all equally entitled to a
certain set of rights, but this does not excludediacussed in this thesis, that our political
communities can provide insight into the duties vewe in providing these entitlements.
‘One has a ‘special’ duty to protect the cosmopaliéntitlements of one’s fellow citizens,
as well as a ‘general’ duty to protect cosmopoliatitiements of everyoné‘."WhiIe we
each have an entitlement to be treated as a myual,gart of this entitlement can only, or

best, be fulfilled by our fellow citizens (s.4.2.2)

The status quo in global politics is complicated aleeply entrenched and so while it
provides a helpful starting point, it does not léadlear answers. What one agent is under
an obligation to do will be affected by the comptia and actions of another agent. This is
salient in relation to the political channels aensibility between citizens and their state,
and within the collective of citizens. If states adthout regard to their citizens’ will,
citizens will not be able to fulfil their duty toold the state accountable. Where citizens
seek to hold their state accountable but face & ¢dccollaboration from their fellow
citizens, their duty will have to account for thenrcompliance of others. The thesis
acknowledges and discusses these challenges @&32), but at the same time, remains

committed to developing a normative project of whagally, citizens and states ought to

13 Simon Caneyjustice beyond Borders: A Global Political The¢®xford: Oxford University Press,
2005), 275.
14 Simon Caney, “Global Distributive Justice and 8tate,”Political Studies6, no. 3 (2008): 511.



do in the face of widespread global injustice. &nhy, the thesis does offer suggestions as
to how citizens and states may act to fulfil theuties (s.3.3; s.7.2; s.7.4). It does not,
however, delve into the non-ideal complexities ofigy-making. As Adam Swift and
Zofia Stemplowska suggest, ‘it is perfectly possibd work on non-ideal theory at the
abstract or philosophical level without applyingtdt particular contexts in a way that
yields concrete proposals; such proposals typicalMplve careful identification of the
empirical circumstances and estimates of the piibtiab attaching to the consequences of
various things that might be done in those circamsts* This kind of policy analysis

extends beyond the ambit of this political thedrgdis.

A final comment on the underlying methodology dbtthesis: the thesis is pluralist about
the grounds of justice. It does not commit to amig ground of justice but accepts that we
can have both relational and non-relational dutiégustice and further there can be
multiple different relational or non-relational gmds for justice. Relational duties are
those that arise out of some interaction or reftstiip that we have with another (such as
being fellow citizens), while non-relational vievesise in virtue of some independent
characteristic of that individual or ourselves (sugs our common humanity). These
categories provide both a useful way to examinegtioeinds of certain duties of justice
and a clear distinction within a complex debatet &e not, as current global justice
discourse often implies, mutually exclusive. MathRisse, for example, argues that there
is no deep opposition between relational and ntatiomal conceptions of justice such that
they cannot co-exisf There can be duties that arise out of associattuatscitizens find
themselves in or choose to join and similarly, amdultaneously, we can take seriously

the idea that non-relational concepts such as oumnmon humanity can also ground

15 Swift and Stemplowska, “Ideal and Non-Ideal ThebBg6.
16 Mathias RisseQn Global Justicé€Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 2012).

1C



universal duties of justice. This position resemlilee way people often think about their
duties: a person may think they have certain maudies to the stranger on the street in
virtue of their equal moral standing (such as g it to harm themand that they have
particular duties, in addition to these basic mahaies, to their spouse in virtue of their
relationship. Similarly, we can also think that kageve duties of distributive justice on both
non-relational and relational grounds. According Risse, ‘principles of justice are
different principles associated withdifferent grounds,and depend on what norm-
generating conditions apply respectiveiyThis argument is therefore an attempt to widen
our view on the possible agents and grounds foreadthg global injustice rather than an

argument for the priority or exclusiveness of oadipular agent or ground of justice.

There are two parts to this thesis: the dutiesaies and the consequent duties of citizens.
What ties them together is a commitment to inves#éigthe political channels of
responsibility for global injustice. There are matifferent agents and ways of exploring
the challenges of global injustice. This thesiserdfinsight into responsibility that is
grounded in our political life. That is, what ittizat we as citizens owe to those outside of
our state because of our role as citizens in demtiocstates. In order to fully answer this
guestion, Part | sets out an account of what states to each other, while Part I

investigates the implications of these duties fozens. | will introduce each part in turn.

Part I: What States Owe to Each Other

The thesis seeks to investigate the responsilgltigens of liberal western democracies
have for the unjust (or just) acts of their statésundational to this investigation is the

guestion of how exactly states should behave: wh#es of justice do they have? This

7 bid., 50.
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will be the focus of Part | that will argue thaatsts have two sets of duties in the
international realm. Firstly, they have three nelational duties, namely, a duty of non-
harm, a duty of rescue, and a duty to provide #h Wwasic human necessities. These duties
are non-relational insofar as they apply betwednsiates regardless of their specific
interactions. Secondly, where states do interhey; have a further set of relational duties,

most importantly | argue, a commitment to a priteipl equality in negotiation.

To begin, in Chapter 1, | will justify starting \nithe state as the relevant agent and will
argue that the state is a moral agent that can dwtégs and be held responsible. As a
foundation for the theory of international relasotieveloped in Chapters 2 and 3, this first
chapter will present an argument for states asleagents and set out the non-relational
duties that hold between them. | suggest that timeserelational duties (of non-harm,
rescue, and the provision of basic human necessittem a core of global justice that
most scholars can agree to in substance if notyahim form. That is, the theoretical
frameworks might differ but the imperative to ac@ehese ends is shared. Even at this
most basic level we are faced with widespread laickompliance and a responsibility
void for this failing. These non-relational dutitberefore provide sufficient motivation for
the investigation into citizen responsibility inrPH. Yet, in order to fully understand the
weight and content of citizen responsibility, andeed in order to offer a full account of

state duties, we will turn, in Chapter 2, to exaamelational views.

Non-relational duties do not capture the full exteihwhat we might think that states owe
to each other. Consider the following case: CouMirtyades extensively with country Y
and they have an agreement to allow free movenfeeach country’s staple export. So,

country X can freely sell bananas in country Y’'srkess and country Y can freely sell
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cocoa in country X. Both economies depend heavilytleese staple exports and the
markets that this agreement opens to them. Whenreélagéy comes up for renewal after
twenty years, we might think it unjust if country Without warning, decides to no longer
participate in this agreement and impose a higff tar country X's bananas and a lower
tariff to country Z. While it may be in complianeéth existing international law or our
understanding of contract law, intuitively, it seeomjust to seriously undermine an agent
with which you had a long term mutually dependesiationship—both because we
undermine a valuable relationship with legitimaigextations and because a party has
been left in a position of extreme vulnerabilityeWo not think states should be denied
exit from long-term trading agreements but our itidas suggest that due consideration
needs to be given to the other party’s legitimatpeetations in light of the long-term
relations: perhaps a staggered process to allowadgustment, compensation, or more

favourable terms are required.

In Chapter 2, | present a view that can accounttfese intuitions about state interactions.
| argue that the relational view of justice, prdpemderstood, can provide valuable input
into the duties that are owed at an internatioeatll The relational view of justice holds
that what justice requires is, at least to a certaient, dependent on our relationship with
a given individual or situation. This view is tradnally deployed in the domestic context
in order to justify special duties of distributiyestice among citizens of a stdfeThe
argument draws from the intuition that our relasiavith people affect what we owe them:
we feel that we owe more to our families than weala stranger since there is something

distinct about close relationships within a famiimilarly, relational scholars would

8 The relational view encompasses a variety of yasitferent conclusions that all stem from a betteit
the relations between individuals contribute teed@ining the requirements of justice. See, for gxam
Michael Blake, “Distributive Justice, State Coergiand Autonomy,Philosophy and Public Affair80, no.
3 (2001): 257-96; David Millel®On Nationality(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1995); Andrea Sangiovann
“Global Justice, Reciprocity, and the Stateliilosophy & Public Affair5, no. 1 (2007): 3-39.
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argue that we are in a special kind of relationstith our fellow citizens; we are working
together implicitly or explicitly on a common projeto ensure our own and our fellow
citizens’ well-being. While | share the intuitiomat our relations can matter in determining
our duties of justice, | break from the conventiomathod of approaching relational duties
beyond borders as being between individuals. Idstéeawing from the earlier arguments
justifying state agency, | argue that states alevamt agents in this debate. Relations
between individuals globally have been addressdbtdriterature, but an investigation of
the relational duties betweeatatesas agents on the global stage fills a currentigape
global justice debate. | argue that states integatensively with each other, and these

interactions ground relational duties of justicénmen them.

Chapter 2 will defend this position in three matieps. Firstly, it will set out an account of
a practice-based relational view and unpack theedyidg mechanisms at work. It will
argue that relational views rely on both an undegyommitment to a principle of justice
and the nature and aims of the practice in ordetetermine the kind of duties that are
grounded. With this in mind, the chapter presemtsm@alogy between the domestic and
international cases, arguing that they share sirmdanmitments to a principle of equality,
similarly valuable ends, and long-term, formaliataictures. The kinds of duties that arise

are hence similarly egalitarian in kind.

Chapter 3 will turn to the task of explicating teeduties, arguing that states’ practices
ought to be governed by a principle of equality@gotiation. Drawing on the ‘democratic
equality’ model introduced by Elizabeth Andersanwill argue for a kind of relational
equality between states rather than equality obuees, welfare, or opportunity.

Relational equality between states grounds a mi@odf equality in negotiation. This
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principle is in place to ensure that states are &bfunction as equals in their interactions
and are not in relations of oppression. Equalityn@gotiation has two parts: (i) states
should have equal access to the tools of negatiaiach as the relevant information,

research and strategy expertise, and administratipport, and (ii) states should have a
reasonable degree of parity in bargaining poweh dhat one state does not have the
power to unduly influence negotiations. While thesaditions may not all be currently

feasible, the principle holds that states who areyet equals are owed compensation for
the effects of this inequality on the negotiatiand for the arrangements of the negotiation
to move them closer toward this kind of equalitystanding. The remainder of Chapter 3
offers a response to possible objections and cdesliart | by bringing together the non-
relational and relational duties of states and iciemsig how these two sets of duties work
together. This situates us well to then address dibrens are affected by these duties that

their states are under.

Part Il: Citizen Responsibility
To begin with, we ought to clarify why this projefticuses on citizenship; why it is

valuable in the global justice debate to turn dibentowards widening our conception of
citizenship to include outward-looking duties basmd the actions of our states. As
Andrew Mason argues: ‘there are many who we oweiapebligations of compensatory
justice because of what we did in the past, anddéddecause of how we continue to act in
the present, but there is no reason to think ahths fellow citizens, or to think of these
obligations as obligations of citizenshig.If this is the case, is it relevant or even cdrrec
to perceive citizenship as playing a role in glohatice? Mason appears to blur two

different ideas in his statement. Whether | belidoe example, that Aaliyah is my fellow

9 Andrew MasonLiving Together as Equals: The Demands of Citizgn@xford: Oxford University
Press, 2012).
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citizen, and whether the duties of compensatoryigeisowed to her areluties of
citizenshipare two distinct questions. Many understandingsitiéenship are committed
to a view that citizenship duties, or duties thaseain virtue of our citizenship, are only
owed to fellow citizeng® | will argue, on the contrary, that there are athdgies of
citizenship that we owe to non-citizens, both inue of being a citizen of our particular
state, and in virtue of how | behass a citizenlt is essential to understand these acts as
acts of citizenship as they are, in most casefeatole acts, with citizenship being the key
feature that creates the collective. There can belurtance to accept this view on the
grounds that it can begin to undermine the veryneabf what it means to be a citizen: to
owe certain duties teach other.This worry confuses the two issues of whether ar n
someone is a fellow citizen, and so owed certatredpyand whether or not, I, as a citizen,
owe certain duties to someone given my, or my 'stateehaviour. In order to aid the
dispelling of this confusion, in this project | Wikfer to the latter, my focus, asitward-
looking citizenship dutiedVe should also note that the citizens discusselis thesis are
those who live, and are eligible to vote, in a fddlewestern democratic state. Many
individuals live and work in states that do notrgrdnem political rights. These individuals
are not necessarily without responsibility, butitmesponsibility will not be discussed in

this thesi¢!

The political nature of citizenship gives us a secoeason to focus on citizenship in a
global justice context. While issues of global icstcan be, and often are, matters of
personal morality, they are also fundamentally tmall questions. | think it is crucial

therefore that we engage with the challenges obajlgustice in light of our political

%0 Consider, for example, the idea of citizenshigefuand rights, in David Miller's nationalist contien.
Miller, On Nationality
21 See s.7.5.1 for a discussion highlighting thisiésas a path for further inquiry.
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position: as citizens of a particular state. Tharay be some duties that we have as
individuals to address global injustice, but in i#dd there are duties arising from our
political role as a citizenbecauseof our role as a citizen. As we can recall fronr ou
discussion of Part I, we have good reasons to foculberal western democracies, one
feature of which is the ability of citizens to hdldese states accountable. Not only are
states a major actor on the global stage in crgativd perpetuating the structures that lead
to global injustice, but further, there are somguneements of global justice that can only,
or best, be met by a state, or by states actinettieg’? Western liberal democracies are
therefore in very powerful positions in internamegotiations, both to fulfil duties of
global justice and conversely often to enact opsupinjustice. Given this power, there is
little that other states or international orgarimas can do to regulate their behavi6tr.
Democracies are, however, committed to the rotatibpower by consultation with the
electorate in a national election, putting citizesfsdemocratic states in a position of
relative power. Emphasizing the political channelsesponsibility, and so our role as
citizens, enables us to capture the full rangeutied that individuals have and to utilize all

the available avenues to combat the immense clgallehglobal injustice.

We might wonder, however, why these duties of g@stio not just fall to the state in
guestion, or to states in general, and remain thign. If the state fails to fulfil its duties

of justice then the responsibility should fall toThis, however, makes the state into what

22 Consider the duties discussed in Part | (to petidsic human necessities or to rescue a statsis, or
example) that are tasks of such a great magnihatdhey are best fulfilled by large state actors.

% In the recent Syria crisis, for example, both Uit ghe US leadership turned to the representati/éseir
citizens rather than international organisationshsas the UN, to ask for authorization. When was

denied, both states respected the decision. SedereBteinhauer and Jonathan Martin, “Obama Seeks
Approval by Congress for Strike in Syridihe New York Time#ugust 31, 2013,
http://www.nytimes.com/2013/09/01/world/middleeagtia.html; BBC News, “Syria Crisis: Cameron Loses
Commons Vote on Syria ActionBBC NewsAugust 30, 2013, http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/ukifes-
23892783.
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Stilz has termed a ‘responsibility-laundering maehf” In other words, the state plays the
role of the ‘moral fall guy’. Often in big businesswhere illegal activity is taking place,
one person is delegated to be the ‘moral fall gag'far as possible all suspect practices
are associated with this one individual. If corfaptis discovered, the company can
dismiss this one member and carry on, having jastiitself by ousting the corrupt
individual. Similarly, if the state is the sole pessibility bearer, it would allow citizens to
receive the benefits of state action but should amyst behaviour be uncovered, the
responsibility would fall to the state, and notizghs. There seems therefore to be a

‘responsibility gap’ between citizens and theiteta

We might think, however, that the state has be¢mugdor that very reason, to perform
tasks that citizens do not or cannot perform théwase The predominant conception of
the state views the state’s role as one of actingiays in which citizens would not, or
should not, act themselves. The state is, in th&aNan sense, the only entity that can
claim a legitimate monopoly on the use of violend& think that the state can imprison
those who are a danger to society, but we do nk fhis the prerogative of a citizen to
keep a dangerous person locked up. In the creafitime state we all transfer, or give up,
our right to individually enforce our conceptionjastice (and so to lock up the dangerous
person) to the state, so that the state can egerdityce our rights. Where the state fails to
enforce citizens’ rights, citizens resist througimebcratic channels: either through electing
a different government, protesting, or pursuingalegvenues. We do not hold citizens

responsible as the state acted outside of its naratad citizens had condemned it for

24 Anna Stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the ®t&Journal of Political Philosophyt9, no. 2 (2011):
197.
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doing so® The more interesting enquiry, however, is wheeisponsible when the state is
acting unjustly, and against other states and maens who do not have access to these
democratic channels? This is compounded wherespgiare not speaking out but instead
enjoying the benefits that this action often acsrukhis scenario seems to characterize
many interactions in the global realm and so hgift the central challenge of the
responsibility gap between states and their ciizeWe hesitate to assign citizens
responsibility for the acts of their state givee temoteness of the latter, but similarly we
hesitate to allow states to detach themselves ipdraim those who created them and in

whose interest they act: we do not want the stabetome our moral fall guy.

Part Il will address this challenge in three cheptéh Chapter 4, | will lay the foundations
for citizen responsibility. In Chapter 5, | turn ¢dizens’ collective responsibility, and in
Chapter 6 consider the implications of this resgality for individual citizens. The main
argument will agree with many in the current litera that citizens can be held
collectively outcome or task-responsible for thésaaf their staté® That is, citizens, by
virtue of their participation in the practice ofrgg a state, have to bear the benefits and
burdens of this practice. In addition, it will aguhat citizens of liberal western
democracies can be held collectively morally resgaa for the acts of their states. With
this goal in mind, Chapter 4 lays down three imaatrtfoundations. Firstly, it presents the
basis of the idea of citizenship used throughoist ttesis. Without challenging the status
guo of state-based citizenship, it offers someaeasvhy we might remain committed to

this widely held view. Citizenship is understootljta root, as participation in the practice

%t is, however, not always the case that citizémspeak out, particularly when it is a failureetdorce the
rights of minority groups. The salient point is #tate is set up to allow a response through deatiocr
channels.

26 Consider for example, David Miller, “Holding Natis Responsible Ethics114, no. 2 (2004): 240-68;
Stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the State.ES®ection 4.1 for further discussion.
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of having a state, a participation that is motidaby our need to ensure our own, and
others’, basic human needs. | argue that this staeding of citizenship grounds two
collective duties of accountability. Citizens hagecollective duty to hold their state
accountable to (i) act on their interestighin the limits of justiceand (ii) to uphold their
duties as states in the global realm, as set ogarhl. Secondly, | argue, following Kutz,
that participatory intentions ground our understagdof citizens as a collective, and
further that we can view this collective to be agtithrough its regular and expected
collective outcomes. Since the responsibility idlembive, concerns arise about the
capacity of the collective to bear moral respotisjbior indeed responsibility at all.

Thirdly then, | will discuss the moral nature ofstihesponsibility.

With these foundational concepts in hand, Chaptetrbduces the argument that citizens
of liberal western democracies can be held colletimorally responsible for their states’
acts. This responsibility rests on four featurebbaral western citizenries. Firstly, citizens
of western liberal democracies buy into the concégtemocracy: the rule of the people.
Secondly, citizens of western liberal democracied&ena number of implicit and explicit
demands on their governments and so influencestisdour, and in turn, thirdly, receive
numerous benefits from state action. Lastly, ditizare in a unique position to hold their
state accountable. After setting out these foutufes, | argue that taken together, they
ground a collective moral responsibility. The rentker of the chapter investigates what
this responsibility might mean for the collectiveefore turning, in Chapter 6, to how it
affects individual citizens. In both cases, thene taree kinds of possible effects, which |
discuss in turn. Firstly, | explore the differerays that collective moral responsibility will

affect the moral standing of citizens, both as #ective and individually, secondly,
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whether they are liable to punishment or attitudesistrust and thirdly, what forward-

looking duty it might ground, such as apology aneglial duties.

A key idea in this thesis is that responsibilityndall at the collective level, yet, when it
comes to fulfilling collective duties, individuaitizens will be called upon to act. Chapter
6 presents an argument for a differentiated distidin of the burden of the collective duty.
While all citizens are equally a part of the cdiiee that is responsible, their share of the
collective duties may vary according to their capato influence, the effectiveness of
their influence, and the extent to which they haffuence over and benefited from the
injustice. | then consider some objections to thésv, tackling three broad responses we
might have: Is it too demanding? Is it unfair? tismdemocratic? In each case there are
important concerns to be taken into account butPaoncludes that we have good reason
to hold the collective morally responsible, and ifatividual citizens to be obligated to do

‘their bit’ of the consequent collective duty.

Concluding: the Implications and Way Forward

There are two related, underlying worries that wadg the thesis and which the thesis
aims to address. Firstly, there is a tension batweleat we might conceive the role of a
democratic state to be and the requirements ofagjjobtice. How much can global justice
demand of a state that has its citizens’ interastdts primary aim and justification?
Secondly, there is a responsibility gap. Democrstites act on the global stage, and are
regarded as representing the will of their citizered these citizens frequently avoid any
form of responsibility. Through considering the ipohl channels of responsibility, the
thesis offers a way to relieve the tension andectbe gap. The thesis will offer an account

of the state as not just committed to its citizengrests, but bound by duties in virtue of
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its place among other states in the global ordéizeDs, as a collective that is morally
responsible for the acts of its state, will notlisée to rely so easily on a responsibility gap,
and will share the burden of responding to globpistice. That is, it is not states that need
always choose between the interests of their aisiznd the requirements of global justice,
but citizens themselves who ought to reflect orrtiemands in light of the requirements
of global justice. The conclusion of the thesislvakgin with an analysis of how the

arguments of the thesis can shape our responkege worries.

The conclusion then addresses the implications hif view for our conception of
citizenship before considering the way forward. Toacept of citizenship in the global
justice debate appears to provide a choice betweemutually exclusive options: world
citizenship that extends our duties of justice Hoparsons or bounded state citizenship
which creates a special set of duties that are dveéateen citizen%’ | argue however that
there is a third way: a citizenship that is statarid, but globally concernéd.This
understanding of citizenship more aptly capturasimwitions both that there is something
distinctive about the state, and that duties dfigasare not limited to the state. The thesis
draws out the implications for citizens: how oughey to balance their inward and
outward-looking citizenship duties? Do their indival duties to contribute toward the
fulfilment of citizens’ collective duties changeethway they ought to view their role as
citizens? | will argue that this view of citizenplentails three shifts in how citizens view
their role and act upon it. Firstly, citizens’ tiawhal role of voting and participating in the
formal channels of political life should now inckithese outward-looking considerations.

Secondly, given the international nature of muchoof consumerism, we should aim

2 Martha Nussbhaum, “Kant and Stoic Cosmopolitanishng Journal of Political Philosophy, no. 1
(1997): 6.

28 David Miller, “The Idea of Global Citizenship,” Marieties of Sovereignty and Citizenshe. Sigal Ben-
Porath and Rogers Smith (University of Pennsylvéiess, 2012), 227-43.
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towards politically-minded consumerism rather tltansidering the market to be beyond
the realm of politics. Finally, many citizens cangwafor global justice in their personal
capacity. This model of responsibility suggestg thay have good reason to focus (but not
necessarily to the exclusion of other options)rtlediorts on their own state rather than
other international structures. In the face of gramjustice and a wide degree of
uncertainty, it can seem unlikely that citizensl w#é able to fulfil their collective duties. |
suggest therefore two ways that the collective aoubve toward facilitating the fulfilment

of their collective duties: institutionalization tfese duties and civic education.

The conclusion draws out what is an underlying waiton throughout the thesis: citizens
of liberal western democracies need to widen thairent conception of what it means to
be a citizen given, as | will argue, that citizeas be collectively morally responsible for
their state’s behaviour in the global sphere. koot seek to create a global citizenship
but rather to include outward-looking duties in @iate-based citizenship. This more
globally-savvy citizenship will, | argue, be abke teconcile the domestic and reciprocal
nature of western liberal democratic citizenshiphvthe fact that our liberal democratic
states have a significant impact in their actioasd(inactions) on the global stage, an

impact for which we, as citizens of a democracgd® assume responsibility.
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Part I: What States Owe to Each Other
CHAPTER 1: Laying the Foundations

Traditionally the state is conceived as an insatutthat exists in order to protect and
further the interests of its citizens. Yet in conpmrary global politics states are
interacting in ways, and on a scale, that has serimplications for other states and
consequently their citizens. States’ function cartherefore be purely inward-looking. In
a rapidly globalizing world it is imperative to dleage how we view relations between
states. The risk is that given the speed of chamg@s are not settled, resulting in both an
uncertainty of expectations and an opportunitytfiermore powerful to shape the norms in
their favour. Norms that have emerged with, or twr@d into, the globalized world are in
need of close normative examination. What are ttieciples that govern international
relations? Which norms can be justified in lighttlése principles? What duties do states
owe if we are to be true to these principles? &nfallowing three chapters of Part I, | will

investigate these questions as | consider whatltdt states owe to each other.

In this chapter | will begin by justifying our starg point of the state as the relevant agent.
In section 1.1.1 | will argue that the state is @ahagent that can bear duties and be held
responsible, and, in section 1.1.2, | will acknaige that the state is not tbaly relevant
agent but argue that there are four good reasanssfdo focus on its role: (i) current
impact, (ii) capacity, (iii) accountability, and/fitheoretical gain. Drawing from this basis,
section 1.2 will present an argument for statescagl agents and section 1.3 will set out

the non-relational duties that hold between states.
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1.1 State as the Agent
In our everyday discourse we refer to states astagie would not be odd to hear someone

note that ‘the USA walked out of the treaty nedaiias’ or ‘that the relationship between
Zimbabwe and the UK is strained.” This could indécaloppy language rather than a
genuine belief in state agency. Yet this belietate agency is evident in how our states
act: they sign treaties, declare wars, are mendjargernational organizations and can be
prosecuted at the International Court of Justi€d)l Furthermore, studies of International
Relations often unquestionably imbue the state watiency, albeit often without
consideration ofnoral agency* The state therefore is both viewed as an agentarsdas
an agent. Nevertheless, these assumptions mayenoistified and we ought to examine
them. | suggest, however, that it is most helpfulattempt to construct a charitable
justification for this view. | suggest this charftyr two reasons: the scope and depth of the
assumption weighs in its favour, and our task ete provide normative guidance to our
existing world so where it is possible, key assuomst of the actors in our political world
ought to be preserved. As | set out in the intréidacto the thesis, | am working from the
status quo understanding of a state. Here, | wishefore not to set out a comprehensive
theory of the agency and equality of states, btiterato illustrate that these status quo
assumptions are not unfounded and prove plausiidevaluable starting points for our

discussions.

The concept of the state, and its relationshipttpens and government, will be unpacked
throughout this section and further analysed irt Rarin brief, the view presented here

distinguishes between the state, its governmeditjtarcitizens. While all three are closely

! Toni Erskine, “Making Sense of ‘Responsibility’ limternational Relations: Key Questions and Cors;&pt
in Can Institutions Have Responsibilities? Collectideral Agency and International Relatigred. Toni
Erskine (New York City: Palgrave MacMillan, 2003),

2 See the end of s.1.1.1 and s.4.3 (jii).
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overlapping in agency, it is possible for their @geto come apaFt.That is, the state may
act independently of its citizens or the governnreay act separately to its state. The state
is composed of a set of institutions, the goverrtiand civil service. The government
therefore is a part of the state but is not athefstate, nor does it necessarily only act as a

part of the state. With this model in mind, lettush to consider state agency.

1.1.1 State as a Moral Agent

When we call an individual a moral agent, we say #ine has capacity to both ‘understand
and respond to ethical reasoning’ and ‘incur maesponsibilities’> What we are
considering here therefore, is not just whethetatesis an agent, that is, able to act or
effect change in the world, but whether it is afoleassess the moral weight of these acts
and so be held responsible for them. Historicalys challenge was addressed in two
contrasting ways. Either the state was consideveleta full moral person or it was ‘a
necessary fiction.” Emerich Vattel, for exampldgere to the state as being ‘possessed of
an understanding, volition, and strength pecutidgtself.” In full, he suggests that: ‘such a
society has her affairs and her interests; shdelaies and takes resolutions in common;
thus becoming a moral person, who possesses anmstartiding and a will peculiar to
herself, and is susceptible of obligations andtsghThese views built upon the work of

Christian Wolff who considered states to be ‘indual free persons living in a state of

% Toni Erskine supports this account with her vidvhe state as an ‘institutional moral agent.’ §hetes
Quentin Skinner in support where he describes théem state as ‘an apparatus of power whose egésten
remains independent of those who may happen to d@veol of it at any given time.’ Toni Erskine,
“Assigning Responsibilities to Institutional Morabents: The Case of States and Quasi-Stakghijts &
International Affairsl5, no. 2 (2012): 74.

*Ibid., 68.

® Emerich VattelThe Law of Nations, Or, Principles of the Law otiNa, Applied to the Conduct and
Affairs of Nations and Sovereigresd. Béla Kapossy and Richard Whitmore (Indianiapblberty Fund,
2008), 73, http://oll.libertyfund.org/titles/2246.

® Ibid., 67.
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nature.” For both Wolff and Vattel, since the state is tmening together of persons, it
maintains the same features as persons and suilarki bound by natural law (although
this natural law may apply to states in a diffeneay). Thomas Hobbes, on the other hand,
had a more complex ontology. On Hobbes’s view,viddial persons, in leaving the state
of nature, create the artificial person of the seig and in doing so become a united
body, which is the state. The sovereign is an ai#bo representative of the people
(collectively) and so when the sovereign acts, eithér a person or an assembly)
personates the state. The state does not theedistewithout the people or act without the
sovereigrf It is important to Hobbes (and to us), howevea the state is a stable agent
that exists beyond a specific set of people orsign. He argues therefore that the state is
a fictional person. While in fact, its moral agensydependent on its representatives, the
state acts as if it has moral agency. This fictdoes not trivialize the role of the state as
agent. The state as a fictional person still, taareple, fulfils the important function of
bearing sovereign deBStates remain powerful actors in the world just fihe ‘heathen
gods of antiquity’ who were a fiction but, represehby priests, acted, held possessions,
and had legal right¥ For political society to function as describeddiuduals are
required to suspend their disbelief and practiseeswishful thinking. This, according to

David Runciman, is exactly what we do in contempppmlitical life.**

This view of fictional state agency is not a probléor the purposes of this thesis; we can

still assign rights and duties to the state an@eaadthe view shares the claim, developed

7 Christian Wolff,Jus Gentium Methodo Scientifica Pertractajau. Joseph Horace Drake and Otfried
Nippold (Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1934), 9,351-

8 Quentin Skinner, “The Three Persons of the St@ehceton, 2013).

° Ibid., 15, 24.

%pid., 15.

1 David Runciman, “Moral Responsibility and the Fesh of Representing the State,"@an Institutions
Have Responsibilities? Collective Moral Agency &médrnational Relationsed. Toni Erskine (New York
City: Palgrave MacMillan, 2003), 47.
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throughout the thesis, that the state is intimalielked to citizens. It is, however, worth
turning to some contemporary views of corporatenagefor three reasons: firstly, the
historical discussions about fictional agency foonsvhether the state is a mopairson,a
common idea in its historical context but an onggithat is less accepted in contemporary
philosophy. Secondly, since the motivation of tfiscussion is to determine the duties and
moral responsibilities of states and their citizéhseems odd to lay responsibility at the
feet of a fictional person given that the very wadg that responsibility is not meaningfully
assigned. Thirdly, personal agency limits our &bito be flexible as to the degree to
which an agent is responsible, or to hold agerggamsible in one respect but not another.
Personal agency distinguishes, for example, betvileeriegal agencies of a child aged
seven and an adult aged eighteen but there ig hitlance outside of this distinction.
Corporate agency allows us to get around many e$ehproblems. The concept of
corporate agency offers a path that does not ralythe less plausible direct analogy
between personhood and statehood. Yet, it alsdeshab to discuss a real, albeit artificial,
agent, as opposed to the more problematic fictiaoabunt. A corporate conception is also
more able to account for a range of levels of rasfimlity, which seems more plausible
for state agency. The state as a corporation ce@sdficientagency to be a duty-bearer
and so be held responsible for its actions everrevhidalls short of the level of agency
normally attributed to individual adult ageritd.et us turn then to consider an account of

the state as a corporate agent.

In what follows, | will focus on List and Pettitigrominent model of corporate agency and

will draw from it to argue for a view of state aggrthat follows from, but it is not explicit

12 Erskine, “Assigning Responsibilities to Institutal Moral Agents: The Case of States and QuaseStat
81.
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in, their account® On their view corporate agents include companigsjirches,
universities, or town meeting$These groups operate through their members inyaivea
simulates individual actions and retains their ooape identity despite changes in
membership:> List and Pettit introduce three criteria for abirg moral agency to
corporate agents of this kind: (§ormative significanceThe agent faces a normatively
significant choice between doing something goodham, right or wrong. (iilJudgmental
capacity: The agent has the understanding and access teneeidequired for making
normative judgments about the options. (Rglevant controlThe agent has the control
required for being able to choose between the pgtfoErskine posits a similar range of
requirements: (i) to be able to understand anecefhn moral requirements, (ii) to have
the capacity to act on these requirements and t@iilhave the freedom to do so,
independent from other agents or forces. On botlowads, when faced with morally
significant choices, a moral agent needs to be tabdssess the options available to it, and

have the capacity to make and carry out a declssed on this assessment.

An agent that is autonomous will, sooner or ldi@re a significant choice. List and Pettit
argue that group agents can be autonomous, thtteig,can make and act on decisions
that are separate to those of its constituent meni@&iven the inherent problems with

majority systems, incorporated groups develop acfice or constitution that allows them

13 Christian List and Philip PettiGroup Agency: The Possibility, Design, and StafuSarporate Agents
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2011). Similagaments are used in Erskine, “Assigning Resporitsésil
to Institutional Moral Agents: The Case of Stated uasi-States.”
Later in the thesis | will draw heavily from Kutzaecount of collective responsibility. While clogetlated,
| think there are important differences betweetective and corporate responsibility. Given my viefithe
state as a set of institutions that overlaps vitl,is not wholly constituted by, a collective d@izens, |
think that the state is a corporate agent, notlaative agent. Here, then, | focus on List andiPgtccount
that is more appropriately suited to a corporat®aat, while in section 4.4 1 will turn to Kutz'seount that
has the resources to account for collective resiling
1: Philip Pettit, “Responsibility Incorporatedgthics117 (2007): 172.

Ibid.
18 List and PettitGroup Agency: The Possibility, Design, and StafuSarporate Agentsl55.
Erskine, “Assigning Responsibilities to InstitutedriMoral Agents: The Case of States and Quasi-§tat8.
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to ensure that the body of attitudes they acceghtesnact in the group’s name is internally
consistent®” The group will therefore be autonomous in its sieci-making because the
ultimate guide in decision-making will be a congiin or practice. In other words, the
decision-making is guided by something that is @t above the collection of individual
decisions of the members. Like the relationshipveen an advisor and advisee, the
decisions will be ‘heavily influenced by the attlas of its members but will still count as

a distinct attitudinal center and a distinct agéht.

With these decision-making procedures in minds itlear that corporate agents can make
judgments® In fact, Erskine suggests that many institutionjye greater capacities for
deliberation and action than individuals. They ofteave ‘comprehensive access to
information, sophisticated means for its collectaomd processing, and elaborate structures
for the execution of decision® The issue at hand with judgment capacity is tluzeef
whether a corporate agent can makemativejudgments. Pettit argues that a group will
be able to form a judgment over any propositiort thambers are capable of presenting
for consideration and adjudicatidh. There is no principled reason, therefore, why
normative questions will not or should not be présé for consideratio® Since

individuals are capable of acquiring such informatfor decision-making, they would be

7 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 182.

The problems with majority systems are evidenhmfollowing case: agents A, B and C vote on the fo
propositions p, g, r, and p&q&r. The results aréavour of each p, g, and r independently, butp@&r.
This will occur where all but A vote for p, all bBtvote for g and all but C vote for r. Each agesjcts one
premise and so would not vote for p&g&r although thajority has voted in favour of each of p, q, and
separately. This example illustrates how a corpmmaeaches decisions that are more than the suts of
individual members’ preferences. Pettit suggesssrtiotivates the setting up of constitutions aratpces
to provide a decision-making procedure that is pestelent of the sum of individual's decisions, louline
with the shared aims and commitments of the cotralbid., 181. See also, List and PetBtoup
Agency: The Possibility, Design, and Status of Omafe Agents42-58.

18 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 183.

9 bid., 187.

20 Erskine, “Assigning Responsibilities to Institutal Moral Agents: The Case of States and QuaseStat
75.

21 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 187.

22 List and PettitGroup Agency: The Possibility, Design, and StafuSarporate Agents159.
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able to contribute to a vote, or a sub-group denigi line with the constitution; ‘they will
be able to present evaluative, option-related mijpms for group consideration and will
be able to take a part in deciding thémSince the decision-making procedures allow for
the formulation of preferences that are governedabgroup procedure (such as a
constitution or voting mechanism), it follows thidwe group will produce a normative

judgment on any normative issue presented for denaiion.

Relevant control is slightly trickier to establidih.seems that corporate agents only act
intentionally via the intentional, reason-sensitaaions of their membefé.Can ‘reason-
sensitive control of an action ... be exercised atedoy the group and by the member or
the members who act for the groufy'Pettit argues that the ‘group agent as a whole wil
have responsibility as the source of the deeduttimate, reason-sensitive planner at its
origin’ while individuals will have responsibilitgs the implementers of these acts. Pettit
defends this position using an analogy of a flasi breaks when the water inside it comes
to the boil. In this analogy, the group is représdrby the boiling water, and the acting
member by the water molecule. When the flask breiaks one molecule that has hit the
surface of the flask in such a way as to breaRdt. the fact that the water was boiling is
causally relevant—the high temperature causes tbleaules to move rapidly, and in
almost all likelihood would lead tany oneof the molecules fulfilling the conditions
necessary to break the flask (momentum, angleepiaat and so on). So while the actual
molecule that breaks the flask does play a caosal it is one oimplementatiorwhereas
the boiling water has ‘programmed for the collap$ethe flask.?® Through its various

‘procedures for the formation and enactment oéitdéudes’, the corporate agent exercises

3 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 187.

* |bid., 188.

%% |bid., 189.

%% |bid., 190.;List and PettitGroup Agency: The Possibility, Design, and StafuSarporate Agentsl63.
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control in what is to be done and tasks one orherogroup member to implement the
action?’ In this way both the individuals who act and theporate agent can be held

responsible for specific actions and the third d¢onl of relevant control is fulfilled®

Underlying these conditions are three pre-requssitd corporate agency: (i) the
corporation maintains its corporate identity despépeated changes of membership over
time; (ii) it acts through the members that constitit; and (iii) it has a set decision-
making procedure. According to Pettit, (iii) im@i¢hat ‘they endorse certain goals and
methods of reviewing goals, certain judgments amthods of updating judgments, and
they follow procedures that enable them to purdwsd goals in a manner that makes
sense according to those judgmeftdt’is perhaps only this last condition that migiot
apply in the democratic state. The state maintéaglentity, as say the Indian State or
South African State, through multiple changes inmiership. It acts through its
individual members (state employees and not altemis in List and Pettit's model) in
numerous ways—diplomats negotiate with foreign goweents, teachers teach at state
schools and parliamentarians vote bills into laviest states have a constitution—whether
it be codified or based on precedent—and a sharethad of decision-making:
democracy. It is less obvious that the state, whae, endorses certain goals. The state is
a site of contestation in a way that most othepemtions are nof Shared goals are
decided upon, but they are rarely endorsed by ntloa® a small majority and are

frequently characterized by compromise. By its rgtuhe state contains competing

*" |bid.

%8 Indeed it is valuable to emphasize that proponeitsllective responsibility do not wish to deny
individual responsibility for specific actors withihe collective. For a discussion of this kindaferlapping
patterns of moral agency’ see Frances Harbour,|éCibve Moral Agency and the Political Process,Can
Institutions Have Responsibilities? Collective Mokgency and International Relationsd. Toni Erskine
(New York City: Palgrave MacMillan, 2003), 78-79.

29 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 172.

30 For further discussion on this, see Harbour, “@xlive Moral Agency and the Political Process,” 69.
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factions that would change the goals should thex lthe preponderance of power. It does
however share the primary Hobbesian goal of resgleionflict and disagreement without
backsliding into the state of nature and relatettig, goal of upholding the constitution or
its equivalent. In addition there are many overaglgoals that all democratic parties
would presumably share—such as economic stabilégresenting their electorate, or
upholding criminal justice. While there is extersisontestation, states do clearly share a
decision-making procedure that endorses certairedhgoals. With these prerequisites in
place, the state meets the criteria for moral ageih®as a constitution or shared practice
which gives it an element of autonomy; its membgaiticipation in decision-making
processes allow its decisions to be deliberatechupad it acts as the reason-sensitive

planner of actions.

If then, the state is an agent, what is the resmepbsition of its citizens? One concern we
might have is that this model allows citizens tocbenpletely detached from acts of their
state since responsibility falls on, and remairthwthe state. | respond to this concern in
depth in Part Il where | argue that citizens ardéectively, morally responsible for the acts

of their state. In brief, citizens have a differealte in the state than workers have in a
business corporation. In both cases, the corporadi@a separate agent to the collective of
workers or citizens. Yet, in a democratic state, skate acts in the interests of citizens,
whereas in a business corporation, even in an idedkl, the corporation does not aim to
instantiate the interests of the workers. The stageparticular kind of corporate agent. Its
role is to be a spokesbody for a larger, less &irad collective: namely citizens. The state

has no purpose independent of its citizens. Whestata acts as it is intended to, its moral
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agency is largely overlapping with the agency tikens as a collectiv&.Indeed, much of
what | argue states have a duty to do will ultimatell on the shoulders of citizens as a
collective. They are not, however, the same adem. state is clearly able to act
independently of citizens’ interests and so caras#p itself from the moral agency of
citizens. We need to show when they are normativeled and when not. In a democratic
state we should be aiming to close this link, ot 80ll argue in Part Il. As Pettit warns,
we do not want people to be able to incorporatastio achieve a certain bad and self-
serving effect, while arranging things so that nofichem can be held fully responsible

for what is done®

What of the government then? The government isirtigementing agent of the state.
That is, the government or its members perform nsteste actions. The state persists
through changes in government, so while the govemtris a part of the state, it is not all
of the state or its defining element; the aimsjedytand rights of the state are shared by
the government of the day but not necessarily &ir tantirety. If, for example, a state has
large sovereign debt, the government of the dayahdisty to repay that debt according to
the agreed upon scheme, but the entire burdenbdfdies not belong to that government.
The government is the mechanism of representattwden citizens and the state and so
when properly functioning its role is representatrather than one of independent moral
agency. It is only when this function is failingatha government can be responsible for
acts that the state or citizens are ¥d€onsider a quasi-state where the government acts

recklessly. Natural resources are exploited andifssgnt loans are taken out to finance

31 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 200.

%2 This separation seems implied by Pettit's disarssi a ‘main group agent’ and an ‘embryonic agént.
is also endorsed by David Miller's view which digjuishes between the nation and the staBaiid
Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justi¢@xford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

33 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 196.

34 Runciman, “Moral Responsibility and the ProblenRefpresenting the State,” 48.
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personal projects of ministers, and all as a patitgovernment rather than a product of
individual corrupt officials. Here we think the gawment is responsible, rather than
individual citizens (whose interests are not beimpresented) or the stafd.The
government is using the state to impersonate igsedf not citizens. Were responsibility to
fall on the state it would unfairly burden futurevgrnments with the actions of rogue
governments that preceded them. To be sure, goestisnare often encumbered with the
choices of their predecessors. What is at stake, heowever, is the risk of being
implicated in illegitimate and even illegal actsov@rnments thean act as a separate
moral agent but ideally their agency becomes théosliment of citizens’ collective

agency.

We return to questions of citizen and governmeenay in Part Il. For now, we focus on

state agency. Drawing from Pettit's model of cogteragency | have argued that the state
can be held responsible for its acts and so caa ievant agent in our discussions of
global injustice. Next, in section 1.1.2, | willggent four reasons to motivate a focus on

state duties in the global justice debate.

1.1.2 Focus on the State

States are often referred to as agents when wasdisegative duties they may possess, or
what they are required to refrain from doing, sashthe principle of non-intervention.
There is less mention, however, of possible pasitiuties states may owe in light of their
actions as agents on the global stage. Relatiaealsvof justice are often applied to the

global realm yet the agents considered are maimdijvidual citizens or institutional

% Ibid.
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structures. If, as | have argued, the state is @inagent, this way of speaking and thinking
exposes a gap in our discussions of what glob#étgisequires. In the next chapter | will
argue that a relational view of justice can yielditful results if we focus on the state as
the relevant agent on the global stage. Here,llpngisent four motivations for focusing on

the state: (i) the current impact, (ii) capaciii) @ccountability and (iv) theoretical gain.

i.  Current Impact
This point is in some sense trivially true but vilorecalling here. While we are often,
rightly, concerned with what it is that we as indivals ought to do in light of injustice, it
would be a mistake to ignore the moral relevancethef acts of states. Significant
proportions of global injustice have been causegenpetuated by international wars,
colonial interventions, unfair trade interactioasd restrictive international agreements. In
addition, states play a defining role in the growsh developing countries. These
interactions matter because of the impact theyuwitiinately have on individuals. In some
cases this is more immediate: when Australian imatign policy results in Australia
turning away a boat of potential immigrants itsi@ts are focused on individual non-
citizens. In other cases, the effect is mediateuerwAustralia signs an agreement with
Papua New Guinea to ship all irregular immigratisre, this action has an impact on
another state (Papua New Guinea)—its economy, ptipalsize, cultural make-up and so
on. This in turn, clearly affects citizens of tistdte, but the agents who are interacting here
are states themselves rather than a state and-eitreem. There are a number of these
kinds of relations where the agents interactingteu@ or more states. These range from
international wars to extensive trade and inteliacproperty agreements to a number of
human rights treaties. Note that this argument dudsrely on the state being tloaly
relevant agent on the global stage. That is, | askedge the increasing presence of agents

such as international institutions, multinationatpgorations, and transnational NGOs as
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essential to our understanding of the internatioealm, but claim that there is good

reason here to focus on state agents.

ii. Capacity

We have yet to specify (in this thesis) what exaistirequired of us in the face of global
injustice. It is clear however that the task ofktany global injustice is exceptionally
complicated and large-scale. As individuals, weuarable to make significant inroads into
even one issue: alone, or even in a small NGO, amaa@t even provide mosquito nets to
all who need them. We can make a difference, baitntlagnitude of the tasks at hand
require the capacity of large state agents. As @’'demments, ‘if ethical reasoning is
accessible only to individuals, its meagre helphvgtobal problems should not surprise
us.®® In many cases, states are better equipped toasstss the problems we face and to
act on them. States have ‘comprehensive accesfotoniation, sophisticated means for its
collection and processing, and elaborate structiarethe execution of decision¥. They
have large budgets to work with and access to faatgr technical, human and political

resources than any individual or organisation.

iii.  Accountability
States are not the only agents acting on the gkthgle. They interact with and alongside
transnational organizations such as the WTO anérriational non-governmental
organizations such as the Red Cross. Democratiesstae however the agent that can
most effectively be held accountable by citizensisTwill be discussed at more length in
Part 1. Given the pressing nature of global inpest it is of particular importance to
investigate the duties of the kind of agents that (as average citizens) are capable of

influencing.

% Onora O'Neill, “Who Can Endeavour PeaceRdnadian Journal of PhilosopHyg, no. 1 (1986): 53.
37 Erskine, “Assigning Responsibilities to Institutal Moral Agents: The Case of States and QuaseStat
75.
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iv.  The Theoretical Gain

The reasons | have laid out thus far for focusinghe state have been motivated chiefly
by considerations about the application of the mhelbat will be presented in this thesis:
how can it best apply to the world as we see itfamd can it best motivate agents in our
world to combat global injustice. The final motivat | have to offer is of a different
variety. As | have suggested, one key aim of Paftthis thesis is to apply the principles
of the relational view to interactions betweenegas agents. This angle on the relational
view challenges its normally conservative scopeeand | hope, offer an appealing way to
reconcile the intuition that our relatiods matterand the intuition that the scope of justice

should extend beyond our more intimate relations.

Here then we have the first foundation of a normeatheory of international relations. The
state is a moral agent that can be a duty-beacecam be held responsible for its actions.
It is not the only relevant agent on the globafysthut it will be our focus for four reasons:
the empirics highlight the significant role it hasurthering or mitigating global injustice;

it has the required capacity to meaningfully condgabal injustice; it is an agent that we
as citizens are best able to hold accountable;itaedables us to expand the use of the
normally conservative scope of the relational vajustice. With this agency in mind, we
will now examine the claim that states are equalgll argue that the equality of states is

a second foundation for a theory of internatioe#tions.
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1.2 States as Equals
The equal moral worth of persons is the ‘egalitaptateau’ of liberal western thinkirg.

Equality between persons is based on the inhererthvin each human person. What we
owe each person because of this moral equalityoise raontroversial. But at a minimum

the idea of equal treatment in the currency thatters (whether it be respect, welfare,
opportunity or resources) serves as a base linedotemporary political theory. | will

argue in the next chapter that this commitmenttegalitarian principle between citizens
plays a significant role in grounding egalitariantids between citizens. In turn, a
commitment to equality between states suggests dhties between states should be
egalitarian in kind. But is this equality the samethe relevant respects? What does it

mean to call states equals? And how does thisimthrties between them?

| have argued that states are corporate moral sigeather than personal agents. This
corporate agency lacks some of the features obpbood that we often assume in our
discussions of equality. Does it make sense todakn ‘envy-test’ between states, or to
worry about offending the state that is compenstiethcking natural talent? Should we
be concerned that a pursuit of economic equalitglisnating’ to states in the same way it
can be for individual$® Can we talk about states having the capabilityoéowhom they
want to be'?* While we do talk of state equality, it is lessaslevhat that means beyond
equality before the law or an equal right to be@weseign entity. Is this all there is to state

equality? | will argue here that it is not.

3 Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Theory: An Introductig®xford: Clarendon Press, 1990), 5.
39 Consider the arguments of Ronald Dworkin, “WhaEdgiality? Part 2: Equality of Resources,”
Philosophy & Public Affaird 0, no. 4 (1981): 283—-345.; and Elizabeth AnderSdéfhat Is the Point of
Equality?,”Ethics 109, no. 2 (1999): 287-337.

0 Harry Frankfurt, “Equality as a Moral IdeaEthics98, no. 1 (1987): 23.

I Ingrid Robeyns, “The Capability Approach: A Thetizal Survey,”Journal of Human Developmet no.
1 (2005): 95.
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The concept of state equality is more frequentlglysed as a historical development of
international law than a normative concept. Histally, competing justifications were
offered: a natural law theory based on the natemalality of persons and a constructivist
view that saw equality as a construct agreed upostéites and closely linked to their
sovereignty*? Prominent seventeenth- and eighteenth-centunjashsuch as de Vattel or
Pufendorf drew on this natural law account of seqeality but the view has since lost
much of its support in contemporary philosophy amactice*® Instead, an emphasis on
sovereignty has dominated and informed much ofébeilding of international society in
the post-war year¥.There is widespread consensus on the principlgovéreignty and
formal equality: the United Nations (UN) statesttliaeeks to uphold ‘the equal rights of
[...] nations large and smalft® The Vienna Convention on International Treatiestst
foundation keeps in mind ‘the principles of the &qughts and self-determination of
peoples, of the sovereign equality and independerficall States*® This commitment
alone gives us good reason to work from a basistaik equality. In determining what
states ought to do for each other, it is valuabldhdave a principle that (most) states
themselves are already firmly committed to. Theeead course some principles that states
are, or have been, committed to that do not prothde kind of valuable starting point.
This, however, serves to support the method heleginning from an accepted principle

of state equality but examining the plausibilitydamormative value of this view before

“2 Ronnie Hjorth, “Equality in the Theory of Interimial Society: Kelsen, Rawls and the English ScHool
Review of International Studi€g, no. 5 (2011): 2588.

43 For discussions of Pufendorf's view see, ArnolMBENair, “Equality in International Law,Michigan

Law Review26, no. 2 (1927): 133. For a discussion aboutéVatt state equality see Hjorth, “Equality in the
Theory of International Society: Kelsen, Rawls #imel English School,” 2590.

*Ibid., 2592.

5 “Charter of the United Nations: Preamble,” accdssebruary 27, 2015,
http://www.un.org/en/documents/charter/preamblentht

4&/ienna Convention on the Law of Treaties,” 196923
https://treaties.un.org/doc/Publication/UNTS/Volufib5/volume-1155-1-18232-English.pdf.
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continuing. | take it that less acceptable, histlly widely accepted views, such as

expansionism, would not have passed this test.

In order to investigate where this principle mitggaid us we need to think about how state
equality can best be conceived. We might thinksiequality before the law or a claim
against intervention or harm. But what underliessthclaims? The historical emergence of
the strong commitment to sovereignty post-WWII segjg that it has constructivist roots.
The principle is agreed upon by states in ordegrnsure peace and stability. At least in
everyday practice this seems to be true. Nor doaesdermine the value of equality that it
has an instrumental end, particularly given itustsa vital one. Going further back in
history, however, natural law theory suggests thermtrinsic equality between states.
These ideas can help us to thicken our concepfistate equality and so it will be useful

to turn briefly to them now.

| have argued that we should consider the stabe t@ corporate agent rather than a moral
person as argued for by the likes of Wolff and ®at¥et despite this disagreement, there
is some insight in their work as tehy we might think stateare equal rather than just
treating them as equal for instrumental reasormaplyi put, Vattel and Wolff held that
states are equal because they are equally subjéztedtural law. Since the state is
composed and representative of persons who arediubj natural law, the state itself is
subject to its dictates, although at times thesghmbe applied differentl§’ The first
insight, then, is that it is the rights and dutadscitizens that determine the rights and

duties of the state. It isecausecitizens are under natural law that the state isvels

47 Vattel, The Law of Nations, Or, Principles of the Law otiNa, Applied to the Conduct and Affairs of
Nations and Sovereign€9, 70.
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Similarly, on our view, the state is an equal moagient because its agency is a
representation of the will of a group of people véne owed equal moral respect. Should it
be a problem that the groups of people representedf vastly different sizes? According
to Wolff, and endorsed by Vattel, ‘since the maglality of men has no relation to the
size of their bodies, the moral equality of nati@so has no relations to the number of
men of which they are composéf Dwarf and giant are equally under natural law. Mos
interesting is the justification that Wolff givesst preceding this statement: ‘It is not the
number of men coming together into a state thatemaknation but the bond by which the
individuals are united*® Regardless of how many people participate, thefcteating a
state has a certain value and creates a certainokingent. Drawing from this insight, on
our view it is the fact of agency that makes staigsal. Each state has been created and
endorsed by citizens. In doing so they have createwl agents—while their wealth and
power and resources might differ, their agencyhes $ame. Just as for individuals what
matters for grounding equality is our personhoodaw possessions, for the state it is the

fact of statehood that grounds equality betweetesta

There remains an important difference between patsequality and state equality.
Personal equality is based on the intrinsic moraitkvwe ascribe to each human person. |
have suggested that the value of the state isdadntéhis moral worth of citizens and its
function of representing them. There is equal vatuthe role that each state is playing in
representing its citizens. Given that here equasitigttached to function, not the entity
itself, the claim is different; it is not a clainf equal moral worth, but a claim of equal

standing. This is a claim to equal respect and quralechance to act out its functigh.

48 \Wolff, Jus Gentium Methodo Scientifica Pertractat881.
49 (i
Ibid.
%0 see s.3.2 for a discussion of the relational éyutilat equality of standing grounds.
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While it is an important claim, it is derivative @so not as fundamental as the principle of
equal moral worth between persons. The dutieseldyi are therefore likely to be less

numerous and less stringent than the strong egatitalaims between individuals.

This account also helps to explain why we do neattrall states as equals all the time.
When a state is not fulfilling its function, butstead has become the spoke-piece of a
corrupt government, it forfeits its right to equalilt is the bond of representative agency
that makes it equal and so without it, it is nogena part of the community of equals.
Note that a state can still have duties towardditizens of a state even when it is no
longer bound to treat their state as an equal. éfdesies, alongside a lack of equality of
standing, could be used to justify, for examplenhuoitarian intervention. Limiting states’
ability to participate equally in some internatibiaactices might also offer a path to
restrict corrupt governments accruing large stabt @r trading in their state’s natural
resources for personal gain. Later in the thesisjlll explore the kinds of democratic
representation required in order to ground citizeasponsibility (s.4.3). In that case, the
representation required is fairly substantive aiitichiefly be manifest in liberal western
democracies. Here, the criteria are less stringafmile dictatorships and other severely
oppressive regimes may fall short (consider, foaneple, North Korea or Zimbabwe),
many non-western, semi- and newly-democratic statmdd not (consider, for example,
Indonesia, Brazil, or South Africa). In the forneases, it is clear that the state does not
function as a representative of its citizens. Adividual or party is using state institutions
without reference to citizens’ interests or wilhdaoften to oppress citizens. In the latter,
the state is the agent in place to represent thibigens’ interest. It is their spokesbody,
even if currently it is not always performing thiate to liberal democratic standards. The

legitimacy of intervention is highly complicateddaoontested and is not the focus of this
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thesis. The comments here intend merely to dekniket scope of the discussions in Part I.
We should also note that we may often have goosbreto treat states as equal even if we
cannot ground the thicker conception of equalitycdssed here. Treating all states as
equals can serve to maintain peace or to sustagffective international law system. This
equal treatment cannot, however, ground all theeduhat will be set out in what follows.
The upshot, then, is that while the duties disaligsdow will not apply to all states, this
does not preclude instrumental arguments for whgtates should be treated as equals in

some or all respects.

1.3 Non-relational Duties
Thus far | have made two foundational claims altbatnature of the international realm:

states act as moral agents and so are liable todidias and responsibility, and states are
equal agents. In the chapters that follow | will ng the relational view of justice to
develop what | consider to be a more approprigtdglyconception of what states owe to
each other. Before this elaboration, | want totlesg final foundation: non-relational duties
between states. In order to comfortably embark len journey into relational duties
between states, it is important to first be clear duties that states owe each other
regardless of their interaction. The introductian this thesis established that these
arguments are not aimed at a comprehensive théayiobal justice: most centrally they
only discuss the very basics of what we might oweothers simply in virtue of our
common humanity. The focus is on what we owe inghbBktical realm, as citizens and
states. Crucially, we have also postulated thatcam be pluralist about the grounds of
justice and so we can explore both relational adnelational grounds of duties between
states. In section 2.3, | will elaborate on thaml and argue that both relational and non-

relational grounds of justice are rooted in shargdciples of justice such as fairness or
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equality. The plural position allows us to be naltabout the possibility of further
principles of justice while remaining committed tat the very least, the principle of
equality set out in section 1.2. Here, based orcldien that states are equals, | will explore
the non-relational duties they have to each offieere are two distinct sources of duties
that states have notwithstanding their interactwith other states or non-citizens. There
are those duties that stem from their equality witrer states, and those that stem from the
non-relational duties of their citizens that canyoor best be fulfilled through state
structures. | will argue that state equality grasiadduty of non-harm and a duty of rescue.
In addition, states have a duty to enact (at Ipastof) their citizens’ duty (qua person) to
ensure all have basic human necessities, sucltassam water, food, basic healthcare and

personal security.

States are equal moral agents and as such are egued standing in the international
realm. States owe those who are equal to thematine sespect for their role and function
as they grant their own standing, so long as demgloes not undermine their own role
and functiort! At the most basic level, then, without any relasiip or interaction, state
equality requires that states should refrain fraamniing each other and, where they are
able, with little cost to themselves, rescue onetlear from collapse. The duty of non-
harm follows straightforwardly from the commitmetat treat one another as equals. A
state would not act to harm its own fundamentadriggts and so, in treating others as
equals, it should not do so to théhThe widely accepted principle of rescue between

persons holds that where one is able to, witheligersonal cost, rescue someone from

51 Wolff, Jus Gentium Methodo Scientifica Pertractat8t56.

*2 This duty is widely endorsed by international lamd political theorists. See for example, Thomaggeo
World Poverty and Human Right€osmopolitan Responsibilities and Reforf@ambridge: Polity Press,
2002); Miller,On Nationality Daniel Butt,Rectifying International Injustice: Principles ob@pensation
and Restitution between Natiof@xford: Oxford University Press, 2009).
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imminent death or harm, one has a duty to do’ Sast as our respect for persons as our
moral equals requires us to preserve their life rehie is possible with little cost to
ourselves, so does equal standing for states eedbat states rescue states at risk of
collapse. Assigning a duty of rescue can becomigculif when there is more than one
agent able to perform the task or if we disagremutilwvhat constitutes a reasonable cost.
Assigning the duty will be even more complicatedaastate level. Awareness of the
situation is not dependent on spatial locationt agould be for most personal cases. Your
duty to rescue the drowning child arises becausehampen to walk past the pond. While
some states may have more information than otherdalpositions of power and superior
intelligence services, the fact of crisis is infaion that is likely to be equally available to
all states. The duty would not therefore automdyidall on who is there but would have
to be determined by who is best able to performtalsk. Some factors to consider would
be capacity, proximity, and effectiveness. Idedtlys duty would be shared among states

through an institution like the UK.

The duty of rescue applies to cases where a funntjostate in the international realm
faces a severe crisis that seriously limits itditghtio function as a state both domestically
and internationally. Examples might include: a d#ating natural disaster such as
Hurricane Haiyan in the Philippines; a politicaises such as an overwhelming influx of
refugees (consider Lebanon where a quarter ofofailation are refugees); or, an attack
from an insurgent movement such as Islamic Statlaig> These cases, importantly,

require state-level political action. While indivial citizens are affected by the crisis, the

%3 See Scanlon (Chapter 5, S8) for a good analydisiotiuty. T.M Scanlorhat We Owe to Each Other
gCambridge: Harvard University Press, 2000).

“ This will be discussed further in 5.3.3

> The UN Refugee Agency, “Syria Regional Refugeep@ase,” 2014,
http://data.unhcr.org/syrianrefugees/regional.php.
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duty of state rescue seeks to aid and support ststiéutions that are at severe risk of
break down, so they in turn will be able to protdetr citizens. We should note, however,
that while | have used an analogy with the inteispeal duty to rescue, one key difference
is that in these cases, consultation with the eglestate is required. A part of respecting a
state’s role and function is to respect its autopowhich unilateral intervention would
undermine. We should also be cautious not to assiinaie this duty would override
citizens’ collective self-determination. Where gplar movement destabilizes the state in
order to bring about change, states do not haveltity, or indeed a justification, for
interfering. In these cases, the temporary de&abin is working toward the stabetter
fulfilling its role and function (of protecting @ens’ rights and interests) rather than
undermining it. Since states’ equality is groundiedheir representative agency, support
for an existing state is warranted only insofaitas supporting this end. Indeed, we are
not here addressing cases where the state isrepr@sentative of its persons, but instead
their oppressor. In those cases we turn to theslstates have to peoplest states, which
we will discuss next. As with the inter-personad&athe duty of rescue applies to a certain
set of fairly exceptional situations where (i) tien is clear, (ii) how to achieve the aim is
clear, and (ii) performing the task carries litfjersonal cost. One knows that (i) a
drowning child needs to be rescued, (ii) this cdudddone by wading into the pool and
carrying the child out, and (iii) this would onlyst a small amount of time and the
inconvenience of having wet clothes. Just as initier-personal case, these conditions
will not be commonly met in the international spheWWhen they are, however, they

ground a duty of rescue.

Finally, states also have a duty to ensure thggeafons have their basic human needs met,

such as access to water, food, healthcare, andr@@rsecurity. This duty encompasses the
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personal duty to rescue; that is, the duty to rescdividual members of a state rather than
the state institutions as discussed previouslycdees such as a severe humanitarian
disaster, however, the two duties may largely @gerlThe duty of state rescue provides
support to state institutions in the task of proterits citizens, while the duty to provide
basic human necessities focuses more directly @tingethese citizens’ basic needs. The
duty to provide basic human necessities is oweth@iyidual persons qua person. While
we may fulfil some aspects of this duty as indiald on the whole, the scale of the task
prevents individual action being sufficient. Justnaany of our duties to our fellow citizens
are outsourced to our state, so too should we oudsdhis duty to our state. Importantly,
this duty is owed to individuals and so it will moecessarily require that the assistance is
received through state channels. The right to tHessic necessities is not therefore
dependent in any way on having a functioning, regméative state. Indeed, in many cases,
this duty will be most salient when a state isifigilin one of its key tasks of ensuring the

basic protection of its citizens.

I will not argue at length to justify this duty dsor at least the spirit of the principle, is
widely agreed upon across the global justice delddamy scholars, such as David Miller,
Michael Blake, Gillian Brock and Simon Caney exjpljcrefer to this kind of sufficiency
principle for basic human necessitié$n other works it is less apparent. Two examples
are worth looking at in more detail given their miaence in the global justice debate:
Thomas Pogge and Peter Singer. Pogge focuses ativeeduties so while, according to
his empirics, much of the same work will be donehis/principle of non-harm, he is not

committed to a duty to provide basic human nedessfier se. Pogge does however cite

%% Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justjddichael Blake, “Distributive Justice, State Cderg
and Autonomy, Philosophy and Public Affair80, no. 3 (2001); Simon Canelystice beyond Border#A
Global Political Theory(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005); Gilliamdgk, Global Justice A
Cosmopolitan Accour{Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009).
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poverty as a ‘human rights violation’. It would se®dd, then, to separate a human rights
violation from a failure to protect a human righitmight change the agent who is required
to rectify it, but it certainly seems in both casasinjustice and so a concern to Pogge.
This reading is supported by his self-proclaimedtust as a global egalitarian, and

comments that suggest that while he focuses omlssteng negative duties, he has ‘no

doubt that we have such a moral duty [“a positivgydo protect persons from great harms
and risks if one can do so at little cost”] andtttias duty requires us to make a serious

effort toward poverty reductiori”

Singer's view is a consequentialist one—the maoratif action depends only on its
consequences, rather than its intrinsic properBgsits nature, therefore, Singer's view
does not sit comfortably with a consensus basea set list of minimum requirements or
duties of global justice. On his view, we are nomenitted to a set of duties but an
overarching principle of maximizing the utility olur actions’ outcomes. Yet the core of
Singer's argument is that where we can stop ‘blaidigs from happening, we should. The
real question here then becomes: what, for Singaunts as ‘something bad’? If one
analyses the examples and statistics that Singey; itsbecomes clear that one prominent
bad in his view is poverty. Singer writes at lengttnis work of challenges faced by those
who live in extreme poverty, who fall victim to @ble diseases every d&yHe refers to
the World Bank definition of extreme poverty: ‘nbaving enough income to meet the
mostbasic human needsr adequate food, water, shelter, clothing, sdioih, healthcare

and educatior?® If then we adhere to Singer's principle that whem have power to

°"*As my long-standing debate with Rawls demonsgatam in fact committed to global
egalitarianism...’Alison M Jaggar and Thomas Pogddmemas Pogge and His Criti¢€ambridge: Polity,
2010), 194.; Thomas Pogge, “Priorities of Globaitibe,” Metaphilosophyd2, no. 1-2 (2001): 14.

°8 peter SingefThe Life You Can Save: Acting Now to End World Rg\&ondon: Picador, 2009), 5-9.
%9 |bid., 6.Emphasis mine.
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prevent something morally bad from happening witthel cost to ourselves we should
prevent this bad, then it follows that we oughtulil basic human necessities. The chief
difference is that for Singer this may be more lgasutweighed by another pressing
concern than it might for those who consider it wmhn right or a duty of justice.
Nevertheless, in essence, Singer too seems to taitedpone key requirement of global
justice is provision of basic human necessitiesea@y there are numerous and
fundamental ways in which competing theories ofbglojustice differ. It is helpful
however to occasionally stand back from extensigagteements within political theory
and to focus on some of the foundational agreem@his is particularly important in the
case of pressing issues such as combatting glojustice. At the core of the debate, few
disagree that each person is owed basic humangigegsnd that both persons and states
have a duty not to harm other persons or statethidrsection we have established that at
the baseline states are under a duty not to haothanstate, to rescue another state in

crisis, and to ensure the provision of basic humegessities.

1.4 Conclusion
This chapter has laid the groundwork for a norneativeory of international relations. |

have argued that states are moral agents actitigeiglobal sphere and as such are liable
to be held responsible for their actions and ta lbledgies of justice. This agency helps to
establish equality between states. | argued thdt amdy are contemporary states
themselves committed to a principle of equalityt, lespite variations in size or wealth,
this commitment is justified by the equality of agg between states. Lastly, | have set out
the basic non-relational duties that states hawerty of non-harm, a duty of rescue, and a
duty to ensure access to human necessities. | siygested that these duties are fairly

uncontroversial and often widely endorsed in batademia and practice. As such, they
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provide a solid base as we begin to explore furthgies that states might have. In the
following chapter | will consider duties of statésough the lens of a relational view of

justice.
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CHAPTER 2: Expanding the Relational View

2.1 Introduction
Chapter 1 has argued for three foundational clamre theory of international relations:

states are moral agents, states are equals, aerd stae each other basic non-relational
duties. In this chapter we will build on these fdations and argue that, in addition to
these non-relational duties, states have dutidsatfeagrounded in the practices of which
they are a part. This argument will expand the rexhthe traditional relational view but
importantly it does this by considering the stedettee relevant agent in the international
realm rather than the cosmopolitan citizen. Thesaent is directed at those who hold a
relational view of justice. It argues thatyou hold a relational viewhenrelational duties
hold between states as well as between citizens.cmditional claim is not just directed
at political theorists. Ranging from the widely dhddelief that one has special duties to
one’s family to widespread acceptance of domesgtfare programmes and strict anti-
immigration regulations, citizen behaviour revealstrong relational bias in questions of
justice.This belief—that ways in which we interact with eth can create duties of justice
between us—informs many citizens’ views on distiil®i justice and can offer one
explanation for, for example, the preference teegid to local charities and the general
nationalist view that prevails in questions of digition. We might not think there is any
reason to take this belief seriously; citizens aotorious for having both false and
contradictory sets of beliefs about the world atbtirem? Yet there is something valuable
in, insofar as it is possible, remaining faithfal the realities of this world when we

theorize. Granted, the fact that citizens havedhmesdiefs that inform their reasoning does

! Consider, for example, the recent study of pefoaptof EU citizens that asked citizens how many
Muslims and Christians there were in their counfigyw many immigrants, how many citizens voted at ha
work. The evidence suggested that we ‘are probabiyg about almost everything’. Alberto Nardellidan
George Arnett, “Today’s Key Fact: You Are Proballyong about Almost Everything.The Guardian
October 29, 2014, http://www.theguardian.com/neetslolog/2014/oct/29/todays-key-fact-you-are-
probably-wrong-about-almost-everything.
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not in itself justify them. Nonetheless, the fdwttcertain kinds of reasons are convincing
to the typical citizen (because of their underlyingliefs) suggests that it would be a
worthwhile endeavour to see where these beliefdirend us if taken seriously. At its
root, then, the argument rests on the conditioh#ie relational view of justice holdgen
states, as well as citizens, owe each other dgt@sded in their relations. Following the
methodology set out in the introduction to thissibethis chapter will offer an account of

how best to construe this relational view.

If then we are to take this relational intuitiorrieasly, we need to take it with us as we
move from more philosophically accepted familidations to our thoughts on the political
level: both domestic and international. As has bseggested in the introduction to the
thesis, | am a pluralist about the grounds of qastithere are different agents who are
bound by justice and different grounds for whatiggsrequires. It can help, therefore, to
convince those who are more sceptical of relatioigal's, to emphasize that this argument
does not hold that these are th@y grounds of justice. Instead, it suggests thatiozlat
views can fill out our conception of justice andrmaccurately map the intricacies of what
justice requires. In most cases where the fulfitm@relational and non-relational duties

conflict, however, non-relational duties will tageecedence (see s.3.5.2).

I will begin, in section 2.2, by defining the retatal view in general, and defining and
defending my focus on practices. Section 2.3 wilpack the relational view, arguing that
it relies on a commitment to an underlying prineigf justice and is dependent on the
nature and aims of the practice to which it appligss argument will be further illustrated

in section 2.4, which draws an analogy betweerdtmestic and international cases. That
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section argues that the similarities between thesecases suggest that duties between
states should be similarly egalitarian in naturgaly in section 2.5, | address two
contrasting objections to the argument, namely ihaeglies on a false analogy between
domestic and international cases, and if the agaioids, it cannot justify the disparity of

strength of duties between states and within states

2.2 Defining the Relational View
The basic tenet of a relational view of justicahis belief that there are some duties that

we acquire in virtue of our relations with othematt we might not otherwise have had.
Some duties are owed regardless of our relatioastripnteractions: we might think, for
example, that a duty to rescue a drowning childef@hyou are the only available agent
and the rescue is without significant cost) is tydi this kind. It does not matter that you
have had no previous interaction or relationshihis child, the duty stems fromnan-
relational fact. Our relationships and interactions groundtlaorange of duties. This
view is widely accepted on the personal level: wivenconsider relations between family
members such as a mother and child, it is intditipgausible that these relations evoke
certain duties. As we move toward more complexlargke-scale relations, it becomes less
evident. When we are asked to take our intuitioomfthe personal sphere and apply them
to the political, there is an immediate and vaba@ern that questions of justice may differ
from these cases of personal morality. One couddethatsocial relations do not do the
same work for justice thgpersonalrelations do for morality. Many view justice as
exclusively impartial and non-relational. We do ma@nt some people to ‘fall through the
cracks’ of our conception of justice and so it b@nconcerning that justice should be seen

as conditional—that is to say, that one needs tim laerelationship with someone in order
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to be subject to its requiremerité/e do not, however, need to rely on only one er th
other grounds for justiceAs | have argued in Chapter 1, we do have manghtginon-
relational duties of justickYet, we best understand the full range of ouredutihen we
also consider the ways in which our relations triggetieks Here | will look more closely

at the way this relational view works.

Co-operation and reciprocity are two prevalent dptons of the right kind of interaction
(to evoke duties of justice). A brief look at trdea of co-operation reveals the depths
behind the word, and thus the clarity required wheimg it. At the most basic level we
could describe co-operation as including botlerced and uncoerced action. We may be
forced to co-operate through violent means, or @nat or psychological coercion.
Consider, for example, the co-operative venturetrafle between colonies and their
colonial masters. We may also co-operate with tivglar asking for our safe code, but we
view this kind of co-operation very differently tm-operation that is freely undertaken.
This voluntary co-operation is rooted in multipléferent motivations; it could be to
achieve a common aim, a common good or a collegtdad® Or indeed, just to achieve
your own personal aim that can best, or only, bdexed working with others. Each of
these kinds of interactions might evoke dutiesthay will differ in kind. What tools do
we have to determine how they differ? | will examthis question in section 2.3. In order

to do this, | will turn to examine a particular "iof interaction, the co-operative practice. |

2 See Scheffler’s distributive objection to assaeeatuties for a similar view. Scheffldpundaries and
Allegiances: Problems of Justice and Responsibiityiberal Thought

3 Risse,On Global Justice

* As | hope is evident in Chapter 1, these basicnetational duties are foundational and will not be
outweighed by relational duties.

® Being, respectively, to achieve something yowvish to attain (a profit), to pursue what is gooddll (a
fair legal system), or a good that is by its najublic and only attainable together (clean air).
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do this in order to illuminate an interaction we @articularly concerned with in questions

of justice.

2.2.1. The Practice

Let us then turn to a clearer definition of a pictAs Lawrence Hamilton suggests, it is
an ‘ample concept’ with multiple interpretationsthin the literature’ According to
Andrea Sangiovanni, ‘a practice is a system of eatienal norms that assigns roles,
positions, offices, and the relations among thémé considers some examples to be
marriage, friendship, the state, promising, or humights® Laura Valentini suggests that
this definition can apply to both ‘formal institatial structures, and informal social rulgs’.
Some views of a practice, such as Hamilton’s, amed in intentionality, agency and
goods and can be assessed on external grounds, atidrs emphasize tradition and habit
as well as the practice’s internal good. One prepomf this view is Alasdair Macintyre

who famously defines a practice as

any coherent and complex form of socially estaklisito-operative human activity
through which goods internal to that form of adthare realised in the course of trying
to achieve those standards of excellence which agmeropriate to, and partially
definitive of, that form of activity, with the rekbuthat human powers to achieve
excellence, and human conceptions of the ends aadsginvolved, are systematically
extended?

I will not fully engage with this controversial andidely discussed definition here. In
short, this view is too restrictive for common urstandings of a practice, and further it
fatally fails to allow for external, objective asseent of the practice.lt can, as such,
allow for, and promote within a practice, the id#aan ‘excellent’ slave. This definition

does however, along with the others discussededghar same basis of a practice being a

® Lawrence HamiltoriThe Political Philosophy of Nee@€ambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press, 2003),
117.
7 Sangiovanni, “Global Justice, Reciprocity, and $tate,” 4.
8 .

Ibid.
% Laura Valentini, “Global Justice and Practice-Dagence: Conventionalism, Institutionalism,
Functionalism,”Journal of Political Philosophy9, no. 4 (2011): 43.
10 Alasdair MaclintyreAfter Virtug 3rd ed. (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013), 218.
11 gee, for example, Miller and Fraser’s chapteiSusan Mendus and John Horton, edfter Maclintyre:
Critical Perspectives on the Work of Alisdair Matyire. (Cambridge: Polity, 1994).
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co-operative venture that is ‘socially establishedyoverned by some form of a system of
norms. | share this view and consider a practicket@ co-operative social system that is
governed by norms—that is, there are certain ratesexpectations that for the most part
are complied with by participating members. The ivation of those entering or
establishing the practice can play a role in shppire norms, but are not decisive. A
practice may begin with self-interested motivatidng generate rules and expectations
that are other-regarding, which in turn can grodnties of justice. For example, | could
join my neighbourhood watch with the sole aim of awn family’s protection, as do the
other members. The practice will however generatens of limited altruism—I will have

a duty to prioritize others’ safety when on guard.

In some cases the rules, roles, and offices withipractice are explicit and carefully
constructed. Consider, for example, a businessocatipn. In others, the rules by which
the practice is governed emerge over time and rapdidit and understood rather than
clearly stated. A set of interactions, if repeatesh) eventually form a practice. Consider
the development of the practice for states to pl@wmergency aid in the face of natural
disasters. This practice has evolved over timseéms that most states individually (in
addition to, or rather than, through UN channef@raaid in human or material resources
after extreme natural disasters regardless of aliggal relationship with the stricken state
and would expect the same in return, even if theyralatively wealthy. Consider the
international response to Hurricane Katrina int® There were widespread offers of aid
in the form of money, oil, and specialized persénibese offers came from both formal

allies and those who did not have a good relatipnsfith the US, such as Cuba and
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Venezueld? In addition, many of those offering aid had presigubeen on the receiving
end of aid when facing an extreme natural disastelonesia, Sri Lanka and Thailand,
victims of the 2004 tsunami, all offered assistahile states may not have consciously
decided on the norms of how to respond to natusalsters, the reciprocal responses have
developed into an established practice that imposdsain expectations on each party. In
both the business corporation and humanitariargaidg, the practice creates a system
where individual participants rely on the expectatithat others will act in a particular
way. This system, and thus the practice, can renmaplace regardless of a change in
leadership or membership. In the case of the sfategexample, the practice remains
despite changes in government. The general noutes and roles remain the same, and

the core purpose for which the state exists ren@onstant.

Some practices take the form of an associationagsociation is the coming together of
people under a particular banner, often for a algr cause. The group is established with
long-term interests and requires membership. Relatin an association are grounded on
some common factor about each person (whether & Sleared belief, aim or heritage),
rather than a common participation in a particplactice. Examples could include a trade
union, a church, a family and arguably the stathil&®/a demonstration might similarly
unite people for a cause, it lacks the more forstalcture and long-term nature of an
association. In some cases, the concept of asmwc@tscures our focus: while the WTO
might be an association of sorts, what is relewaigrounding duties is the practice rather
than the fact of a shared aim. Some associatidgsheavily on the shared identity of
participants to ground the duties between thenthéoextent that one identifies with the

association, one’'s identity can be shaped veryindity around membership in an

12«\wWorld Mobilises to Aid US Victims,'BBC NewsSeptember 2, 2005,
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/4210264d.s
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association. Consider a Catholic priest, a memlbest Mormon family or a loyal US
soldier. Identity-shaping associations are diffi¢ol avoid for persons but are less central
to the life of a state. The personal nature of @ations suggests that considering non-
personal agents (states) in associative relatiomg mot be apt. States do participate in
what we might call an association—the African Unitor example—yet it appears that it
is the ways in which member states interact thaklsvant here rather than a shared
identity or personal relationship. While a sharddniity or geographical location might
have motivated the relations, it is not clear ih& this shared identity or location, rather
than the formalized relations themselves, that gorelational duties; at a minimum, the
practice of the African Union is sufficient to yiethe kind of relational duties we intuit
without entering, at this point, the complicateddas of a non-personal agent’s identity.
This thesis aims to analyse on-going and systeef@tions that evoke systematic duties of
justice. As such, the focus is on practices rati@n shared identity or the myriad of one-
off interactions the state participates in. Pr&sicapture the majority of the relevant
everyday relations between states, including thafi@n associations, and so provide the

relevant site for our investigations into the reliaal duties between states.

2.3 Unpacking the Relational View

Relational views are often used to justify limititige scope of certain distributive duties of
justice to the state on the grounds that relatioetsveen citizens are reciprocal or co-
operative in a unique way. In this section | willjae that proponents of the relational view
use concepts like reciprocity or co-operative pcactwithout fully articulating the
underlying assumptions that are needed to yieldhhmadly) egalitarian results they seek.
There are two central points here: firstly, the kvtirat the underlying principle of justice

does and secondly, the impact of the nature and ainthe practice in questioh will
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argue that it is the underlying principle of justithat determines the kind of distributive
principle that governs a practice (say, for examplgalitarian over desert). In turn, the
nature and aims of the practice determine the maimnevhich this principle is applied,
and so the content and strength of the duties. WdweTsidering different practices,
therefore, we ought to first investigate the unged principles of the practice and then
the nature and aims of the practice. This moreilddt@xamination enables us to more
readily extend the scope of current relational Wewhe underlying principle works as
somewhat of a threshold; in order for the practicgenerate duties that are egalitarian in
kind, there needs to be a commitment to some fdrmnoegalitarian principle. That is,
there is a pre-existing principle that holds thwe participants in the practice are (in some
respect) equalj§.The nature and the aims of the practice will hosveallow us to have
duties of varying strength and content, while dt#ling egalitarian in kindThis more
nuanced approach saves us from the all or notleindeincy of current debates on justice.

Let us turn then to the argument.

Relational views are not uniform, and in recentrgeattention has been given to the
distinctions between them. For example, Miller haesen careful to distance his
contextualist view from conventionalisthThe difference being that while both ground
justice within the practice, a contextualist caouyrd justice wherever the relevant social
relation (such as reciprocity or coercion) is foumtde conventionalist relies on the norms
and beliefs of those within the practice, makingintmune to external critique.

Sangiovanni, on the other hand, has labelled himageinstitutionalist, while Valentini has

13 Consider, for example, Aaron James’ account afetjastice: this account has an underlying commitme
to a principle of fairness rather than a principfeequality between states. As will be illustrateds.3.4.1,
this difference in underlying principle shapes thigerences between his account and the view thihtoe
presented here. Jamé&sirness in Practice: A Social Contract for a Gléliconomy

14 David Miller, “Two Ways to Think About JusticePolitics, Philosophy & Economick, no. 1 (2002): 5—
28.
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argued we can only be practice-dependent if wefuanetionalists® Institutionalism, on
Sangiovanni’s view, holds that a background committmto the equal moral status of
persons applies differently depending on the mstins that we are considering. The
functionalist, on the other hand, offers a genaalount of the function of distributive
justice—that of respecting persons’ equal righpuesue their ends and goals—and selects
the practices or types of interaction to whichrétisttive justice should apply, in light of its
function.!® The main issue at stake is whether (i) a principlejustice is grounded
(justified and specified) by the practice itseiify & principle of justice is universal but only
applies under certain threshold conditions, o &iprinciple of justice is universal in the
abstract but applies differently depending on tfaetice. Relational scholars are often not
clear which of these exactly they are doing whesytimtroduce a relational principle. |
will suggest that while scholars would put themsslin category (i) or (ii), inevitably they
are drawing on foundational principles of justicelaso are more often than not actually
theorizing in the manner of (iii). That is, whilesacial relation is being pointed to as what
is distinctive about a practice such that it grauddties between the participants, in fact it
is only in conjunction with a more fundamental a&st principle of justice that the duties
are grounded. | will argue that this is particylathe case where the relevant social
relation that is being pointed to is reciprocitycm-operation. So, in addition to focusing
on the nature and aims of the practice (as relatischolars would emphasize) we ought

also to consider the underlying principle(s) oftiees’’ The duties of justice that are

15 sangiovanni, “Global Justice, Reciprocity, and $tate.”

16 yvalentini, “Global Justice and Practice-Depende@mnventionalism, Institutionalism, Functionali$m,
415.

" We should note that a practice may have more e underlying principle: consider a professional
football league. The practice is co-operative bith\wa competitive nature and with an aim of detaimg a
winner. The participants share an underlying commaitt to both a principle of fairness and a prireipf
merit. Teams are admitted to the league based oit, raad the rewards of the practice are distridute
according to merit. What teams owe each other guerHair competition, their share of the prize mone
acknowledgment of each others’ ranking accordinthéleague) is not just determined by the comipetit
nature and aims of the practice, but also thetfadtthere are underlying principles that the pgoéints are
fairly differentiated through merit, rather thaor £xample, being equals.

61



grounded in this way are still practice-dependesittlae practice does the work of
identifying the way the principle is applied: whidhties are required; who has or is owed
these duties; and what the weight of these dutesl@entifying the underlying principle is
nevertheless important as it pushes us to judigyunderlying principles that are at stake.
For example, if the principle that citizens are aqus underlying a relational view that
posits special egalitarian duties between citizdresproponent of the view ought to justify
this principle as well as pointing to reciprocity ae ttelevant social relation. In addition, it
models the relational view in such a way that gasier to see how it can apply in different

circumstances.

In Chapter 1, | set out the non-relational dutlest & principle of state equality grounds.
Here we can begin to explore the work it does ielational context. This is not a radical
attempt to critique the relational view, but instea clarify it and so to enable us to more
accurately apply it. With this clarification in h&ynand our understanding of states as
agents, we are able to more fruitfully apply thattenal view and so more accurately map

duties of justice in the international realm.

2.3.1 The Underlying Principle of Justice

One prominent manifestation of a relational viewaiseciprocity-based account of social
justice. That is, a view that limits the scope adtabutive justice to the state on the
grounds of the special nature of reciprocal refetibetween citizen®. This kind of
reciprocity-based view provides a good examplelltstrate a deeper worry about the

relational view. These views hold that reciprocigy the principle that governs co-

18 See, for example, Miller, “The Idea of Global €&nhship”; Miller,On Nationality Sangiovanni, “Global
Justice, Reciprocity, and the State.”
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operation. In other words, the principle of recipty tracks distribution of the co-
operative surplus (or deficit). The view therefareeds a way to determine what is
considered a benefit, and what the appropriaterrési® Both Lister and Segall, rightly |
suggest, point to ways in which this principle eftiprocity has to draw on a more
foundational principle in order to fill in this ctant of what ‘our bit’ is that we need to
contribute, and what we are owed in return. If &swa simple case of ‘give and take’,
reciprocity would not be able to do the work reoty scholars are asking of it, namely
to ground special duties of distributive justicehin the state. As a simple give and take,
the fact that Suzie obeys the law could be recgtext by others doing the same, and
would not be able to ground any further duties talsaach other. Lister picks up on this
worry and argues that ‘norms of reciprocity areayatly shaped by prior entitlement§.’
How we respond to a police officer is, for exammbaped by a prior commitment of
respect for authority or the role of maintainingistal order! On the whole, individuals
do not respond to a police officer’'s order or usdooce with reciprocal force, as one

might with a stranger who accosted them on thestre

Similarly, there are certain principles about te&ationship between citizens that inform
the way they should reciprocate each other’s belavirhis might suggest reliance on a
common identity between citizens, or more commoalyrinciple of mutual recognition
that views citizens as equals in sociétyf this is the case, then citizens ought to respec
each other’s behaviour and opinions and to recgieom such a way as to treat each other

as equals, and where they are not equals, to ptirauequality. Here, what determines the

19 Andrew Lister, “Reciprocity, Relationships, andsbibutive Justice,Social Theory and Practicg9, no.
1(2013): 83.

20 |pid.

2 |bid.

2Fora common-identity view, see Miller, “HoldingaNons Responsible,” 251.
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content of the reciprocal relationship is the fdwt citizens exist in a relationship of
mutual recognition. As Lister argues, ‘the dutyreziprocate benefits will only yield
egalitarianism of the desired kind if it presupos$eat egalitarianism in specifying the
duty to reciprocate benefité®In cases where we use the term reciprocity toadigrstice
or the scope of justice, we are, by necessity, thgwwn more foundational principles in
order to establish our claifffIn addition to this underlying principle, the nagtand aims

of the practice also fulfil an important role irognding and specifying the duties.

2.3.2 The Nature and Aims of the Practice

| have defined a practice as being co-operativeaiiure and being the grounds for duties
of distributive justice. We have yet to see wkiat of co-operative practice this might be.
One key factor discussed in the preceding secsidhe principles of justice owed between
the participating agents, such as equal moral oespéis factor illustrates the difference
between the basis of relations between citizensraladions between work colleagues.
Participants in a typical workplace are inviteddim the practice based on their merit or a
particular set of skills rather than their equalithe principle of distributive justice that
results is thus primarily one of desert not egatitaism. In addition to what | have termed
the ‘underlying principle’, the nature and aimstlé practice play a role in shaping the
duties that arise. Consider a company that hasostipg the local community as one of its
central aims. Perhaps they have a long-term spoialy of hiring and training vulnerable
youths. The aim in this company is different tottbha conventional profit-driven firm,

and, as a result, the benefits and burdens of thetipe may not be distributed purely

23 | ister, “Reciprocity, Relationships, and Distriluet Justice,” 84.

24 This view is shared with Lister and Segall. Sastdr, “Reciprocity, Relationships, and Distribuiv
Justice”; Shlomi Segall, “Unconditional Welfare Bdits and the Principle of ReciprocityPolitics,
Philosophy & Economic4, no. 3 (2005): 331-54.
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according to desert. Nor will it be governed bycstequality as might be the case in a co-
operative farm, for example. Instead, it may beomhination of merit and need-based
principles that determine the distribution. Whileae practices based in co-operation or
reciprocity, the governing principles differ. Sianily, in, a tennis club we can see that the
purpose of the club will help determine what we awe fellow members: namely paying

our dues, fair time on the courts, and respectirgdtiquette of the game. It is not the
interaction or reciprocity itself that specifies athour duties ought to be. Reciprocal
relations alert us to the fact that there may bgedwwed, whether they are duties of
fairness, a system of merit, or strict equalityt Bus the nature and aims of the practice
that determine what kinds of duties arise. On asqmaal level, this link is also

recognizable: many relationships are based on @ dfimeciprocity and a level of mutual

dependence. We think however that the duties wetoveir spouse are different to those
we owe to our business partner or to our frience mature of the relationships differs and

so calls for a different set of duties.

2.3.3 Voluntarism

For some, thenly way we can acquire special duties is if we do sntarily. These
voluntarists disagree amongst themselves, but dileggree ‘that the mere fact that one
stands in a certain relationship to another persamnot by itself give one a special
responsibility to that person. In order to have hsac responsibility, one must have
performed some voluntary act that constitutes toeimg of the responsibility?> On this
account, it is free choice that grounds the duty.tkie contrary, | have argued that it is a

combination of the underlying principle that thetms are committed to, and the nature

% samuel Scheffler, “Relationships and ResponsisijtiPhilosophy & Public Affair6, no. 3 (1997): 191
2.
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and aims of the practice that ground and spec#ydilities of justice. The voluntariness of
a particular practice can contribute to how weigtitgse duties are, the content of the
duties, or in some cases, ground the duty. Consigleduty to uphold a contract or fulfil a
promise. This voluntary entry into a duty-bearimgationship is not, howevenecessary
to ground relational duties. Indeed, we think ttdtdren have at least some duties toward
their parents, a duty that could not be groundednost versions of the voluntarist view.
The voluntary nature of practice can influence theies that arise, but the voluntary

nature is not, alone, what grounds these duties.

This section has argued that in order to understang in the relational view, duties are
grounded, we need to pay attention not just tdfdbeof interaction but to the underlying
principle of justice that holds between the ageasswell as the nature and aims of the
practice. | have suggested that reciprocity ongldg egalitarian duties when it is between
agents that are moral equals. If not, participatmgeciprocity could require merely that
one reciprocates, or adheres to a merit-based s;hemd not necessarily that one should
ensure an equal distribution of the benefits andidns of the practice. In the next section
I will compare the domestic and international casdight of this analysis. To what extent
do they share the same underlying principle, natamel aim? | will argue that relations
between states share similar but weaker instaotigtof these features. This analogy
illustrates the argument made in this section amyiges the foundation for Chapter 3

which sets out the duties that states owe to oothan

2.4 The Analogy
In this section | will investigate the nature, ajrasd underlying principles of the practice

of the domestic state. If it is these featureshef practice that ground broadly egalitarian
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duties between citizens, then similar features mosimilarly egalitarian duties between
states. The second half of the analogy therefoekssé¢o illustrate that international
practices share these features, grounding dutias dne egalitarian in kind. The
international and domestic practices shsirailar features, yet the differences between
them result in less stringent egalitarian dutie$wben states than we find between
citizens. The argument is not that the analogy aksvduties in each realm should be the
same, but rather that they should be in the sategagy. That is, states’ practices should
be governed by broadly egalitarian principles mathan principles of mutual advantage as
many realist conceptions of international relatiemsuld hold. Let us turn then to the
domestic case. | will firstty comment on the ungexy principle of equality, and then
identify three features of the nature and aimshefgractice: it is long-term and mutually

dependent, it has valuable ends, and it is forradliz

2.4.1 The Domestic Case

i. Equality
In Chapter 1 | suggested that the equal moral wairipersons is a foundational claim of
contemporary political theory. One way this comnatm is manifest is in equal
citizenship: in a democratic state, members havearal social and political stattfs.
While in practice there will be disparities in wisalnd power, there are significant ways
in which citizens are considered to be equals,sanelquals in this co-operative venture. In
a democratic state all citizens are given an egotd, and are subject to the same legal

system. This sentiment is often clearly expressetthé constitution of a state: the South

28 There are, of course, many questions to be adkeat #iow membership is assigned. In many democratic
states there are large minority populations whaatchave full citizenship but who nevertheless ta&e in
economic and social institutions. In addition, saeenocratic countries refuse political rights tspners.
These are important exceptions but do not, | thimidermine the more general claim that citizenghip
based on a principle of equality.
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African constitution states that ‘every citizenegual and has a right to the rights and
privileges of being a citizen of South Africa’ wliithe Canadian constitution includes a
clause that ‘every individual is equal before amdler the law and has the right to the
equal protection and equal benefit of the law withdiscrimination?” Some citizens are
wealthier or more powerful yet in the relevant damef citizenship, there is no official
hierarchy unlike say a typical workplace with moreless senior positions linked to roles
and remuneration. Democracies often have ways mourothose who are thought to be
particularly good or valuable citizens, but thisais indication of a role well performed
rather than a hierarchy of worth. While there additipal leaders, these are considered

representatives of the people, rather than an &tytlos more valuable member of society.

ii.  Long-term and Mutually-dependent

The first feature of domestic co-operation thabinfs its nature is that the co-operation is
sustained and mutually dependent, that is, rebanthe compliance of the majority to the
regulating norms, in order to achieve a particalad. Compliance in a mutually dependent
relationship can be self-interested. But, in ordebe mutually dependent, a relationship
must not be unstable and fragile, where one paaty entirely motivated by self-interest to
the point that it was likely to withdraw at any mia should a better option arise.
Membership in a state is an extreme example ofkinid of commitment, remaining to a

large degree constant for each particular citizad aeeding the co-operation of the

majority of citizens to achieve a functioning state

iii.  The Value of the Goods Pursued
The goods that are produced by this particular merative venture are of particular

importance: security, stability, and health, foraewle. When the stakes of the co-

2T The Constitution of the Republic®buth African 1996, Chapter 1, Section $he Canadian Constitution
Part 1, "The Canadian Charter of Rights and Frestioi982, Section 15.
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operation are high, the duties we owe to our feltmaoperators increase. We can test our
intuitions with the example of a local liberal pathat meets once a month to discuss
liberal ideology. There is perhaps little that #nesembers owe each other, other than to
reciprocate in hosting the meeting or supplyingghacks. If however, the state they live
in becomes tyrannical and the group decides tlet lave a duty to fight this oppression,
their duties to each other will increase givenhigher stakes of their interaction. Not only
will the range of duties expand but also the intgnsf these duties will increase. While
John may not be expected to risk the use of histarsave Darren’s life while they were
just fellow members of an intellectual club, whéeyt are fellow fighters of a cause with
high stakes, perhaps he would. The point is natgssarily) that we have a duty to fight
an oppressive regime, but rather, that where weirdte to pursue a valuable end, the
value of the end plays a role in determining what duties are to those with whom we

participate in the venture.

iv.  The Formalization of the Relationship

The co-operation within a state is particularlynfiatized—there are clear expectations and
norms for the functioning of the state apparatw thakes for clearer insight into the
kinds of duties we may have to each other withitagée. By analogy, a dating couple may
be on slightly unclear or shifting grounds wherames to the duties they have to each
other. It becomes much clearer the more formalthedversion of a romantic relationship
they have: moving from dating to in a relationshyetting married, or entering a civil
union. The formalization of a relationship cemes#pectations and increases dependence,
which multiplies the ways in which we have dutiegnhsure the correct functioning of this

relationship.
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2.4.2 The International Case

With these key features in mind, let us turn toreixee inter-state practices. | will discuss a
range of practices in which states participate.ol bt wish, however, to posit one
overarching international practice or to suggestt thll state interaction shares these
features. Each state differs from the rest in thedsk of interactions it has and
organizations of which it is a member. The inteoval case can therefore be viewed as
state interactions in different dimensions andaneés. | will argue that while in many
cases the strength of each feature is weaker, statg/interactions exhibit features similar

in kind to the domestic case.

i. Equality
| have argued in Chapter 1 that states are equedlragents. In Chapter 3 | will go into
further detail of the ways in which state equalitgids different results to personal moral
equality. Here, | point to some ways in which teguality is manifest in international
relations. The suggestion is that the analogy isvéen the equality of states and the
equality of citizens, rather than the more fourmtzdl equal moral worth gfersonsStates
are equal agents in diplomatic affairs. Just ageris may differ in their power and
influence in different areas of public life, but bave one equal vote, so too do states have
disparities in power but are considered equalsanyrother ways. The sovereignty of each
nation is an equal right for all recognized stafEsere is here an element of mutual
recognition of each state’s right to be self-detamg, just as the citizenship relationship
in a democracy is informed by a mutual recognitadrpolitical equality. The rights of
diplomats are similarly almost universally respdategardless of which state the diplomat
represents. There have been cases where these wigie not respected, such as the 1998
bombings of the US Embassies in Dar es Salaam aitbtil but these were stark

exceptions to the norm of diplomatic relations. T&O and the General Assembly of the
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UN hold nations to be equal, and once states higved agreements such as the Kyoto
Protocol, or joined institutions such as the Ina&tional Court of Justice (ICJ), they are
considered to be of an equal status as membelogh this may not equate to equal
responsibilities or requirements). Lastly, states equals before international law. It is
clear that citizens are subject tauch stronger and more immediate forms of coercion.
States who sign various agreements are howevegubj principles of international law.

Not only are they subject to the terms of thatipalar treaty but also the norms and
international law governing the making of treafiésVhile some states may have not
joined some organizations of international law fs@&s the US withdrawing from ICJ

membership), those who have joined are now equalhject to a shared authority. It

seems then, that while much state interaction iegdeed as competitive, many of the key
practices in which they participate are premisedsiate equality. To be sure, the aim of
these practices, such as the UN or WTO is not anbse equality between states, but they

are set up to be co-operation for mutual advantegeeerequalparties.

ii.  Long-term and Mutually-dependent
States do not exist completely independently oheit stable contracts: the EU, North
Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and the Northtlaktic Free Trade Agreement
(NAFTA) are clear examples of close interaction amdtual dependence. In addition, the
regulation of international waters and flight pathsth require intensive co-operation
among states to the extent that they could nottimmonithout majority participation.
Bilateral state interaction can also illustrate gdarm and mutually dependent co-
operative practices. Consider, for example, Soutticd and Kenya: both are joint
members of the UN general assembly, the WTO, thlerrational Criminal Court (ICC),

and the African Union. There is extensive tradenveen the two states and diplomatic

28 gee, for example, “Vienna Convention on the Law refaties.”
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relations. They will often vote together on certasues at climate change conferences or
in the UN general assembly. There are many wayghioh their fates are bound together.
Decisions made about trade regulations or climdtange will affect both countries
significantly, and their propensity to vote togetloa these issues suggests they feel they
will be similarly impacted. Furthermore, they w#hare decisions about whether to
intervene or sanction fellow African states andrtimearkets are reliant on each other’s
trade. If they were to suddenly stop all interactidboth parties would suffer. This
dependence is why, if enforced, economic and saaattions are considered effective
measures to change state behaviour, and in turntidyy often fail because some states
are unwilling to make the required sacrifice. Tkisd of close co-operation and mutual
dependence in the pursuit of vital aims createslltetween Kenya and South Africa in a

similar way that the co-operation within a statglmicreate duties between citizens.

iii.  The Value of the Good Pursued

There are at least two clear goals of contempagkntyal interaction, particularly from the
perspective of western liberal democracies: peauk teade. Both of these goods are
imperative to the functioning of our modern so@stiln addition, there is extensive co-
operation focused on issues such as health, poventy development. Consider, for
example, the World Health Organisation or the Wdkhk. Co-operation on issues of
security is vital in order to track and preventwséy threats that are increasingly trans-
national. In addition to co-operative structureshsas the UN or NATO, there are many
smaller organizations providing co-operative forusugeh as the Financial Action Task
Force on money launderirfd.Constant negotiations and co-operation have hetped
reduce (although not eliminate) the instances aof bedween states themselves. State co-

operation is also evident through extensive tratieraction. Numerous trade agreements,

% This task force compromises of 34 states that seekt global standards to fight money laundesing
terrorism financing.
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with comprehensive regulatory rules, are in plagefacilitate this interaction. Strong
international financial regulation also servesitbthis co-operation. The US, for example,
has bilateral free trade agreements with twentynt@s in addition to the NAFTA and
on-going negotiations to form a regional Asia-Packigreement’ Without this high
intensity of trade, and a shared pursuit of freeér global markets would be considerably
diminished. While in some areas of trade a reduditiothe size and competitiveness of a
market may appear to be valuable in the face opearnconsumerism, in other fields it
would prove problematic. Shared technology and ame$e for agriculture or medical
treatment, for example, improve research throudhalooration and ensures products of
this research are more readily available. Furthesmoo-operation on financial regulation
is pivotal in protecting the stability of marketsdapreventing financial crises that damage
the economies of all states. This kind of finanagtlbility and shared progress in vital
areas is a highly valuable end of internationabperation, and an end that could not be

achieved without this sustained co-operation.

iv.  Formalized Nature of the Relationship

The regulations of the WTO, as well as the numeroileteral and multilateral trade
agreements (NAFTA, for example), are also a goditation of the ways in which a lot
of state interaction occurs through formalized ctes® This kind of formalized
relationship over the long term creates clear eigtens among parties, and importantly,
often a dependency between the co-operating pafgesuggested before, this intuition is
clearest when we consider the case of marriageingteution of marriage formalizes the
relationship between two parties, which leads tstranger dependency and so clearer

duties to each other. These kinds of long-term deégecies evoke stronger duties of

30«Office of the United State Trade Representatieetessed February 23, 2015, https://ustr.govArade
agreements/free-trade-agreements.
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justice than a once-off interaction would and se arrelevant factor in considering

relational duties.

v. Voluntariness
At the beginning of this section, | discussed theact of voluntariness on the strength and
content of duties that can arise out of a practieegued that voluntariness is not the sole
ground of relational duties. It is relevant in ciolesing the nature of the practice that in
turn contributes to the grounding of the duty, kius only one factor in determining if
there are duties at all. In the analogy between dbmestic and international case,
voluntariness is one way in which the analogy appéa come apart. The majority of
citizens not only have no choice about the stétewhich they were born, but also do not
have the means to relocate. States however casehoavithdraw from engagement with
practices in the international realm: consider Naforea or Apartheid South Africa.
States that do participate in international prastibave more freedom to choose which
practices they involve themselves in. The US faneple participates in the UN but not
the ICJ. The contrast between citizen and statedfm is not however as sharp as it
initially appears. Some states are able to choose rreely than others whether to co-
operate, but they are the more powerful statesil&ig in the citizen case, it is wealthy
or powerful citizens, rather than all citizens, wéem choose more freely whether to co-
operate. There are also some practices that theatygptate has no real choice but to
participate in. Consider the WTO or the agreemenimernational waters—ostensibly
these are voluntary practices but without membprshternational trade and movement

would be exceptionally difficult and this would sersly damage that state’s prosperity.
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On the other hand, we would do well to note that thternational realm is also
characterized by a number of voluntarily signeaties. Here, the fact of voluntary entry
gives us extra reason to hold states accountabielftting these agreements. Consider
The Universal Declaration of Human Rights. Notstites are signatories, and failing to
sign does not seriously impact on a state’s welf@mnsider for example, Saudi Arabia’s
prominence in global trade despite not being aamy to the declaration. Those who
have signed have done so with a level of freedora.ridy have independent reasons to
hold states accountable to protect their citizénghan rights, but we have an additional
good reason to hold them accountable to the comenitmrmade in voluntarily signing the
declaration—both in upholding the human rights thelves, and supporting their fellow

signatories in achieving the same end.

2.4.3 Drawing Conclusions

In section 2.3 | argued that when we are groundiaties in a practice we ought to be
aware of three things: (i) the underlying princjpli® the aim of the practice and (iii) the
nature of the practice. It is these three featofes practice that determine what kinds of
duties are grounded. The analogy presented irséuson has sought to highlight the fact
that the domestic practice of the state shares rfeatyres with some practices in which
states participate. If these features ground egrlit duties between citizens, they should
similarly ground egalitarian duties between staiéss not just that the two sets of
practices share an underlying commitment to theakdguof the participants. If we take
seriously the role that the nature and aims optiaetice play in grounding duties, we have
good reason to apply a similar analysis to staagions: if the value of the ends pursued
by the domestic practice of the state contributedetermining the duties between citizens,

then similarly the extent to which state practipessue valuable aims should contribute
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toward determining the duties between them; andhef fact that citizens are mutually
dependent on each other in a long-term, formaledtice contributes to grounding their
duties to each other, this feature should do simvilark between states. Insofar as state
practices instantiate these features, it seems dneythe kinds of practices that ground
egalitarian duties for the members. Importantlyvéeer, these features are not an ‘all or
nothing’ threshold: in many cases they feature npaminently between citizens than
between states, and as such more robust dutiebeanounded between citizens than
between states. What the argument has soughustrdte is that duties between states as
agents should be in the same, broadly egalitaainT, as the kind of duties we find
between citizens. The term ‘egalitarian in natutesrefore serves to differentiate these
duties from principles of mutual advantage thatnmaly dominate our thinking about
international relations. International relations aften characterized as self-interested
bargaining for mutual advantage and so the benafitsburdens of this interaction track
how well each state plays the game. The argumesrts liave suggested that the features
of some practices between states are such thabtiggyt instead to be governed by more

broadly egalitarian principles.

2.5 Objections
This chapter has argued that the relational viebest understood as grounding duties in

light of a combination of the underlying principghé justice and the nature and aims of the
practice. Using this premise, the chapter has titiesd the similarities between the

practice of domestic citizenship and practices hicW states participate. They share an
underlying commitment to a principle of equalityetpractices are long term and mutually
dependent, often formally structured and aimed tdwaluable ends. If these features are,

as | have argued, what do the work in determinihgtvkind of duties are grounded, then
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it follows that duties between states should balamm kind to duties that hold between
citizens. That is, while the weight and contenttbé& duties might differ, they are
egalitarian in kind. In Chapter 3, | will unpack athexactly this egalitarian nature is.

Before that, we address some possible objections.

The first line of objection emerges when we consttat the structure of this argument is
familiar: natural law theorists often thought ofettstate as a moral person, and so
considered the law of nations in light of the lafanature that held between individuéts.
These theorists did not, however, draw the rekalt the law of nations, or duties between
states, waghe sameas duties between citizens. For Vattel, the lawnature applied
between states as the necessary law and therelswaa further voluntary law that sought
to maintain peace through ‘tolerat[ing] what canbpetavoided without introducing greater
evils’.3 These two laws differed to the extent of chandhmg requirements of a just war
and the answer to whether or not both sides coelgust in their waging of war For
Grotius, there was an additional ‘arbitrary lawattreferred to the laws formed through
contracts between states. The justification fos¢hdiffering applications of natural law to
the individual and to the moral person of the staipear on the whole to be rather ad hoc,
an explanation to fit the existing norms rathemtlaconsidered and unbiased analysis of
what is required? The arguments | have presented will need to vétitstthis kind of
objection; that is, that the view is skewed toifystxisting norms. In contrast, the view is

also vulnerable to the charge of not accuratelyadtarizing the international order. To

31 Consider, for example, VattéThe Law of NationsThomas Hobbed, eviathan(Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1909), http://oll.libertyfund.org/titles/869.

82 yvattel, The Law of Nation593.

%3 |bid., 591.

34 The argument is grounded on something like thetfat each state, as a moral person, has a dgtst t
free independence and a world with multiple statiéls this right would lead to many evils thus
necessitating a more practical rule to govern. @iffers from the citizens’ freedom as the citizeas given
up their rights to the state in a way that statesat given a lack of a central authority.
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some, the state is fundamentally self-interesteithe@ hold that the lack of a central
authority beyond the state makes the global and edom realms irrevocably
incomparable. There appear therefore to be at te@smain lines of objection to the view
set out in this chapter: that the domestic andrmatitonal case are just not in fact
analogous, and secondly, that if they are, theylsh@sult in equally strong requirements
of distributive justice. The responses to thesealns go hand in hand: | will argue that
the view need not (and does not) hold that the dtmend international cases are
completely analogous and that this in turn helpsxplain how similar in kind, although
not similarly demanding, duties can arise. | sdttha different aspects of thisanalogy

objection and in responding to these will addresglifferent outpubbjection.

One strain of the disanalogy objection points tpaapnt differences between practices of
citizenship and practices between states. | haterreel to both as co-operation yet
interaction between states is often characterized kack of equality and the unilateral

exercise of power. If we understand co-operatiowilsng parties acting together toward

a shared goal, it seems an inaccurate label foe stéeraction and disanalogous to the
more egalitarian notion of citizenship. Moreoves,lehave argued in Chapter 1, equality
between states is of a different kind to equaliggween persons. It is the equal moral
worth of persons that underlies the equality ofzeits which, it could be argued, is just
fundamentally different to the equality of statd®t is rooted in their equal agency and
function (see s.3.2). In Chapter 3 | will delve maleeply into the nature of this equality
between states. We should recall here however tlieat are two levels to the arguments
establishing equality between states: there islyfithe claim that states are considered
formal equals in international relations, and selbpnthe argument that this commitment

to state equality is plausible if we understandesémuality to be grounded in states’ equal
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agency (see s.1.2). There are therefore two waygdmret the arguments presented here.
Firstly, we can make the claim thgtas it appears, states wish to hold on to the clhah
these practices, such as the UN or the WTO are ¢bethto a principle of state equality,
then,they ought to accept that these practices groutiesithat are egalitarian in nature.
The second, stronger, claim is that in additiorstete’s commitment to formal equality,
there are good reasons to believe that stategquals based on their equal agency. As

such, their practices need to take this underlpimaciple into account.

Here, | will point to a few examples that ostengisuggest divergences between the
commitment to equality we find between states dmat between citizens, but upon
examination reveal closer analogies. Firstly, wghhithink that the fact that states feel
entitled to, at times, intervene in the affairsotfier states suggests their commitment to
equal sovereignty is weak. | have suggested tleésstare equals insofar as they are
equally representing their citizens (s.1.2). In ynaases, intervention is against states that
do not function as equals on the global stage Isecthey are not representatives of their
citizens. While we may owe them other duties, wendd owe them equal standing.
Furthermore, citizens, just like states, at timeadt treat their fellow citizens equally in
order to better respect the underlying principleegfial moral worth: a person suffering
from mental illness or drug addiction is institutgdized against their will or a person who
endangers the community is imprisoned. These exeepto not negate a commitment to
the underlying principle of equality. In fact, théjustrate a deeper commitment to the
well-being of these equal agents, or a commitmencreating a society of equals.
Secondly, it can appear as if states only respach ether for practical reasons: to
maintain peace or to benefit from trade. Yet therimational order respects even the

smallest island states, even where there is ndipshgain to be had. Lastly, we might
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object that equality between states is only foriawadl does not manifest itself in daily
interactions of states. This may well be accurhtd, it is not disanalogous to equality
between citizens. Citizens have equal electoralgpaand are equals before the law but
everyday interactions sadly do not reflect thisadiyy and instead are often tainted by
unequal power relations. In both these cases ogized states are not acting in line with
principles they claim to uphold. This weakness of, wr inconsistency, does not however

render the commitment to a principle void.

One could also argue that the domestic and intemaltcases are disanalogous because
the value of the state far outweighs that of idéiomal co-operation. | have suggested that
the domestic practice and international practicextion to provide particularly valuable
goods, yet one could argue that it is possiblesfates to survive without interacting with
other states, or at least without participatioregtablished practices of international co-
operation. Consider, for example, North Korea. s ather hand, airspace control or the
regulation of international waters are difficult fodividual states to maintain without co-
operation with others. Indeed, new, shared chalergyich as climate change are further
eroding a state’s ability to isolate itself fromtadmational co-operation. We also should not
underestimate the value of trade; where a stateahasnderdeveloped pharmaceutical
industry but faces an epidemic, for example, ttateswill rely heavily on trade in order to
provide for its people. Consider, for example, édin states’ reliance on anti-retrovirals
from US (or increasingly Brazilian or Indian) phaceutical companies in responding to
the HIV/AIDS pandemic. Similarly, few states ardeato fulfil their energy needs without
importing gas, petroleum, or uranium, and harshireninents in some states severely
limit the range of food that can be grown domediicaVhile states have attempted to

remain self-sufficient, their citizens suffer witltoaccess to resources available through
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the international markets. The goods provided lgrirational co-operation are therefore
not to be underestimated. Nevertheless, this dismusalso points to a response to the
second,different outputobjection. While co-operation in the internatiorsgdhere aims

toward ends that are valuable to us, the ends efdthimestic case are arguably more
immediate and essential to our everyday lives and/arant a larger and more stringent

set of duties to ensure its survival.

Another aspect of the disanalogy objection poiata potential mistake in the structure of
my argument in this chapter. While in the domestise we are discussing one overarching
practice, in the international case we turn to whave termed ‘different dimensions and
instances’ of state interaction. The comparisaimésefore between two different kinds of
things—perhaps best understood as independeniges¢separate practices such as the
WTO or the Commonwealth) and systematic practites gractice of the state). Are the
features of a systematic practice relevant to @malpf independent practices? The
objection would deny that they are, suggesting ithiatthe systematic or pervasive nature
of the practice within the state that grounds duté distributive justice. We could, as
Aaron James does, argue that there is a systegialial practice. James argues that ‘the
global economy is organized by a distinctive kifidnternational social practice, a social
practice in which countries mutually rely on comnmarkets® But if we acknowledge
the different levels of pervasiveness or as Rissetérmed it, ‘immediateness’ of practices
on the international and domestic level, we gawistdo answer the question of how we
can justify more demanding duties in the domestintext even when we consider the
international context to be analogoi’sThe argument is not that the domestic and

international level are directly analogous, but theey share similar kinds of underlying

35 JamesFairness in Practice: A Social Contract for a GlolEconomy 17.
36 Risse,On Global Justice
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principles, natures and aims. This similarity sigggehat the duties the practices evoke
should be similar in kind. That is, the relatiordhities between states are similarly
egalitarian in nature, but less numerous and @nnghan those found between citizens.
This disparity occurs because the relations betwéses are less systematic and in pursuit
of less immediate, valued goods. In addition, theadity between states is an equality of
standing, not equality of moral worth. For this sea too, the duties that the relations
evoke are similar in kind, but fewer in number dess stringent in moral foréé The
large-scale nature of states and their interactimans however that the fulfilment or
failure to fulfil these duties has widespread iroglions and so while they may be fewer in

number or less stringent than domestic duties, ave lheason to pursue their fulfilment.

2.6 Conclusion
This chapter has argued that there are dutiesstt@between states based on the shared

practices of which they are a part. The argumerg tualt on an analysis of the way
relational views work; | argued that even thosevgi¢hat claim to be completely practice-
dependent are relying on an underlying commitmentat principle of justice. This

principle of justice, along with the nature and siof the practice together ground duties
of justice and inform the kind of duties that aregent. This argument was illustrated by
an analogy between the domestic and internatioasé ¢hat suggested that the similar
underlying principle, nature and aims indicate tllaties between states should be
similarly egalitarian in nature, although weaker strength, to those we find at the

domestic level. This claim leads to a further $equestions about what these duties might

3" The comparison here is between the range andjstraty of duties that citizens have in virtue ofithe
citizenship in comparison to the range and stringexi the duties states have in virtue of theitedtaod in
an global environment. Although state duties haenbgrounded using an analogy to the citizen dédeeje
argued that the resultant duties will be fewerumber and less stringent. This is not to be confuse
however, with later arguments about the balancedgst relational and non-relational duties (s.3,538)
citizens’ individual inward and outward-looking g (s.7.3.2).

82



look like, and how they might play out on the glbbtage. In the domestic case these
duties are outsourced to the state, a luxury ghabt available in the international case. In
the next chapter, | will elaborate on the egaktarnature of these duties and argue that

they are best realized by a principle of equahtyégotiation.
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CHAPTER 3: Specifying the Duties

3.1 Introduction

The previous chapter relied on an analogy betwkerdomestic and international sphere
to argue that there are relational duties betweetes that are egalitarian in kind. This
chapter will turn to the task of explicating thekdies. An analogy to the domestic sphere
proved useful in highlighting the presence of ralgy duty-grounding relations at the
international level. Here it becomes less helpéultack of central institutions and the
corporate nature of the agents change the cha@utdemplementation of these egalitarian
duties. At a domestic level many of our duties iigens are outsourced to, and regulated
by, the state. In addition, the content of our elutare specified by the community, through
the legal procedures of the state. In a liberal@@acy, for example, we are expected to
vote in elections and pay our taxes. When and how low much is specified for us
through our collective procedures. | have arguest the lack of a coercive central
authority in the international sphere does not ¢ egalitarian duties between states.
Instead duties are grounded within specific prastibetween two or more states. States
need, therefore, to determine what their duty meguof them in each practice, and how
best to fulfil it. This can be done together ingmpractices and can be formalized within
that practice if the participating states agreeveMieless, it is not a case of adhering to a

particular set of rules but of identifying and assieg what is required by each practice.

The previous chapter specified that these dutiesldvbe egalitarian in kind. There are,
however, many views on what equality requires, nebsthich focus on personal equality.
In Chapter 1, | analysed the differences betweenldhguage and arguments we use to

discuss equality between states and equality betyweesons. | argued that the kind of
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equality owed at the international leveleguality of standin@s distinct from on the one
hand, equality of moral worth and on the other handre equality of status before the
law. Drawing from these insights, in this chaptewjll outline the principles of the central
requirement of equality in the international sphequality in negotiation. Section 3.2 will
define what is meant by ‘egalitarian in kind’ andlargue that between states, equality is
best conceived as relational equality. That is,eguoality in relationship rather than
resources, opportunity or welfarén Section 3.3, | will argue that this relatioreguality
grounds a principle of equality in negotiation.skction 3.4 | will consider three possible
objections to the principle of equality in negadtat Firstly, | address the concern that the
principle of equality in negotiation is the same @sdoes not offer more than, principles
of fair co-operation, and secondly, | address #mes concern for the principle of non-
exploitation. Thirdly, | will engage with the worrhat the principle will result in states
being forced to participate in non-beneficial exayes and agreements. Lastly, section 3.5
will conclude both this chapter and Part I. | vgilecify states’ non-relational duties and in
doing so complete the bigger picture of what states to each other. Finally, | will bring

these two sets of duties together and discuss heyrtlate to each other in practice.

3.2 Defining ‘Egalitarian in Kind’
Elizabeth Anderson argues that the real point oféty lies in its relational value. What

matters is our ability to relate to others and ¢atieated with respect, rather than whether
we have equal resources, welfare, or opportunity. H@r view, equality is a social

relationship rather than a pattern of distribufigtn equal social relationship is intimately

! The duties discussed here are therefore relatinralo senses: firstly, they are grounded betwatates in
virtue of relations (practices) in which statestiggvate, and secondly, the duties seek to cregtlgy in
therelationsbetween states. While these two senses of reltiftesn, and here, come together, they are not
dependent on each other.

2 Anderson, “What Is the Point of Equality?,” 313.
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bound up in the distribution of goods but ‘the Bafir people’s claims to distributed
goods are that they are equals, not inferiors, thers.® This relational conception of
equality is salient in the international contexuré cosmopolitan worldviews could
support a resource- or welfare-based distributaeant of global equality or sufficiency
between person$SYet the case for equal resources, opportunitieswelfare is less
obvious between states. States differ vastly ia arzd natural circumstance. Calculations
made to balance these factors will rely heavilywaifare, resources, and opportunities of
each state’s citizens rather than the state it€elfnparative wealth between two states can
only be meaningfully assessed when the populat@naf each state is taken into account.
These calculations matter, but they move us away four concern of state equality; to be
sure, inter-state relations are just one part obal justice concerns and other principles
may be appropriate when considering the well-baing status of individuals globally. At

the level of states as agents, however, equalligss explored as a social relation.

It may seem an odd conclusion that it is sociatrehs that matter between states given
that states are a much thinner type of agent teesops. There are fewer kinds of relations
between states as agents than persons. States kavedntimate personal relations or the
extensive interdependency that humans can devdloe. relations between states are
political relations. They include longstanding agreementsh sas the neutrality of

international waters, the maintenance and regulatiothe trade regime, and extensive
diplomatic engagement. The cost of inequality iesthrelations rests in the outcome: the

weaker party receives less benefit from interastidrhis is true too of personal inequality

® Ibid., 314.

* See, for example, Canelystice beyond Borders: A Global Political Theo®rock, Global Justice: A
Cosmopolitan AccounAndrew Kuper, “More Than CharityCosmopolitan Alternatives to the ‘Singer
Solution’.” Ethics and International Affairs 16, no.1 (2002): 107-128. David Held,Cosmopolitanism: A
DefensgCambridge: Polity Press, 2003).
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but inequality between persons also creates thei@maband psychological costs of being
treated as inferior. It might appear as if inferiatment of states could result in similar
psychological damage, such as in the case of @ism. While the worry is similar, in

those cases the relevant agents are the citizgpesrloaps the collective of citizens and not
the state itself. On the one hand then, there ishnmaore at issue in equality between
persons than between states, yet on the other hamdjetrimental outcomes that stem
from inequality between states are multiplied wiknanconsider all the citizens they will

affect. Although the relations differ from interpenal relations, there is much at stake in

relations between states and as such it is aroegtidn for equality.

On Anderson’s account of ‘democratic equality’ ilsld ‘seek equality in the capability
or effective freedom to achieve functionings thae gart of citizenship, broadly
construed?® What matters for democratic equality is whethethemdividual is able to
function as an equal citizen, both formally andcimil society. We are only required to
have equal resource distribution insofar as it @néy citizens from being oppressed by
others or being able to function as an e§uaderson argues that there is both a positive
and negative demand of equality: ‘negatively, peaple entitled to whatever capabilities
are necessary to enable them to avoid or escamng@ment in oppressive social
relationships. Positively, they are entitled to tapabilities necessary for functioning as
an equal citizen in a democratic stdté\pplied to equality between states, this theory
would suggest that states ought to be able toifumets equals in their relations with other
states. They are entitled to what is necessarytadaan oppressive relationship with

another state and what will enable them to funcidsrequals. Democratic equality does

5 Anderson, “What Is the Point of Equality?,” 321.
€ Ibid., 320.
7 Ibid., 316.
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not guarantee actual levels of functioning, bu¢etive access to those levels. Importantly,
it does not guarantesgualaccess to levels of functioning but effective asc® levels of
functioning ‘sufficient to stand as an equal inietc’® This threshold gives the view a
sufficientarian character that is particularly agpiate in the international sphere. In the
previous chapter | emphasized the fact that distween states were similar in kind, but
likely to be fewer in number and less morally sient than domestic duties. A
sufficientarian approach is egalitarian in naturg b is a weaker claim than strict
substantive equality. In addition, the thresholathieve substantive equality of standing
between states will be lower than the thresholdetprality of relations between citizens of
equal moral worth. Citizens interact with, and depen, each other more frequently and
in more ways than states do. This higher standaddirgensity of interaction means that
citizens are likely to owe each other more relalatuties than states owe to each other.
This democratic equality view captures what istakes in the international sphere, what
matters is not strict equality but substantive égstanding in the decision-making

processes that guide and shape the internatiohatep

By analogy with Anderson’s account of democratioadity, states are owed that which is
sufficient to enable them to act as equals on tbkad) stage and to be protected against
oppression. Demaocratic citizenship, though, isch oncept that contains elements to
which states do not have access. One might argiettis these elements that are doing
the work in the argument, making the argument ifiepple to state relations. As | have
illustrated there is a difference between the eaquafal worth view of persons and the
equal standing view of states so we ought to bedfuirthat a direct analogy could be

misleading. The analogy is however with the reasgpmf Anderson’s argument, not the

8 |bid., 318.
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content. What equal states owe each other may beelery different to what equal
citizens owe each other. The core idea of demaceafuality is however transferable. The
argument is that if X is owed equality in grouptien X is owed that which will ensure
that it is not in an oppressive relation with angmbers of Y and that it has the
functionings to enable equality in relations wittemmbers of Y. While the nature of
‘equality in group Y’ differs, and so ‘that whichillvensure’ has different content, the

logic of the argument can assist us here.

This relational view has a number of advantageénderson’s interpretation: firstly, it
allows us to analyse injustice beyond the distrdyubf resources and one’s fixed personal
traits, to ‘social relations and norms, and thecttire of opportunities, public goods, and
public spaces’’Secondly, it distributes goods based on our etyugdther than pity for
those who are less talented, and lastly, it mowesloser to the demands of egalitarian
political movements: the demands made not by ‘bdaains’ or those with expensive
hobbies but by the oppressed and marginalized @iéyd® These advantages also apply
to the international sphere. Redistribution, orcigdecare to other states, ought to be based
on the fact that states are equals, not a sengigydr the underdeveloped communities.
This approach has value in fostering a more egaitanternational sphere, and it matches
on to the current demands of states not to be gipegial treatment and aid because they
are less well-off, but for past injustices to betifeed or compensated for, and for the

system to be such that their success is possible.

® Ibid., 319.
10pid., 337.
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In this section | have argued that state equadityeist conceived as equality in relationship
rather than equality of resource, opportunity otfave. Duties that are egalitarian in kind
will therefore be duties that enable substantiveaéty in standing, understood as having
sufficient functionings to ensure a state is ngirepsed by another and that it is able to act
as an equal on the global stddén the next section, | will argue that this statgality

when applied to practices between states requipemeiple of equality in negotiation.

3.3 Equality in Negotiation

3.3.1 Why Negotiation?

In our daily economic transactions trade is goverhg a principle ofquid pro quo Our
free choice to enter into this transaction playeitral role in legitimating it. Wagreeto
certain terms of transaction that limit what we awesach other. If Samke offers to sell
her bicycle for £50 to Afika, once Afika agreespiorchase the bicycle and gives Samke
£50, all Samke owes him is the bicycle. There arefunther duties beyond upholding
one’s side of the agreement. This understandingnafiforms our view of international
trade and treaties, where we have a tendency toeggtiations as ‘free-standing cases of
bargaining™? However, international agreements are often carafgd and multifaceted,
covering multiple different trade goods and cowmdit. The calculation a state faces could
be a balance between favourable terms for textias disadvantageous terms for
agriculture. In other words, frequently terms arehie advantage of one party but of much

lesser advantage to the other(s). In the kind a€twes we are discussing it is not a one-

off transaction equivalent to Afika buying Samkeisycle. Instead states are negotiating

1 We should note that ‘equality of standing’ is thaseline principle between states, analogous to the
principle of equal moral worth between persons. iWHeefer tosubstantiveequality of standing, | refer to
the further, relational equality that the principé equal standing grounds between states, anatogou
arguing that the principle of equal moral worthgrds equality of resources or welfare between pstso

12 Charles Beitz, “Does Global Inequality Matter®&taphilosophyd2, no. 1-2 (2001): 109.
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the terms of trade that will affect multiple traosans. This could be an all-encompassing
free trade arrangement (such as the NAFTA) or aaemgent relating to tariffs or quotas
in a particular industry (such as the 2006 ChinatSoAfrica textile pact):* Many
seemingly separate negotiations are often clogated: the position one takes on an issue
of climate change could have a lasting impact tnra@ding deal, and non-compliance on an
issue of intellectual property could result in d@omts in other areas. Negotiations are
therefore crucial in determining the benefits anddens that each state bears. While
practices are based on participation between edqhésequality does not manifest itself in
negotiation. The stakes are high in many of theseractions making the inequality in

negotiation stark against a background of formalkdity of status.

We might think that negotiations are not the riglaice to look to enforce justice as states
freely choose to participate in them, just like k&fi and Samke agreeing to their
transaction. Many of the interactions | will go tmdiscuss are defended on the ground
that states freely participate in them. We shoudd vilary of a free choice defence,
however, because it is commonly accepted that ipescsuch as the WTO or the UN are
not purely voluntary. Writing of the WTO, James w&g that ‘it is now widely believed
that no country involved can afford to quit theteys, and that no country can afford not
to join.”* That being said, the liberal idea of choice pringdjustification can at times
creep into our outlook on international affairs.llkti picks up on this intuition in his
discussion of exploitation when he suggests thplogation in the market is at first sight

puzzling because market transactions are by theture voluntary™® In addition,

13 “Trade and Industry on MoU with China in Clothiagd Textile Sector,South African Government:
Newsroom?2006, http://www.gov.za/trade-and-industry-mounahclothing-and-textile-sector.

14 JamesFairness in Practice: A Social Contract for a GlolEconomy 81,173.

15 pavid Miller, “Exploitation in the Market,” iModern Theories of Exploitatioed. Andrew Reeve
(London: Sage Publications, Ltd., 1987), 149.
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commercial consent is often thought to be in asgpacategory with different limitations
on consent; in trade, hard bargaining is consistétit valid consent® This is so even
when, at times, this involves withholding relevamfiormation or influencing others to
accept an agreement. | am not going to focus onulestion of what makes consent valid.
Even with a Hobbesian concept of forced consentaveask questions about whether this
consent is a product of injustiteWe may not wish to say that the consent is inyalis

it gives us good reason to tackle the underlyirjgsiice rather than accept the resultant
conditions as jusbecausehey are the result of free choice. When individual groups
systematically choose options that disadvantagm.ttend on the swing side advantage
others, a focus on the choice misses the morensgl@nt of injustice. This is particularly
true where the advantaged group or individual fliémcing the disadvantaged group to
make that choic& One illustrative example is found in internatioirkllectual property
rights (IP). IP laws are domestic: each state detess for itself the extent of protection
that is provided? With the introduction of the Trade Related Aspeofsintellectual
Property Rights (TRIPS), and its attachment to mestip of the WTO, states’ IP laws
are now externally regulated by the set of priresmet out in the TRIPS. In some cases it
has been clearly to the disadvantage of statesnply: consider South Africa (as well as
India, Brazil or Thailand) in its attempt to comlbé HIV/AIDS pandemic. In the end,
South Africa chose compliance (and so disadvantabe) only after pressure was
exercised. Both the US and the EU publically ddgéd domestic laws allowing for

generics, and the US put South Africa on its 30&cgp Watch List (which can lead to

16 Franklin Miller and Alan Wertheimier, “PrefaceddTheory of Consent Transactions: Beyond Valid
Consent,” inThe Ethics of Consent: Theory and Practied. Franklin Miller and Alan Werthemier (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2009), 89.

1" Hobbeseviathan Ch.XIV.

18 This argument is most effectively made in femilitstrature. See for example, Claire Chamb8es,
Culture, and Justice: The Limits of Choighiladelphia: Penn State University Press, 2007);-125.

19 Holger HestermeyeHuman Rights and the WTO: The Case of Patents anesa to Medicing@xford:
Oxford University Press, 2008), 19.
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sanctions)’ What this illustrates is that freely choosing ignsan agreement is not
sufficient to justify the content and consequenckshe agreement. Free choice can be
compromised by background injustice and so we needjo deeper in order to

conceptualize justice in international relations.

We also might be concerned that negotiations shoatcbe our focus for equality as, by
their nature, they are meant to competitive. It \ddae unrealistic to attempt to neutralize
differentials in bargaining power, and it could emdine the progress we achieve in a
competitive free market. It is important therefdhat we keep in mind that the principle
that will be set out in section 3.3.2 does not applall inter-state interactions, or indeed,
to interactions between non-state actors. It appt® the practices in which states
participate that are based on principles of equdldgtween participants, are long term,
mutually dependent, and aimed toward valuable eww®en states are negotiating (or re-
negotiating) the terms of these practices, or exgéa within these practices, negotiation
ought to be governed by a principle of equality.e Tprinciple therefore applies to
negotiations within the UN, the WTO, Climate Changegotiations, free-trade
agreements, international tax regulations, the #6& ICJ, and so on. It does not apply to a
one-off exchanges of goods between states or intheedross-border trade that occurs
between non-state actors. What we are interestbdr, are the duties that arise because
of the practices in which states participate. Theraetices form the background conditions
for much of the interaction that occurs globallyt they do not themselves constitute all

interaction.

20 |hid., 13.
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3.3.2 Defining the Principles

| have suggested that the model of the argumerddorocratic equality offers insight into

equality between states. The argument is thatig Bwed equality in group Y, then X is

owed that which will ensure that it is not in arpogssive relation with any members of Y
and that it has the functionings necessary for tamtige equality of standing in its

relations with members of Y (see s.3.2). This cagstiboth the positive claim of equality,
whereby we ought to be able to act as an equalttendegative claim whereby we ought
to be free from oppressive relations. Applied ® ititernational context, we can form two

principles of equality in negotiation.

0] States should have equal access to the tools otiaggn such as the relevant
information, research and strategy expertise, @ntirgstrative suppoft
(i) States need to have a reasonable degree of pabgrgaining power such that
one state does not have the power to unduly infleemgotiations.
a. Where there is inequality in bargaining power, sgeconsideration and
guarantees ought to be given to the weaker pacly that
i. they are compensated for the effects of their uaéty in
negotiation and
ii. the arrangements move them closer to being a pamit of equal

standing in the practice.

Principle (i) secures the ‘functionings to enabbpuaity’ while principle (ii) secures
against oppressive relations. Note that this pmsitif substantive equality does not require

actual material equality but rather substantiveacdp to participate. These principles

L Currently, the discrepancies in capacity at iraéional negotiations are vast. This is discussetié in
s.3.3.3
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exist alongside each other rather than one beiiog for the other. In order for justice to be

upheld, both principles need to be respected.

Principle (i)

We have all experienced those debates where wauateed into a corner by an insistence
on facts, statistics, and appeals to authorityhose where the other party focuses purely
on small logical inconsistencies or errors withtaking time to help create the charitable
interpretation of your viewpoint. In these kindsdefbates we run the risk of losing sight of
good ideas, of failing to respect the views of cdhand generating an environment where
people don’t feel able to contribute their view.€8h issues are exacerbated in negotiation
where the discussion is by its nature at least sgratcompetitive, and the outcome has
real implications for the welfare of those involv&he way to combat this imbalance is to
enable all parties to have access to the factseswlirces in order to develop their own
interpretation of them. Resources and expertisala®key to developing a good strategy
in presenting this information and ensuring it @& ondermined by errors in presentation.
As such, access to the tools of negotiation israétd being able to function as an equal in
negotiation. As Beitz suggests, ‘inequality of i@ses [in both domestic and international
cases] distorts the process of political decisicakimg by causing some interests to be
weighed more heavily than they should be, givenr thature and urgency, and others

less.??

22 Beitz, “Does Global Inequality Matter?”
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Principle (ii)

The resources and information to negotiate effettiare vital, but alone not sufficient to
secure equality in negotiation. There is also auireqnent for what | have termed ‘a
reasonable degree of parity in bargaining powérfor example, it is clear that one state
needs desperately to trade with the other for theivaal of their industry, but the other
state has many trading options, then the balang@®wer is such that one state is able to
influence the negotiation to their favour. Statesnt have to be substantively equal in
order to meet this requirement. The parity is aelyuired to the extent that it ensures that,
with equal access to the negotiation tools, statesnot able to oppress or dominate
another through negotiations. This is relevant hiatithe negotiation of the terms of
agreement and in enforcing these terms. For exancpleently some poorer states are
unable to effectively take advantage of the WTO’ispDte Settlement Understanding
when more powerful states violate WTO regulatioffse issue then is not just in how the
agreement is reached but also in its fulfilmentyrmetries in enforcement create a
further imbalance in bargaining power. When a mpogverful state is able to violate
disagreements with impunity, it both disrespectsehuality of the other state(s) party to
the agreements and it widens the scope of its bangastrategy. If negotiators are aware
non-compliance is a viable option, they could, &érample, agree to terms with no

intention of keeping them in order to leveragetfartconcessions from the other party.

In reality much negotiation is between parties thiffer greatly in bargaining power, both
economically and politically. These negotiatione anperative to international relations
and should continue. Consider, for example, clinchi@nge negotiations that are between
parties who do not fulfil principle (ii). The seabrlause of the principle deals with these

situations. The duty is to provide special conaessiand provisions to compensate for
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what they would lose due to unequal standing in miegotiation. In addition, the
negotiation and its outcome should be such thataves the state towards substantive
equality of standing in the practice. This couldamefor example, that a weaker state will
receive proportionally more benefit from a tradalder that direct financial or technical
transfers are included as part of a treaty. Thesditons should not be seen as after-the-
fact compensation for unequal agreements. State® lea duty to include these
considerations within the negotiation so that, fasas it is possible, the interests of states
are equally represented in the outcome. If it is pussible for the participating states to
actually have an equal standing in the negotiatfi@m states have a duty to astif they
did. That is, they have a responsibility to take ¥iews and interests of the weaker parties

into account to the same degree they would if these on an equal footing.

These are the principles governing the equalityegotiation but they do not specify the
content or strength of the duties. This will depemdthe practice that they are governing.
The strength of duties will vary according to theeat to which the practice has the
grounds set out in Chapter 2: it embodies a comeritnio a principle of equality, it is
long term, mutually dependent, and aims towardakakiends. The UN, for example, will
create fairly strong duties given that there idrangy commitment to equality in a long-
standing, formal practic€.The mutually beneficial and valuable aim is tousecpeace
among nations and to ensure the protection of huigais. The content of the duties will
vary according to the actual conditions: where mendbates are vastly unequal in wealth
and power, say for example in the WTO, there wellnbore that needs to be done in order
to ensure that states are not in a position to dataj than in the smaller and less diverse

EU. Creating equality in negotiation is unlikely be straightforward and will need to

2 The Security Council undermines this, but arguablp place as a compromise to ensure commitment
rather than because the organisation considerarbier appropriate. More on this in s.3.3.3.
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engage with historical factors and overlapping ficas. One measure in a certain practice
might aid negotiation in that practice but hindemi another. The content is perhaps the
hardest part to navigate as it relies on very caradd and ever changing empirical
factors. In the following section | will offer twexamples to illustrate how we might go
about specifying the duties and what the contenthee duties might be in particular

cases. | will first discuss the UN and second, cnog- economies in trade agreements.

3.3.3 The Content of the Duties

The UN already does much to secure equality sucbgaal membership in the general
assembly and a rotation of roles in other commstte€here remains however a
discrepancy in support that different delegatioasehin their capacity as representatives
of their state. For example, the US delegation fings ambassadors which allows for
specialization of roles such as an ‘alternative@sgntative for special political affairs.’
Nigeria (and many other states) has only one aradassand a depufy.This is further
exacerbated in the discrepancy of technical andialmed support staff. The principle of
equality in the negotiation would require that thdN work toward offsetting this
inequality in order to ensure an equal capability participate in the many critical
negotiations based in the UN. This could be achidwe capping the staff or resources
used, or, more fruitfully, developing a scheme whéncourages states to share technical
resources, to mentor staff, and subsidize those areonot fully able to participate.
Equality in negotiation is also undermined by tle¢ovpower held by five members of the

Security Council. This inequality in negotiationedonot suggest that the UN has no

2 “United States Mission to the United Nations,” @essed February 22, 2015,
http://usun.state.gov/leadership/c64555.htm.

25 «parmanent Mission of the Federal Republic of Kig¢o the United Nations, New York.,” accessed
February 22, 2015, http://redesign.nigeriaunmissiaji.
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commitment to equality. As | suggested, at its fiation, the UN is committed to a
principle of equality, stating in its preamble tiitateeks to uphold ‘the equal rights of [...]
nations large and smaf®We can argue, therefore, that the UN is basechamaerlying
principle of equality (and so likely to evoke dustithat are egalitarian in kind) but that it
fails in upholding this principle in the Securityo@nhcil. The vetoes go against the most
basic egalitarian principle of an equal vote aslwaslour principle (ii) that states should
not be in a position to dominate other states.vite has frequently been used to suppress
opposing opinions and as an expression of power.primciple of equality in negotiation
would therefore require that the UN has a dutyetmave these veto powers. To be sure,
this duty can be outweighed by other consideratidinguably, these vetoes are pivotal to
the continued existence of the UN, or essentia t@ntral aim of peacekeeping between
major powers. This countervailing considerationldathange the content of the duty. The
duty could require that the UN first focus on addiag the power imbalances between
members as a basis to allow structural changeit @ight be a duty to increase the voice
of smaller states to mitigate the dominance of wa® powers. While the principle of
equality in negotiation remains the foundationamaatment, the content of the actual
duties will be determined by the empirical circuamstes of the practice itself. We cannot
here then detail the many duties that states wi# o their negotiations. But let us turn to
one more example to illustrate the process of deténg these duties: one-crop

economies.

One challenge to equality in negotiation in trageeaments is one-crop economies. These
are economies that rely very heavily on the expgrof one good, normally a cash crop

such as sugar, coffee, or cocoa. These econongesuirerable to fluctuation in demand

26 «Charter of the United Nations: Preamble.”
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and price of their good as well as natural inflieensuch as drought, pests, or disease. This
vulnerability weakens their position in negotiatibecause they rely so heavily on the
outcome and often are not the sole providers oftied (for example, both Burundi and
Ethiopia rely heavily on coffee exporf€)The nature of the world economy encourages
specialization so that, through free trade, weroast effectively cater for our needs. This
environment, as well as a lack of natural and hureanurces, makes it difficult for these
states to diversify and remain competitive. Sinbe solution cannot simply be to
diversify, we need to think of alternatives. Ondiap is a scheme of insurance for crops
that insures against crop failures due to natusaster or crop disease. The principle of
equality in negotiation would require that the doanit state facilitate the setting up and
maintenance of the insurance scheme. Without tierae the insurance would be owed
by the state(s) in the shared practice; not to havbuy the sub-standard crop, but to
provide support in the form of aid or loans witlvdarable terms. Where the problem is a
change in demand, a state would not be able totegitpractice without warning or
support. If, for example, a certain natural reseuscreplaced by a technological advance,
the demand for that resource collapses rapidlysamidusly damages the economy of that
state. Technological advances are, on the whajepd thing and should be embraced, but
the cost of this advancement should be shared athengtates involved. The practice that
had aimed towards making the existing resource ilyeaalailable should provide
transitional support to the state that co-operategroviding this resource, particularly

when the practice influenced the state into beingexresource economy.

2" Food and Agriculture Organization, “Dependencéamgle Agricultural Commodity Exports in
Developing Countries: Magnitude and Trends,” 2008)://www.fao.org/docrep/005/y3733e/y3733e0d.htm.
These economies have mainly, but not exclusivedyetbped historically through colonial influencéefe
might therefore be reasons of historical injustit@lay in how we deal with these vulnerable ecaesrbut

| will leave these aside for now.
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This discussion has simplified the process for edsexposition, but we should keep in
mind that the relation is more complex than X bgyirom Y. The kinds of practices that
we have in mind are the participation in, for exéen©CAFTA-DR which is a free trade
agreement between the US and a number of small@raCémerican states such as the
Dominican Republic, Costa Rica and El Salvador.sTégreement is clearly mutually
beneficial: two-way goods trade has increased Br &\ per cerf Yet many of these
countries have one crop that dominates their egptliris not that the US government itself
is purchasing the bananas or sugar but that itrignging the system such that it
encourages US companies to import their sugar tiese states rather than another and
SO creates a reliable stream of trade betweenwtbestates such that if it was suddenly

halted it would be detrimental to the welfare afdt states.

These two examples illustrate the diversity of wihat principle of equality in negotiation
might require. All of these duties are, at theiotsyp grounded in the principle of state
equality. This principle, applied to certain praes (as described in s.2.4.2) grounds a
principle of equality in negotiation. The circumsta of each practice and standing of the
states participating will shape what specific duséates owe in that practice. These duties
ought to guide and shape negotiation processesctiahacterize many of the relevant
practices. At the end of successful negotiatioasestwill agree on certain terms for a
specific interaction or for the governing of theezging practice. These terms are a further
specification of what states owe to each othery®tem from the commitment to equality
in negotiation but are further grounded in the@ichgreement. As | suggested in section
2.4.2.v, voluntary agreement can serve to groundiaties. It also gives us an additional

reason to expect compliance with these dutiesh@tniegotiation stage the content of the

28 «Office of the United State Trade Representative.”
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duties is dependent on the states involved; whéecan objectively analyse and criticize
the decisions made, ultimately it will be the statevolved who make the decisions about
how to best fulfil the principle of equality in netiption in a particular instané@Once
this decision is made and agreed upon, howevegsagtizens have the resources to call
upon states to comply with specific requirementseqtiality in negotiation, such as
participating in the suggested UN programme off stefntoring. A state’s duty to comply
with agreements is grounded in the voluntary chéicenter into that agreement. Where
the agreement is specifying a duty that is requibgdthe principle of equality in

negotiation, this more foundational principle reirties the duty to comply.

3.4 Possible Objections
Upon reflecting on the principle of equality in ¢igtion, one might wonder whether it is

any different to a principle of non-exploitation @mprinciple of adhering to ‘fair terms of
co-operation’. | would like to address this conckare. There are two parts to the worry:
are these just the same ideas with different nandes® if not, does the principle of
equality in negotiation add anything that thesecepts aren’t able to offer? | will first
discuss fair terms of co-operation, drawing on &t conception of fair terms of co-
operation as a principle of global justice and Jsinpeinciple of fairness in a theory of
global trade, and secondly will discuss a more gdnenderstanding of exploitation.
Thirdly, 1 will consider an objection of a differemature, namely, that the principle of
equality of negotiation would create one-sided agrents, and so deter wealthier states

from participating.

9 This is nomnecessarilthe case: states could agree to form some kindgflating body that specified the
requirements of the principle of equality in negtitin in each case.
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3.4.1 Fair Terms of Co-operation

Miller characterizes fair terms of co-operationasinternational order whose rules allow
poor societies adequate opportunity to develop’ atows them ‘to choose between
different policies to achieve thi¥”The principle of equality in negotiation incorptas
these ideas but is not fully captured or speciigdhem. Miller suggests that there can be
reasonable disagreement about what constitutesefarin international co-operation. He
draws this conclusion from the difficulty in detemmg whether states are benefiting
equally from the transaction. How do we select sebae to measure against, or a neutral
currency of benefit? While Miller only suggests tthae might propose’ that fairness
requires an equal share of the benefit, he doesomdider any other options here but
holds that while there is reasonable disagreemditutafairness, many cases in
contemporary exchange are so blatantly unfair tetcan all agre& The principle of
equality in negotiation differs then in its emplsasin procedure rather than outcome.
While the demand for fair terms of co-operation egus to be a procedural claim, the
measurement is dependent on the outcome (at Iaaslijler's view). The claim here is
about relational equality and thus the emphasisaimesnon a procedure that ensures
substantive equality of standing. This procedunelated to but not coextensivath the
outcome of the practice. So, a principle of fainte of co-operation is not the same claim
as a principle of equality in negotiation. Butl&te reason to take on the more substantial
burden of equality in negotiation? Why aren’t ferms of co-operation enough? | have
argued that states that participate in practidest @re committed to formal equality, are
long term, and mutually beneficial) have a dutyetsure equal standing in negotiation.
The burden of fair terms of co-operation is nobrsty enough to meet this duty. It allows

for states to treat another state fairly but noaasequal, and importantly to treat them

30 Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justj@53.
31 |bid., 252, footnote 32.
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fairly but not in such a way that tends toward theguality. You could imagine, for
example, a paternalistic practice that allowed soooen for development and choice but
that did not give developing states an opportutdtyegotiate as equals. Fair terms of co-
operation go some way toward substantive equaispfar as they allow poor countries
the opportunity to develop but run the risk of ntaining the status quo, of allowing
imbalance in power and negotiation to continue. piieciple therefore fails to ground the
fundamental duty that my analysis has identifieduty to ensure states have substantive

equality of standing.

Another fairness-based view is offered by Jamekisnbook,Fairness in PracticeThe
book offers an extensive analysis of what fairnesgternational trade requires. James
argues that states participate in a shared glotzdtipe of trade through their mutual
reliance on common markets. This practice’s basit ia the augmentation of national
income, which, insofar as it is a product of thagiice and not what states might achieve
without this co-operation, should be shared eqfally brief, on James’ view, fairness
requires three principles of equity: firstly, armmiple of due care, that requires trading
nations to protect people against the harms oefr&écondly, a principle of international
relative gains, which holds that gains to eachitigadociety, adjusted to their respective
natural endowments (e.g., population size, resobase, level of development) are to be
distributed equally, unless unequal gains flow.(evea special trade privileges) to poor
countries.; Thirdly, a principle of domestic relatigains that requires these gains to be

distributed equally among the trading society'sefiéd members

32 JamesFairness in Practice: A Social Contract for a GlolEconomy 17.
33 |bid., 203.
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In an overall sense, the view presented in Paiffdrd from James’ in a number of ways,
both in aim and argument. Firstly, James’ argumepgly to global trade and not to
global interaction in general. In one sense thisetyeindicates that James’ is a different
project to this one. It could however, be viewedaging foundations that can be fruitfully
applied to other international negotiation. Hiswjehowever, as a practice-dependent
view, relies heavily on the specific nature of glbbrade. It is unclear therefore how the
central role of equality of gain would translatéoimegotiations around a collective good,
for example, climate change or peace-talks. Heie burdens that need to be shared, and
in ways that often cannot be easily distributedcddely, James argues that the global
economy is a single overarching practice. | havgued however that international
interactions are best viewed as multiple practioesrder to more accurately assess the
relations between the participating states. On rawyvparticipants of the NAFTA or the
EU would owe each other more stringent duties tparticipants in the WTO, for
example. The different nature and aims of the estplay an important role in
grounding what duties are owed and so we are lidstta determine the duties through
focusing on separate practices. Thirdly, Jamesorxearned chiefly with fairness, not
equality. James appeals to states’ equal moralisstat support his claim that fairness
requires equal gain¥' But the ultimate aim of the theory is to creattaia practice, not
necessarily a practice of equals. The view pregeht¥e, however, argues that states’
equality requires that their practices respect, wodk towards, substantive equality of
standing within negotiations rather than fair teemt. As | have suggested, equality in
negotiation is more robust: a state could treatheercstate fairly while not treating it as an
equal or working toward that equality where itasKing. Lastly, this fairness is measured

by the outcome of the practice rather than the guore. As suggested in response to

34 |bid., 168.
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Miller’'s ‘fair terms of co-operation’, this leavesparticular worry of how to determine the
correct baseline. While James does make a casssifag autarky as the relevant baseline
this seems close to impossible to determine acglyraind without bias given the
imperialistic trajectory of international tradfeThat all being said, James’ detailed analysis
offers us helpful guidance for what the principfeequality in negotiation could look like
applied to practices of global trade. Overall, we ot chiefly in opposition but rather

tackling separate but related concerns.

3.4.2 Non-exploitation

One key difference between fairness-based accauntsthe view presented here is that
these fairness accounts are concerned with theefssrofoutcomesather than procedures.
Exploitation accounts however, similarly focus o &t least include) procedures in their
assessment of an interaction. Let us turn thenxpdoation. A general definition of
exploitation is to take unfair advantage of anatbet there is much disagreement over the
details®® Does exploitation require that only one party Higs2 Can one be exploited if
one has consented to the transaction? Is exptoitatiways harmful? Does it require that
you have no other option available? Is it base@ @omparison with some other possible
way in which the transaction could have been cotadlt For our purposes we need not
delve too deeply into this debafelt is enough perhaps to consider if exploitatisndr
could be, defined such that it already does thekwibat the principle of equality in

negotiation is attempting. | will therefore congitiere exploitative agreements that can be

3% Mathias Risse and Gabriel Wollner, “Critical Netiof Aaron James, Fairness in Practice: A Social
Contract for a Global EconomyCanadian Journal of PhilosopH§Routledge, 2013), 18-19.

3 Alan WertheimerExploitation (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1996),180—

3" For a good discussion, see Andrew Reeve Madern Theories of Exploitatiofi.ondon: Sage
Publications, Ltd., 1987).
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both voluntary and mutually advantagedtisising this more expansive definition enables
us, as Wertheimer suggests, to get closer to the bé the wrong of exploitation itself,
aside from the other harms that often accompan@atsider, for example, State A that
violently invades state B in order to control theilr supply. A is taking unfair advantage
of B, but the moral wrong is deeper than explanatiWe would describe this case as an
unlawful violation of B’s sovereignty, or outrigitheft rather than exploitation. Just like
the principle of equality in negotiation, a prineipof non-exploitation hopes to capture

something more nuanced than these clear h&rms.

The key aspect of exploitation is that one partysus superior position to win terms that
are more favourable to it: the exploiter does bettel the exploited does worse than they
might have under different circumstances, and ithisecause of a special advantage that
the exploiter has and capitalizes 8hThis accurately describes many international
negotiations: states in positions of power use ploater to ensure agreements that are in
their favour at the expense of the less powerfuiesSE agreements are mutually
advantageous but unfairly advantage one party therothe®* In this vein, Risse and
Wollner have recently argued that our treatmentrade in the context of global justice
should be based on a principle of non-exploitatibhey introduce an ecumenical and
expansive definition of exploitation whereby ‘amlividual A treats B in way T giving rise

to distribution or transfer D, and the joint ocaurce of T and D violates some moral

38 For example, see Wertheimé&mploitation; JamesFairness in Practice: A Social Contract for a Gldba
Economy 308, footnote 2.; Miller, “Exploitation in the Meet,” 156.

39 WertheimerExploitation

“0 Miller, “Exploitation in the Market,” 156.

41 see Miller, “Exploitation in the Market.” Or, f@an extensive discussion of exploitation in trarisast
see Chapter 7, ‘Unfair Transactions’ in Wertheinieploitation
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principle P.*2 With this abstract definition, they view competiagcounts as ‘offering
sufficient conditions and as spelling out one @& thays in which exploitation might be
wrong’ rather than ‘offering necessary and suffitieonditions of exploitation and
identifying a unique source of its wrongne®sWhile this principle of non-exploitation
creates a duty not to take unfair advantage, itsdoet create a duty to create an
environment such that it is not possible. The irabe¢ of power remains and weaker
parties are vulnerable to exploitation at the whifrthe more powerful. They are, in a
Pettitian sense, dominatéd.A principle of non-exploitation may serve us waéll
governing individual transactions and bargainingiMeen non-state actors. The principle
of equality in negotiation, however, goes the extap of obliging states to create
practices that instantiate the principles that digléhem and so preclude any opportunity
to exploit. It is not just that states should nxpleit each other, but that they have a duty

to ensure their practices are such that systeragpioitation is not possible.

3.4.3 Mutually Beneficial Relations

Many of the kinds of international relations we @adiscussed are premised on mutual
benefit: trade, climate change treaties, or passaggernational waters, for instance. This

chapter has set out fairly demanding duties towlaedweaker’ party in the negotiation so

we might wonder if these practices remain mutubéypeficial, and if they do not, whether

states would enter into them at all. The princigflequality in negotiation is no use to us if

2 Mathias Risse and Gabriel Wollner, “Three Image$rade: On the Place of Trade in a Theory of Globa
féjstice,”Moral Philosophy and Politic4, no. 2 (2014).

Ibid.
“ That is, they are vulnerable to arbitrary intezfere. Here | draw on the concept of non-domina®a
feature of a relational account of equality rattiem a principle of freedom. For non-dominationcaots of
global justice see, Cécile Laborde and Miriam RomztWhat Is a Free State? Republican Internatisnal
and Globalisation,Political Studies2015.; Philip Pettit, “A Republican Law of PeogleEuropean
Journal of Political Theor®, no. 1 (2010): 70-94.
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it is likely to deter states from entering into #ied of negotiations that the principle seeks
to regulate. This would both make the principle uredhnt, and undermine valuable
international interaction. The short response t® Worry is that the practices will remain
mutually beneficial. To elaborate, we are discugsm certain kind of exchange
relationship and not, for example, the relationnvgetn the aid-giver and aid-receiver. It is
important therefore that the practice remains milytueeneficial. It could be the case that
in a single instance, the transfer of wealth ooweses is one-way. It also might be the
case that the transfer goes both ways but the wepdkey benefits more from the
agreement than the more powerful. Yet, these mpesthave deeper ends than financial
gain. It is about ensuring peace and a systemadetthat provides for citizens or ensures
the future of our shared environment. So while fthancial loss will be unwelcome, the
practice itself remains mutually beneficial insoéer it works towards these deeper ends.
For example, western states could have a duty yofpasmall island states to have
specialists assess their vulnerabilities to climekenge so that they have the full
information needed for leverage in negotiation.sThE a direct transfer of wealth or
technical skills so is not directly beneficial tiose states, but in the overall sense they do
benefit as it is a requirement of a practice withaam they all value, namely curtailing
climate change. The relevant comparison is not éetmthe costs of ensuring the practice
is just and the costs of the practice without (dthwninimal) moral limits. It is between
the costs that come with the practice being judtthe costs of not being able to have this
practice at all. So while states may be betterfioiéncially when they can, with no
restrictions, use their power in negotiation, wistelevant here is that they are still
benefiting from these practices: they are in parstinims they value or goods they want

and that they would not otherwise be able to access
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3.5 Conclusion
In Chapter 1 | set out three non-relational dutiBgistice: namely, duties that states owe

to each other regardless of their current or previnteraction. | argued that these duties
were foundational to the conception of internatignatice | have set out, and that they
formed a core of global justice requirements thahynscholars could agree upon. These
duties were a duty of non-harm, a duty to rescuel, @ duty to provide basic human
necessities. Recall that these are duties betwatgs 10t between persons, but in the case
of basic human necessities this is a duty thaviddal persons owe to one another but that
is best fulfilled through the state—both in supptyithe support and in distributing it
within the receiving state. As we conclude Partwp final discussions are pending.
Firstly, | will set out in more detail what the noslational duties of states require of
individual states and secondly, | will consider haational and non-relational duties can

work hand in hand.

3.5.1 Specifying Non-relational Duties

The questions of how a state might fulfil the didgyprovide basic human necessities or to
rescue a state in crisis could each alone fill maeges. Here | will not delve into debates
about what kind of aid or developmental strategyksdoest. | will assume, | think with
good reason, that it igossibleto fulfil these duties. The evidence suggests thate is
‘enough food for everyone if’ we change the way digribute food, stop land grabs and
reorder our international taxing regulatidisgn addition, we know that if each developed

state gave 0.7% of their gross national income {Gblleffective foreign aid, we could

> These are claims made by the multi-organizationpzagn, ‘Enough Food for Everyone If', in the rum u
to the G8 meeting held in the UK in 2013. See,Hadrd, “Anti-Hunger Campaing IF Launches with Call t
G8to Act.,”The GuardianJanuary 23, 2013, http://www.theguardian.com/glob
development/2013/jan/23/anti-hunger-campaign-ifag8-

110



halve extreme poverf}f.In the case of the duty to provide basic humaressities, the
duty is, at its root, a duty between persons. keraliscuss it in its instantiation as a duty
between states but its inter-personal roots meanh ttte duty remains even where the
relevant receiving state is not functioning. Sitioe duty belongs to the state because it is
bestfulfilled through the state, where this is not fieées or best, the duty may shift: for
example, in many cases the duty might be owed éysthte to the collective of citizens
rather than another state. The complicated natiutieeofulfilment of these duties suggest
that they would be best fulfilled if done so cotleely. If a body such as the UN or a
central development bank was able to collect arddridute the required aid for the
provision of basic human necessities and in calessoue, it would facilitate this process
in a number of ways. Firstly, compliance is eagiken our duties are clearly specified and
enforced (at least through expectation). Seconitllwould ensure that the aid is given
according to need and not political affiliation,daso would open up aid for the most
needy. Thirdly, a neutral party might be more sasfid in working with a rogue state or
corrupt government, as it is clear the aim is puesisistance and not some other political
motive. Lastly, a bigger, dedicated institution \bupe better equipped to determine
need—both how much aid is required and how besffar it. While at first these duties
may appear daunting and unfeasible in our curreotldy a small step toward

institutionalizing them will go a long way towaneproving compliance.

In addition to these positive duties, states abeera duty simply not to harm other states.
More specifically, some examples include the ppleciof non-aggression without just

cause, a duty not to pollute another state’s waterair, and a duty not to knowingly

¢ This 0.7% of GNI commitment was first introducedtie UN in a 1970 General Assembly but has also
played a key role in the Millennium Development Go&ead more about it here: The Millenium Project,
“The 0.7% Target: An in-Depth Look.,” 2006, httpaw.unmillenniumproject.org/press/07.htm.
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compromise their capacity to function (for examglaplementing border policies that
result in an overwhelming number of refugees seeksylum in one state). Correlative to
these duties, states may have duties to rectifycoonpensate for, past harms. These
constitute a whole other range of duties that mt be discussed in depth here, but are
useful to keep in mind to understand the fullertymie of what responsibilities states

have?’

3.5.2 The Duties in Action: Finding the Balance

There are then, two sets of duties: firstly, ndatrenal duties to ensure the provision of
basic human necessities, to rescue states in siigetions, and not to harm other states;
secondly, the duty to ensure equality in negotmti’e might wonder then how these two
sets of duties work alongside one another. Is amar po the other? The principle of
equality in negotiation requires that states’ agreets move one another closer toward
substantive equality of standing in negotiation—idathis be a priority over the absolute
poverty of another state? Would states have masoreto aid a state that they are in a
practice with than one they are not? Firstly, iviarth noting that the dichotomy is not as
stark as it might originally appear. While the sfiegrounds and content of the duties
differ, the ultimate ends will often be shared. Egample, if the principle of equality in
negotiation was applied to issues of intellectualpprty rights, it is likely that it would
result in developing states having better accedsmsic medical supplies and agriculture

seeds which will contribute to the basic human ssities of healthcare and food. | have

“7| do not, in this thesis, engage extensively it complex questions of rectifyitstorical injustice.

Part Il does, however, discuss remedial dutiehidoms more recently inflicted as well touching fiyien
historic injustices (see s.5.4.3). This distinctitmes not exclude citizen responsibility for higtat injustice
but rather sets aside, for now, some of the comgesstions surrounding injustice far in the past. F
interesting work on rectifying historical injustisee, Chapters 5 & 6 of MilleNational Responsibility and
Global Justice Butt, Rectifying International Injustice: Principles ob@pensation and Restitution between
Nations
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also suggested that these duties are more eafilletlthan we sometimes assume. So,
properly pursued, these duties might not consurok adarge percentage of wealth; cases
where duties are truly in competition for resoureel therefore be fewer than it might

initially appear.

Secondly, these are pro-tanto duties. When we densvhat these duties might look like
in action, we ought to be aware that they are heblute: at times, they will need to be
weighed against each other, and at times theybailbver-ridden by other considerations,
such as the cost to the duty-bearer, or the pessiie-effects of fulfilling the duty.
Consider, for example, a state where governmeitialf appear to be siphoning off funds
acquired from the sales of natural resources. l#eree are good reasons not to pursue
equality in negotiation in a deal for natural reseuextraction given the likely negative
effects on the citizens of that state. Insteadtade sshould perhaps not enter such an
agreement or work toward a deal that can curb ¢heuption. Similarly, consider a state
that is representative of the will and interestsitefcitizens but is acting on them by
invading a neighbouring state. If this invasioriréitely leads to the near collapse of the
aggressor state, we do not then have a duty to ppphis aggressive state. Our
commitment to the attacked neighbouring state, iargeneral to ensuring a principle of

non-harm, would outweigh the possible duty of rescu

Nevertheless we should be clear on the prioritywbeh non-relational and relational
duties for where conflict cases do arise. As | gsged by placing the non-relational duties
in Chapter 1, | consider these duties to be moneldmental. Where we face a choice

between fulfilling a non-relational duty, such as duty not to harm another state, and a
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relational duty, we ought to choose the non-retaticduty. In fact, if we are unable to
participate in a practice justly, where possible st®uld remove ourselves from this
practice, except when removal will result in mongustice than participation would. We
may at times be morally impelled to stay withinragtice even where the negotiation is
unequal, so that we are best equipped to remedyirthguality, or in order to allow for
some other greater good. CAJ Coady makes this paglitin a discussion of nuclear
disarmament: he argues that there ‘is room forpatgaarise between the judgment that x
is seriously immoral and the decision what to dowtavoiding or abandoning the doing
of x.” For Coady, ‘temporary persistence in thei@olmay be the price we pay for
successful withdrawal from if® It is possible, therefore, that a state may neestay in a
trade practice that does not fully respect the iguzf another state in order to have funds
to support another state in crisis. Lastly, we #howte that in many cases the states that
are on the receiving end of these duties wouldheesame. A state that is struggling to
provide basic human necessities for its own ciszesnlikely to need support in order to
participate equally in a negotiation. So while wiglm think that equality in negotiation
will limit profits that could be used to providedia human necessities, in the long run the
resources are directed toward the same end. Whibs/é argued that the non-relational
duty takes priority, this does not diminish theueabf the relational duties. Our relational
duties ensure equality of standing between staidssa a more just international sphere

that enables states to better provide for thaizamits.

8 CAJ. Coady, “Escaping from the Bomb: Immoral Desttee and the Problem of Extrication,"Nmiclear
Deterrence and Moral Restrairéd. Henry Shue (Cambridge: Cambridge Univerisgs®, 1989), 195.
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3.5.3 Conclusion

Part | has laid out the framework for a theoryrmernational relations. It has argued that
states are moral agents who can bear duties ahdlbdeesponsible, and importantly, that
states are equal moral agents. Drawing on thisliggu@hapter 1 argued that states have
three non-relational duties of justice: a duty twtharm, a duty to rescue and a duty to
provide basic human necessities. The analysigefational view in Chapter 2 argued that
this principle of equality, applied to the practicbetween states, grounded further,
relational duties of justice. In Chapter 3, theséational duties were specified in a
principle of equality in negotiation. This prinogpholds that states are under a duty to
ensure that all parties to a negotiation have acitethe tools of negotiation and that there
is a reasonable parity in bargaining power. Whei®is not the case, the agreement ought
to compensate for the inequality and move the stel@ser to equality. States, then, are
under a number of duties of justice in their inggional relations. It is evident that current
state action falls considerably short of these irequents. Is it an unrealistic standard to
set? We might worry that the state, by its natur@ mandate, pursues the interests of its
own citizens. With this burden on the internatiostdge will it be able to function as a
democracy should? In Part Il I will turn to focus this question. More specifically, | will
argue that international duties of justice do nompromise democracy, as citizens are

collectively morally responsible for the state’dufee (or success) in fulfilling these duties.
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Part II: Citizen Responsibility
CHAPTER 4. Laying the Foundations

4.1 Introduction
While there is much that is being done to combabajl injustice, states consistently fall

short of the standards of justice set out in Panbillions continue to live without basic
human necessities, states continue to harm oth&Fsstand negotiations are frequently
undertaken on unequal terms. Section 1.1 arguddthkastate is a moral agent that is
intricately linked to a collective on whose behitHcts. Given states’ widespread failure to
fulfil their duties of justice we need to explotast link between citizens and their states,
with particular reference to political channelsre$ponsibility. Under the status quo, the
state tends to function as a ‘responsibility-lauitde machine? Current citizens appear
Janus-faced: they support their state, make demand#, and continue to receive
numerous benefits from it, yet there is an expewntathat the state alone is to be held
responsible for its actions. | call this problene thesponsibility gap’ between states and
their citizens. Citizens treat their state as arahéall guy’: the agent who bears the entire
burden of responsibility even though it is not ude actof. We do not think it is fair or
acceptable to create moral scapegoats or for bjgpcations to designate a moral fall guy
in corruption scandals. We want those who are mesipte to be identified so that they can
make necessary amends and we can accurately sdtribaral responsibility. When

citizens outsource responsibility to the staterée$ their consciences to make demands

! This term is borrowed from Stilz, “Collective Ressibility and the State.”

2 Barney Stinson, dflow | Met Your Motheris a useful (and exaggerated) example of a mollajug for
his companyAltrucell. Although notoriously unwilling to discée what his job entails, always replying
“please”, in one episode he refers to his roleRasvide Legal Exculpation And Sign Everything"
(P.L.LEAASE).
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with little thought of consequences for oth&Sonsider constant demands from citizens of
liberal western democracies for low fuel priceah clothing, and bargain groceries with
little consideration for often-dubious trade agreeis, labour conditions, and exploitation
that can accompany these goods. The ‘horsemealatanthe UK and parts of Europe is
illustrative here: this scandal revealed that eri were unaware of where or how their
meat was produced, that meeting the demand fompchesat was unsustainable, and that
there were severe flaws in the UK supply chain nwoimig.* Similarly demands for
security often fail to recognize the careful bakametween security and the potential for
violations of individual human rights (such as pdy or bodily integrity) in its pursuit.
This balance frequently eludes state officialsemftinnoticed by citizens. Should they be
aware? Do citizens have a responsibility for wihairt state does? Recall the example of
Apartheid South Africa as a democracy with limitesembership. This example of
injustice carried out by a democracy suggests wetively think that there is some kind
of responsibility link between a state and its &lete.® Members of this democracy
benefited from the injustice that their state ot#d on non-members and were in the best
available position to combat this injustice. Theaets support a judgment of their
complicity. Apartheid South Africa is clearly a sificantly different case in many
respects to that of liberal western democracidgbérglobal context. Nevertheless, the next
three chapters will explore the idea that our tidni here is correct and should be similarly

applied to liberal western democracies that pegietinjustice in the global sphere.

% Note citizens can outsource the fulfilment of &ydo the state (as suggested in s.1.3) withowtaurting
all sense of responsibility for the fulfilment dfat duty.

* See, for example, Felicity Lawrence, Paddy Allemg Paul Scruton, “The Complex Food Supply Chain
That Lead to the Horsemeat Scand@&he GuardianOctober 22, 2013, http://www.theguardian.com/uk-
news/interactive/2013/oct/22/horsemeat-scandaligugmin.

® Introduction p.2.

® Recall that although South Africa as a whole waarty not democratic, the Apartheid state funatidoms
a democracy within its limited scope of a whiteyoelectorate.
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The issue of citizen responsibility for state activas grown increasingly prominent in
recent years, featuring in the work of, among ath@nna Stilz, Eric Beerbohm and Avia
Pasternak. The literature reveals at least two wayspproach this question. The first is
through a concern for the fact that citizelosend up bearing the costs of state action (via,
for example, tax-subsidized reparations), whichivates us to investigate whether this is
normatively justifiable or desirableA second approach draws on an intuition thatitiz

of democraciesught, given their relationship to the state, to bear oesjbility for their
state’s acts. The emphasis is different: on the lmewed responsibility for state action
appears to be a necessary cost of citizenshighewother, it seems to be a central part of
what it means to be a citizen of a democracy. $hixond intuition motivates the present
project; as political theorists we should providgmative justification for this intuition,
or, failing this, abandon it. The second viewpaértds to motivate a less-instrumentalized
and action-guiding set of principles—elements o thotivation are clear in Beerbohm’s
individual citizen complicity—whereas the first appch tends to motivate kinds of
remedial responsibility such as Stilz's task resafity. Beerbohm advocates moral
responsibility grounded in complicity in anotheeats (our representative’s) actiofisn
Stilz’s liberal theory, individual citizens haveskaresponsibility grounded in a theory of
political obligation she terms ‘democratic authatian’. Task-responsibility is the
responsibility to put a situation right and doed mlude moral appraisal of those

responsiblé.

These theories are not mutually exclusive; it cdaddhe case that a theory such as Stilz’s

democratic authorization model could fit within theundaries of the wider-reaching

" See, for example, Avia Pasternak, “Limiting Sta@srporate Responsibility Journal of Political
Philosophy21, no. 4 (2013): 361-81.

8 Eric Beerbohmin Our Name: The Ethics of Democra@rinceton University Press, 2012).

9 Stilz, Liberal Loyalty: Freedom, Obligation, and the State
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model proposed here. Yet, we ought to bear in ntirvad these ideas do come apart at
various points that | will highlight throughout tHellowing chapters. Indeed, relevant
aspects of these accounts will be elaborated walysed, and built upon throughout Part
. It is important here, however, to note that@lithese theories, although insightful, falil
to fully capture what | consider to be three sdlifacts in the discussion about citizen
responsibility. Firstly, given the moral wrong ofmpetuating injustice, the responsibility
gap is moral, not just remedial or task. That ibjlevthere are important concerns about
who has a task or remedial duty to rectify injustieve shouldalso be interested in
assigning moral responsibility for creating theustjce. Secondly, citizens can only
meaningfully influence the state when we consiflerdollective outcomes of their actions
and so responsibility needs to be collective, ndividual. Lastly, we need to view not
only traditional political channels (like voting,riting to your MP and so on) but also
consumer and social media choices as being imgagptaitical actions that can influence
the state. This position will be elaborated upoardhe next three chapters as | set out an

account of citizen responsibility for global injicst.

This chapter will lay the foundations for the argants to follow. Firstly, in section 4.2 it
will outline the concept of citizenship. SectiorB4will set out the collective duties of
citizens, and in section 4.4, | will establish amderstanding of citizens as a collective
through their intentional membership of the state] further as a collective that acts, in its
creation of collective outcomes and failures. bastection 4.5 will present a defence of
collectivemoral responsibility. With these tools in hand, we wid prepared to approach
the arguments of Chapters 5 and 6 which estalfisicollective moral responsibility of

citizens and consequent duties that citizens fate dollectively and as individuals.
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4.2 The Concept of Citizenship
As | have set out in the introduction to this tee#liese arguments begin from certain non-

ideal assumptions about the world. In Part | weimesl the status quo existence of a state-
based international order as the background camdagainst which we had to theorize.
Similarly, 1 will not here defend a commitment ttate-based citizenship. | will argue
instead, throughout Part I, that we need to shiftunderstanding of this role and what it
requires from us. Citizenship is a contested conaepboth theory and practice. The
literature on citizenship is expansive, with mu#ipunderstandings offered and different
distinctions drawn between these competing viewdleM for example, suggests a
distinction between liberal, libertarian, and rejpzdn models while Mason discusses a
common-good, equal-membership, or justice-basedoapp’® This is not an uncertainty
‘confined to the political elite’ or theorists. Drawing on research by Conover et al, Miller
suggests that typical citizens have a diversityiedvs on whether citizenship is a merely a
legal status or whether it contains an ethical elensuch as a common good or shared
responsibilities? For some, citizenship is a status that providesirerights or privileges.
For others, it represents a symbolic membershig @ommunity with shared culture,
language, or religion. This thesis aims to addtésstypical citizen of today’s western
liberal democracy: a citizen of a particular statbp holds certain rights in virtue of that
citizenship and who is able to act to influencedgbeerning of her state (through voting or
campaigning, for example). | argue that this citst@p entails outward-looking duties of
global justice, that is, it cannot be entirely imddooking. This view may have
implications for the kind of conception of citizéms we hold but we will turn to this

question when we conclude in Chapter 7. Here, larthkee foundational claims: firstly, |

19 David Miller, Citizenship and National Identifxford: Polity Press, 2000); Masdriying Together as
Equals: The Demands of Citizenship

1 Miller, Citizenship and National Identity3.

12 1bid.
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will argue that citizenship is more than a symbslitidarity, and so cannot be understood
as a kind of global ethic. Secondly, | will argimatt citizenship is chiefly a political role
rather than being primarily based on shared idewotitculture. And thirdly, | will clarify

my account of the conceptual relationship betwéerstate and its citizenry.

4.2.1 Against Global Citizenship

This thesis is based on the status quo of a statestnational sphere. The argument for
global citizenship appears then to be aimed agairistindational claim that is not up for
debate here. If we have a statist global ordegecis are by definition going to be citizens
of particular states. We do not then need to becewmed about ‘institutional
cosmopolitans’, that is, those who argue for glabatenship as membership of a world
government or authorit}? We should pause however to consider the viewsetffical
cosmopolitans’ who argue for spirit of global citizenship:* One can retain legal and
formal status of citizenship within a state, butdeenmitted to a global ethic. This global
ethic is often referred to in terms of citizenshifussbaum, for example, refers to her
project of educating to a global ethic as ‘cultingtworld citizenship’ and speaks of the
need to be a ‘citizen of the worlt? These ideas are rooted in Stoic thought which siew
our allegiances as a series of concentric circleginming with ourselves and moving

upwards toward all of humanity. In matters of jostand right, Stoics held that we should

13 Daniele ArchibugiThe Global Commonwealth of Citizens: Toward CostipoDemocracy(Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 2008); Hethsmopolitanism: A Defensandrew KuperDemocracy beyond
Borders: Justice and Representation in Global tnsittns(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2004).

¥ This distinction is made by Archibugihe Global Commonwealth of Citizens: Toward Cosiigpo
Democracy 147.

15 Martha Nussbaum, “Cultivating Humanity and Worlidizeénship,” 2007, 37-40.; Martha Nussbaum,
“Education for Citizenship in an Era of Global Cewtion,” Studies in Philosophy and Educatiah, no. 4—
5 (2002): 289-303.
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consider all human beings as our neighbours anowetitizens'® Local authority does
not need to be abolished, but our first allegiast®uld be to ‘no mere form of
government, no temporal power, but to the moralmoamty made up by the humanity of
all human beings:’ Given that the arguments to follow contend théizens have duties
of global justice in virtue of their citizenship.ewnight wonder whether they support this
kind of Stoic global citizenship. | resist this neoyor two reasons. Firstly, there is
something especially interesting and salient alibat duties of global justice that are
acquired through, and mediated by, the state. Mlsig investigates how states’ actions
implicate citizens, and has noted how states digehaome duties on behalf of citizens.
The idea of global citizenship does not capturs gt of cases and so misses something
that is both normatively interesting and reflectofethe current behaviour of citizens and
states. Secondly, | am sympathetic to Miller’'s anguats that ‘citizenship is essentially a
political relationship between co-citizert§ What we are interested in here is the political
relationship and role of being a citizen rathemtlaphilosophical concept of citizenship.
On Miller’s view, ‘since [global citizenship so cogived] does not presuppose any kind of
political relationship, and therefore any kind etiprocity between people, it cannot be

citizenship at all*

We could argue that there is in fact some leveglobal reciprocity,

yet this line of argument is unlikely to be sucdelss the sense of reciprocity that Miller
means. That is, that citizens are aware of wha fieow citizens are and expect them to
act as citizens, and secondly that each must kmowagh about the others’ beliefs and

interests to know which are outcomes they couldsipiys accept and which are rfSt.

Indeed, it seems that many global governance peagsnoverestimate the level of

16 Martha Nussbaum, “Patriotism and CosmopolitanigmThe Cosmopolitan Readexd. Garret Brown
and David Held (Cambridge: Polity, 2010), 157.
17 H
Ibid.
18 Miller, “The Idea of Global Citizenship,” 235.
19 H
Ibid.
20 |bid.
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meaningful interaction between average individ@=oss the world. While members of
the developed world often interact daily acrosstioemts for business and personal
enjoyment, there are still large parts of the wosldere residents experience minimal
engagement with those outside of their own areaerd/lthere is interaction, it is very
rarely interaction on an equal footing and so das<reate the kind of ‘one world’ culture
the global governance scholars often, to a ceeient, assume. Most importantly, even if
there is reciprocity at a global level, this viefvaoglobal citizenship as a global ethic does
not require it and so fails to capture a centraimant of a political concept of citizenship:

that it is a joint venturé&*

4.2.2 Citizenship as Shared Participation in a Rice

In Part I, | suggested that the foundational pplebf equal moral worth grounded a right
to basic human necessities that is universal ipesc®hat is, it is not dependent on any
special relationship but is owed by all to all imtwe of our equal moral worth. Part |
argued that states have a role to play in dischgris duty across borders, but the central
way we fulfil this duty is through participating the practice of a state. In participating in
the state, we are pursuing the best plan of adtorensuring our own basic human
necessities, including access to food, water, shdiealthcare and basic security. As Stilz
argues, upon rational reflection it should be cthat a situation where we are individually
entitled to judge and execute our rights is ‘untarable to securing them,” and as such ‘we
ought to accept an arbitrator’'s judgment, sincega& by having reference tenitary

public interpretation of our rights, as co-ordioatiis a necessary condition for freedom

21 |bid., 235-6.
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from interference by other peopfé.While it may be possible at times to achieve these
things without the state, some kind of collectiwian is required to secure these most
basic elements of life. Many of these goods ardipuy common goods, that is, they
cannot be achieved for one without being achiewedi. Or perhaps more intuitively, if
they are ruined by one (or some), they are ruirtedafl. Consider clean air and water.
These goods need the co-operation of all (or aiderable majority) in a particular area to
be achieved. Conversely, it is also those withia garticular area who are most likely to
compromise those rights: it is they who might stgalir food, pollute your water, or
violate your personal security. Those with whom Yiee closely are both the source of

danger and the best remedy to it.

In order to fully respect this principle of equabral worth, we need to be able to function
in the world as moral equals, that is, to have nmeginl control over the lives we lead. We
should be able to contribute to making the lawseunrvdhich we live and the culture and
way of life in which we participate. Part of whaieans to be treated as a moral equal is
intricately linked to our real encounters with taagound us, and so the fullness of this
principle can only be respected by those with wiveenlive > We need to be respected as
equal agents in our society, that is, we need ve laacess to that which allows us to act as
equal citizens and that which prevents us fromdeiopressed by othe?$To be a citizen
then, is to be in a relationship with a group diess in a particular area, committed to
respecting the fullness of the principle of equabrah worth for each other. This

relationship requires a shared political culturghared aim in participating in the practice

22 stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the Stat&é98, 200. For a full elaboration of this view, &t#éz,
Liberal Loyalty: Freedom, Obligation, and the State

2 While it is not possible here to form an argumasito when a society grows too large for one’s
contribution to law-making or a way of life to besamingful, | will work under the assumption thagth is
some such line.

24 Recall Anderson’s account of democratic equatigf,out in s.3.2.
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of the state and broadly shared conception of Hmvpractice should be run. Citizens
should share a commitment to, for example, a ciistinal democracy, but could differ in

their views on which political party should goveithe relationship does not, however,
require a shared cultural or linguistic identity. fleality many states are embedded in
shared cultures, but this shared identity is notitwdoes the work in creating a collective
of citizens. A shared identity can be the produmif is not the basis, of the more
fundamental task of participating together in acpice of the state. The arbitrary nature of
many boundaries as well as the mixtures of cultamd languages found within states
highlight this point. Trust and shared identity tdoute to the successful running of a

state, but they do not ground our duties to eal@rot

4.2.3 The Conceptual Relationship between the State #imbas

As | have mentioned throughout this section, citsteép is primarily a relationship
between citizens, a participation in a shared ptoj€his is a view endorsed by many
citizenship theorist&’ | would like to clarify two lines of thought thabmetimes follow
from this commitment but do not in my view. Thesfiris that the only duties that
accompany citizenship are duties towards othezeris. While they may have many other
duties of justice toward outsiders, these are ritizteaship duties (although, some
citizenship duties might be duties of justice).tthe chapters that follow, | will argue for
outward-looking duties of citizenship. Yet if czship is essentially a relationship
between fellow citizens, does it make sense to tdlkoutward-looking duties? One
straightforward and important response is that ¢kengh citizenship might be an internal
project, we are always under a duty to ensuredhaprojects, joint and individual, do not

harm or wrong others. In this sense, we have dtdi#isose outside of our practice. Miller,

2 Miller, “The Idea of Global Citizenship”; Masohiving Together as Equals: The Demands of Citizgnsh
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however, would characterize these duties as dafigsstice, but not duties of citizenship.
These duties of justice however, only belong tasigitizens; they are our duties in virtue
of our citizenship. This distinction matters beeawsere duties are sorted into duties of
different kinds, one set can (and tends to) beriided over the other. Citizenship duties
are often more immediate and explicit in daily l&ed so, in practice, gain priority over
other duties of justice we might have. If howetbese global justice duties are viewed as
duties we have as citizens, they ought to be wéiglgainst each other in our decisions to
act: we do not have to weaken or sacrifice citibgn$o pursue global justice; it is a part

of citizenship to take these duties into accdtint.

Secondly, some theories hold that citizens, wherthia relationship with each other,
constitute the state. As | have set out in sectidnl the state is a separate moral agent to
citizens as a collective. When the state, goverin@em citizens are functioning well their
agency will be largely overlapping. The state myaver, able to act apart from the will of
its citizens and so we need to be able to keep twmeptually distinct in our mind. The
state is the set of institutions and mechanismeepfesentation that citizens create and
participate in (as members of government, votergil servants and so on). More
classically, it is ‘a body that successfully claimsmonopoly of legitimate force in a
particular territory?’ Citizens exist as a collective separately to tuigoorate agent, and
collectively participate in the practice of haviagstate that speaks for them, rather than
collectively participatingn beingthe state. This argument will be further developed

section 4.3 where | develop an account of citizesna collective.

% Taking these outward-looking duties into accouresinot, however, imply that they will always, ges
often, trump duties to fellow citizens. How thesgiels balance will be discussed in more detaileche
extent and nature of the outward-looking dutiesehiaeen set out. See s.7.2.4.

27 Miller, On Nationality 19.
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Here, in sum, | have begun to unpack how we migilttetstand citizenship of western
liberal democracies. It is firstly a political rétanship rather than a kind of ethic that can
be universally applied. Secondly, it is participatin a shared practice of having a state. It
does not necessarily involve having a shared aulturidentity. Lastly, | have clarified
two further features of citizenship: it can growsuine duties to others beyond our fellow
citizens and the collective of citizens is not litsbe state but a closely related, separate
agent. We turn now in the next section to set batdollective duties of citizens before

elaborating in section 4.4 on the concept of aitizas a collective agent.

4.3 The Collective Duty of Citizens
We have established in Part | that states owe glofigustice to other states. We have also

begun to unpack the complex issue of what exahtlystate is. | have argued that it is a
moral agent, but a special kind of moral agent Htd$ as a spokesbody for a larger, more
loosely connected collective. Its agency then med in the will of another collective.
Despite this, it remains a separate agent bechaseast what it has been created to be in
order to most effectively protect and discharge faondamental rights and duties. In order
to navigate the complexities of what is requireafrit, the state needs to be an agent that
is independent, that is, which has its own decisi@king procedures independent of the
decision-making of citizens. Citizens do not hawe time, expertise, or energy to engage
with the diversity of challenges facing a state.i/hwill argue that citizens ought to be
more invested and involved in state decision-makihg actual running of a state requires
extensive material and human resources, and insoiwany morally neutral acts that

would be overwhelming should citizens be expeabegktrticipate in them all.
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The upshot of this view of the state is that citzeas a collective are separate from the
state but have a responsibility for the existentc¢éhat state and its behaviour. The two
collectives are intricately linked. Citizens thenef have two broad collective duties in
regards to their state. They ought, collectivatyhold their state accountable to: (i) pursue
their (the citizens’) collective interests justlgda(ii) fulfil its duties to other states. These
collective duties, and especially duty (i), applithmn a state. Citizens have a collective
duty to ensure their state does not oppress a ityintor example, or fail to protect basic
rights of some or all citizens. Here, we are conedrchiefly with the outward-looking
aspect of these duties that arise given the statesctions on the global sphere. States
do not just pursue citizens’ interests internaliyt bctively trade, negotiate, and situate
themselves in the global realm in order to prowddeurity and a good standard of living
for their citizens. Duty (i) therefore requirestiedizens limit the state’s actions in pursuit
of their interests to those that are just, as $ieciby the principle of equality in
negotiation, and duty (ii) requires that citizemdédhtheir state accountable to their duties as
equal agents in the international sphere, suchasitties of non-harm and reséi¢n
Chapter 6, we will explore how exactly these dutiéght be specified, what citizens as a
collective and as individuals ought to do. Befdmen, we need to explore the nature of
these duties, more specifically their collectivauna and the moral responsibility that |
will argue can be grounded in a failure to fulfiem. We will turn to these in sections 4.4

and 4.5. First, let us address two concerns tigaghproach might present.

Firstly, we might argue that we did not actuglbrticipate in the setting up of the state and
further, most of us did not choose to be a parthisf particular citizenry. Secondly, we

might wonder why this process of setting up théests an independent moral agemot

2 g5ees.3.3ands.1.3
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a kind of hand-over process. Why, if the statési®wn moral agent and we have created it
to fulfil our duties, do we have to be concernethviti at all? Is it not precisely the state’s
role to perform those tasks which we cannot or diowant to perform ourselveSMuch

of this worry should be dispelled by the argumemesented in Chapter 5 which illustrate
citizens’ close, on-going relationship with thetstaHere it is helpful to note that a part of
this disagreement might stem from different viewswdat political representation is

about.

We might adhere to what Pasternak refers to asditieorization model, where citizens
authorize representatives, and once authorizedeseptatives have effectively been
handed the ‘right to goveri”On a democratic version of the authorization mothés
authorization must be under conditions of freedofcboice between viable and
reasonable alternatives and with access to thevareieknowledge about the potential
representatives. Even so, democracy does not wdHeiHobbesian sense of handing over
all rights to an absolute sovereign; democracy,mmegully construed, requires a thicker
sense of representation than a one-off authorizagarh election cycle. | take this to be a
widely accepted view in both real politics and emporary political theory. That being
said, the arguments made throughout Part Il wileseo illustrate the value and need of
this thicker sense of representation. The modelavehpresented and will defend
throughout Part Il requires ‘substantial represigma the representative must act in the
best interests of the governed, but not againsiptii®ic’s wishes (unless there is good
reason tof* That is, while representatives are entrusted piftsuing the best interests of

the citizens, they should also take citizens’ wssirgo account. Since citizens will not

29 See pp.18-19 of the Introduction for a more dethadiscussion of this.

%0 Avia Pasternak, “The Collective Responsibilityd¥mocratic Publics,Canadian Journal of Philosophy
41, no. 1 (2011): 112.

* Ibid., 119.
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have express preferences or wishes on a numbesestigns that representatives will face,
their guiding line in decision-making is citizengiterest. In cases where citizens have
express wishes, the representative ought to takeetlwishes into account, even if

ultimately they are not acted upon.

Note that this still allows citizens to outsouraamplicated policy decision-making and
practical problem solving in the fulfilment of des, but it does not leave the entire moral
burden at the feet of the state. Not all statescibzens function with this kind of

democratic representation; | suggest, however, itmaa functioning democracy, they

should. Where this is not the case, we should bitilzens as a collective to have a duty to
create this kind of representation, not only toue@sa functioning democracy but also
because it is most likely to prevent their statemfr performing unjust acts. Where
democratic citizens fail to do this they are cmegta ‘responsibility-laundering’ state, a

corporate agent that acts for them but for whidy ttake no responsibility.

4.4 Citizens as a Collective
The model of citizenship | have presented sugdbstscitizens are a collective in one key

way: they all participate in the practice of haviagtate. But this is a very thin idea of
what it means to be a collective. The Oxford staslevho participate in the practice of
dining at high table do not form a collective i thense we are after héf&ut similarly,
citizens as distinct from their state are cleady the kind of organized collective that a
corporate agent might B2 There are two questions at hand here: can citlzensewed as

a collective, and do thegct as a collective in any meaningful sense? | haveextghat

32 This example is drawn from Valentini, “Global Justand Practice-Dependence: Conventionalism,
Institutionalism, Functionalism.”
33 See s.1.1 for a discussion on the criteria fope@tte agency.
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citizens create and uphold a state which is isefforal agent that can act, bear duties, and
be held responsible. Furthermore, the state isugefor the very purpose of fulfilling
certain duties that belong to individual citizeng lsan best be fulfilled collectively. If
however, the state is set up to act on behalftidecis, is there any way in which citizens
as a collective act separately from what the staés on their behalf? Are they a collective
in any sense beyond the initial act of endorsimgdtate? | answer both of these questions
in the positive: citizens are a collective in vetwf their shared goal and intentional
membership of the state and they act as a coledtigofar as they regularly and
expectedly create collective outcomes. The secdannc that citizens regularly and
expectedly create collective outcomes, is set agéie background condition of the first,
namely, citizens’ collective participation in theaptice of the state. We might be tempted
to argue that the relevant set of arguments hetleatswhich holds that individuals who
create collective outcomes are not a collectiverhay under certain conditions have a
duty tobecomea collective in order to co-operate in formingithwllective outcomé? In

the citizens’ case, however, their collective ontes and failures signal the ways ttaey

as a collective (or fail to act as the collectiieyt are) while their intentional membership
in the state provides the background fact of aitizbeing grouped as a collective. Let us

discuss these two claims in more detail.

4.4.1 Collective Participation in the Practice bktState
Citizens are a collective because together thepatphe existence of their state. Many of
their individual actions are oriented toward thidlective goal: they vote, they pay taxes,

and they obey the law. These actions are carriédvibh knowledge of, andbecauseof

3 Fora good discussion on duties to collectiviee, Stephanie Collins, “Collectives’ Duties and
Collectivization Duties,’Australasian Journal of Philosopt8a, no. 2 (2013): 231-48.
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their knowledge of, others’ participation in thisaptice. Citizenship is, as Kutz describes
it, a collective work’® One way to develop this view is to follow Milleraccount of
national responsibility. He suggests that there(ardeast) two useful models of a group
that can be seen to bear collective responsibilitg: ‘like-minded group model’ and the
‘co-operative practice model® These are not mutually exclusive models and als sea
groups may show characteristics of both. Thisus of nations, making them eligible for
collective responsibility on Miller's view. The ceal aspect of a ‘like-minded group’ is
that members all share the ‘same general attittfdédt only do they share an attitude but
they recognize this shared attitude, and act int laf the knowledge that they have the
support of other members of the grafiA mob is a good illustration of this: while each
individual may have slightly different intentions joining the mob, ‘what matters is that
they all took part with the same general attitutleMiller attributes individual moral
responsibility to rioters for those actions tham ¢ ascribed to them individually. Where
we can tell that one particular individual was timgleader or the individual who beat the
policeman, then they would be identified as ‘begrapecial responsibility* But often
these causal links cannot be established, andNtiéar argues we can, at the very least,

assign outcome and remedial responsibility to tbé as a collectivé

Miller's second model is the ‘co-operative practioedel.” This model does not require
any level of shared attitude, but instead pointgdbesion through a shared practice in

which individuals are all treated fairly. This mads illustrated with an ‘employee-

% Christopher Kutz, “The Collective Work of Citizdtip,” Legal Theon8, no. 4 (2002): 471-94.
%6 Miller, “Holding Nations Responsible,” 249.
37 1hi
Ibid.
%8 |bid., 251.
%9 pid., 249.
% pid., 251.
“I These concepts will be defined briefly below, #.5
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controlled firm’. Since all employees have a sayunning the firm, decisions that are
made create collective responsibility for the outepas all are ‘beneficiaries of a common
practice in which participants are treated faiffySimilarly, a properly democratic country
would also create this kind of collective respoiligib Since minority groups would still
be beneficiaries of this practice, they would dt#l held collectively responsible. Again,
Miller allows for particular individuals to be hetdsponsible for those acts that can clearly
be attributed to them. But in addition, Miller hsldhat ‘the group is collectively
responsible, so that other things being equal #reyremedially responsible for restoring
the damage they have caused, and that every particibears an equal share of

responsibility.*3

There are a number of reasons to doubt that theselsican do the work we are asking of
them?* While it may be accurate to describe a nation ae-aperative practice in which
one is treated fairly and benefits equally, it &t olear that it is these factors that do the
work in grounding responsibility. We can imaginegeoup that does not allow for
members to control decision-making whom we nevéagtisehold responsible: consider the
members of a military unit, for example. They woulot be able to control the decision
yet we would, in certain conditions, hold them l&bor the collective harm they cauSe.
We can also imagine cases where the benefits araelistributed fairly yet we hold
members liable for the collective’s action: considbe many institutions that have

traditionally paid women less than men for similark. It seems that what counts here,

2 |bid., 253.

3 Ibid., 251.

4 Much of the arguments that follows in this pargfrawes inspiration to Avia Pasternak, “Mobs, Firms
and Nations - a Critique of David Miller's Accouait Collective Responsibility.,” it€onference in Honour
of David Miller,, 2015.

** Ibid., 23.
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then, is the intentional participation in thesecgicees rather than the benefit or system of

decision-making.

Perhaps, these are cases that are captured bkekmihded prong of Miller's argument.
These two models are intended to cover the rangdifferent cases. At times they will
overlap but often only one model applies, whichufficient to ground responsibility. Yet,
when we turn to the like-minded model it again seemclear what aspect of the model
does the work in grounding responsibility. It ig eaough that a group is like-minded; the
key is that they act together in light of theirdikninded attitude. What is doing the work
in grounding responsibility is acting with a broadhared aim, rather than the fact of a
shared attitude. It is not that Miller neglects tekevance of the acting together but that it
is unclear what additional work the sharattitude does in these cases. We might also
worry that Miller's like-minded condition does ndtave the resources to ground
responsibility in very diverse contemporary citigzes. Miller knowingly ‘leave[s] aside
the special issues that are raised by national mtie® or by the phenomenon of territories
in which national populations are interminglelf.’He admits that it is a ‘gross
simplification’ but argues that it is a necessang given the complexity of the arguments
at hand"” While | think it is possible to argue that citizeaf liberal western democracies
share a political culture, this is much thinnemthiae shared cultural, linguistic, and value
ties of the nations that Miller has in mind andhsay weaken our case for citizens being a

responsibility-bearing collective.

“6 Miller, “Holding Nations Responsible,” 244.
47 |bid.
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It appears then as if it is intentional participatiin a group that is key to grounding
responsibility. Is it possible to consider citizeosa liberal western democracy to be
intentionally participating in the state? | thini ind set out an argument for it, following
closely in the footsteps of current thinking on tbgue by Kutz, Stilz, and Pasternak. For
Kutz, ‘collective action is the product of individis who orient themselves around a joint
project [...] When suitably combined, individuals iagt upon participatory intentions
achieve jointly intentional action, and the groupwdich they are a part can be said to
have acted* That is, ‘an individual acts collectively when hiatention to perform a
certain act is informed and rationalized by somal,gahich is shared by individuals other
than her.*® While we talk about a collective intention, it doeot refer to a ‘supra-
individual mental or functional state, but to thegion of overlap among individual
participatory intentions>° Here, we might be worried that there is littledifferentiate a
shared participatory intention with Miller’s likeindedness. There does seem, however, to
be an important difference between having broatligred, overlapping intentions and
having a shared attitude. When it comes to Millavaional responsibility, a shared
attitude implies a broader range of shared backgt@ommitments that is not required in
sharing an intention. As mentioned previouslysithis requirement of a range of shared

background attitudes that could limit our abilibyassign responsibility.

We can describe citizens as a collective becawsehhve participatory intentions toward
the state, or as Pasternak argues, they are mmahtmembers of the group. While they
may not co-intend each specific action of the grahpy share an intention of being a part

of this group: ‘they are reflectively aware of theitizenship status and that status informs

“8 Christopher KutzComplicity: Ethics and Law for a Collective A@@ambridge: Cambridge Univeristy
Press, 2000), 67.

“9 pasternak, “Limiting States’ Corporate Responisihil368.

%0 Kutz, Complicity: Ethics and Law for a Collective Ade8.
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some of their activities (e.g. applying for a pasgpclaiming state benefits, voting); they
are aware (or can be reasonably be expected twdne )pof their state’s policies, or of the
fact that there are some policies of which theyigmerant; and their membership status is
not imposed on them against their wilt. That is, they could renounce their membership
without incurring unreasonable costs, or, altewsdyi if they would have to bear
unreasonable costs, those costs are not the rahabrthey choose to stay. As Stilz
suggests, ‘though they do not know each other petho citizens still participate in a
shared activity together: they uphold, reproduce, sometimes direct, a common scheme

of law.”™?

We might be concerned that the state is coerci@esarchical in a way that makes it odd
to describe citizens meaningfully as intentionatipgoants. Stilz argues that these features
in themselves are not sufficient to deny a groufective agency. Using an analogy of a
shared coffee shop venture, Stilz argues thatnifaaager was introduced who made day-
to-day decisions and who was given power to firms¢hwho did not play their part, we
would not think that this meant the venture wasomger the collective it was at the stift.
This holds so long as the manager can be seen tactbeg in line with a reasonable
interpretation of the venture’s aimfsinsofar as the manager is enacting the aims of the
partners, and can be fired if she fails to do Be,gartners are self-governing through their
manager. They have reason to play their part, toecm to their shift on time, outside of
the threat of a fine from the manager. Similarlyizens of a state have reasons to

participate in the practice of having a state beythe threat of coercion if they fail to do

°! pasternak, “Limiting States’ Corporate Responisikil371.

2 Anna Stilz, “The Value of Self-DeterminatiorQxford Studies in Political Philosophforthcoming 2016,
7.

>3 bid., 8.

** Ibid., 13.

136



so. They are intentionally participating in a joirgnture of having a state, and coercion
and hierarchy serve to aid that process, just @sgha manager was necessary to help the

partners when the coffee shop became too busy.

Intentional membership therefore illustrates thézens can be viewed and treated as a
collective. This is a crucial step as it justifige collective duty of citizens to bear the
benefits and burdens of the practice of havingatesteven when we cannot identify the
exact contribution of each individual citizen. Tiegture of large collectives often precludes
individual actions from making a meaningful diffece. Yet, through intentional
membership, we can see citizens as endorsing ste&, and as complicit in their state’s
acts, even when they may not wish to support acodat state action. Scholars such as
Stilz and Kutz use this line of argument to justifiizens being held liable for their state’s
actions. That is, citizens can be held task or teatly responsible, they are expected to
bear the burdens of the acts of their state. | esedthis position; the model of citizenship
elaborated in this thesis grounds this kind ofiligb | want to argue, however, that there
are further features of citizenship of liberal veestdemocracies that can, at times, ground

collectivemoral responsibility for the wrongs of their state.

In the account presented here | argue not thaeas arendividually morally complicitn

the collective harms of their state, but that theyether form a collective that can be held
morally responsible (s.5.2). It caas a collectivepe under a duty, bear costs, be morally
appraised or treated in a certain way. It is notdacer, a collective moral agent in the way
we described the state. The state, if we recal§ &adecision-making procedure or
constitution that creates decisions and intentibasare independent of the decisions of its

individual members. Citizens as a collective hawesé decision-making procedures of the
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state available to them: the state is a closelyneoted agent, with the role of being
citizens’ spokesbody. Citizens as a collective drewever, a separate group whose
collective outcomes and failures are not alwaysewen often, mediated through formal
decision-making procedures. It is these outcomas dften encourage or endorse state
injustice. | will argue therefore that citizensaasollective should bear moral responsibility

for these outcomes.

Pasternak, similarly, offers an account of demacrgbublic’s collective moral
responsibility. Her account is based on the intexati membership view we have just set
out. My view, however, while drawing on Kutz’s inteonal model, goes further in order
to provide a more inclusive account of collectiveral responsibility. In what follows |
will begin to lay the foundations for that argumestiggesting that citizens perform
collective acts that go beyond their collective @sément of their state. Citizens’ daily
interactions do not often exhibit shared goals artipipatory intentions yet they
predictably create collective outcomes and so shbalviewed as the acts of a collective.

Before developing these arguments, let us confidsternak’s view in more detalil.

On Pasternak’s account, collectives are able tocallectively or express collective
intentions outside of formal decision-making stues. She argues that so long as citizens
are able to reflect on their collective behaviood ahange it, we can hold them responsible
for it, at least up to a point. These collectiveiats and intentions do not depend on
unanimous, conscious, or explicit endorsement; tbay be reflected in ‘patterns of
behaviour’, ‘general practices’, ‘common expressiam the media and public discourse’,

‘implicit or explicit support’, or the ‘pattern othe public’'s political views and
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tendencies?® This appears to offer an expansive view of citizesponsibility but
ultimately Pasternak argues that democratic publiesonly going to be responsible where
they actually display collective behaviour, thaf wghere public opinion is ‘decisive
enough’ and perhaps even, as Kutz holds, ‘near ecnss.*® She concedes that this
‘considerably limits’ the cases where collective ratoresponsibility would apply but
suggests that cases like US citizens’ ruinousudtittoward the environment or the Israeli

public’s attitude to the peace process offer exaspf citizens’ collective intentions.

| share Pasternak’s view that citizens’ generatualts and patterns of behaviour are
important in determining responsibility (see s.%.5.5.1.2). | will disagree, however, that
they only matter insofar as they appear to reptesemllective endorsement or intention.
Pasternak argues that endorsement need not benmasiexplicit or even conscious, and
so it seems odd to describe this behaviour thentestional.l will argue, instead, that this
behaviour (such as expressions in the media omaus attitude toward the environment)
regularly creates expected collective outcomes evbhan they are not individually or
jointly intended. Citizens’ responsibility restseth not just in collectively, intentionally
endorsing a particular outcome (which, may sometilne the case) but in unreflectively
allowing their individual actions and attitudesimderact to create expected outcomes that
influence, endorse or allow their states’ unjusticens. One advantage of the account
presented here then is that while it expands tsiaimtes of collective moral responsibility,
it maintains a more robust threshold for collectiméention, which may go some way
toward placating critics of the collective view,damore clearly delineates how stringent a
form of moral responsibility may be appropriatee(se4.5). There is much more to be said

however, to justify this position, so we turn tasttask now.

55 pasternak, “The Collective Responsibility of Dematic Publics,” 108, 109.
56 H
Ibid.
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4.4.2 Acting as a Collective

As individuals, most citizens are not capable @nsicant influence or meaningfully
holding their state accountable on specific issnes,do they receive substantial benefits.
As Beerbohm has noted, ‘in our lifetime of votinge are more likely to be killed—
whether by accident or foul play—in our trek to tpells than to cast an efficacious
vote.”” The collective outcome of their individual actiph®wever, does have meaningful
impact. In an election this is more evident: eadizen is aware that it is their vote
together with all other citizens’ ballots that wilbllectively determine their government.
But citizens do not always co-ordinate to achieegtain ends. Frequently, it is unco-

ordinated actions of citizens that result in sigaifit collective outcomes.

There are many different kinds of collective outesmour actions combine endlessly in a
social world. Sometimes this is intentional, sushiagether participating in an auction and
thus creating a redistribution of goods that cowdtl alone have been achieved; at times it
is unexpected, such as the traffic jam on the hgghen a rainy Saturday afternoon; at
other times it might not be intentional but is potable, like traffic caused by care-givers
dropping children at school. There are many calleabutcomes therefore that are morally
neutral, perhaps regrettable or considered forgynat that are not morally praise- or
blameworthy. Here, however, | will argue that @tig’ collective outcomes can be
regular, expected and morally salient. Note thatatgument here is not that all (relevant)

citizen actions share participatory intentionsidasl, the claim is, that given the fact that

" Beerbohm|n Our Name: The Ethics of Democra&a.

While Beerbohm makes this point, his overall argnnimlds that individual citizens should be heldratiy
responsible for the acts of their representatiVasre are two key differences between Beerbohmikand
the view presented here. Firstly, Beerbohm doegngage with the issue of outward-looking duties of
citizenship but focuses exclusively on the intemeddtionship between citizens and their represizets
Secondly, his view focuses on individual respotisybiAs will be developed in this section and thghout
Part 11, individuals are not able to meaningfultfliience the state alone, yet as a collective tagyand do.
A focus on the individual level therefore misses @uan important range of cases that this prdjepes to
capture.
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citizens do have these shared participatory irgestin some, important cases (such as
endorsing a state, and electing a government), ghviss their other, less intentional,
collective outcomes moral relevance. While we woualot hold a random collective
morally responsible for the ways their interactionsate collective outcomes beyond their
knowledge, we can, or so | will argue, hold citigeresponsible for these collective
outcomes because they have a duty to be awareedledtive about them given their
collective participation in having a state. | halso argued that citizens have a collective
duty to hold their state accountable (s.4.3), wigichunds further reason for citizens to pay
careful attention to the way their collective outws influence their state, and as such,
creates room to hold citizens collectively moratiysponsible when their state acts
unjustly. | will argue in the next chapter that theare multiple ways in which citizens
influence the state through the outcomes they cokely produce. These collective
outcomes do not only at times reflect a failurefutiil this collective duty, but often

actively work against it (see s.5.1; s.5.2).

i. Unpacking Collective Outcomes
There are at least three kinds of collective ou®rthat citizens could be involved in.
Firstly, there are outcomes that are a consequeinaedeliberate collective action, either
through formal decision-making procedures or shgradicipatory intentions. Consider
citizens’ election of a government. Secondly, sarnéective outcomes have no clear
collective attached to them. Consider the traffimj it is the result of many individuals
interacting to create an outcome that they coutdatane create. There is however, no co-
ordination or participatory intention. Thirdly, tieeare cases where a collective outcome is

required but those present fail to create it. Acwescase is illustrative: consider a person
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drowning in the sea who calls out audibly to aéaggoup of sunbathers on the beath.
While they are capable swimmers, they are not g#sgaed lifeguards but are each
individually or in small groups enjoying a day hetbeach. None of them has a special
relationship to the swimmer in trouble. When thensmer calls for help, it is not clear
which of these beachgoers has the duty to jumpansingle individual has a specific duty
to rescue the drowning person since they are allggcapable and present to perform the
task. Nor does every individual have such a dusythés would result in the chaos of
individuals competing to fulfil a single duty. Yete would still wish to assign some
responsibility if no one stepped in to rescue tt@miing person. No individual has failed
to fulfil a duty and so no individual can be he@sponsible, but the collective could be
responsible for not providing a rescuer even thaigine were many available within the

groupf39 The collective could have created a just collectbutcome but failed to do so.

It appears then that only in the first case do aselacollectiveacting in the sense that the
group has shared participatory intentions to remchared goal. In the other cases, we
have individuals, who outside of this specific eotive outcome, are in no way related.
Without this background relationship or a sharddntion, it seems odd to describe them
as a collective, even where there is a clear doleoutcome or failure. | want to suggest,
however, that when these individuals are in antiexjscollective our view changes. Even
if the collective is not in that moment jointly erding that collective outcome, the facts of

their background organizational structures, andwiedge of each other, influences the

*8 Joel Feinberg, “Collective Responsibility (Anothzefense),” inCollective Responsibility: Five Decades
of Debate in Theoretical and Applied Ethjesd. Larry May and Stacey Hoffman (Maryland: Rownga
Littlefield Publishers, 1991), 73.

%9 We might think that they each have a duty to resmoviding no-one else does, yet this would ke
us uncertain of who had violated a duty when altrenbeach fail to rescue — there would be an over
assigning of responsibility if all beach-goers wkedd responsible for individually not rescuing the
drowning person. Viewing the case in this way @aiio create conditions conducive to free-riding.
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extent to which we can hold them collectively rasfible for the outcome or failure.
Consider, then, a traffic jam that forms outsides@hool each morning making it
impossible for students to get to school, and garenwork, on time. While the drivers of
each car are not co-ordinating this action interatily, the result of their individual actions
combines to create a collective outcome. Giventtiiatoccurs each school day, we might
think that care-givers dropping off students hawuty to co-ordinate in order to regulate
more closely the collective outcome they are cngatiVe think about this case differently
because it is not episodic in the way a traffic mmthe highway is. The care-givers either
know each other or through the school have strastur place to organize easily. It is not
just that they might have a duty to organize intoollective but that they are already, in
one way, a collective. Even though this action maihave been jointly intended, the fact
that their individual actions interact is expectgden the background fact of their

collective participation in the school.

In the rescue case discussed, | suggested thabwie lcold the collective accountable for
not producing a rescuer. Alternatively one coultihtbat the individuals are to blame for
not forming a collective. That is, that they ard acacollective to be held responsible but
that they had a duty to create a collective in otddulfil the duty to rescue the drowning
person. Again, however, a slight change to the sadleminating. Consider the case if all
the bathers are members of a tour group on a privaach. They do not all know each
other personally but they are all part of a mesgagervice group such that they can send
text messages to the group to aid organizationtaltyl preferences. When they fail to
rescue the swimmer they are not jointly intendingdb so, but nor are they failing to
collectivize. The infrastructure to act collectiye$ in place, but they are failing to make

use of it.
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i.  Citizens’ Collective Outcomes

Returning to the citizen case, the kind of colltutcomes that concern us have become
more evident. Similarly to the school traffic japitizens’ collective outcomes are often
not intended but are a consequence of individuabrse Citizens’ shared participation in
the practice of the state specifies which individuactions will interact in this way. In
addition, their shared participation in the prastaf having a state means that they are
aware that their collective will informs (or shouliform) state decision-making. These
parameters mean that these kind of collective anésoare regular and expected. It is not
that they are predictable in content, but the faat citizens’ actions interact is expected.
Similar to the beach rescue case, citizens havenels available to them to co-ordinate
collective action because of their participatiorttia shared practice of having a state. The
group is clearly defined, and there are local, aegi, and national political forums
available to citizens. When citizens fail to brigigout a just outcome, they are not failing
to collectivize but failing to act as the colledithat they are. The fact that they have the
channels available to co-ordinate should be in@dudethe calculation of how to act: an
individual citizen should not just consider whatytcould do alone, but what they are able
to achieve together. If the drowning swimmer cooidy be rescued by a collective effort
we would expect the bathers to act according totwiey could do together, not to refuse
to act after calculating what they alone could eebi We have discussed then two kinds
of cases where collective responsibility can beugded: (i) citizens’ can be held
collectively responsible for their collective oumges as they are regular and expected

given their shared participation in the practicenaling a state, and (ii) citizens’ can be
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held collectively responsible for their collectiviailures given the structures of co-

operation are available to théfh.

Citizens’ knowledge of their collective outcome aheir ability to prevent a collective
failure is explicit given the presence of the stdethe agent that, in many cases, acts out
this outcome, such as forming a government as Motebly the citizens or responding to a
demand. It is not simply that the state or govemiris acting (and not citizens as a
collective) but rather that because of the intadaik between the agency of citizens and
their state, the collective outcomes they produeeoéten clearly visible. This visibility is
relevant because it shapes our intuitions aboun#tare of the collective outcome. We
would think differently, for example, in instancesere individuals’ actions consistently
interact with each other to create collective omtes but it is harder for these individuals
to be aware of these outcomes. Consider a smallitésl village where everyone washes
clothes in the river with a new soap that has beenduced in recent months. The use of
this soap makes no real impact on fish in the yilsat when combined with the soap used
by the next village downstream creates poisonobstances that are lethal to fish, which
has serious consequences for those further downstr&he villagers upstream are not
aware that their actions have this consequenceitamould be difficult for them to work
this out, at least in the short term. We may bearmoncerned calling the poisoning a
collective outcome given that participants had easg that there were others with whom
their actions were interacting. The case of cittap, however, is perhaps more akin to
that of farmers with a social norm of disposingloéir waste on a nearby neglected plot,
who would have reason to consider how their actionght interact with each other

because they are aware that their actions are haygpealongside others’. Similarly,

0 That is not to say they ought to be held respdasis all collective outcomes and failures. The criteria
will be discussed in s.5.1-s.5.3.
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citizens have reason to reflect on the ways thelitipal actions may interact with their
fellow citizens’ because the background fact of ¢oéective project of the state makes
them aware that these interactions are likely, Bndome instances, such as national

elections, intended to do so.

Finally, the collective outcomes we are interesteldere are those that are morally salient.
Citizens’ collective outcomes are frequent givearsl public space. Here, though, we are
not interested in the many examples of collectivecames evident in the use of public
roads or parks. Instead, we are interested in tbases where, by virtue of the interaction
with others, what was an innocent individual aghbmes with others’ innocent actions to
create a morally culpable collective action, or whehat alone is a slightly blameworthy
act is compounded to create great harm. Many emviemtal harms take this form:
individually driving a petrol-fuelled car is argugbeither innocent or only somewhat
blameworthy, and is in fact alone unlikely to make significant impact on the
environment. In combination with the acts of othdrewever, the driving of a petrol-
fuelled car produces the significant harms of ctenghange. The moral salience of the act
changes in a way that can only be accounted fatsbgollective nature. This is not the
only kind of collective outcome that is morally apisable. In the first case we discussed,
where a group colludes and plans together to cthateutcome, we would similarly wish
to hold the collective accountable. In the caseibtens, these intended, collaborative
outcomes are less frequent than the perhaps udedemut foreseeable collective
outcomes | have described here. In Chapter 5, /lasgue that these kinds of collective
actions tie citizens to their state and make aiszeot just responsible for the benefits and

burdens of the practice of the state but collebtiveorally responsible. Before turning to
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make this argument, | will set out what is meant this idea of collectivemoral

responsibility.

4.5Moral Responsibility

The term responsibility is used in a number of ed#ht ways in common and
philosophical language. We might, for example, sayeone has a responsibility to do X,
or that the fact that X happened was their resjpditgi On the one hand, it can point to
something like blame: if | break a teapot, whendhaer finds the broken teapot and asks
who is responsible, | would have to own up and tasponsibility for my action. On the
other hand, it can indicate something like an @tlan: if | am responsible for providing
tea and cakes for our meeting, | ought to do intberg’s distinction between a duty and a
responsibility helps to clarify what such a forwdmdking responsibility would be. For
Feinberg, a duty designates something specificvieateed to do whereas a responsibility
calls on us to do what is necessary to bring ah@gtecific end” One could, for example,
have a duty to swim out to save a drowning persaheabeach. A responsibility in this
case could have been to ensure, as best one eamatlone drowns on the beach while
you are there. One way to fulfil this responsipilis to swim out to save the drowning
person, but it is not the only way: one could wawimmers of the bad currents or keep a
careful watch over which swimmers are strugglingskr and remedial responsibility are
often responsibilities in this sense. They are lbesponsibilities to ‘put the situation right’

and in some cases there will be many ways in witishcan be don®

%1 Joel Feinberg, “Duties, Rights, and Claim&rherican Philosophical Quarterlg, no. 2 (1966): 141.

%2 David Miller, “Distributing Responsibilities,” iGlobal Responsibilitiesed. Andrew Kuper (Abingdon:
Routledge, 2005), 95.; Stilz, “Collective Respoilgipand the State.”

62 Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justjc0-104.

%2 stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the Staté95.
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In the previous section, | set out two duties ttitizens of a collective are under: (i) to
ensure their state pursues their own interestéyjasid (ii) to ensure their state acts in
accordance with the duties it has acquired in ®iraf being an equal agent in the
international sphere. Strictly speaking, these amere accurately described as
responsibilities as they do not entail specifidard in order to be fulfilled. Yet for ease of
exposition, in this thesis | will refer to them @dlective duties so as to keep them distinct
from the resultant moral responsibility that arigesm citizens’ failure to fulfil these
duties. While these two concepts are very closelsted (citizens’ collective duties and
their collective moral responsibility), it is uséfo keep them apart because it allows us to
cater for times where the failure to fulfil a calfive duty does not result in moral
responsibility but perhaps outcome responsibil@dyutcome responsibility is a backward-
looking responsibility that allocates the burdendenefits of past actions. It is a form of
causal responsibility, but a narrower notion thatledes random or unpredictable
outcomes. Instead, it focuses on what the agend ceasonably foresee as a consequence
of their action. An agent is outcome responsibl&éf action is attributed to them in such a
way that ‘other things being equal, the resultiegédfits and burdens should fall to [them.]
If the consequences include harm to others, theécome responsibility may, depending

on the case, entail liability to compensate fot tream.’®®

In Chapter 5, | will argue that where citizens tailfulfil their collective duty to hold the
state accountable, they are collectively, mora#igponsible®® That is, not only should
they bear the benefits and burdens of the actioratify injustice but they, as a collective,

are liable to moral assessment, involving judgmeoitspraise, blame, reward, and

53 Miller, “Holding Nations Responsible,” 245; MilleNational Responsibility and Global Justj&¥.
% The mitigating factors and exceptional circumseaneill be discussed in s.5.3 and s.6.3.
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punishmenf® To assign moral responsibility is to indicate thia¢ action (or inaction)
exhibits a level of moral virtue or fault and s@uees investigation into questions of
intention, neglect and obligatiof%l will argue that when citizens as a collectivé fa
fulfil their collective duty, we can in some cashsld them collectively, morally
responsible. Miller, on the whole, avoids argumeaiieut collective moral responsibility,
focusing instead on the outcome and remedial resspitities of nations. We should note,
however, that his view in not entirely incompatiblith the account presented here. He
does not exclude the possibility of national maméponsibility altogether but rather
considers it to have more stringent requirementéiberate deprivation, recklessness or
failure to fulfil an obligatiorf’ Miller asks us to consider someone who is a paodener.
His yields are poor because he is clumsy with Beds and inefficient with his nutrient
distribution. Miller suggests that he is to be heldcome responsible for his poor yields,
but not morally responsible. Miller does add theciiimer however that he would be
morally responsible in circumstances ‘where hedrasbligation to try to produce a better
result,’ say for example if his family is dependentthis crof® In my view, presented in
Chapter 5, citizens as a collective are, at tinf@ting to fulfil an obligation, recklessly

disregarding their collective outcomes, and deéibely depriving others.

It is valuable to invoke moral responsibility for laast two reasons. The first is that the
state’s failure to fulfil requirements of global justice leads to a rangenufrally
unsatisfactory situations: extreme poverty, explwnh, and often, death. It therefore

appears to be a matter of moral import, and sotbatbrings about questions of moral

% Miller, “Holding Nations Responsible,” 246.

% stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the Statéd5s.

67 Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justjck00.
%8 |bid., 90.
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responsibility?® Currently there seems to be a gap in our desoripif the moral world;
there are large-scale harms occurring in the globalm but no responsible agents. We
have created a world where, as personal moral sgemetare distanced from some of the
gravest moral wrongs of our times. There are offeod reasons for this, as we alone do
not cause these wrongs. Nevertheless, | will atgaeas a collective we do contribute to
them, and so should be held responsible. Assigmiolective moral responsibility

therefore has the virtue of more accurately mapghiegmoral world.

Secondly, moral responsibility plays a particulalerin motivating citizens to improve the
situation. The threat of financial sanction may inaie citizens to engage with their state.
Yet, it is more valuable that citizens act well afita moral motivation rather than this
self-interested financial one. The results maysdme cases, be the same but citizens will
remain mainly self-interested rather than othearding. In other words, this kind of
financial motivation encourages citizens to actstxure their own interests, but not
necessarily those of society or their fellow citigeThis kind of self-interested motivation
does not extend to cases where rectification vall Ine demanded. Yet there are many
such cases that are still deeply unjust and demandttention: consider a state that has
been a victim of injustice that does not have #sources to campaign for reparations or
the international allies to assist them. Or, caglesre there is a good chance the injustice
can be kept from public knowledge or will be in&iely combined with other acts such
that the perpetrating agent is not clear. As a waymotivate citizen action, moral

responsibility is more able to capture the rangeasks that concern us.

% This kind of reasoning seems to do work in Poggedsiment as well. As Jagger articulates, Poggeepla
moral responsibility with governments and citizensthe grounds that they have ‘violated the
uncontroversial and morally fundamental requirenmettto cause severe harm to innocent people foomi
gains.” Jaggar and Pogdgehomas Pogge and His Criticé.
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Yet, despite these reasons to assign moral redplitysinere appears to be a wariness to
assign moral responsibility to collectives for east three reasons: (i) we do not wish to
assign moral responsibility, and so praise or blatbean agent that did not actually
perform the relevant act; (ii) a collective is rat agent in the same sense that a person
might be, and (iii) we do not want individuals taffer in virtue of being a part of a
collective that is morally responsible when theyl diot have any control over the
collectives’ actions. | will respond to each ofsheconcerns in turn: in section 4.5.1 | will
engage with the problem of bearing responsibiliithaut having participated in the act
itself, in section 4.5.2 | will consider the capgcio be held responsible. In the next
chapter, in section 5.4, | will return to some canms about collective moral responsibility,

discussing collective punishment, blame, and guilt.

4.5.1 Responsibility without Participation in thetA

It can seem counter-intuitive to hold citizens nigreesponsible for an act that they did
not themselves perform. For example, citizens easllactive do not institute a programme
to entice nurses from a developing country to warkheir national health system. Yet it

seems to be an instance where A harms B for thefiberi C, where A is a government

harming B, citizens of a developing country, in@rdo benefit C, their own citizens. In

the abstract, we think that where (i) C is awarevloét A is doing and lets A act, C owes B
rectification (where A has not done so), and moeedv is to be in some way blameworthy
for allowing A to act. If however (ii) C is not aneof what A has planned then we hold
that C owes B rectification, and must rein in Ahé harm is on-going. In the latter case,
we would not think that C is blameworthy initialiven C’s lack of awareness of the

harm.
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There is however a third scenario that is moreaguals to the kind of injustice occurring
in the global sphere. In this scenario (iii) A harB for the benefit of C, C does not know
of the specific action that A had in mind, but Gdhexplicitly demanded that a certain
outcome be achieved and A believed that harmingaB the only or simplest way to
ensure this outcome. In this situation | would gjghat we do wish to hold C morally
responsible to a certain extent even though C dichat. Not only does C benefit from the
action but C influenced A to act in that way. We éarther specify this case: perhaps (iv)
C is aware of the range of avenues available fbieaing their demand, and is aware that
one way to achieve it involves harming B. If th€hdoes not express condemnation for
the harmful option, can C reasonably expect A toalbare of, and choose, the more
appropriate option? This will be case dependent,itbseems there may be some cases
where a failure to specify the method gives usaea® hold C accountable for the
demand. The weight of responsibility may differvee¢n A and C, and between the first

and last scenario, yet we intuitively feel thatréhss some level of responsibility in both.

It might also be the case that not only did C deinancertain benefit without being
reflective about the action required to achieveut, (v) C might participate in creating and
perpetuating a shared culture that generally eedotisese kinds of acts, or consistently
turns a blind eye toward them. This culture makesdre plausible for A to interpret C’s
demand to require such an act and to interpret Getomplicitly acknowledging this,
barring any explicit denial of the method. Considercase where a CEO asks his
subordinate to hire a new member of staff, andrnsuee that they are ‘going to stick
around’. This CEO has been heard making and laggatngendered jokes around the
workplace, and the workplace has a predominancenae employees. If the hirer

purposively does not consider female candidate®(\idr example, might take maternity
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leave shortly after being employed), we would cdesihim responsible for his

discrimination. But we would also have grounds @osider the CEO responsible, even if
he did not intend for his subordinate to disregdednale candidates. Given the
discriminatory environment that he participateccieating, he had a duty to be aware of
what might be required to meet his demand and whght be considered an accepted

course of action.

The case to hold C responsible is therefore sthemgtd when C contributes to a societal
culture that permits or encourages the kind of figrbehaviour that is in question. In fact,
we may consider the CEO to be responsible eveneifdld not contribute to the
workplace’s culture but was aware of it. He mayeéhavless stringent duty than in the
previous case, but again, he has a duty to be awavhat his demand might require in the
circumstance in which he makes it. To return toithigal example, where citizens have
made strong demands for more nurses in the natiosalkth system and the state has
chosen to fulfil the demand through an (arguablpjust policy of undercutting a
developing country’s offer to their nurses, citigeare implicated even though they did not
themselves act. They may have been aware of thisypand thus implicated, or even
where they were not, their unspecified demandseplay central role in motivating the
action. In addition, citizens arguably participatea culture that emphasizes ‘looking after
our own’ and seeking national advantage over osteties in trade and negotiation even
when that has considerable negative external sffeéven though citizens did not
explicitly consider this particular policy, perhagpeir endorsement of previous, similarly
exploitative policies plays a role in allowing thiate to interpret their demand in this way.
Consider for example, a citizenry that supports -participation in climate change

agreements in order to support their own stateteldpment regardless of the costs to
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small island states, or that supports subsidi¢gade tariffs against one-crop economies in
order to protect their own local agriculture. Thes not an argument that these are
necessarily all unjust policy decisions, but theyelop a pattern of considering domestic
concerns with minimal concern for the internatiomapact, which may in turn licence

states to continue to act in this way, even in sageere citizens might be more reluctant

to endorse the specific policy (see also s.5.1.2).

There seem then to be at least five ways in whigking a demand can make you
complicit in the resultant action and, where ithermful, responsible. The demands in
brackets serve as an example of each kind of deniramlgis case in the context of a CEO
of a financially corrupt corporation issuing demsarid a member of her staff. The first
kind of demand is when one straightforwardly densaadpecific, wrong act. (‘Make sure

the auditors don’t see this form.”) The second idemand that comes with a threat of
sanction and without any specification of how igbuto be met. (‘That promotion you are
expecting depends on this audit going smoothlytikd;, a demand with a specified non-
harmful course of action but with severe threatsafction for failure to achieve the

outcome such that the pressure may influence soenemrmpursue a harmful course of
action that is more likely to result in succes€ofoperate with the auditors. | expect the
audit to go smoothly. If not, you will be out ofab and won’t have much of a chance of a
job elsewhere.’) Fourth, the demand for a spedititcome that cannot be achieved with
the suggested method, and so implicitly endorsesesother course of action. (‘Don’t

break any rules but make sure that the auditorrdoisd anything suspicious.’) Finally, a

demand without a specified method alongside a tdodelture that one has contributed

toward maintaining and that explicitly or impligitendorses the harmful action. (‘Make
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sure the audit goes smoothly’ alongside a cultdreules being bent, information being

covered up, etc.)

One response to this analysis will point to thenageof the acting individual: if she
chooses to hide the form or mislead the audit@t i her choice and so she should be
held responsible for this choice. But she can & &decountable for her choice, while still
holding that the CEO who made the demand may alsordsponsible. How the
responsibility is distributed will depend on thesea both between the five kinds of
demands | have suggested, and between more ceXgesne versions of these demands.
As we have discussed, however, choice is not alMlaysnost relevant factor. | pointed
out, following a strong strand of feminist thouglthat ‘when individuals or groups
systematically choose options that disadvantagm,tl@d on the swing side advantage
others, a focus on the choice misses the morensal@nt of injustice. This is particularly
true where the group or individual who is advanthigealso influencing the disadvantaged
group to make that choice’ (s.3.3). Similarly hevlen strong demands are made (often in
the name of advantage for the demander), we haasometo widen the scope of

responsibility beyond the acting agent.

4.5.2 Capacity to be Held Responsible

A second worry is that the kind of collective | leagtescribed does not have the agency
required to be held morally responsible. We cardliblto be responsible to rectify a
situation or to bear the costs of an outcome, baitcan only hold fully rational, moral

agents to be morally responsible. Sheehy offergnaightful response to this line of
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argument. He suggests that we can have degreesraf jadgment? A full-blown moral
agent like an ‘unimpaired human adult’ is judgedabgertain standard, and entities which
approach but fall short of these qualities are @atlpy another standaftiConsider, for
example, treating children and mentally impairedspes according to a different moral
standard. Sheehy notes that this is not the sansayasg collectives or children ane a
senseresponsible; instead it suggests that they areorsiipleup to a point? While our
moral language does not include the variety necgssacapture these different standards,
Sheehy argues that when we say the man, childoapgwvas bad, ‘we recognize [...] that
different standards and expectations may applyath elass of judged®Even if it is the
case that the collective does not possess the $eweé of moral agency as (some)
individual persons, it may still be subjected torat@valuation, although perhaps with less
stringent criteria. Do we then lose the value ofrahoesponsibility if it is ‘weakened’ in
this way? | do not think so. We use the concepnofal responsibility frequently without
needing to attach it to severe moral consequencgaumishment. It has an important
expressive function that remains even when we dommh to hold the relevant agent to
full account’™ For that reason, | suggest that there is stillsitierable value in making
citizens aware of their moral responsibility, btardescribe the moral world accurately and

in order to ‘responsiblize’ them; that is to begirshape citizens into a collective thakes

responsibility for justicé®

% paul Sheehy, “Holding Them ResponsibMjtwest Studies in Philosopl3p (2006): 79.
" Ibid.

"% 1bid., 80.

"% pid.

"4 See s.5.4 for a full discussion of how the coilecmight be ‘held to account.’

75 pettit, “Responsibility Incorporated,” 200.
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4.6 Conclusion
This chapter has served two overlapping purposdsd continued to develop an account

of the state and the related concept of citizenslitipin a state. In doing so, it has begun to
lay the foundations for an argument for citizerpmessibility for state action, setting up the
concepts that will be used throughout the argum&fethave established that citizens are a
collective through their participation in the piiaetof the state, and importantly that this
collective can be seen to act when it creates aegamd expected collective outcomes.
With this understanding of the citizen collectibjs chapter set out an account of
collective moral responsibility. This moral respinigy enables us to fill the
responsibility gap between citizens and their stiet, because the responsibility is
collective, we understand the responsibility to less stringent than the moral
responsibility of persons. With this framework imnah, we turn now in Chapter 5 to argue

for assigning this collective moral responsibilibycitizens.
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CHAPTER 5. Expanding Citizen Responsibility:
The Collective Lens

Chapter 4 offered us the foundations of an undedatg of citizen responsibility. It
argued that citizens collectively participate i fbractice of having a state through their
intentional membership, and following a growing sensus, agreed that this intentional
membership can ground outcome responsibility far #tts of the state. | suggested,
however, that there is a further argument to beariadthe collectivenoral responsibility

of citizens of liberal western democracies. Thikeotive moral responsibility will serve to
close the responsibility gap that exists betweemeroporary citizens and their states, a
situation where citizens treat their state as aamfadl guy or responsibility-laundering
machine. The responsibility is grounded on fourtdess of citizens of liberal western
democracies: citizens (i) ‘buy in’ to the demoarastate; (ii) influence the decision-
making of the state; (iii) enjoy the benefits of tstate and (iv) are in a unique position to
hold their states accountable. These are factatsdbntribute to tying citizens to their
state’s behaviour morally. They are not all necgssanditions nor is each individually a
sufficient condition. Working in combination, theour features ground moral

responsibility.

In section 5.1, | will set out four claims aboutiz#ns as a collective in liberal western
democracies, and then will go on in section 5.2rgue that these four factors, working
together, justify holding citizens to be collectivenorally responsible for the acts of their
state. In section 5.3 | will consider objectionattharise in the case of what | term ‘rogue
acts’, that is, where a state acts in a way thas dwt meaningfully represent its citizens.
In section 5.4, | will consider what this resporigyp might mean for the collective. |

argue that it has three kinds of implications: thakat impact the collective’s moral
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standing; those that affect how others may treatdbllective, and those that result in
collective duties. In section 5.4.1 | therefore sider issues of collective blame and guilt,
in section 5.4.2, collective punishment and atgwicf mistrust, and in section 5.4.3,

apology and remedial duties. Finally, in sectids 5conclude.

5.1 Four Features of Citizenship in a Liberal Westan Democracy

5.1.1 Democratic ‘Buy-in’

Citizens of liberal western democracies are not juterested in having a state, but a
democraticstate. There is an overwhelming endorsement ofodeatic values, both for
their own state, and as the ideal to which allestathould aspireA central feature of
democracy is governance by the people, normallyifiested in a free and fair election
where representatives of the people are electegot@rn. One American survey, for
example, found a firm belief in ‘rule by the pedpl@4% of their respondents said ‘the
views of the majority of Americans should have aeagrdeal or a fair amount of influence
on the decisions of elected and government officialWashington? Jefferson held that
‘the will of the people is the only legitimate falation of any government.” This view
continues to be voiced: Brodie et al suggest thmeAcans are taught that ‘the bedrock of
[their] democratic public is the ability of [theig]ected officials to carry out the will of the

people.®

! The US Department of State sites that ‘Democraciraspect for human rights have long been central
components of U.S. foreign policy’, and lists prding democracy, assisting new democracies and
democratic advocates, and renouncing undemoctatiessas foreign policy goals. See US Department of
State, “Democracy,” accessed June 1, 2015, httpw/state.gov/j/drl/democ/.

2 MollyAnn Brodie et al., “Polling and DemocracyFublic Perspective2001, 12,
http://www.ropercenter.org/public-perspective/ppgdd4/124010.pdf..

% Brodie et al., “Polling and Democracy.”
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This may seem implausible given widespread politigpathy and the rise of anti-
establishment movements in liberal western demasadlany are disillusioned with
politics as they encounter it. Yet, even when wtdrecome disillusioned, the
disillusionment is centred on political partiesdindual politicians, or at worst, the
present state of their own democracy. Considettiestudent electorate’s disillusionment
with the Liberal Democratic defection on studemt fegomises in the formation of the 2010
coalition. There was widespread dissatisfactiorhwite seemingly undemocratic results
yet this did not translate into a rejection of denagy per se, but rather of these particular
democratic actors. There is not widespread disdhuieent with democracytself in
western liberal states. Once a president or pagliwns elected, they are respected as
representatives and are only removed in extrenwmistances, through the appropriate
legal and political procedures. There remains thenmmitment to living in a democracy,

in a state where citizens’ interests and rightg@peesented and protected by the state.

Some liberal western democracies have permanerdriti@s that seek secession. While
these populations do often endorse democracy as@ept, they do not wish to be a part
of the particular democracy they are under. It @$ just that they do not support the
government of the day, but that, regardless of w8hia power, it is considered a foreign
power ruling over them. In some cases, such asenagtipulations of the US or Canada,
their persistent claims to self-determination, @& w&s the continued injustice which limits
their access to benefits of the state, may giveeason to exempt them from involvement
in collective responsibility for what the state doén other cases, such as the Scottish in
the UK, it seems less clear. In addition to votimgavour of remaining within the UK in
the 2015 referendum, the Scots persistently befrefih being a part of the UK in a

number of ways, particularly financially, and fuethendorse the system by having
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Scottish Nationalist MP$.Here it seems that while some harbour long-terralsyof
secession, in the current day circumstances Soetsralorsing the state they live under. It
is possible then for minority groups not to ‘buy-in the democracy they live under but

only in exceptional cases.

Overall there is widespread support for the conoépiemocracy which gives us reason to
hold citizens to the view that the democratic statm some way a representative of their
will. The endorsement of the democratic state, Wis¢ as Franklin D Roosevelt described
it, a ‘government [that] is ourselves and not aerapower over us’, gives us reason, as
Stilz terms it, to ‘own up’ to its actions as aleefion of our joint will, or to act to ensure it

is a reflection of our will where it is failing o this?

5.1.2 Influence

Democratic mechanisms enable citizens to influetiee state in fundamental ways,
beginning with the election of the representatiwé® form the government that governs
the state. This formal authorization is combinethwiore subtle and complicated systems
of influence. Citizens make implicit and explicierdands on their government through
their civil society actions (including conventioGOs as well as social media platforms)
and consumer behaviour. The small everyday actbegizens contribute to injustice (or
justice) globally through their influence on stgi@icy and action. This influence is not

however always straightforward and can seem imgsvhen considering individual

* There is perhaps some ambiguity here: if one keqro-independence party into parliament, does on
endorse that government? Consider Sinn Féin MPsdehmt take up their seats or SNP MPs who
historically only voted on Scottish issues. Thesetdcky borderline cases, which will need to bealved
based on the intricacies of each case. Curreihiylairge number of SNP MPs in parliament, willing/bte

on all issues, would make it odd to suggest thdse voted them in were not part of the collectivatth
shapes the state’s actions.

5 Franklin D Roosevelt, “Address at Marietta, Ohib938, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=15672
Stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the State98l
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agents. State-sanctioned torture is a good exarete. Waldron argues that when
individuals are tortured their rights and secuatg ‘sacrificed in order to make the rest of
us more safe’ and so it is important for citizemsecognize what the cost of this safet is.
Yet liberal states that have been found to be ufangs of torture have attempted to
conceal their use from their citizens. This suggekat they perceive their citizens in
general to be disapproving of such actibirsdeed, most citizens do not actively demand
that their governments use torture and many woitddticeir objection.Yet the collective
demand for security places extreme pressure ostéte; some states would argue that this
safety is not possible without the use of harsheasures. An unreflective demand for
high levels of security does not specify the meidnas are acceptable to citizens and so
arguably pressures the state to fulfil the demaitid fiexibility on the means that they use
to do so. On the other hand, some citizens do elgtendorse harsh methods in order to
achieve security and so knowingly and purposivefiuence their state to act unjustijn
both scenarios citizens are influencing the methafdsaintaining security, although to
different extents and in different ways: in somes¢§l common) cases citizens call or
specific methodo be used in a certain scenario but more commaitigens push foa
particular outcomehat may pressure states to use certain methaisd¥® not have to go
to the extremes of torture to illustrate this poidtany states have dubious relationships

with arms dealers in the name of ensuring sectinityugh acquiring arms for their own

® Jeremy WaldroriTorture, Terror, and Trade-OffsPhilosophy for the White HougBlew York: Oxford
University Press, USA, 2010), 185.

" As well as being conscious of international noemd agreements, such as the Geneva Convention.
8 Amnesty International, “Stop Torture Global Survastitudes to Torture,” 2014,
http://www.amnestyusa.org/pdfs/GlobalSurveyAttits@ieTorture2014.pdf.

° One example is Marc A. Thiessen, a former spedténior PresidenGeorge W. Bush, who has since
published a book defending waterboarding. $4sec ThiessenCourting Disaster: How the CIA Kept
America Safe and How Barack Obama Is Inviting teetMttack(\Washington DC: Regnery Publishing,
2010).
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state and channelling arms to the side of a cartfiey endorse. Consider, for example,

the UK’s relationship wittBBAE System?.

There are multiple other instances where citizamglicit and explicit demands and
expectations lead the government to act in unjusysw The demands of a capitalist,
consumerist society can only be fulfilled with freeade conditions (or something like
them)—conditions which are only possible with a iem of international trade
agreements, many of which are not made, or caroe on fair terms. One such
agreement can be seen in the NAFTA created bet@aeada, the US and Mexico. This
free trade agreement, coupled with substantial ifegraubsidies in the US (an average of
$16 billion a year between 2002—2007), has senoushdermined the Mexican
agricultural sector, forcing many Mexican farmerst of business, and drastically
increasing illegal immigration into the U$While the agreement in itself held many
benefits, the unbalanced power relations that atbwS farming subsidies to continue
meant that the agreement was not carried out antémms. The high demands of
consumerist society can also be seen to push #be & permit certain (high) levels of
greenhouse gas emissions in order to continue dwide the kinds of goods citizens
demand®? Citizens may not intentionally or knowingly damagee environment or
endorse unfair trade agreements, yet the unrefiedeémands that they make on the state

push it in that direction. The rise of social medra blogging has seen a vast increase in

9 For a good interrogation of these types of ‘untadlignces’ in global arms trade, see Andrew Feinst
Paul Holden, and Barnaby Pad@ée Shadow World: Inside the Global Arms Trédendon: Hamish
Hamilton, 2011), xxiv.

1 For a more extensive analysis of this see, Jefksiead, Stephen Devadoss, and Abelardo Rodriguez,
“The Effects of North American Free Trade Agreermamd United States Farm Policies on lllegal
Immigration and Agricultural TradeJournal of Agricultural and Applied Economidd, no. 1 (2012): 1—
19.

2 For example, both Canada and the US had CO2 emiksiels above 540 000 thousand metric tons in
2008, in comparison to many less consumerist, dpuad societies that remained below 5000 thousand
metric tons. For full statistics see, United Nasi@tatistic Department, “Millenium Development Goal
Indicators: Carbon Dioxide Emissions (C02),” 2015,
http://mdgs.un.org/unsd/mdg/SeriesDetail.aspx?3d&=
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citizens’ ability to influence the state in this weCitizen dissatisfaction or approval is
widely publicized through platforms like twitter,nég can be directly addressed to
politicians with accounts. Just as opinion pollsenthe ability to influence a campaign, so
too does this increasinglpublic public opinion begin to shape the decisions of

politicians™

As discussed in section 4.5.1, public culture dbuates to decisions concerning which
actions are considered appropriate. The strengghdeimand, and what might seem like an
appropriate way to fulfil it, will depend on thev@mnment in which it is made. Public
culture can be shaped by media of all forms as aslhcts of various public institutions
such as think-tanks, NGOs and of course, stat@utishs such as courts or the police.
Consider the domestic case of racially biased pdwitality in the US. Arguably in some
parts of the US, this brutality was implicitly apted by parts of a community that
sustained a structure of racial oppression. Thodéyf unwarranted violence were not
censured but supported, and the media continuaithfarced the idea of the black man as
the perpetrator rather than victim. This kind obliw culture is currently being challenged
in the US; citizens are speaking out against thiers of the state, making it explicit that
this behaviour is not acceptable. This change tvlipdone is making a difference to the
response to these casédust as social norms develop on a small scaléniifassrooms
or businesses, citizens influence state actiorhbygeneral attitude they portray. Consider

the fearful environment in the post 9/11 US. The géSernment faced widespread fear

13 For example, one study suggests that Twitterasi extensively for political deliberation and thiz mere
number of party mentions accurately reflects tleetédn result. Andranik Tumasjan et al., “Election
Forecasts With Twitter: How 140 Characters RefthetPolitical LandscapeSocial Science Computer
Review29, no. 4 (2010): 402-18.

4 While there is still much reform required, in ammoecent case, Michael Slager, a policeman froattso
Carolina, has been charged with murder for shodMadter Scott in the back. Philip Sherwell, “South
Carolina Police Officer Who Shot Fleeing Black Manoked like He Was Trying to Kill a Deer in the
Woods,” The Telegraph2015,
http://lwww.telegraph.co.uk/news/worldnews/northaiceusa/11523591/South-Carolina-police-officer-
who-shot-fleeing-black-man-looked-like-he-was-tiyito-kill-a-deer-in-the-woods.html.
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among their citizens and so read the country adiditlp endorsing radical measures in
the name of safety and patriotism. A governmeitnare of the kinds of policies citizens
will approve and those that will cost them politigaand this information (which is

increasingly available through social media andlipgltechnology) influences their

decision-making. The argument is not that citizehsuld not make demands on their
government but that we should seek to ensure onradds are within the bounds of
justice. At times, this will require careful reftemn on what acts might be required, or

chosen, to pursue the demands we make.

5.1.3 Benefits

Citizens benefit, on the whole, by having a state. addition to an overarching benefit,
citizens also clearly benefit from many specifiti@ts of their states. One example is the
visa agreements between states that allow for dreless restricted movement between
them. These agreements, such as the Schengen agteenturope, allow citizens to
enjoy preferential treatment at borders and todatioe high financial and time costs of
acquiring visas. At the same time, it grants citizéhe benefit of feeling that their home
state is more secure as non-citizens’ entranceorstored. Citizens benefit as consumers
and business owners when their state supports Iglegalations that allow businesses to
outsource their labour with minimal regulations,strictly enforce a uniform intellectual
property rights regime. Similarly, if a state dsva hard bargain during climate change
negotiations, citizens benefit (at least in thersterm) with few restrictions on the carbon

footprint of their daily actions and businesses.

15 They are, in the Hobbesian sense, better off they would be in the state of nature. In additsome
theories of political obligation are based on gualé or fair play, both of which imply the presemtea
benefit. See, for example, A. D. M. Walker, “Obligas of Gratitude and Political Obligatiori?hilosophy
and Public Affairsl8, no. 4 (1989): 359-64; George. Kloskbe Principle of Fairness and Political
Obligation (Lanham, Md.: Rowman & Littlefield, 2004).
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In many of these cases, not all citizens will bén#¥hen a company outsources their call
centre to another state where cheaper labour ilabl& some citizens will lose their jobs.
Farming subsidies often damage small-scale farmike boosting Agri-business, and
those who campaign for climate change and sell galaels do not benefit when the state
refuses to sign up for change. Ultimately howee#izens of liberal western democracies
benefit from the acts of their state in the ovesalhse. Many policies clearly benefit some
citizens more than others, and this will be congidan Chapter 6, but | think we should
hesitate to believe the often-voiced complaint thatent economic and social practices of
statesonly benefit the already rich and powerful of our socieA policy that allows
Primark to make all its clothing in largely unreateld conditions in Asia enables the
owners of Primark to become wealthy, but it alsdersfa large range of cheap clothing to
the average citizen. This is not a benefit to nissed lightly; in a society that prizes
fashion, the ability to own a reasonable rangeathes is important to many citizens. It is
also a good to be able to purchase school clotamyother essential clothing items at a

low cost for those who would not be able to afftirem at a higher price.

5.1.4 Position of Accountability

Democratic states like the US are sufficiently pduleto choose not to endorse certain
international institutions, such as the ICJ, taisefto sign environmental treaties like the
Kyoto Protocol or to ignore the judgments of the biiNkey issues like the war in Iraq. We
should be cautious, however, to avoid the view thate is no accountability at all in the
international sphere. Without a world state, théermational sphere is lacking in

democratic mechanisms of accountability but, amGaad Keohane point out, there are
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multiple other accountability mechanisms in plé%mstitutions such as the World Bank
and IMF are held accountable by states throughrsigeey mechanisms (as members on
their boards) and fiscal accountability (as contidps of subventions}! Powerful
democratic states are, however, chiefly held acadl@ by their internal democratic
processeéf.3 Reputational and peer accountability can functi@tween states but with
limited success given the lack of consensus on wbattitutes legitimate behaviour.
Consider France, Germany and Russia’s attempttept the US’s intervention in Iraq in
2003 In light of states’ sovereignty in the global sphecitizens of a democracy are best
placed to hold the state accountable through desmtiocmechanisms that it recognizes.
Grant and Keohane express concern, however, thiahece on domestic democratic
mechanisms ‘does not assure accountability to @ersi?® Nevertheless, in liberal
western democracies, the government’s commitmedémoocratic accountability is higher
than its commitment to international institutiondacing citizens in the prime spot to
influence state action. If we take the recent srisver the use of chemical weapons in
Syria, this claim can be substantiated: despiteveation requiring the UN to investigate
the issue before action, both the US and the UKeirto their representative bodies to
seek legitimacy rather than await approval fromUiive (and respected their decision when
this legitimacy was refusedj.Here, the aim is to capitalize on this existingctranism of
accountability, and to ensure accountability tosmldrs with an argument to ground

motivation for outward-looking duties.

16 Ruth Grant and Robert Keohane, “Accountability andises of Power in World Politics®merican
Political Science Revie®9, no. 1 (2005): 29-43.

7 Ibid., 37. Other mechanisms discussed by Grankautane include legal accountability, reputational
accountability, peer accountability, or market acdability. See pages 35-37 for a full discussion.

% pid., 39.

19 bid.

%9 |bid.

21 see Steinhauer and Martin, “Obama Seeks Approv@ldngress for Strike in Syria.”
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The chief actor of the state, the government ofdédng is ever conscious of the need to be
re-elected and often tailors its actions to thid.aNe might despair at this attitude when
governments fail to act justly when it might ridieir standing with the electorate. This
behaviour, however, highlights the power that tleeterate has, and so the pressing need
to create a demand for more just action in theajlsphere. Citizens are not always able to
leverage this position, particularly in the yeaetween elections or when other strong
influencing agents, such as large multinationapoaations or powerful states dominate
state action. The WTO, for example, is one intéomal institution that has attempted to
‘formalize legal and supervisory accountability ptlee actions of sovereign statésThis
can diminish citizens’ ability to hold the statecaantable but does not deplete potential
for them to do so. However, the argument is not tiiizensalwaysdo hold their state
accountable but that they are often best placetbtso. With a stronger public culture of
accountability, and greater participation in posti citizens would be able to generate

much stronger links of accountability then we cotiewitness.

5.2 Grounding Collective Moral Responsibility

| have presented four characteristics of citizess aa collective in liberal western

democracies: they buy-in to democracy; they infagetheir state’s decision-making; they
benefit from state action, and they are best pldaoedbld their state accountable. These
characteristics are not uniformly evident acrodserial states or between different
circumstances within states. In liberal western demacies, however, citizens as a
collective are often in this position. | will arguew that this position grounds moral

responsibility for the collective when the statésamjustly.

22 Grant and Keohane, “Accountability and Abuses @f/€r in World Politics,” 39.
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The central claim is that citizens do in fact ieihce what their state chooses to do. Not in
all cases and perhaps not often in the detailpe€iBc policies, but the overall vision of
the state and thiandsof policies it adopts are influenced by the goveentthat is elected
and by the nature of civil society and media infice in a particular state. We might be
wary to ascribe responsibility for influence, pamtarly when it is not direct influence.
Indeed, recall that while Pasternak agrees fttaltective intentions and actions do not
depend on unanimous, conscious or explicit endoesgnshe holds that public opinion
and endorsement of an issue needs to be decisorelén to ground moral responsibilfty.

In response to this view, | argued that citiZertollective outcomes are not always

intentional yet many of them are created regularyg expectedly and are morally salient
(s.4.4.2). The background fact of citizens’ papt&tion in the practice of having a state
illustrated how these collective outcomes were lagand expected in a way that they
were not for episodic collective outcomes. Herdhave presented further features of
citizens of liberal western democracies: it is just that they share in a practice of having
a state but that they buy-in to the concept of deawy, influence and benefit from their
state’s injustice and are in a unique position dtd Htheir state accountable. Despite the
indirect and often unintended nature of the infeesrthese background conditions | have
set out suggest that there is reason to hold n#izesponsible. While they may not have
jointly intended an act, they participated in theation of a collective outcome that they

had good reason, and capacity, to regulate.

Let us consider then, the role of these backgraamdiitions. Firstly, | argued that citizens
buy into a concept of democracy. That is, they eselthe idea that, working correctly,

their state is representing their will. It shoulot therefore be a surprise that they are able

2 pasternak, “The Collective Responsibility of Dematic Publics,” 108.
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to, and do, influence their state. It is at thet mfowhat they understand governance to be.
Secondly, | highlighted the ways that citizens ligrieom their state. These benefits are
not arbitrary, or merely thrust upon individuald lve a product of a particular practice of
which citizens are a part; a product which playsnetivating role in continuing the
practice in its existing form. Citizens are ofteot merely involuntarily beneficiaries of
state action but ‘welcoming beneficiaries’; thatidile they have little choice in receiving
the benefits of their state’s acts, they often kingly and willingly accept therfi’ The
fact of benefit alone does not create moral respditg since moral responsibility
requires agency in the harm or wrong committeor is benefit a necessary condition to
be held responsible: a harmful demand could be dbase misinformation about what
benefit might accrue or based on prejudice rathen in pursuit of a benefit. We might
think some views on immigration are like this: o#ins make demands for exceptionally
stringent immigration control on the grounds thHa economy, and so they, will benefit
with fewer immigrants. This is not actually, in masises, correct, yet if the immigration
policy that was implemented were unjust, citizemaidd remain implicated despite failing
to receive the desired benéfitThe fact of benefit adds weight to the claim tbitizens
influence the state. It highlights that it is naiways) benign, unwitting, or inevitable
influence. Citizens have a vested interest in thigte’s actions in the international sphere,
which gives us good reason to pay careful attentmmvays this influence allows or
encourages injustice. Lastly, | argued that citizefliberal western democracies are in a

unique position of accountability. Given this plaged position, we have greater reason to

24 Avia Pasternak, “Voluntary Benefits from WrongdgihJournal of Applied Philosophgl, no. 4 (2014):
387.

25 While benefit cannot alone ground moral respotisibit can ground remedial responsibility (se®.4.3).
For a more comprehensive discussion on this questsee Daniel Butt, “On Benefiting from Injustite,
Canadian Journal of PhilosopI8i7, no. 1 (2007): 129-52.

% Consider, for example, the recent University Qgélé ondon based research that found that immigrants
(particularly from within the EU) made a positivetrtontribution to the UK’s economy. Christian Duann
and Tommaso Frattini, “The Fiscal Effects of Imnaitgon to the UK, The Economic Journdl24, no. 580
(2014): 593-643.
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hold them responsible. In our discussions of mdudies, this kind of situational claim is
not unusual: we think that the person who is wakon the beach when a child is
drowning has a duty to rescue the child that afsEsuse of her proximity, and we think
this duty will continue to arise even if she happémbe in a similar situation a number of
times, and even if her friend has never had to beahn a burden. In fact, this person, after
repeatedly having to save the drowning child, sticag able to reasonably foresee the
dangers and so we might expect her tartmee prepared and willing to help, and further
we might expect her to not only ensure that sheueshe child but put measures in place
to reduce the risk of the child getting into thituation. While this scenario may not
distribute responsibility as equally as we mighéfer, the importance of the duty to

preserve a life where possible outweighs thesescost

At this point we might wonder how this view diffdr®m Pogge’s famous contention that
citizens of developed states are ‘guilty of thegésmt crime against humanity ever
committed, the death toll of which exceeds, evegeeky that of the recent tsunami and,
every three years, that of World War 11, the coriaion camps and gulags includedOr
indeed, Iris Marion Young’s claim that it is indilial citizens’ often harmless actions that
together combine to create and support the sodraktares that perpetuate global
injustice, and as such citizens should be heldoresiple2 The view presented here shares
Young's emphasis on citizens’ influence in the pémting of injustices through informal
channels such as their consumer choices. Her arguimechiefly however about how
citizens’ actions, independent of their state, uefice global structures. Young

acknowledges that there is a space for pressutaitg and international institutions to act

%" Thomas Pogge, “Severe Poverty as a Human Rigllatitn,” in Freedom from Poverty as a Human
Right, ed. Thomas Pogge (Oxford: Oxford University Pre§7), 53.

28 |ris Marion YoungResponsibility for JusticeNew York; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 20195,
142.
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to transform unjust structural processeShe notes however that such institutions are
often aligned to the powerful and fail to transforamd so turns her attention chiefly to
individual action. My view differs from Young’s theboth in having a more narrow focus
on our duties as citizens, not persons, and irripring the reform of states’ policies. At a
theoretical level, there is good reason for thigpeasis: our commitment to democracy
suggests that states ought to be responsive tocitizens, and where they are not, citizens
ought to work toward this kind of responsivenessilé&/it may be true that some states
fail to reform because of their alignment with thewerful, this is a problem that this
account seeks to address rather than concedepratacal level, the recommendations are
similar, at least insofar as both accounts sugdstcitizens ought to be reflective about
their consumer purchases and the ways in which gations interact with others. Here,
we have an additional reason for this: states awedul agents in the creation and
perpetuation of these unjust global structures sm@ve should do our share to influence
them to create more, rather than less, just stresturhere are other important ways in
which the view presented here differs from Youngtount of the ‘social-connection
model’. Most importantly, Young argues that citigzehave a shared, forward-looking
political responsibility rather than, as | suggdstward-looking collective duties, and
backward-looking collective moral responsibility.eWWill return to this disagreement in

section 5.4.1.

Pogge, on the other hand, justifies his claim tzen responsibility for global injustice on
the grounds that ‘these governments are electedsbyesponsive to our interests and

preferences, acting in our name and in ways thagfiteus.% Overall, it is clear that the

29 i
Ibid., 152.
30 poggeWorld Poverty and Human Right€osmopolitan Responsibilities and Reforii.
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views differ insofar as Part | has laid out a mexéensive set of state duties than Pogge’s
principle of non-harm. The matter of citizen resgibility is less clear. It appears that the
main argumenthe presents is a refutation of the claim that ei& of developed states
deserve their wealth, rather than an argument fiendehis claim that they are implicated
in the acts of their government. According to Pqoggézens in developed democracies
deny that their wealth is harmfully acquired; theyld that they are morally entitled to
their eighty-one per cent of the global productpitesthree times as many people being
‘mired in severe poverty”* For Pogge, it is the magnitude of the wrongs esm to do
much of the work in grounding citizen responsigiliCitizens are responsible because
their states have the potential to prevent these wirongs and are acting in ways that
allow or encourage them. The arguments presentszl hee not then in opposition to
Pogge’s work but build onto it, and importantlyl @ theoretical gap. As we have seen
throughout this thesis, grounding the moral resjmality of citizens is not straightforward.
States are powerful actors that are capable oh@atutside of their citizens’ will or
preferences and individual citizens alone are wnéblinfluence state action. As a result,
we need an account of how citizens are guilty ekéhgrave injustices, and further, what

the consequence of this moral responsibility igs Ththe account set out here.

In summary, citizens influence state action agaenbsackground of three important facts:
(i) they endorse a system of governance that tbklstate as a representative of their will,
which in turn, (ii) puts them in a unique positimhold the state accountable. Not only
then do they have particular power to influence dtae, but (iii) they also benefit from
state actions and so have a vested interest imirgiethem in their favour. Recall that

citizens are under a collective duty to hold trstaite accountable in two ways: to ensure it

31 Thomas Pogge, “World Poverty and Human RigHEstiics & International Affairsl9, no. 1 (2012): 2.
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pursues their interests justly, and to ensure litlduts duties as an equal agent in the
global sphere. So, insofar as the state acts Wpniizens are failing their duty to ensure
that the state that acts in their name acts jugty.there are many ways in which the state
can act unjustly that are not clearly in the powkcitizens. The international sphere is
complex and it is not always clear which decisioifl lgad to the most justice or, will
result in equality in negotiation. In many casd®réfore, there is no moral wrong but
there is a harm that ought to be rectified or camspéeed. Here, citizens are not morally
responsible but have a duty to bear the burdetisegbractice of which they are a part and
so may have to contribute to a scheme of repamtigpt, in many of the cases | have
described, we see citizens not only failing to prévthe state from acting unjustly, or
being unable to influence or determine the coremrse of action, but through their
collective outcomes influencing the state to agustty and benefiting from this injustice.
When we consider individual citizens, this claimess implausible, but through a
collective lens, it becomes apparent that citizanis collective are influencing the state

and so should be held collectively morally respolesi

5.3 Rogue Acts

Every citizen has examples of when their statedaeigainst their express wishes and
against their individual interests. It can be hainérefore to accept that citizens are
somehow implicated in these actions. We shouldllréieat the focus of this argument is

on liberal western democracies, and so statesateatot representative of their citizens at
all or only minimally, are not our focus. Insteage focus here on particular rogue acts:
specific actions or areas of policy where a stagears to be acting independently of the
collective of citizens it represents. Regardlessaadftates’ democratic nature, there are

times when individuals in powerful positions in tete will act to enhance their own
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personal interests and not those of citizens. A#tevely, the interests of the state may
grow to overshadow the interests of its membergidiEns may be made with the aim of
creating the strongest economy or establishing dange in scientific research, a quest
that may begin with citizen interests but grow &rhotivated by competition, prestige, or
greed. In addition, there are multiple powerfulld@s seeking to influence state action:

consider big business, religious organizationsawd unions.

There are two senses in which we could considegate’s act to be rogue. On the one
hand, we may be considering acts that are illegi@nthat is, acts that are not within the
realm of what states are authorized to do, anduel, sitizens would not be held even
outcome responsible for these acts. These actot@enreasonably interpreted as either
the state fulfilling its function in protecting thrsic needs and interests of citizens or as a
fulfilment of the state’s duties of justice in tgbal realm. Consider a government actor
or department accepting a bribe from a large capmn to allow (or turn a blind eye
toward) a certain unjust trade arrangement, oate shat disregards the result of a legally

binding popular referendum.

On the other hand, the cases we are more concevtiecere, are rogue in the second
sense. In these cases, citizens may be outcomensafe by virtue of their participation

in the practice of the state but are not moralgpamsible. This kind of rogue act is likely
to have at least one or, most likely, a combinatibthe following features: (i) the act is
not a reasonable interpretation of citizens’ dersar{d) citizens could not reasonably
foresee that their state was going to act (or waently acting) in this way, (iii) citizens

did not have access to sufficient relevant (oratdé) information in order to be able to

reasonably reflect upon their influence. Considease where a state’s secret technology
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development expands its surveillance capacity lmwvafor a new form of extensive and
intrusive collection of personal data. Citizens makrong demands for national security,
but if citizens are not aware that such surveikaiscpossible, citizens cannot be expected

to be aware that their demands may result in thisy

It would not be sufficient, however, to claim traat act was rogue simply because it was
unpopular. States often have to make unpopulacyaecisions. In cases where states
ostensibly act against public opinion, we wouldcheeassess whether it was a reasonable
interpretation of the demands of citizens, andteelly whether citizens could reasonably
foresee that their demands could require this\&ttile public opinion may be against a
certain decision, citizens may be pressuring tlaestoward this decision by strong
demands for a particular outcome (see s.4.5.1)si@en for example, strong demands to
prevent terrorists entering liberal western demaesa balanced against public opinion

against intensive airport security measures.

The argument for collective moral responsibilitgtseon citizens’ collective influence on
state action. As such, where other special intel@sbies or other states decisively
influence state action, citizens will not be calieely morally responsible. In reality,
citizens are likely to share in responsibility withese other actors. It is likely, for
example, that a state’s refugee policy is shaped bgmbination of its citizens’ collective
demands, international law, NGO lobbies, and agesdsn with neighbouring states.
Citizens’ responsibility, then, is a matter of dsgrand extends only so far as states’

actions can be seen to reflect the influence txeyte
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We should however also note that citizens whoseodegtiic state engages in rogue acts
may not be expressly responsible for those unjots, dut they are still responsible for
having a state that they are not holding accouetall this is done through wilful
negligence or outright encouragement (a publicalisge about how the state is the state
and it should ‘do what it needs to’, for examplegr that can ground collective moral
responsibility even where the specific acts werady out of citizens’ control. The
responsibility is not for the acts it has done tmutmaintaining a state that one does not
hold accountable. Citizens might fail to hold thetate accountable for many morally
neutral reasons, such as a failure to efficienthoinate the collective action required or
to identify the most just course of action in a pbex issue. In these cases citizens as a
collective may have to bear the burdens of theited actions but would not be held
morally culpable. They may, however, be held (asiepartly) accountable for allowing
their state to remain corrupt, or allowing partaulobbies to develop inordinate power,

removing citizen ability to meaningfully shape stadehaviour.

So, a state that engages in rogue acts does ribtegponsibility onto its citizens for its
acts of injustice, but citizens do not come awae fof responsibility. When governments
are failing to represent the views or interestsheir electorate, citizens’ commitment to
democracy should motivate attempts to rectify thikier than to allow the responsibility
gap to deepen. A principled belief in democracyi@lvimany citizens of western liberal
democracies claim to hold) is inconsistent withameeptance or apathy in the face of a
failing democracy. Indeed, allowing your stategmain ‘rogue’ is in a sense to legitimize
injustice given our current statist global enviramh In the current global system the state
has privileged status as a recognized entity reptesy a collective of citizens. When it

acts, it acts in light of this status and so allogvit do so without regulation is to recklessly
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grant this privileged status that allows statemtwe freely perpetrate injustice. The duty
therefore falls upon citizens to work toward a mogsponsive state, for their own good
and for those whom their state affects. In thissegithe accountability argument plays a
particularly important role; regardless of the attways in which they influence state
actions, citizens are in a unique position to aandr powerful actor and their capability

grounds a responsibility to do so, given the ingesat stake.

In the introduction to the thesis | claimed thatwias likely that only liberal western
democracies would meet the conditions set outif@en responsibility. As such, while |
did not rule out the arguments being applied to-western or illiberal states, the thesis
focuses on liberal western democracies. It is wadlsing briefly to re-examine this
claim. As we set out in section 4.2.3, the argusiealy on a robust sense of democratic
representation in order to ground the collectivéieduof citizens. It is not sufficient to
have only formal democratic mechanisms if they @aoé functioning in a way that is
responsive to the citizens’ will. Many states taeg formally democratic may fall short of
this kind of democratic representation because asfuption, incompetence, or weak
institutions. In addition, the responsibility isognded, in part, not just in being a
democracy but buying into the concept of democrdbgt is, of promoting it as a
fundamental guiding principle of your and otherslifical life. Citizens of some new or

semi-democratic states may not have this kind ofradment to democratic principles.

Democracies outside of the west are also likelyietd less power on the global stage. As
such, they are less likely to contribute to injosstin the global realm, as they are more
often ‘rule-takers’ in global institutions than edanakers. In addition, participation in these

global institutions and practices can, and doetgnoplace serious limits on their own
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foreign and domestic polici€dlf states are less able to act freely in the dlo&alm, then
the accountability claim begins to weaken. Whilkizens remain in a position to hold their
state accountable, the numerous competing pressortee state are likely to overshadow
this democratic commitment to their citizens. Wiodizens are not in a position to hold
their state accountable becauseexternalpressure, we have fewer grounds to hold them
responsible. We might think that all states (retgmsl of how powerful they are) are
subject to external pressure from other statespamgbrful non-state actors. In part, this is
an accurate description of the current global emvirent. As we set out in Part |, states are
engaged in multiple overlapping practices that @legstrictions on their behaviour. Yet,
more powerful states have the ability to shapeetipeactices that less powerful states lack.
As the ‘rule-makers’, it is within the power of &lal western states to work toward a
global environment with less opportunity for (urfjusxternal pressure. Insofar as they do
experience external pressure, these provide coasioles (in balance with other factors)
in how to act rather than being decisive considematas in the case in many developing
states. Consider, for example, many young demasacindergoing IMF structural
adjustment programmes during the 1980s or, indeedt recently, the external pressures

Greece has faced within the EU.

5.4 What does this Mean for the Collective?
| have emphasized that citizens’ moral respongyjbilelongs to the collective and not the

individual. But what then does that really do? Wisahe value in deeming a collective to
be morally responsible? In Chapter 4 | argued twllectives can be held morally
responsible. Here we address what it means focdhective to be held responsible in this

way. | will consider the consequences of moral easpbility under three broad categories:

32 aborde and Ronzoni, “What Is a Free State? Régarbinternationalism and Globalisation.”
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section 5.4.1 moral standing; section 5.4.2 howmight treat the morally culpable; and
section 5.4.3 what the morally culpable might belama duty to do in light of their

responsibility.

5.4.1 Moral Standing

One consequence of collective moral responsibiktythat the moral standing of the
collective will be appraised: that is, the collgetiwill either be deemed praise- or
blameworthy. Given the context of the discussiorhamnd, | will refer chiefly to the
possibility of blame. The assigning of collectivenal responsibility enables us to more
accurately describe where responsibility lies i World. This is valuable in a context of
large collectives where individuals have minimakgomal impact yet together inflict
significant injustice. This appraisal might be mditem a third party perspective (perhaps
by a political theorist, an international NGO, aiganization such as the UN), or the
victims of the injustice, or indeed, perhaps madptully, by the collective themselves.
This collective blame is also valuable as it assiggency to acts of injustice. It is
important for victims of injustice to be able teedify responsible parties rather than to be
sent the message that there is no one responibtetheir plight is inevitable. One might
think that there is no reason why identifying th@nbeworthy party is valuable outside of
the value of exacting redress. Yet, we should ndevestimate the psychological value of
being able to appropriately channel our emotionsstMmportantly in order to prevent
self-blame often experienced by victims of injusti®Vhile there will be complicated and
overlapping agents responsible for most injusticetentifying these channels of
responsibility begins to clear a path for recogmitiof human agency in much of the

injustice experienced globally.
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We might, however, have some worries about the adeallectiveblame.Firstly, it could

be argued that collective blame is just not a megnl concept, especially when we
consider its related emotional response of gudcdddly, we might feel wary that blame
will trickle down onto individuals who didn’t haweal agency in determining the action,
and thirdly, collective blame can descend into ldestinging which is counter-productive

in the pursuit of justice. | will consider eachtbése concerns in turn.

i.  The Concept of Collective Blame

Some acts are by their nature collective but adésmsto warrant praise or blame: consider
fundraising for HIV/AIDS research or genocide perged against a minority ethnic
group?’3 If one gives money to HIV/AIDS research by onestiis is a donation and not
fundraising. If one murders based on ideals of ietlefeansing, this is murder but not
genocide. There is however something distinct abuege actions when they are a part of
a collective action. The aims are shared and the ae performed in light of these
overlapping intentions. They are not necessarilyamo less praise- or blame-worthy, but
the distinguishing fact should be taken into therah@alculus if we wish to allocate
responsibility accurately: these acts were a plasome larger, morally praise- or blame-
worthy act. My £5 donation to charity is not ne@eg more valuable or praiseworthy as
a part of a collective fundraising effort. Yet thas a difference between the two acts, and
that difference lies in the collective nature oé taction. When we fail to consider the
collective aspect of the act we do not evaluatesituation fully as we miss the morality of
the larger act of which these acts were a parthéncase of fundraising perhaps there is
little difference between our assessment of theviiddal and collective acts. In other cases

we have discussed (s.4.4.2), the collective amioisally salient in a way that the individual

% Tracy Isaacs, “Collective Moral Responsibility aBdllective Intention,Midwest Studies in Philosophy
30, no. 1 (2006): 64.
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act is not. As a stand-alone act, a racial sluepsehensible, but a racial slur as a part of a
co-ordinated campaign to encourage genocide iswat further condemnation. It is not
just that the consequences are worse, but thatdhewas performed in light of a different,
collective aim, or, as | have argued in section #.4vas performed with the knowledge
that it will interact with others’ actions to creaa different, collective outcome. | have
argued that citizens together create collectiveauts. Often we are unable to assign
blame to particular individuals as the act is iimglly collective. But we fail to fully assess
the moral landscape when we do not appraise thegelar and expected collective

outcomes.

If collectives can be blamed, does this mean waellshdescribe them as guilty? In our
everyday language we often associate the idea if with moral responsibility and
blame. This concept of guilt can be used to deschibing perceived as guilty, being
guilty, or feeling guilty. That is, the word guiis used synonymously with moral
responsibility insofar as it can describe an olbjectact of being morally culpable. But it
is also often used to describe a feeling. One eahduilty even when one is not actually
guilty and conversely many people are objectiveliftyg but do not experience feelings of
guilt. These usages blur our intuitions about able guilt. We are, rightly | suggest,
wary of assigning feelings to collectives becaudmy tare just not the kind of agents that
can have feelings. They can however, or so | hageea, be the kind of agents that are
morally responsible for their acts. In this seriedye blameworthy or guilty is one and the
same, and describes a moral status in regardpaotiaular act or event. It is a judgment,
either by others or oneself, on one’s involvemenian outcome. The collective itself

cannot however feel guilty in the sense we ofterilas to wrongdoers. Individuals who
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are a part of a blameworthy collective perhaps magipropriately feel guilty, but we will

turn to that issue in section 6.1.1.

ii.  Implicating Individuals

We should not be concerned that citizens will er#worthy for acts that they had little
or no real control over because this moral resditgi belongs to the collective, and not
to individual citizens. Individuals are a part otallective that is morally responsible but
are not individually morally responsible for thetsaof their state. When we assess the
moral standing of an individual, the fact of themembership in a morally responsible
collective will be taken into account. To be sufer individuals, this collective
responsibility will not carry the same weight adiwidual moral responsibility, but it will
contribute to our understanding of an individuat®ral standing. The implications of
being an individual who is collectively to blamellwbe discussed in Chapter 6. Most
significantly, individuals will have an individualuty to contribute to their collective
duties and failure to fulfil these individual dwiemay result in individual moral
responsibility. We should not however be concernledt individuals will be held
personally morally accountable for the acts of rttallective; both the duty and the

responsibility belong to the collective.

iii.  Blame-slinging
Young objects to moral responsibility on the grositidat the language of blame can be
both ‘inappropriate and unproductive’ and is ofterimated by resentmet{tShe argues

that when one starts to assign blame it tends eéosawplify the issue, casting blame on the

34 yYoung, Responsibility for Justicel 16.
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more powerful wrongdoers and allowing many who dbote to elude any
responsibilityg.5 In addition, where blame is ascribed it usuallguits in defensiveness and
an unproductive process of attempting to shift lgdamto others. Instead, Young argues in
favour of political responsibility grounded in imttiual contribution to the structural social
processes that produce injustice. This responyibgi forward-looking and a failure to
fulfil it does not result in blame. She argues: ‘who share responsibility ought to take
action, but it is up to us to decide what is reatda for us to do, given our abilities and
our particular circumstances. | have argued abbaewe should not be blamed or found
at fault for the injustice we contribute to, and st®uld not be blamed or found at fault for
what we do to try to rectify injustice, even if e not succeed® Young argues that ‘we
can and should beriticized for not taking action, not taking enough actioaking
ineffective action, or taking action that is coupteductive.?” And in fact, we have a
‘right and obligation to criticize the others witthom we share responsibility¥'Instead

of blaming the powerful who perpetuate unjust gtress, we should hold them publicly to
account. In this way, Young argues they can sonestifbe pressured and shamed to do

something different or step out of the way.’

Blame can provoke the sorts of responses that wéong but it is not clear that they will
necessarily follow, nor indeed, how criticizing astiaming won’t encounter similar
worries. In the case discussed here, there are fartws that mitigate Young's kind of
concerns. Firstly, blame belongs to the collectizeitizens and so is less likely to produce

the resentment and defensiveness that normallytsefsam a situation where one feels

35 |hid.
3¢ |hid., 144.
%7 |bid., 145.
38 |hid.
%9 bid., 150.
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singled out for blame. Similarly, the collectivetume of the blame makes it is less likely to
become a web of blame-slinging. To be sure, thexg be cases where the collectives of
different states will contest where blame lies foparticular injustice. Yet, this is not
necessarily a negative: in the face of severe gloipastice, confronting and reflecting
upon blame may prove a healthy incentive to aathdfes ‘blame-slinging’ is a necessary
step in the process of beginning to accept respiitifor injustice. Facing moral
criticism and blame is often the cost involved egimning the process of change in the
direction of justice. We should not, therefore, simay from the sometimes unsettling and
uncomfortable feelings they may evoke. Some resporidame defensively, or attempt to
elude it by casting it onto others, but this is tiw appropriate response to well-founded
blame. While we may then have strategic reasonsrsider when and how we cast blame
on others, this should not affect our discussiowleéther theyare to blame. Young writes
of blame as if it is merely a tool used to expressentment. While it can take on this
expressive form, blame is importantly a part of tvihaneans to be morally responsible.
We have good reason, then, to heed Young's warniigs) we decide how to speak of,

and treat, those who are to blame, but not whedeg&le who is to blame.

5.4.2 Collective Punishment and Attitudes of Disitru

A second set of possible consequences of morabmegplity is grounded in how others
could permissibly treat the responsible collectiioral responsibility can evoke a
multitude of responses. Here we will consider raesps, namely punishment and attitudes
of mistrust, which are permissible in the individaantext and consider them in the case

of collective moral responsibility.
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i.  Collective Punishment
The most controversial claim is that we might phrascollective. Stilz argues that moral
responsibility for citizens opens the door to tlesgbility of legitimizing terrorist claims
that ‘ordinary citizens of a democracy are appatertargets of punishment or repriséfs.’
There are at least three ways in which we mightiteethis claim. Firstly, one can be
blamed for something without being punished forAtknowledging that a person is
morally responsible does not bind you to the vibat they ought to be punished. We can
consistently hold that citizens of the US are migrag¢sponsible for their government’s
policy in the Middle East and condemn the 9/11ckdaSecondly, even if one did believe,
for example, that the citizens of the US did desepunishment, the 9/11 attacks (and
similar) could be condemned based on a view thatispment should not be
disproportionate, or beyond a certain level of hdrastly, we could believe punishment is
deserved but should not be exacted on the groumatsittis more important to forgive
someone or for other instrumental reasons. You tigimk, for example, punishment
would create resentment that would undermine theradvaim of improving relations
between two collectives. There are therefore tlv@esiderations when an agent is held
morally responsible: whether punishment is desertiedv harsh this punishment should
be, and whether one ought to exact it. These ceraidns count against the legitimization

of terrorist acts against civilians on the grounfisitizens’ moral responsibility.

But we might still worry that it opens the doorttat kind of thinking. And indeed, we
might be concerned about the permission of every veodest forms of collective
punishment. Punishment is an addition to otherifremtory duties the perpetrator might

have since it seeks to reform or express blamehemeérpetrating collective rather than

40 stilz, “Collective Responsibility and the State(s.
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rehabilitate or compensate the victim. Some forrhgalitical sanctions, for example,
already appear to be a kind of punishment on dolies (even though this is not always
their intention). Consider travel bans on citizemsexclusion from international sporting
competitions. Would collective moral responsibiliggitimize this kind of social sanction
on a collective? Our discussion of agency in sacli®.2 has already taken us some way
to answering this question. The collective agentygitizens is not agency to the same
degree as the agency of an individual adult or rparate agent and so we should hold
citizens as a collective responsihip to a point We may find that this point always lies
before collective punishment. We cannot, howevec)ugle the possibility of collective
punishment in cases where it is clear that citizenge acted as a collective to bring about
a particularly harmful outcome, and that punishmienikely to decrease the chance of
repetition of such an act. Consider citizens whgetber legitimize a policy (through a
referendum, for example) that discriminates aggesiple of colour. Perhaps it authorizes
private companies to refuse people of colour servit we had reason to believe that
punishment was likely to encourage a change to poiicy or prevent further such
policies, it may be appropriate to punish the atile. The appropriate form of
punishment would depend on the citizenry in questimt could include sporting or
cultural boycotts or travel restrictions. Such sagkcollective punishment would be a rare
exception rather than the norm, and would alwaysknbiged given the collective nature of
the agent. The costs of punishment on the collestid often have to borne by individual
citizens, and as such, the impact on individuateits would serve as a limit to the kinds

of appropriate collective punishment (see 6.412).

41 For a detailed discussion on this, see Avia PaakerThe Distributive Effect of Collective Punisient,”
in Accountability for Collective Wrongdoingd. Tracey Isaacs and Richard Vernon (CambriGgenbridge
Univeristy Press, 2011), 210-30.
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ii. Being Treated as Less Trustworthy
When citizens as a collective are held collectivelgponsible for injustice, other citizens
may respond by treating the state of that colleckdss favourably. It might be considered
untrustworthy in negotiation or even the less faable choice of trading partner when all
else is equal. We might be worried that this haslar tendencies to blame—slinging and
could result in widespread and unfounded mistreatrbetween states. Yet, if a state is
constantly not respecting the requirements ofgast its trade negotiations, then it seems
justified that it is held to be a less favouralbale partner. It is not then justified, however,
to treat them as less favourable sporting compstito collaborators in climate change
negotiations. We might have good reason to leasm fexperience in certain kinds of
interactions, but we do not have grounds to unalems this experience to ground a
universal mistrust of a state. That being said{ fike in the interpersonal case, agents
ought to be given the chance to redeem their répataeven in the specific area of their

injustice; one unjust act does not warrant perpetustrust.

5.4.3 Apology and Remedial Duties

Thus far we have considered a collective’s momahding and how we might treat them in
light of their responsibility. Finally, we shouldx@mine what we could require of

responsible collectives and what collective duties responsibility could ground. | argue

here that this responsibility can ground a dutgpologize and other remedial duties. Let

us discuss these in more detail.
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i.  The Demand for Apology
A morally responsible collective could legitimatddg called upon to offer an apology for
their action. This apology could be offered throdgimal channels, such as a member of
government speaking on behalf of the polity. Fgilthis governmental support, citizens
could also collectively apologize through a colleetattitude of remorse and apology:
perhaps reflecting upon and offering apology thiotige media or collecting signatories to
a petition citing their apology. An apology ackneddes the experience of those who
have suffered injustice. While it does not reciifjustice, there is value for victims of
injustice in having their plight recognized for timustice it is. Apology serves as a form
of social recognition, that is, it acknowledgest ttise who have been harmed are social
equals and should have been treated as such. iltwe feo do so warrants an apology.
Political apology is not always viewed as effected can be viewed as a political
strategy to avoid the more pressing task of reatfyhe injustice. | maintain however that
offered in tandem with rectification or compensati@pology has an important role to
play in maintaining social relations and ensuritigttcompensation is viewed as a
rectification for injustice, not as a political &tegy to silence complaints or a hand out to a

struggling staté?

ii.  The Demand for Rectification or Compensation
Lastly, and perhaps most significantly, collectiweoral responsibility can ground a
remedial duty to rectify the injustice. There an tdifferent circumstances of remedial
responsibility: in some cases, the rectification ipfustice is what is due and is

symbolically important but not necessarily urgenteible to make a significant difference

“2 For more discussions on political apology, seek\Gibney et al, edsIze The Age of Apology: Facing
Up to the Pas{Philadelphia, University of Pennsylvania Pre€$8).
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to the well-being of the wronged party. The retofrartefacts to their country of origin
might be like this. The object should be returnegamatter of justice but it is not needed
urgently in order to prevent further injustice. \I¢hihe continued absence of a historically
significant artefact is a continued injustice, @ed not continue to allow further injustice to
occur in the way the continued imposition of anushjpolicy might, for example. In other
cases, injustice is either so severe or actednideta with already unjust situations such
that the remedial responsibility is chiefly to ‘pilie situation right’, to remove injustice
from the current situation. This kind of injustican exist without a morally responsible
agent: consider a situation where a community lsaaceess to even the most basic human
necessities as a result of a natural disastehdriitst case, moral responsibility can do all
the work in grounding responsibility (as could aute responsibility in some cases). In
the second case, as Miller argues, the urgenchetclaim makes it more important to
fulfil the claim than to ensure the most desenaggnt fulfils it. And furthermore, in some
cases there will not be such an agent. For Mibeen where there is clearly a morally
responsible party, other factors such as outcomsgoresibility, capacity, community and
benefit can play a role in determining the respaesparty®® | agree with Miller that
capacity, community and benefit can play a rolayiounding a remedial responsibility.
Yet we should only turn to these options if it lear that there is no morally responsible
party or the morally responsible party is not abiewilling to perform the task in the
required time. The connection model underplaysvee of, where possible, ascribing
responsibility to those who are (most) responsibiénjustice®® It does, however, provide
a good model for picking up the slack in cases wiikere is a morally responsible party

who does not fulfil its remedial duties. It alsdasé us an account of how to deal with

“3 Miller, National Responsibility and Global Justjc0-104.

4 While Miller does acknowledge the weight of maméponsibility in some cases, where all six factoes
in play, he argues that we will ‘have to rely ornr antuitions about the relative importance of diéfet
sources of connection.’ Ibid., 105-107.
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historical injustice; on the view presented in tiigsis, current citizens will not lmeorally
responsible for injustices their state committegbi@vious generations, but only the ways
in which they allow or encourage the perpetuatibthese injustices. Citizens can be held
liable for the burdens of their state, however, aodcan be called upon to contribute to
remedial duties that their state owes, groundets irelationship to the injustices: this may
be a causal link, a case of outcome responsibility,benefit from the injustice, its

capacity, or community ti€'s.

This collective moral responsibility will ground ree remedial duties of both varieties.
Where a state has acquired land, resources or geitlisut informed consent, a duty to
return or compensate will fall on citizens as demtive. In addition, involvement in unjust
negotiations or trade may require collectives totacectify this harm: perhaps to agree to
special advantages in negotiation or special dsgt@ns in certain areas of regulations.
These remedial duties are in addition to the basetollective duty to hold their state
accountable. This moral responsibility not onlywgrds specific remedial duties but also
helps to specify this accountability duty, to hight where state action is in need of being

held accountable or where an area of priority shbel.

At this point, we might be tempted to ask why ictfave need thisnoral responsibility.
Indeed, | have conceded that there can be othemdsofor these remedial duties, and
others have made convincing cases for the remeelgonsibilities of citizen®. If what
we are interested in is remedying injustice, do meed this extra case for moral

responsibility? This moral responsibility serves smportant purpose in grounding

“5 For a comprehensive discussion on rectifying hisabinjustice, see ButRectifying International
Injustice: Principles of Compensation and Restitatbetween Nations

46 see, for example, MilleNational Responsibility and Global Justjc®tilz, “Collective Responsibility and
the State.”
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remedial responsibility but that is not its solergmse. In fact, the ascription of moral
responsibility is not a purely instrumental pursudne way it adds to remedial
responsibility is that it motivates citizens to patrticipate in the injustice in the first place.
But it also, importantly, is the more accurate dgsion of where moral culpability lies.
We are concerned then not only with the admittguiBssing task of remedying injustice
but also with the broader project of assigning oesjbility where it is due, and limiting

the perpetration of injustice in the first place.

5.5 Conclusion
In this chapter | have sought to expand our idebgitizen responsibility through

considering citizens as a collective. As a collegtritizens in liberal western democracies
buy into the concept of democracy, they influertoe state, benefit from its actions, and
are in a unique position to hold it accountableave argued that these four features of
citizens of liberal western democracies ground Bective moral responsibility. This
collective responsibility has a number of implicats for the collective: the collective will
be morally appraised and so its moral standing Wl affected. It will be morally
blameworthy, but could not be expected to feeltguilshame given the collective nature
of its agency. We might treat the collective witistdist, or even in clear and extreme
situations punish it. Most commonly however, thdlemtive can be called upon to
apologize and rectify the injustice in which theywé participated. It is difficult to imagine
however, how the citizens as a collective mighfilfuhese collective duties without
individual citizens participating. Thus far, | haaeoided this discussion, arguing that it is
important to assess the collective’s role in ingesand its rectification. In the next chapter

we turn now to consider the implications of thisgensibility on individual citizens.
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CHAPTER 6. Specifying the Duties: The Individual Ctizen

Citizens as a collective can be held morally resga for the acts of their state. Where
the state acts unjustly, the collective is therefblameworthy and can be treated with
mistrust, required to apologize, to rectify theustjce and even bear (proportional)
punishment. It is inevitable, however, that indwad citizens will at times have to bear the
brunt of these responses. While the collectivehe responsible agent, citizens are the
enacting agents of the collective and so will biéedaupon to carry out resultant duties. In
this final chapter of Part I, 1 will tackle thissue of how individual citizens are implicated
in collective responsibility. How does it affecethmoral standing? And can we justify the
fact that individual citizens will have to contriieutoward the collective duties of repair?
In parallel to our discussion in Chapter 5, | vadinsider three categories of implications
for moral responsibility, or here, for being a pair collective that is morally responsible:
citizens’ moral standing, how we might treat indival citizens who are a part of the
responsible collective, and what duties they migave in light of this responsibility.
Section 6.2 will further elaborate on the key issfi€itizens’ individual duty to do their
share of the collective duty. Section 6.2.1 willeggnt a case for differentiated
contributions, 6.2.2 will address the complicatiamfishon-compliance and picking up the
slack and 6.2.3 will consider the implications afirdy or failing to do ‘your bit’ of the
collective duty. Section 6.3 will address the obats that this view may face. These are
considered under three broad questions: Is it temahding?; Is it fair? And, is it

undemocratic? Finally in section 6.4, | will condéu
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6.1 The Impact on the Individual

6.1.1 Moral Standing

What does it mean for an individual to be a mendfea morally responsible collective?
As | have emphasized throughout Part Il, it dogsmmean that the individual is personally
morally responsible. Yet, a citizen’s moral stagdwill reflect that they are a member of a
morally responsible collective. | have argued tha are missing important moral
descriptions of the world when we do not take @bile acts into account. Similarly, when
we fail to account for the ways individuals pagte in group harms (even in cases where
they do not make a meaningful difference to themawe fail to assess their moral
standing accurately. To be sure, we do not wardsitribe the same level of praise or
blame to an individual who participates in the timaof an unjust collective outcome as
we do to the individual who himself has individyatirought an injustice about. Our moral
assessment should reflect the different level ehag and intention behind the acts but we
should not allow this difference to preclude anyrah@scriptions at all. This impact on
individual moral standing will be true for all @éns regardless of their particular
behaviour within the collective. In some extremesass where citizens have actively
removed themselves from a position of influenceyttio not receive benefits of the state,
and do not endorse the democratic state, they roayba@ included in the responsible
collective. Other forms of political protest, suak boycotting, protesting or writing to
your MP, may influence the impact that the colletresponsibility has on you as an
individual (as discussed below) but it will not dge the fact of your membership in a
morally responsible collective. As such, your mosthnding will reflect this fact

regardless of your personal role in the injustice.
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| argued in section 5.4.1 that a collective careqgierience feelings of guilt or shame as
collectives are not the kind of agents that expeseemotions. Here, we consider whether
members of that collective then rightly experietizis guilt or shame. Before moving to
consider that question, there is a helpful distamcto be made between feelings of shame
and guilt. To feel guilt is to feel regret or setihdemnation about something that you
have done. To experience shame is to feel badlytalybo you are. A guilty person
wishes that they had acted differently whereas siramed person wishes they were a
different kind of persoh.An individual citizen might feel guilty about thmetollective’s
act, wishing that their collective had behavedeat#éhtly. Alternatively, someone might
feel ashamed of their collective because of hoacied, feeling that it reflects poorly on
the kind of collective it i.Throughout this section | will consider the pod#iibof both
shame and guilt on the premise that these feehmght instantiate differently depending
on the context of both the injustice and perpetgasitate. Although distinct responses, | do
not think that there is one or the other that isagls going to be a more appropriate

response to the kinds of injustices for which eitig are responsible.

Citizens may have feelings of guilt or shame far #tts of their collective. This is not
personal guilt but participation in shared guilt Wehat the collective has done. It is guilt or
shame experienced personally, but only in virtuemd’s membership of the responsible
collective® This individual feeling of collective guilt is @sse of condemnation for what
‘we have done’ rather that ‘what | have done.’sltpossible therefore to experience this

emotion even if you made no essential contributmrcreating the injustice. Its shared

! Brian Lickel et al., “Vicarious Shame and GuilGtoup Processes & Intergroup RelatioBsno. 2 (2005):
145.

2 For a more in depth discussion of this distincéonl the possible implications for our responses Lsckel
et al., “Vicarious Shame and Guilt.”

% For a related account of membership guilt, seegitat Gilbert, “Group Wrongs and Guilt FeelingSlie
Journal of Ethicsl, no. 1 (1997): 65-84.

195



nature also diminishes the weight of the emotiohilevit may appropriately motivate a
decision to act, or cause a sense of regret oyartecular act, it does not appropriately
evoke feelings of overall self-condemnation or skafrhisfeelingof guilt, while shared,
will not be equally felt: those who have activelyeapted to prevent the action might
appropriately feel little or no guilt, in contrastthe person who did nothing to stop the act
(and had the means to do this) or the person wtieejcencouraged it. Given that guilt
implies a wish to have acted differently, those vaipposed an action may not feel guilty
but may have lingering feelings of shame that tremlective had allowed such an
injustice to occur. Similarly, those who do not &athe ability to contribute to the
collective duty will not appropriately feel guiltyut may feel shame that they belong to a
collective that acts in this wéyGuilt, as a feeling, is not a finite thing to kigided up; we

do not have a finite amount of guilt that we havapportion between the members of the
collective. The appropriate feelings of guilt oraste are a feature of each citizen’s
particular relationship to the state. | have argtlet short of completely disowning the
state, citizens’ moral standing will reflect thesembership in a responsible collective. At
the level of appropriate emotional response, howdfie scope for nuance is much larger.
While we cannot dictate individuals’ emotional respes, we can reflect on what the
appropriate response ought to be. For some, it sespropriate to feel little guilt or
shame, if any at all. For others, their involvemaninfluencing the state and receiving
benefits may make it appropriate to expect therexjoerience guilt for their role in the
collective’s injustice. There are many of us whb ifa the middle of this spectrum: who
have in some way influenced and benefited fromstag’s injustice but not with specific

intention or to a significant degree. The argumentscollective moral responsibility

* As we will discuss in s.6.2, those who do not hdneerequired capacity to contribute to the coilectiuty
will not be under an obligation to do so.
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suggest that even those who fall into this middieugd should experience some feelings

of shared guilt or shame for the injustice thatrtb&te has committed.

6.1.2 Punishment and Attitudes of Mistrust

It seems clear that it is unwarranted to treatralividual citizen as untrustworthy merely
as a result of the acts of their collective. We mhifggel differently if there were just three
members of a collective but with a large scaleemie the final outcome is a product of
interactions of large numbers of individuals sormnbe indicative of an individual's
character. The more troubling question here is mdrenhdividuals can be punished in light
of the collective’s responsibility. Since the colige can be punished (s.5.4.2), it can
appear as if it will automatically result in indilials being punished. We may be
concerned then, that individual citizens who confet have changed or prevented the
unjust outcome alone, will be punished for it. lontrast, we may be concerned that

citizens are able to avoid punishment despite begagonsible for their collective’s acts.

It is helpful here to recall that the collectivetcames we are discussing are those whereby
individual acts are either innocent or less blam#iyothan the resultant collective act
(s.4.4.2). In some cases of collective action, wi weant to hold individuals morally
responsible and punish them. Consider the memberfiadhg squad. He might be equally
blameworthy for a situation where he knowingly sbog individual prisoner as when he
participated with his five fellow members in thedgp act of killing six prisoners (perhaps
they all randomly shot many bullets making it uaclevho specifically killed each
prisoner). In this case, we do not want the cdllechature of the harm to excuse the

member of the firing squad. Here, however, we amecerned with the punishment of
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citizens who could not individually make a meanuigfontribution to the unjust outcome,
but, who collectively have brought the unjust odliee outcome about. As such, | have
argued that while citizens as a collective are thoresponsible, individual citizens
should not be held individually morally responsibigimilarly, they should not be

individually punished for the collective’s acts.

To be sure, collective punishment will result irdividuals bearing the costf this
punishment but not the punishment itself. Individuas we have discussed throughout,
will have to bear the burdens of being a part of piniactice that has behaved unjustly. This
is not the same, however, as being punished. Rueishis a ‘device for the expression of
attitudes of resentment and indignation, and ofjjoeints of disapproval and reprobation.’
The expressive act of punishment will remain at twdlective level, even where
individuals may have to bear the actual costs ef punishment. This distinction is
illustrated in the more familiar case of a partaefamily of a prisoner bearing the costs of
a member of their family being imprisoned. They ao¢ punished themselves, nor is the
cost they bear intentionally imposed as a cosheat but they do nevertheless bear a cost
of the punishment imposed on their family membehil@/the fairness of this cost is often
guestioned, and can be taken into account in seinggnt would be wrong to describe it

aspunishment.

Individual citizens are not in the same positioriresconvict’'s family members: they have
participated in the collective injustice in a waany) convicts’ families have not. For this
reason, they are liable to possible feelings oft gui shame, demands for apology, and

remedial duties. Their lack of individual agencyttie action, however, precludes personal

® Joel Feinberg, “The Expressive Function of Punisiiyi Monist49, no. 3 (1965): 400.
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punishment. In addition, we should recall that jastwe may mitigate punishment for a
convict in light of the costs it imposes on theamily, collective punishment will be
limited in light of the individual burdens it campose, over and beyond the remedial

burdens citizens bear (s.5.4%2).

6.1.3 Apology and Remedial Duties

| argued in section 5.4.3 that victims of injusticeuld demand an apology from the
responsible collective. Could they demand apolagynfindividuals within the collective?
If individuals from the two groups — the victimsiofustice and the perpetrators — met at a
conference and started discussing the issue, wawdttim be entitled to demand an
apology from a perpetrator? In cases of severetigg it could be justified to demand an
apology from those who were a part of the collextiand so a part of the group that
influenced and benefited from injustice. Like oeelings of membership guilt, whether
we ought to personally apologize will depend on heg responded to the act in hand.
Those who were more actively aware and involveavbo benefited more, might have
more reason to apologize personally than othersiAimum individuals ought to express
support for the collective apology even where theg not personally required to
apologize. This might mean that in conversation maiers to ‘our apology’ or expresses

approval of the apology that was expressed thréoighal channels.

Lastly, | have suggested that the moral respoiiyibf collectives may play a role in
grounding collective duties to rectify the injusticHere we get to the heart of the way

collective moral responsibility impacts on indivawitizens. As an individual who is a

8 pasternak, “The Collective Responsibility of Dematic Publics,” 103.
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member of this responsible collective, | acquireirdividual duty to contribute to the
fulfilment of the collective’s responsibility an@ snay be called upon to contribute to the
collective duties to rectify the injustice. In tfidlowing section | will set out an account of

how this individual contribution works.

6.2 Determining your Bit

At the collective level assigning moral respongipiexpresses blame for citizens’ role in
their state’s injustice, and grounds duties toifigthis injustice. The individual duty arises
out of the fact that the collective now has respulitges they need to fulfil; acts that need
doing, and that require action from individual z#ihs who constitute the collective.
Similarly, citizens as a collective have a colleetduty to hold their state accountable,
both in pursuing their own interests within theitsnof justice and in fulfilling the duties
of justice their state has as an equal agent ingtbleal sphere. This collective duty of
accountability will require that individual citizeract in order to contribute to fulfilling
this collective duty. Here, | will discuss remedikities and accountability duties together
as the collective responsibilities and duties dizens. Both, here, are forward-looking
collective duties that fall to individual citizets fulfil. Remedial duties will often take the
form of reparations and so may require distincatireent to accountability duties that are

less clearly identifiable or enforceable. When thithe case | will deal with each in turn.

In order to understand how collective responsipitian ground an individual duty let us
consider the ‘Desert March ExampleThere are two groups traveling across a desert, th

Red group (ten thousand people) and the Blue gfonp hundred people). The Blue

" This example was first introduced by Johnatharnv&i@nd later used by Parfit and Kutz. | discuse he
Kutz's analysis of the example. Kutz, “The CollgetWork of Citizenship.”
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group is robbed of all of their water and requehtst the Red group provide water to
sustain them for the rest of the journey. The Rexl@ a spare empty water tank and each
member of the group is asked to contribute a samabunt (less than a third of an ounce)
to the tank. This small amount will not make a eliénce to their own survival, but
together with the other ten thousand in their growl provide enough water for the
hundred members of the Blues to sunfi\even though each Red’s contribution will not
alone have the desired effect of saving the lifehe Blue group members (or even one of
their lives), and an individual's refusal to cohtrie would not undermine the cause, we
still hold the members of the Red group to be urateindividual duty to contribute in
order to fulfil the collective duty of saving theds of the Blue group. No individual Red
has a duty to rescue the Blue group (as they ablero do so given the amount of water
they can sacrifice) but they are under a dutyawtribute to the fulfilment of the collective
duty to save the members of the Blue group. We would ko individual to be morally
culpable if they did not contribute to the collgetiproject of gathering enough water to
save members of the Blue group. Similarly, citizaresnot individually responsible for the
state’s acts yet as a member of the collective tae an individual duty to contribute to
the collective project of holding the state accabtd. Kutz describes a collective duty as
‘a shared claim on the agency of each [citizen] sgheatisfaction depends upon [their]
collaboration.® The claim is on the agency of the individual as #gent that has to act,
but only insofar as it is a part of the collecti@gent and only insofar as the collective

agent is acting’

® Ibid., 474.

? Ibid., 488.

9 This example illustrates how we might think ofiiridual’s role in a collective duty. It does nogwever,
answer all questions we might have here. In pdaicwe do not discuss here how each Red shoulith act
relations to their fellow Reds: what if none orymery few of the Reds contribute, does eachlsaille the
individual duty to contribute? We will return toighissue in s.6.2.2.
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6.2.1 Differentiated Individual Duties

Despite formal equality among citizens, many crizeare more able to influence
government policy than others. Those who are wiealtiften have more time available to
attend elections and local forums or to write ®irthepresentatives or the media. A higher
level of education, wealth, or status can alsaugrice the extent to which an individual's
opinions are taken seriously by government officith many contemporary democracies,
a CEO of a profitable corporation, the leader wfedl-attended religious organization, or a
member of a historically influential family are eft able to, and do, play a much larger
role in shaping government policy than the averteen. We might worry then that in
this view each citizen is expected to contributeghe fulfilment of collective duties yet
some are clearly more able to do so than othetk,iarthe case of remedial duties, some
have clearly influenced and benefited more fromittestice than others. | have argued
that all citizens are a part of a collective thais Icollective duties to hold the state
accountable and that can be held morally respanddy the state’s unjust acts. In this
way, citizens are akquallya part of the collective. As an individual, eactizein is only
individually morally responsible if they fail to dbeir bit toward these collective duties.
While each citizen is equally a member of a resjbdmscollective, the individual duties
that arise from this responsibility vary based ourfcriteria: i) their capacity to influence,
(ii) the effectiveness of their influence, and)(iineir actual influence over the injustice,

and (iv) benefit from injustice.

The effect of a citizen’s influence is dependentlugir capacity: their time, resources, and
knowledge. It is also dependent on the effectiveraégheir influence. This effectiveness
relies on a separate set of resources, those nagely related to power: wealth, status,

leadership within a sub-group, or popularity. Adyrate student could use some of her
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time and political knowledge to campaign on a darissue. She has some capacity, yet
her efforts are unlikely to match the outcome oé @hone call from the CEO &oke,
Nike or Nestle She does, however, have the ability (skills, tiraad information) to
participate that a single parent seeking employnmeight lack. Citizens often consider
effectiveness to be the only criterion to deternvitiether their effort is worthwhile. There
is an implicit mentality of ‘ought implies can’: dannot have a duty to hold the state
accountable if | cannot actually hold the stateoaotable. Yet given theollective
opportunities for citizens to influence, the basieel of capacity throughout the citizenry
is central to making use of collective power. Whitaur individual lack of effectiveness
may reduce, or change the nature of, ‘your bithef collective duty, it does not remove it
altogether. Instead, a citizen’s contribution is)\gidered in light of citizens’ collective

capacity to influence the state.

Effectiveness is not only based on power, it cao &k time- or context-dependent: a left-
leaning think-tank may have much more effectivenessfluence while Labour is in
power; a citizen might have endless capacity im$eof skill, resources, and time but hold
a view that is not currently accepted into publiscdurse (such as a fundamentalist
religious view); an ordinary citizen may be invalven some event or incident which,
throwing her into the limelight, gives her an ofgpoity to have her voice amplified on
that issue. Effective influence will often trackvper and wealth within society but they are
not the sole determining factors. A member of aaonor a large church might also gain a
bigger voice given the organized sub-collectivevaich they are a part. The organization

allows for the amplification of a view.That is, both that in speaking together a view is

1 Young, Responsibility for Justicel48.
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more likely to be heard, and that the organizatiatnnels make it more likely that

consensus will form and the action can be effebtigeganized.

In addition to the role that capacity and effeatiees play in determining our bit, the
extent to which an individual influenced or bergditfrom injustice can also affect her
share of the collective duty. We should recall ihaa specific case of injustice, if certain
individuals or groups can be identified as influegcthe injustice or directly benefiting
from it, this individual or group will directly beathe responsibility (whether it be
remedial, outcome or moral) for this injustice for their clearly identifiable part in it. If,
for example, the current imposition of internatibmatellectual property regulations is
deemed unjust, it would be plausible to hold somed pharmaceutical companies
individually responsible for their clear role inflirencing the content and enforcement of
these regulations. This responsibility would nat,this case, be mediated through the
actions of the state. In some cases, responsibiiight be shared between specific
individuals or groups and citizens as a collectilee cases we are concerned with here
are those where it is thepllective influence and benefit that grounds responsibiidy
citizens as a collective. That is, where it is possible to identify which specific actors
made the deciding contributions. It might, howe\ss possible to identify which citizens
or sub-groups of citizens have had more influehem tothers. While alone they could not
have made a difference to the outcome, they playdiyger role in bringing it about.
Consider the difference between the owner of a murobvintage cars who regularly goes
on long drives in her fuel-inefficient cars for hewn enjoyment and the owner of one
small car that is used to transport her childresctwool and herself to work. Neither makes
a decisive difference to permissive governmentgyotin the climate change and energy

issues surrounding car use. Yet, it is clear that luxury car owner makes a bigger
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difference to the collective influence on the sttel so may have to bear a bigger part of

the burden to rectify the (possibly) unjust goveemtpolicies.

It may also be possible to identify those individciéizens or sub-groups of citizens who
have benefited more from particular injustice orowim general, are in a position to enjoy
the benefits of the state’s unjust actions. Indhee of remedial duties, then, those who
have benefited more will have a larger share ofdbkective duty to put the situation
right. In addition, those in a position to recesystematic benefits from the state will have
a larger share of the tasks required to fulfil thallective duty to hold the state
accountable. Their privileged status places them osition to bear a bigger share of the
duty to hold the state accountable, not only beedlgy are likely to have more capacity
to influence, and more success in their influebce also because they have a bigger stake
in the state and its acts. Young endorses a siilaciple, holding privilege to be one of
the determining criteria of what your political pessibility might entail; Young argues
that the privileged, ‘as beneficiaries of the psecurrent structures] [...] have
responsibilities. Their being privileged usually ans, moreover, that they are able to

change their habits or make extra efforts witheritesing serious deprivations.

On the one hand, your share may be larger becdysmipability to discharge your share
more effectively. Our aim is to distribute the bemdof the collective duty equally rather
than the actual shares equally and so those whmare able and more effective will have
a bigger share. On the other hand, your share dmildrger because you enjoy a position
in society that makes you more likely to receive lenefits of state actions, and relatedly,

more likely to have a vested interest in ensurirggdtate’s actions benefit you. These sets

121bid., 147.
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of reasons will often, but not always, overlap. |Asave suggested, at times, the person
whose voice is most likely to heard is not the saméhe person with the most capacity or
privilege. A person’s voice can be effective beeatl®ey experience a brief moment of
fame (as the winner of an award or victim of amstice) or if they belong to a group that
effectively co-ordinates to express their intereitsaddition, some members of society
will enjoy a privileged status but not have muclpaxty to influence, perhaps because
they are elderly, or may enjoy a position thataslanger politically respected, such as an
unpopular aristocracy. Who counts as ‘privilegedwd vary between states, and would
rest particularly on the kind of injustice a stetenvolved in. Successful business owners
may be in a place of particular privilege in a et#tat contributes to the creation of
business-friendly international policies (such asimal international taxation or labour
regulations), whereas those in the agriculturatssemay enjoy more privilege in a state
that puts protectionist policies or subsidies fori@ulture alongside enforcing open trade
borders elsewhere. This kind of position of prigde could also be enjoyed by an
established church that enjoyed particular powersbsidy from the state or, in general,

by those in the social and economic upper classes.

Other things being equal, we should all share tirddns of our collective duties equally,

yet the same proportion of the collective burdell @reate vastly differing burdens on

individual citizens. In order to equalize the burdierefore, the actual acts or efforts
required from us will vary. In the case of repara$, this might require a graduated tax
scheme so, just like in domestic taxation, those ate more capable of contributing are
required to contribute more. Alternatively, it midgle appropriate to have special taxes on
certain goods or services to shift the burden dghtse who have more systematically

benefited from the states injustice. The activitre®lved in holding the state accountable
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are less clearly divisible or enforceable and sailitfall to citizens to determine how to
fulfil their own share; for some, this might invehmerely participating in elections, for
others, more active lobbying on certain issues. thesse individual duties, we have
expectations of citizens and hold them personatiyaity responsible where they fail to do
their bit, but we cannot enforce their participatim the way taxation for reparations

could?®

Note that this apportioning of the collective dsatis distinct from two other strategies
proposed in the current literature. It does notSephanie Collins suggests, apportion the
burden entirely according to the source of the dty Collins’ view, our burden should
be determined by our contribution to the relevantree of the duty? If the collective has
a duty based on its causal contribution to a han@,member’s burden is correlative to
their individual causal contribution. Often therél\we multiple sources of our duty such
as benefit, moral responsibility, outcome respahip or association. In these cases,
Collins argues that we should, for example, cateuthat 60% of our duty is grounded in
benefit and 40% in causal contribution and thenreshaut that 60% according to
individuals’ benefits and the 40% according to theausal influencé® | have argued
however that citizens are equally a part of théective that is morally responsible; the
distribution of the material share does not trdwkrtcontribute to the collective outcome
(because, by its nature, this will not be cleadgntifiable) but attempts to equalize the

burden given the non-ideal (and non-equal) nattitheocitizens in the collective.

13 This will be discussed more in s.6.2.3.
!4 Stephanie Collins, “Distributing States’ Dutiedgurnal of Political Philosophyforthcoming.
15 (i

lbid., 7.
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A second view is that the shares of the colleatesponsibility should be shared equally,
or at least, we are justified in distributing thesgually because citizens are equal
participants in their joint project. This view doest rule out that we might differentiate
the costs based on capacity (as in the tax schieateyould ground this distribution, as |
do, in the value of ascribing equal shares of thedén rather than strict equality of
material shares. In the case of remedial dutiésa@rform of compensation, there will often
be little to distinguish my account from this eq@gportioning account. One person’s
money is not going to be more effective than amah®&eing in a position of privilege
will often (although not always) track wealth. Meaargued, however, that in cases where
individual citizens or sub-groups of citizens haviéuenced the action more (although not
decisively) or benefited more from the injusticee may call upon them to bear a bigger

share of the duty to rectify this injustice.

The account | have offered here also applies talisiibution of the collective duties to
hold the state accountable and to bear the possilsts of punishment. Here | have argued
that is not just capacity that can account forthequal burden of one’s share of the duty:
in seeking to hold the state accountable, somebeilable to do so more effectively and
some enjoy a stable position of privilege that bwthkes them more likely to enjoy the
benefits of the state’s actions. As following tlades of Spiderman famously teaches us,
with great power there must also come great resipitiys Those who are the biggest
gainers in society and most able to influence poli their own benefit, have a bigger
share of the collective duty to ensure these psicio not perpetuate injustice. We might
worry that this differentiated responsibility resuin an endorsement of the powerful

having more influence in political decision-makinBut, in fact, the differentiation
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acknowledges the reality that citizens cannot doutie equally and differentiates the

responsibility topursue justiceather than the opportunity to have your voice 8é&ar

6.2.2 Non-compliance and Picking up the Slack

The questions discussed in this thesis are rootélgei challenges of the current non-ideal
world and examines what we ought to do within theictures we currently occupy.
Normative claims in a non-ideal setting are riskgn-compliance is likely given the
environment in which the actors live. Just as thged outlined in this thesis are likely to
be different from the duties we would have in agaidvorld—perhaps the ideal world has
no states or a world state—so too we might thirdt the duties that | have described
might be radically different if | took non-complies into account. Do | have any reason to
do my bit toward the collective duty if no one eis@ Will it still be the appropriate action

or will my duty differ? Do | have a duty to pick tipe slack for those who do not comply?

Current citizens seem to hold an implicit view @ught implies can’, which, on an
individualized view rules out many of the outwaaibking duties we have discussed.
Citizens justify non-compliance to themselves \tith idea that their participation will be
ineffective, and that the burden is too great famt to be expected to bear. An emphasis
on the collective nature of the duty may underntiveefirst attempt at self-justification and
the capacity-sensitive nature of each citizen'sreshmitigates the worry of over
burdensome duties. There will, of course, still fmn-compliance but it may be less
prevalent than our current political climate sugges\ public discourse around the
collective, outward-looking duties of citizens wshift the perception of what it means to

be a citizen to include these types of outward-loglconcerns. With this public culture,

18 This is discussed in more detail in s.6.3.3:tIsridemocratic?’
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compliance may become more likely than in our auriedividualized conceptions of

citizenship®’

So far, so good, but given this non-compliance,céiteens expected to pick up the slack?
If, as | have emphasized, it is only asddlectivethat we can influence our state, should |
bother at all if | am aware that others might nGiffzens do need to pick up the slack but
only insofar as they are able to do so without enéwg them from pursuing a meaningful
life. Some feel called to this level of politicatteon but given political life is meant to
enable our security to enjoy a worthwhile existericeeems clear that we cannot have a
duty to prioritize our role as citizen to the cost meaningful lifé® There are in fact a lot
of citizens. Effective collective action need natlude them all in each instance and so we
can afford a lot of slack; we forget quite readityw little current citizens actually engage,
and how many citizens in each state there actwaby With this in mind, the problem
seems less daunting. Ideally, all citizens wouldtlugir bit of the collective duty, but it
would take widespread non-compliance to make ampracompletely ineffective. Still,
we ought to consider what a justice minded citipeight to do in such a case should it
arise. Such a citizen, along with her fellow citigewould still be under a collective duty
to hold their state accountable, to work toward imgtheir state an accountable agent if it

is not, and to rectify past injustices.

At its base, the duty that grounds these individligtles is acollectiveduty to hold the
state accountable. In the face of non-compliartue, duty does not dissolve. Just as our

personal duties remain despite our non-compliaroetoo would the collective remain

7 See s.7.4.2 for a discussion about how civic eiirtanay serve to encourage this kind of public
discourse.

18 Note that this does not exclude the possibiligt ts an individual (rather than as a citizen) e a duty
to combat severe injustice (such as genocide @mmele) at personal cost.

210



under its collective duty even when it fails tofiluit. If the collective remains under a
duty, its members remain under an individual dotgdntribute to fulfilling this collective
duty. On my view, the collective duty is not ‘dieid up’ into individual dutie&’ The duty

is collective and the burden of fulfilling the dusydivided up: our individual duty is to do
our bittoward fulfilling the collective dutynot just to do this assigned bit. This may seem
like a trivial distinction but it does important vkohere. Miller’s view holds that collective
responsibility is divided between members of aemtil/e, and so rightly belongs to each
individual. When some choose not to fulfill themdividual duty (but remain capable of
doing so), the responsibility remains with thenheatthan shifting to the compliers. While
the compliers may have reason to pick up the staely, do not have a duty of justice to do
so. Yet, if, as | contend, we understand our imhliedi duty as a share in the task of
fulfilling a collective duty of justice rather thaan individual duty of justice, when others
do not comply, it might shift the content of oudividual duty but it does not change the
duty itself. It also importantly highlights that the case at hand, the question is about
distribution of the burdewithin a group rather than between unrelated individudiker,
who argues that it is not a duty of justice to pigk the slack, concedes that in ‘groups
proper we may think that responsibility passes betwthe members when some of them

default.?®

The model | set out in the previous section distels the burden according to capacity,
effectiveness, actual influence and benefit. Nomyoltance may have to be fed into this
calculation. It will, therefore, still be balanceadainst capacity to fulfil the duty and how
effective action will be. In this way, your duty wd remain sensitive to your ability to

fulfil it and so would not be unreasonably demagdi€itizens will have grounds to

19 David Miller, “Taking up the Slack? Responsibilapd Justice in Situations of Partial Compliande,”
Justice for Earthlings: Essays in Political Philggt (Cambridge: Cambridge Univeristy Press, 2012),219
20 fhi

Ibid., 220.
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complain that their individual duty is increaseccéese of others’ non-compliance. But
this complaint will be to their fellow citizens amdll not change the fact of the collective

duty that needs to be fulfilled.

Citizens then, will have a duty to pick up the &laaf their fellow citizens’ non-
compliance. In a democratic state there are mesimnin place to enable even a single
voice to be heard: a single citizen can take théesb court; can run for representative
office; can work to mobilize other citizens. To fure, not every citizen will be able to do
these things, but then it would not be a failuredtotheir bit. Those who have limited
capacity will not be left to pick up all of the slka In some cases, the best that will be
available to citizens is to lobby those who do hanare capacity to recognize their duty to

act. Your duty to do this remains even where othegdailing to comply.

6.2.3 Implications for Citizens

Thus far we have established that individual citzeas members of a collective that is
morally responsible, acquire an individual dutyctmtribute toward collective duties. This
individual duty varies according to capacity, effeeness, and benefit from the injustice.
We have also established that being a part of aaltgoresponsible collective has
implications for individual citizens. The first this individual duty to do your bit, but
others include one’s moral standing being affecpadsible feelings of guilt and demands
of apology. While one’s moral standing will be affed regardless of one’s specific
actions, the appropriateness of guilt and apoldigng, one’s bit of the collective duty,
depend on one’s involvement in the injustice. Tinalfset of implications for individual
citizens that we need to consider are those ths¢ &rom one’s fulfilment or failure to

fulfil one’s individual duty. Bearing in mind thahis duty is graduated according to
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capacity, a failure to fulfil this duty can resuh individual moral responsibility.
Individuals will not be liable to punishment norlwi always or often be the case that we
find it necessary to publicly condemn such indial$u It is a moral duty like fulfilling a
promise; we grow to expect this from each other egnkure those who fail to meet our
moral standards but we do not legislate or enfitirdhis moral duty, and the risk of social
censure, will, however, provide motivation to cdmite for those who are concerned with
their personal moral standing. Others might falltia¢ other end of the spectrum,
continually contributing toward collective dutiegerhaps even doing more than their
share. Should we hold them responsible? Here tiiwidual will clearly have fulfilled
their duty to do their bit, and so will not be heddrsonally responsible. This does not
however change their standing in relation to thé&ectve’s responsibility. It might be the
case that a citizen had particularly benefited feominjustice and so experienced feelings
of shared guilt and responded by doing even mamr Her fair share of collective duties.
Alternatively, it may often be the case that thede consistently do their bit will be
distanced from feelings of guilt or apology becatly had attempted to curb the original
injustice. They will remain however a part of tesponsible collective, which will remain

one feature of their moral standing.

6.3 Considering Possible Objections

6.3.1 Is it too Demanding?

The first challenge to a theory of citizen respbitisy is that it could be too demanding on

individual citizens, particularly those who areusggling to support themselves. Protesting
and boycotting is a luxury of the middle and uppkss; if | am struggling to support

myself and my family | am unlikely to purchase there expensive meat in protest against
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the unregulated supply chains. This is a costweatlo not want to impose on those who
already bear significant burdens. The differentdadestribution of the burden of fulfilling
collective duties goes some way towards mitigating concern. Even so, we might worry
that the model of citizen contribution has littleance of success given that it often
requires financial or time sacrifices from indivaucitizens. While there is a cost
involved, in almost all cases it would be margimatomparison to the cost born by others
in order to provide these goods and services. Psrha individual citizen would have to
eat less meat in order to afford products thatfairty traded. But others are working for
unreasonable hours each day for minimal pay inraalerovide cheap tea and coffee (for
example). We cannot justify systematically priaiitg the reduction of the burden of our
own costs over those that others bear. To be sheee will be cases where we can
legitimately prioritize the costs to ourselves otleyse of others. We do this, for example,
in some rescue cases where we allow the certaith d#aanother rather than putting
ourselves under a high risk of death. Yet, whiledeeneed to take seriously the capacity
of citizens to contribute, we should be wary of mpgoritizing the desire to maintain a
high standard of living for ourselves. The issuenthis not whether citizens should do it,
but whether we can reasonably expect that they Adldiscussed in section 6.2.2, a shift
in public culture would encourage compliance. tff €&xample, it is no longer the norm
always to serve meat at a function or dinner pattwill be less of a personal cost to
choose not to purchase meat. In addition, a cubfirgtate accountability will build: the
more citizens hold their state accountable, theemesponsive the state will become to its

citizens, and so citizens will be more willing take the effort to highlight injustice.

A related problem is one of co-ordination: | amusging to buy from Primark, but Alice is

shopping at Primark yet making a big effort to bmtycStarbucks. Or suppose two
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constituencies are lobbying their local MP on d#f& issues that they regard as the most
pressing foreign policy concern; perhaps thosenimagea by a port are convinced that
immigration reform should be the government’s kegus while those in an inner city are
concerned about international tax reform. Bothassare plausibly important concerns of
justice but they may have to compete for resouaces attention given that governments
can only deal with a certain amount of legislatira time. It appears as if co-ordination is
necessary to effectively discharge the collectivees as | have described. There are two
kinds of co-ordination that might be important heree might all want to focus on the
same range of issues in order to leverage change effectively or we might need to co-
ordinate our actions in order to achieve a certaittcome. For example, boycotting a
company does not require co-ordination, but theenp@ople who do it, the more effective
the boycott. A protest march, however, requirdeast some level of active co-ordination
to happen at all. Without co-ordinating on the tiamel venue and main goals of the march,
even if we share the same goals we cannot makedtien happen. So without co-
ordination we face two problems: we might sharelgydmt be unable to act on them
together effectively or although we share an owdtiag goal we might prioritize
differently and so work against each other in thespit of lower level goals. As a result,
many well-meaning citizens may act according topteciples but in practice not be able

to make a meaningful difference.

The wider project of creating a globally-orientatizenship should help to highlight and

centralize actions on the more urgent problemsopen public discourse around outward-
looking duties of citizenship would help both tcabte co-ordinated actions and to create
shared priorities. In addition, citizenries contdémge sub-collectives such as workers’

unions or faith-based groups that are ready-maekesasf co-ordination for large collective
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actions. In fact, contemporary society doesn’'t se®mlack co-ordinated efforts to
influence the government but rather these effait& Widespread participation. In the UK,
for example, there are regular campaigns organididboratively between justice and
peace oriented NGOs (such as Oxfam, ChristianAid, @AFOD) which include, among
other strategies, marches and co-ordinated lettiéing/ to MPs** Most liberal western
democracies have large populations and extensivergmental structures. As such, it is
also plausible that there is scope to pursue a euwiodifferent projects of global justice
at once. Even if we do have disparate prioritieerd are enough citizens, if the majority
participate, to meaningfully influence the govermmen a number of different issues
while remaining effective. Though priorities mayfel, the overall goal is shared and so
many issues that are closely interlinked will irctfdbe aided by a multidimensional
approach. While seemingly very different, influemgireform on arms trading regulations
may have an impact on refugees from states involmedivil wars. Highlighting an
injustice such as supplying arms to a rebel movémeght help boost the case that a state

ought to welcome more refugees from that stategxample.

These qualifications highlight the difficulty in sleribing a definitive case of collective
moral responsibility: sometimes it is not clear wiee the state is responding to the
demands of citizens or perhaps acting in light bhihey perceive these demands may
be. The state could be acting on demands fromeaisizvithout this resulting in benefits
for citizens, or citizens may be receiving benefitat they did not in any way demand.

Likewise, there may be citizens who strongly oppsisge action but still in many cases

21 Recent examples include the Big IF campaign fatwseinfluencing decisions made at the G8 meeting
held in the UK in 2013 and the current Climate Qegoalition. Liz Ford, “Anti-Hunger Campaing IF
Launches with Call to G8 to Act.The GuardianJanuary 2013.; Emma Howard, “Thousands Join Mass
Climate Change Lobby Outside UK Parliameittie GuardianJune 17, 2015.
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2015/junth@lsands-join-mass-climate-change-lobby-outside-
uk-parliament
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receive benefits from it or they could oppose statdon for years and then go into
retirement in order to preserve their family life their old age or for some other prima
facie good reason. Borderline cases are unavoidabiethere are three factors that
mitigate the worries they create. Firstly, if wddhthat citizens are responsible for actions
of their states in these conditions, it will encye citizens to make an effort to do their bit
of the collective duty to prevent their state agtimjustly and to make it clear where the
state is acting independently of demands of theetity. It will be clearer where exactly
the responsibility lies, as there will be an incemfor citizens to make these distinctions.
We might worry that citizens will try to protect eimselves from responsibility by
consistently opposing any state action that appeésitg. By encouraging citizens to make
these distinctions, it could be a kind of moralirace to strategically remove themselves
from the many morally and practically complex sitoas states encounter in the global
sphere. Citizens who adopted this strategy woutd mwever, avoid responsibility since
the duty is not just to avoid complicity in injust, but to hold the state accountable to
justice (s.4.3). Where citizens distance themseluethis way, we return to the point
illustrated in our discussion of states’ rogue acitizens have a responsibility to reel their
state in when it begins to engage in rogue actso0fse, at times the just course of action
will not be clear and so well-intentioned acts nm&y ensure just consequences. Neither
citizens nor states can be held responsible whelecansidered and well-intentioned acts

unexpectedly prove to allow or perpetuate injustice

Secondly, we should keep in mind that | have argtred in so far asthe features
discussed in section 5.1 apply, citizens are resptn So the problem is epistemic rather
than a concern about the substantive nature othéery. Citizens are not being held

responsible in cases where they should not beerdttwill at times be unclear who has
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fulfilled their collective duty, or whether the tmitive is responsible at all. Thirdly, we
should recognize that it is not legal culpabilityat we are discussing, but moral
responsibility, and so the standards may dffféxpecting citizen contribution to global
injustice to be proved beyond any reasonable dbefutre we will acknowledge any role
for moral responsibility gives undue weight to thesition of the perpetrator over the
victims of injustice. In legal cases there are gwoedsons for this weighting: finding
someone criminally guilty leads to the removal ofiimber of their human rights, and
condemns them in the eyes of society. If a mistakeade, there is a serious cost that is
further exacerbated by the fact that institutiofiustice will have acted unjustf.In
cases of global injustice however, there is litlesupport the idea that the benefit of doubt
should lie with the wealthy of the world ratherihaith the impoverishetf We ought to
establish evidence that citizens are involved ieviant ways in these unjust acts before we
ascribe responsibility. We should not assume, hewehat responsibility does not apply

until complicity has been proven in each instanegond any reasonable doubt.

6.3.2 Is it Fair?

We should take ascribing moral responsibility seslp and so even though this
responsibility is attributed to the collective, wight be concerned about including certain
citizens in this collective: should the activistizén be responsible?; Or the citizen who
was completely unaware of the injustice?; Is it faihold citizens responsible if they are
in this role involuntarily? We might worry that is wrong to attribute any level of
responsibility to the citizen activist; our motii@t is to encourage citizens to make this

effort yet collective responsibility fails to acadufor those citizens who actively protest

22 Christian Barry, “Applying the Contribution Priqde,” in Global Responsibilities: Who Must Deliver on
Human Rights?ed. Andrew Kuper (New York: Routledge, 2005).
23 i
Ibid., 143.
**Ibid., 146.
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their state’s behaviour—they go on marches, sigiiqgres and vote for reform wherever
possible. It may also fail to differentiate betwetiose who are actively involved in
promoting injustice (like the proponent of tortuwlescussed previously) and those who
through negligence allow injustice in their naméefie are two aspects to the objection:
unjustly implicating someone who clearly does ngpmort state action and an incorrect
distribution of responsibility across complicit pas. Those who actively protest unjust
behaviour are contributing their bit toward fulfigy the collective duty to ensure state
action is just and so are not personally moralgpomsible. They are however, still a part
of the morally responsible collective, even whegeimdividuals they have done their
utmost to ensure the injustice did not occur. Thight mean that they are then liable to
contribute toward the remedial duties that ariseobthis injustice. In addition, it will be a
part of their moral standing that they are a pas oollective that is morally responsible.
While this can seem intuitively unfair, this is tbest of being a part of a collective project
that has the capacity to create injustice. White gtate comes with many benefits, it also
comes with the risk that any collective project esnwith, that you are dependent on the
decision-making of others that at times will go iagayour interests and will. We should
note however that although one is a part of thiectiVe that is to blame, individuals who
have not supported the act would not appropridtsty guilty for the acts or the need to
individually apologize. That is, while, as we dissad previously, you may have a duty
not to undermine the collective apology, you wontit have to apologize personally. In
addition, ‘your bit’ of the collective duty willni part, be determined by the extent to which
one benefited from the action. There is therefomesroom to distinguish between those
who have supported the injustice, those who haveirged indifferent to it, and those who

actively opposed it.
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Our second concern was about the unaware citizérerts often seem to be ignorant of
much of the injustice occurring or the ways theates is involved and so, perhaps, it is
unreasonable to hold them responsible. This is ésmecially given the ways states are
purposively secretive for reasons of state secutlitgre are multiple aspects of foreign
policy of which citizens are unaware. This points Haeen clearly illustrated in recent
years, both in the controlled release of the MI&reseservice papers in the UK, and the
multiple revelations oWikileaks Citizens could be described as ignorant in twgswa

Firstly, citizens could be ignorant of the injustievhile it was occurring. Secondly,

citizens could be, and remain, ignorant that thgstice had ever happened.

In one sense, citizens are responsible for injgsBwen where they are not aware of it, on
the grounds | have laid out: they buy in to the deratic principle of the state being a
representative of the people, their demands infledrthe state, they benefited from the
injustice, and they are in a unique position tovpre state injustice. Recall, however, that
citizens cannot be held responsible for acts treata unreasonable interpretation of their
demands, similarly citizens would have to be ablbdve reasonably foreseen the state’s
act in order to be responsible in spite of beimpm@nt of the act. There are many state acts
that are foreseeable in light of the demands thatnaade on it—as suggested in the
Apartheid example, citizens may not have known iipetjustices, but they could
reasonably foresee the actions that the Aparthelidypwould require. Reflection on the
demand being made can reveal the potential meamsired and what one might
reasonably foresee being done if one’s demand vedgsee s.4.5; s.5.1). When this is the

case, it is not justifiable to deny responsibibty the grounds of ignorance.
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When citizens remain unaware of the injustice @dmees harder to hold them responsible.
As members of a collective that is in a unique fasito hold their state accountable and
that regularly and expectedly influences stateoactcitizens do, however, have a burden
of ensuring they are not wilfully ignorant of infice. There are multiple cases of injustice
that are clearly publicized: certain internatiotralde agreements, international wars and
the plight of the global poor are all repeatedighfighted in the media in contemporary
democracies. Take, for example, the widespreadrtiagoon the plight of refugees
attempting to cross the Mediterranean Sea. A dbleethat was making an active effort to
shape the actions of its state would also be mikedylto be able to pressure the
government into being more transparent in theiisilee-making. There will, however, be
some instances where the collective will have ng wfareasonably foreseeing the state’s
actions (if a state actor is pursuing personalr@sie for example) or ever being informed

of them, and so responsibility would not be grouhde

Thirdly, we ought to consider the involuntary natwf citizenship. In most cases we do
not choose to belong to society and so some migjueathat we should not be held
responsible. The argument is that it is unreasentbplace responsibility on someone for
the acts of their state when they have no choitdédhbelong to this state. It is relevant to
distinguish here between citizens being politicalbjigated, and citizens being responsible
for their state’s actions. While citizens may naeivé chosen to belong to a particular
society, many of them support it, participate iantd receive benefits from it which | have
argued are sufficient grounds for responsibilityddes not, however, necessarily establish
that citizens are obligated to the state, which idifferent and arguably harder case to
establish. Miller’s reluctant Mafioso example magyde some useful insight here. In this

example an individual has grown up in the mafia smdhas strong incentives to remain in
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the family business, and would face equally powesfnctions upon trying to leav@lt is
difficult to argue that they have voluntarily josh¢éhe group, yet as a member of a group
that acts dangerously it does not seem unreasotatileld them responsibfé.In their
day-to-day activities they have a choice each tiongct more or less in the interests of the
mafia and so are actively participating in the allebehaviour of the group. It is
reasonable to argue that given there are moraflyehensible acts occurring on their
watch, they are, at least in part, morally resguedior these acts, and under a duty to try,
insofar as in their power, to reduce or prevent lia@m of these acts. While their
involvement in the mafia does naibligatethem to the mafia, it does implicate them in its

actions and so gives rise to responsibility fomhe

6.3.3 Is it Undemocratic?

Lastly we turn to a perhaps more troubling concewven if citizens are able to make
meaningful differences to government policy throutiteir political and consumer
behaviour and it is fair to require it of themjtislemocratic to suggest they should? Given
that | have conceded that some citizens will haeeencapacity to exert influence through
these channels, will democracy be undermined iEm@urage citizens to influence policy
in this way? One of the key values of democradphésway it offers each citizen an equal
voice: is it too much of a concession to the naraldto cater for, and utilize power

imbalances in society?

This problem is particularly apparent in the consusector. Citizens can influence policy

through their purchasing power or where they invdstis can be individual choice

25 David Miller, “Collective Responsibility and GlobBoverty,” Ethical Perspective$9, no. 4 (2012): 634.
26 |hi
Ibid.
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cumulatively shifting demand or an organized boycas Waheed Hussain puts it ‘some
decisions in a liberal democracy should be madeutiitr a market process, while others
should be made through a democratic legislativecgs®s, and the role of a modern
consumer effectively straddles the boundary betwbese two domains$’ Outside of
formal political channels, this kind of politicalbesumer activism creates a risk that
disparities of purchasing power among citizens wiktaken the democratic process.
Hussain points out that if we allow unregulatedstoner ‘vigilantism’ we are failing to
respect some procedural aspects of democracy.nhe sases it is clear that the desire to
respect these procedural aspects of democracpevitlutweighed by the level of injustice
one is attempting to addre€dn liberal western democracies however, Hussajues
that we should not allow unregulated citizen inggmion at the cost of important political
procedures. Those who have a louder voice may ke tabadvance their own agenda
without the collaboration with other citizens odé&ed a real mind to the common good

(which is something we expect of citizens in thrermal political behaviour).

Hussain offers us a useful discussion of the waysemer choices may be used. The kind
he is interested in isocial change ethical consumerisvhich ‘is the practice of choosing
to buy certain goods and services at least partlthe grounds that doing so will create an
economic incentive for other agents to act in widng will advance some moral, social,
environmental, or other nonmarket agerfdarhis is importantly different to ‘clean hands
ethical consumerism’ where the aim is to avoid deimplicated in the injustice or
expressive ethical consumerism where the aim éxpoess approval or disapproval rather

than explicitly try to bring about change. And lgsunmediated ethical consumerism’

2" Waheed Hussain, “Is Ethical Consumerism an Impesibie Form of Vigilantisn?,” Philosophy & Public
Affairs, no. 2 (2012): 114-5.

%8 |bid., 134.

#bid., 113.
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which is using one’s buying power to advance sow@market agenda but without any
attempt to influence how others behave or the ntafke example, buying a hybrid car

just to reduce gas emissiotfs.

The idea behind Hussain’s work is that in most sase shouldn’t use undemocratic
measures to combat injustices. Where the injustazeson a massive scale then our
disrespect of democratic procedures can becomelljnaxeptable. Hussain argues that
in the laws and political procedures in most libevastern democracies (like the US and
Canada), the injustices present ‘do not (for thestmpart) rise to a level where

31 What Hussain misses

undemocratic measures would be permitted to chahgm.
however is that a big proportion of injustice timaight be combatted through consumer
activism is transnational. It is less clear thenywhought to be so tightly bound to

respecting my own democratic procedures if | wéldhanging (through the mediation of
my state) international structures not domesticsoM#e do not have strict democratic
procedures internationally or between two or mdetes who interact extensively. This
realm does not have the same kind of procedurahdtment that Hussain relies on in his
argument at the domestic level and further, gives dgrave injustices that occur in this
realm, domestic democratic procedures, while ingrdrtare not automatically the priority.

Most relevantly, the underlying reason that we Kkhaitizens’ interests ought to be

mediated through democratic procedures is to enbatehey are given equal weight. The
state is a collective project and so in our workingether we have a commitment to
consider each other’s interests equally and taiblige the benefits and burdens of our

practice fairly. The question here is whether wedh® hold onto that principle of equal

consideration of interests when it comes to theras actions of states and the impact

30 |hid.
%1 bid., 135.
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that our practice has on others. We need to hdld tke idea that what the state pursues in
the international realm is a reflection of the res#s of citizens, equally considered. It
doesn’t seem true, however, that citizens’ inter@stinvestment in the justice of those
actions needs to be considered equally in the saaye Here, citizens’ interests are the
same: it is the fulfilment of the collective duty thold the state accountable. The question
is about the action required to fulfil that dutydait doesn’t undermine democratic

procedure for those actions to be distributed atingrto capacity, effectiveness, influence
and benefit. In fact, it would in my view, constagudistributing the burdens of the

collective practice fairly even though in this césat does not mean equally.

At a fundamental level, citizens’ influence remaihe same: the vote remains equal. Yet,
we think that, as representatives, some individtiatens have a lot more scope to
influence and create policy. We elect represergatior practical reasons, they are more
able to equip themselves with the requisite knogéednd are able to dedicate the time to
the task. Perhaps similarly we might consider ¢e@table to delegate some of these duties
to the more powerful and those who have benefitedenfrom international interactions.
This is not to endorse powerful lobby groups udimgir power to influence the state to
their own advantage. These individuals or sub-gscang not given free rein to influence
policy but have a moral obligation to influenceipplto ensure justice in the international
realm. In this way, my view is similar to Hussaim#o argues that consumer activism
should be performed with an eye to the common gauith citizens ‘conduct[ing]
themselves as a kind of ad hoc committee, workingoehalf of the citizen body as a

whole.?

32 |bid., 125.
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6.4 Conclusion
In this chapter | have discussed the normative icapbns of my view for individual

citizens: how does the collective duty of accouttitglfall on individuals, and what is the
consequence of their collective’s moral respongifdil | have argued that individual
citizens cannot bear punishment for their collexsvactions, but can bear costs of the
rectification of injustice, be expected in certaonditions to apologize, and to feel shared
guilt or shame for their collective’s behaviour.eBe consequences can vary according to
individual citizens’ actions surrounding the injast those who fought strongly against it
may not be appropriately expected to feel guilt,ewample. All citizens however, will be
considered a part of the responsible collective timsl will reflect on their individual
moral standing. In light of the remedial dutiestttias responsibility can ground, and the
two collective duties of accountability that citie bear, the chapter considered how
individuals ought to contribute to these collectiveties. | argued for a differentiated
scheme of individual duties: a citizen’s bit of tbellective duty was dependent on her
capacity and effectiveness to fulfil the duty, d@ne extent to which she had influence over
or benefited from the injustice. Where citizens! fia fulfil their individual duties, |
suggested that we can hold them personally redplenshs we conclude in the next
chapter, | will draw out some possible ways forwardindividual citizens, citizens as a

collective, and the state.
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CHAPTER 7. Conclusion

This thesis has set out one way in which we capfliy think about our responsibilities
in light of grave global injustice. It has arguéatt the political channels of responsibility
reveal that not only do states have a number ofdkgies of justice in the international
realm, but also that their citizens have a duthdldl them accountable to these duties and
can be held collectively morally responsible foeithfailure to fulfil them. As such,
individual citizens have individual duties to deeithshare of these collective duties. In
section 7.1, | will discuss how these argument®kenas to better engage with some of the
puzzles set out in the introduction to the thelsissection 7.2, | will offer some thoughts
on the way forward for individual citizens. Sectigh3 will highlight some of the
challenges this way forward faces, and in lighttafse challenges, section 7.4 will offer
two strategies to facilitate citizens’ fulfilment individual duties. Finally in section 7.5, |

will suggest three possible sets of questionsttieathesis has opened up for investigation.

7.1 The Puzzles
In the introduction to the thesis | highlighted twozzles that this thesis aimed to address.

The first puzzle describes a moral gap where oitisnthere should be a link connecting
the responsibilities of the state to the respoht#s of citizens. | argued that citizens seem
to treat their states as a moral fall guy: an aatoo pursues their interests but who alone
takes responsibility for the consequences of thegesuits. On one level it seems
responsibility should run cleanly through: if thate acts in the interests of its citizens, as
it should in a democracy, it seems clear thatetizshould bear some responsibility for
what the state then does in their name. Yet, ilityeaitizens often feel far removed from

their state. Alone, they are unable to influenaartetate meaningfully and so do not feel
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responsible. The thesis engages with this gap: lest can we understand it? Is there a
genuine gap in the chain of responsibility or sda@sponsibility rightly remain with the
state? The second puzzle underlying the thesiddaston between two commitments: a
commitment to democracy and a commitment to fulfillthe demands of global justice. If
we view democracy as government by the people anthé people, to what extent can we
expect democratic states to pursue global jushiaeis not endorsed by the demos? If the
chief aim of a democracy is to represent the Wilit® citizens and to protect their basic
rights, can we expect a democratic regime to pugtnleal justice without undermining its
own end? Does our strong commitment to democraowalor tempt, us to prioritize

democracy over global justice concerns?

The model | have built throughout the thesis resslthese interrelated puzzles. The
tension between democracy and global justice etlisd by considering, as we did in Part
I, the ways that democratic regimes exist as agentee international realm alongside
other, equal, agents. Section 1.2 argued thatssteéee equal agents in the international
sphere and that this equality grounds a commitn@r@nsuring substantive equality of
standing between states. If states are to treat@her as equal agents, Part | argued, they
ought to be bound by a principle of non-harm, andgorrelation to the inter-personal
case, to rescue those states that can be resaredcfisis at minimal cost. When states
interact with each other, in order to respect tegral standing, they are to be governed by
a principle of equality in negotiation. This pript@ ensures that interactions between
states are done on an equal footing. That is,asdmt remove competition or bargaining
to best cater for one’s own citizens, but it ensufet states have resources available to
function as an equal in the negotiation processd, farther to ensure that they are not

dominated in their decision-making. These dutieghlight that while the state’s
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fundamental aim is to secure the basic needs dfitizens, a state, by its nature as an
agent in a globalized world, is bound by dutiethtwse alongside whom it exists. A clearer
understanding of the nature of the state therdfemns to dispel the tension between the

idea of democracy and the idea of global justice.

Section 1.3 argued that the widely accepted priecip equal moral worth grounded a
duty to provide basic human necessities by all, dr Section 4.4 suggested that
participating in the practice of having a state e central way that citizens ensured
these necessities for themselves and provided floenothers. This duty is, however,
universal; persons who are not protected withirirtben state are owed access to these
basic human necessities from those outside of staie. For citizens of a liberal western
democracy, this duty to those outside of theiresimtbest fulfilled through their state. The
size of a democracy’s aid budget may appear ttvderoduct of balancing citizens’ own
interests and meeting the requirements of globalstite. But, in fact, these outward-
looking actions are a reflection of citizens’ imsts to fulfil their own duty to provide
basic human necessities to all. As we discusseddtion 3.5, there will be hard choices to
be made when faced with competing needs. But tluésida does not rest purely on
government, and it is not a choice between citizar others, but, like many democratic

choices, a case of choosing between a range oésgtsewith limited resources at hand.

In Part Il, | argued that citizens are under aemiVe duty to hold their state accountable,
and can be held collectively morally responsibleunjust acts of their state. The duty to
hold the state accountable is grounded in citizerigntional participation in the practice

of their state. The moral responsibility of citiseis grounded in four important features of
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citizens of western liberal democracies: (i) thew lnto democracy, (ii) influence state
action, (iii) benefit from state action, and (igre in a unique position to hold the state
accountable. With these features in mind, the buglgain falls to citizens to ensure that
their demands are within the limits of global justiWhile the state is an agent, and so is
not without responsibility for its own actions,izéns play a central role in controlling this
agency and so will be collectively responsible vehirey have influenced the state to act
in a certain way, and have benefited from this gtigge. Democracy is not therefore
undermined by the pursuit of global justice. Indiethe thesis has argued that citizens of
liberal western democracies need to re-think tlegtizenship in light of their state’s

agency in the global realm.

These arguments of collective accountability arspoasibility set to rest our concerns
about the responsibility gap. There are times wihenchain of responsibility is broken:
the state may engage in rogue acts (s.5.3), faiimgasonably interpret citizens’ rights or
respect their express wishes. The channel of regpbty may also be muddied at the
individual level: citizen involvement ranges frohetactivist for justice to the completely
ignorant (s.6.3). Some have more capacity or pawarontribute to the collective duty
than others. In spite of these complexities, thyaents in Chapter 5 offer us a way to
perceive channels of responsibility between dentiocstates and their citizens that closes
this responsibility gap. In light of the argumemesented thus far, we turn now to

consider the way forward.

7.2 Going Forward
In the Desert March example discussed by Kutz dleéar what each individual has to do

in order to contribute toward the collective dutyhich itself was clear: to provide X
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amount of water to Y people. In the case that corxces, the individual duty and the
collective aim become murky: what exactly is eaitizen required to do and how do they
determine what actions would fulfil their collectiduties? Part Il argued that citizens as a
collective had a collective duty to hold their statcountable: the citizens must ensure the
state pursued their interests within the limitsjugdtice and ensure the state fulfilled its
duties as a state agent in the international re&inaddition, section 5.4.3 argued that
collective moral responsibility for state actiorognded further remedial responsibilities
for the acts of their state. In Chapter 6, a madelifferentiated duties was set out: citizens
are all under an individual duty to ‘do their kof the collective duty. But this bit will vary
according to their capacity, effectiveness, andualcinfluence and benefit from the
injustice. In this discussion, the kinds of acti@itizen may need to contribute as their bit
were discussed: voting, writing to an MP, boycagtexploitative companies, and so on.
As we conclude, | wish to set out three ways thatrble of citizenship may tangibly shift
for individual citizens: involvement in public lifepolitical-minded consumerism, and

state-focused global justice campaigns.

7.2.1 Involvement in Public Life

I have not, in this thesis, entered into the extenglebates about the best way to
understand or enact democracy. It is clear, howetiat the view presented in this thesis
builds from the position that democracy requiresivacparticipation on the part of
ordinary citizens rather than just a selectionegresentatives. The view lends itself to a
more active conception of participation in demograout, regardless of what kind of
participation one thinks is required of citizerts wiew presented here shifts the scope of
concerns that ought to be taken into account wiénga Participation should be informed

(although not necessarily decided) by outward-logkiconsiderations. An important
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implication of this view is that the grounds fotizeén participation reach beyond one’s
obligations to fellow citizens. Citizens are notlyoobligated to their fellow citizens to

vote thoughtfully and to choose a party that pussustice, but also to those who their
state interacts with and affects. This widens twpe of the kind of issues around which

citizens ought to mobilize.

The thesis does not however make a new claim aepuoésentative democracy. To claim
that citizenship is an active role does not netatesia kind of direct democracy. The
fundamental responsibility of citizens remains tmtribute to the collective’s choice of
representatives. Neither the collective as a wholeeach individual has to know every
piece of information about each particular situatithat demands a response. The
collective has representatives constituting theegawment and it is their responsibility to
have and use this knowledge and information weie ifferentiated account of citizens’
individual duties set out in Chapter 6 emphasized position. The account recognizes
both the necessity for representative governmemnwedksas the limits that it creates for
citizen influence. It argues, however, that thet fat representation does not dispel
responsibility, but places a responsibility on zgtis to hold these representatives to

account.

7.2.2 Political-minded Consumerism

A second shift in citizens’ role is an expansiorcémsider the consumer realm as political.
A citizen who has the capacity to do so ought tarldeer outward-looking duties in mind
in her consumer choices as part of her share ofdhective duty. There are two reasons

for this expansion that have been set out withenttiesis. The first is that many of our
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consumer choices are deeply embedded in interrztietations: because our clothes and
food, for example, are globally produced, we ar@licated in our state’s international
negotiations. Secondly, | have argued that it isjast formal political channels that tie
citizens to their state’s behaviour but also citZepolitical influence and ability to hold
their state accountable. Consumer behaviour iskegevay that citizens are able, and do,
influence state behaviour. In this way, consumérab®mur becomes political. Our choices
about what we buy are not only personal moral dmtssbut also a type of a political
action that we engage in alongside our fellow eite To be sure, individual consumer
choices often make little difference when considaralividually, and citizens cannot be
expected to measure every personal consumer chgaiast a political goal. Yet, when,
for example, the price of an everyday product drsjgmificantly due to controversial
changes in government regulations, where (or if)bang this product becomes a political
act! Take the current milk crisis in the EU. A changeBU regulations has removed
quotas in milk production, resulting in an oversype milk and subsequently, price wars.
Continued low prices threaten the existence of mdhiry farms, and dairy farms in EU
countries with higher labour costs. Citizens may, éxample, want to buy milk from
countries where farmers are paid the higher praceteir milk (the UK pays 36p a litre
against 16p in Eastern Europe), or they may adeogathange in the regulation to protect
against this rapid change in the market, or they mant to seek out the cheapest milk to
support an open market system. | make no commeatdrethe justness of this regulation
change, but use it as an example where citizensSwuoer choice involves them in a

complicated political issue.

! Jamie Doward, “Dairy Farmers Warned: Milk Pricemvel Futher to Fall.,The GuardianJanuary 24,
2015, http://www.theguardian.com/business/201524&fdairy-farmers-warned-milk-prices-fall-further.
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Increasingly, citizens are recognizing this consuaeenue of political action. Consider
the recent boycotts around tax evasion. Companies &s Starbucks and Amazon
suffered from consumer boycotts protesting theilufa to pay local tax, but most
importantly, the shift in public opinion has playa@dto a shift in international tax
regulation, most notably in the EUn section 6.3.3 | considered one objection te ttiea

of the consumer as political agent. The concerthas if the market realm becomes a
legitimate avenue for political influence, it skifpower to the wealthy and so undermines
the foundational political equality of democracyivéh, as | have suggested, that the
influence of consumer choices is inevitable in akeadriven society, characterizing these
actions as political serves to introduce politieaues to these acts. That is, the shift | have
suggested is to acknowledge that in some casesdhsumer choices we make will
collectively influence political decisions, partlady those in international trade, and as

such we should make them with an eye toward justice

7.2.3 Global Justice Campaigns

Citizens of liberal western democracies often ihva@sge amounts of their time and
resources into projects that combat global injestiChurch groups, NGOs, school and
university volunteer groups, and informal collen8an the workplace reflect local support
for those who lack basic human necessities, thexsad natural disasters, or war. Consider
the widespread efforts to support victims of theerg Nepal earthquake, or persecuted
Christians in Syria. Though these efforts are conuaéle, the view set out in this thesis

suggests that citizens should take the politicateseriously. That is, citizens invested in

2 Juliette Garside, “Amazon UK Boycott Urged aftat&ler Pays Just £4.2m in TaxThe GuardianMay

9, 2014, http://www.theguardian.com/business/2084/60/margaret-hodge-urges-boycott-amazon-uk-tax-
starbucks; Lisa Fleisher and Sam Schechner, “Am&tanges Tax Practices in Europe Amid
Investigations, The Wall Street JournaMay 24, 2015, http://www.wsj.com/articles/amazadranges-tax-
practices-in-europe-amid-investigations-1432480170.
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combatting global injustice should not neglect thates available to them through their
state. This route may not always be feasible omtlost effective but we have important
reasons to give it due consideration. The thessphavided two such reasons. The first is
that we each carry an individual duty to contribtdethe collective duty of holding our
state accountable. We therefore have extra reas@cttthrough the state when we are
choosing where to spend our energy and resouraesvihwish to focus on global justice.
Not only does it contribute to the aim of globadtjae, but it also fulfils our own duties to
hold the state accountable. Second, the statéeis ofost able to act effectively to combat
global injustice. Recall Toni Erskine’s claim thsthtes, as institutions, can often enjoy
greater capacities for deliberation and action thadividuals because they have
‘comprehensive access to information, sophisticatedans for its collection and
processing, and elaborate structures for the eizcof decisions® Choosing to pressure
our state to fulfil the requirements of global jostcan, in the long term, cultivate an

effective path toward justice.

There are therefore three ways that, going forwé#hnd, role of citizenship will shift;
following the arguments presented in the thesis lvaasult in (i) citizens including
outward-looking concerns in their formal politicdtions, (ii) it would expand the political
to include consumer choices, and finally, (iijbuld encourage global justice activists to
follow the political channels of responsibility their opposition to injustice. That is, it
would motivate activists to give due consideratiorfocusing their efforts on influencing

their own state rather than aiming to directly effehange in international structures.

3 Erskine, “Assigning Responsibilities to Institutal Moral Agents: The Case of States and QuaseStat
75. See also, section 1.1.2.ii
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7.3 Challenges
Despite these shifts in attitude and focus in eftiaction, we may still be doubtful that

citizens are able meaningfully to influence stat®om toward global justice. A number of
reasons for this concern have been raised throwgheuhesis. In section 5.3 we engaged
with the worry of states engaging in rogue actspestimes states act in ways that do not
represent citizens’ interests, demands or will, amdn in clear opposition to expressed
public opinion. | argued that in these cases, aitizare not morally responsibility for the
acts of the state. Citizens do, however, have g tuteel their state in, to ensure that the

(state) agent that acts in their name does sqjustl

Section 6.3 returned to the worry about citizenBility to do their share when we
discussed the demandingness of citizens’ individldies (s.6.3.1), and the fairness of
making these demands (s.6.3.2). If citizens arevara of the acts of their state, how can
we hold them responsible? If citizens are facinmerous personal challenges, such as not
being able to provide adequate food or educationttieir family, how can we place
further outward-looking obligations upon them? Te®ncerns were addressed in two
ways: firstly, citizens’ differentiated share oktleollective duty, set out in section 6.2.1,
shows respect for the capacity of citizens to ¢oate. Those who have insufficient
resources will not be expected to contribute intheme way as those who have readily
available resources, time, and expertise. Secogadlgn the collective nature of the duty,
we often overestimate the demandingness of whratjsired (s.6.3.1). For typical citizens
of a liberal western democracy, taking time to ytdewrite to their MP on key issues, and
to make politically conscious choices about whersltop is not burdensome to their way
of life. Yet two worries might remain: (i) how withese duties balance with duties that

citizens have to their fellow citizens?; (ii) ca® wxpect citizens to identify what it is that
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justice requires? In what follows, | will discusgese two concerns and then present two

ways, going forward, that may pave the way for nmgethese challenges.

7.3.1 Balancing Inward- and Outward-looking Duties

How can citizens conceive of their role as a pgudiot in a shared practice in the face of
these seemingly competing duties? We can concéieairorole as a citizen as including
two related aspects: what we owe to our fellowzeits, and what we owe together as a
collective. The fact that our outward-looking dstiare grounded at the collective level
enables us to see them as an additional set ofdewatons, rather than as duties that
threaten the boundaries of our citizenship dutesach othet.Our citizenship is globally-
savvy, not global. One worry we might have is thetse outward-looking duties prevent
citizens from prioritizing their original aim of eating a society that preserves their
individual freedoms and rights. To be sure, in s@ages, these duties will be based on a
positive duty of aid to those who are without bakigman necessities. Yet, more
importantly, citizens’ responsibility is to limibé injustice of their state, to limit the harm
performed by their state. Therefore, these outi@wlling duties are not chiefly concerned
with what resources we owe to others, but act lasiaon what we might demand of our
state in light of potential injustice. We owe dstio our fellow citizens to pursue the
collective good of our society, but we are limitegl what that pursuit might cost others.
The duties to fellow citizens and those to glolnddaibitants are therefore not set in direct
competition such that either we prioritize dutiesour fellow citizenor we prioritize our
outward-looking duties. Instead these two setsutied inform each other and limit and

guide our behaviour such that, in most cases, Wéwiable to respect both levels.

4 As we discussed in s.4.2.3, they are, howeveh titizenship duties.
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There will be cases, however, when limited resaumetail that we will need to favour
one set of duties over the other. The first thing should note then, is, as | argued in
section 1.3, that non-relational duties take piyooiver relational duties. At the state level,
provision of basic human necessities takes priooigr ensuring a relational duty to
respect the principle of equality in negotiatiohisThelps us to see why it may not be just
for a wealthy member of the EU to dedicate alltefdevelopment resources to ensuring
equality in negotiation with a struggling membertloé¢ EU instead of giving attention to
those with whom they do not interact but who areatde to provide their citizens with
basic human necessities. On the citizen level, les/é argued in section 4.2.2, as fellow
citizens, we are embarking on a joint project teuga our own and others’ access to basic
human necessities. In addition, we owe our fellatizens special duties in order to fully
respect the principle of equal moral worth: we eesior each other and ourselves the
ability to live as moral equals under laws, a ad@fwand a way of life that we contribute to
making. We can prioritize our duties to our fellawizens in this second layer of duties
because a part of what it means to be treated @sjaal is intricately linked to our real
encounters and those with whom we live. We canmotever justifiably prioritize this
goal above the provision of basic human necesdiggend our borders or above treating

those who we encounter justly.

This may seem like an assault on the very ideaittfeaship yet the view has the
theoretical resources to preserve the special avhbiie citizen relationship as the space in
which we ensure the fullness of what it is to lagequals. At a practical level, it does not
shift resources completely away from this proj&xnsider the claims that we need only
contribute 0.7 % of GNI to halve extreme poverty that global hunger could be
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eradicated if only global food distribution wastrastured (see s.3.5.1). The task is large
but the evidence suggests that the provision ofclfasman necessities to all would not
substantially undermine the project of living tdgatas equals within our states. When it
comes to provision of basic human necessitiesnaftates will be able to justifiably
prioritize their own citizens or those of neighhiogr states. This justification would be
based on the urgency of need, the practicalityaofying out the task or where success is
most likely. At this most basic level, the decisisrbased on how best to fulfil the duty

rather than a prioritization of those within thatetand those without.

7.3.2 Determining what Justice Requires

While we may agree on the duties that states hagan be difficult to determine the best
way to fulfil these duties. Consider some questiesmight face today: what is the least
harmful course of action in the face of terroristH®w do we facilitate the goods of free
trade while respecting states’ equal agency ani tieed to ensure their citizens’ basic
human necessities?; What ought we to do to conlibadte change while at the same time
ensuring development for the worst off? These dqoestare deeply complicated for states
to navigate, let alone collectives of citizens vare not (all) trained to engage with these
issues. This complexity is the reality and costaftemporary society. Citizens and states
owe a commitment to follow principles of justiceyttwe cannot escape the difficulty of
navigating the world we face, even once we haveestavel of theoretical clarity about
what we ought to do. As we conclude, | offer twoys/en which citizens may facilitate the

fulfilment of their duties despite this complexity.
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7.4 Two Strategies

7.4.1 Institutionalization

In the domestic case there are many ways in whehnsatitutionalize duties that we owe
to each other. For example, tax law enforces outriution of what we determine we
owe each other in welfare security and in some tmsvoting is made compulsory. The
functioning of the state does not rely purely adizens respecting their moral obligations
to each other. These duties have been institute@thind are enforced such that they are
respected even when it does not appear to be inintigidual citizens’ immediate
interests. One way to mitigate some of our worabsut the complexity of fulfilling our
outward-looking duties is to institutionalize them this way. Laws, policies and
institutions can be created to entrench these slasea protection against the times when
they no longer seem to be in our immediate interest more expertly navigate the
complex issues, and to more effectively harnessrégeired collective action. | have
argued that it is a mistake to think that it islexgtvely the state’s role to mediate between
its own citizens’ interests and the requirementglobal justice: it is, at least in part, up to
citizens to balance their own demands with whathiniog required by global justice. With
this balancing outsourced to the state, statesaftdairly prioritize citizens’ interests
because citizens control the mechanisms of acchbilititan place. Institutionalizing some
of our outward-looking duties is a way in whichizd#ns can properly allocate the
everyday burden of decision-making without abandgrthe collective duty to hold their
state accountable. If citizens participate in, otevfor, political parties that establish
institutions of oversight, and institute policidgt clearly outlined the conditions under
which, for example, their state could make a tradeeement or enforce international

security, this would go some way toward removing tieed for citizens themselves to be
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holding the state accountable on these issuesgsolitical and legal mechanisms would

be in place to do so.

Similarly, institutionalization at the internatidnievel will relieve the burden of these
global justice duties for both citizens and statéds in the interests of citizens as a
collective to not only work toward domestic constts on state action but also to establish
international constraints to regulate state behavid’he competitive nature of the
international sphere can make such reform difficwithout significant consensus.
Consider the attempts of states to reform inteonati tax regulations. As long as some
states continue to offer tax havens or special tiems to multinational corporations, the
remaining states that do implement reform are theadvantaged in a competitive market.
This is seen perhaps most starkly in the textileketa Without a shared commitment
among states, a developing state that enforcesulaftandards loses business to less
regulated markets, which then harms the alreadgapi@us economy and people of the
developing state. Many such institutions are alyesdplace to facilitate international
interaction: consider the UN or the WTO. Reformdhtese institutions and establishment
of further structures, if established with the piohe of equality in negotiation in mind, are
a way to assist both states and citizens to regpstite with minimal daily reflection of
what this requires. In the light of multiple comipegt demands on our time, this offers a

valuable way forward.

7.4.2 Civic Education
For some, the suggestion of a comprehensive progeaof civic education rings alarm

bells of indoctrination. However, most school couta in liberal western democracies
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already include some version of a citizenship eficsi class. These classes range quite
broadly between states and even between diffeegnvms within states. Underlying these
differences is, however, a shared commitment teraatratic ethic and a desire to equip
young people with the ability and motivation to gpapate in public life. One prominent
model of civic education, inspired by Dewey, pr@sdstudents with learning experiences
that are similar to actual political practices nder to gain a full understanding of political
life.®> Hence, most schools have some kind of studentrgment or body that allows
students to participate in a democratic forum sanes that affect them. These curricula are
often contentious and shift according to the gonemnt of the day. | will not here engage
with the extensive literature in the field of edtioa on how best to go about cultivating a
civic ethos. Here, what is important to see is thatinfrastructure is largely in place to
actively develop young people’s understanding @ ¢remands of citizenshfpOn the
model presented here, this civic education shodtttess the outward-looking aspect of
public life. Simple shifts could yield meaningfultcomes. For example, when student
governments propose projects or pass policies tignesshould be asked about how these
policies might affect other schools in the neighih@od or district; or when examples are
used to illustrate difficult issues or how one ntighcide how to vote, examples of foreign

policy could be used.

School-based civic education has had moments ehget political attention. Yet, much
civic education is found outside of the classrotimfact much of what informs the civic

ethic of citizens is not specifically intentioned be ‘civic education’: for example,

® For a full discussion, see Thomas Ehrli€ivic Responsibility and Higher Educati¢washington DC:
Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2000).

® Furthermore, the evidence suggests that thissirfreture does make a difference: civic knowledge
promotes a commitment to democratic values, palifparticipation and consistency in views. For la fu
discussion of this Carnegie/CIRCLE report, see Mfill Galston, “Civic Education and Political
Participation,”PSOnline 2004, 263—66.
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political debates by politicians, discussions alegtslation, advertising campaigns, TV
programmes, and so on all play a role in creatisga@etal culture which influences how
we view our role as citizens. Consider popular USshows:The West Wing, Commander
in Chief or Army WivesAll three shows present a certain image of whisttio be a good
citizen, and how the US government functions andch@ivated. It is this kind of civic
education that is probably most pervasive and mpsh to distortion. One approach to re-
orientating our citizenship might, therefore, be édizens and public officials to reflect
more carefully on how citizenship is characterizadough these informal means and
insofar as it is within the realm of free speecH association to encourage a message that

includes an understanding of our outward-lookingcciesponsibilities.

We may hesitate to put our faith in a change ottonour media and public life. The
complexities of politics make it seem unlikely thatcan make much difference. Yet,
recent events illustrate just how quickly the tafgoublic opinion can shift. One example
might be the rise of the far right in Europe, whiahtil recent years, had not gained much
traction. In a very short period of time, many Blltas have new and influential minorities
opposed to immigration, multicultural policies, akt#l) integration. The impact of this
shift is not always seen in formal politics (comsidJKIP which only managed one UK
parliamentary seat) but impact is seen in how ipalitdiscourse overall has shifted to the
right. Politicians of all stripes are addressingsth concerns and are cautious to oppose this
rising public opinion too radically. In another t¢ext, Pope Francis has shown that a
change of tone can have far-reaching impact. Hipharsis on the poor of the church,
climate change and the justice of capitalism hanle decisive change in tone from a
Church that in recent years appeared to be chagfhcerned with questions of personal

morality. To be sure, there has not been signifigastitutional reform or change in
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doctrine. But perhaps that is what is so remarkabBlen without substantial reform, a
simple change of tone has made a significant diffee in the Catholic world and beyohd.
This is evident not only in a more favourable palalpinion of the papacy but also in what

projects individuals and organizations pursue.

Although the fulfilment of citizens’ individual di#s can be complex, | have offered two
ways in which citizens as a collective could edsie individual burden. First, citizens
could facilitate both the determination of the need action and the fulfilment of it
through institutionalization of the internationairnziples of justice, both at the domestic
and international level. Second, citizens couldicale a societal culture that respected

these outward-looking duties through formal andinfal channels of civic education

7.5 Further Questions

As it is with all research, this thesis has notyomlorked toward solutions to some
questions, but laid the groundwork for many momuiries. | turn now to consider three
possible areas of further questions that this shieas prepared us for: the first, pertains to
the ways in which outward-looking duties impact @hizens not residing within their
home state, the second, questions surroundinganaeptual understanding of citizenship

and the third, the way the arguments in this thesig apply to semi-democratic states.

" Howard Chua-Eoan and Elizabeth Dias, “Pope Fraiitis People’s PopeTime MagazineDecember
2013, http://poy.time.com/2013/12/11/person-of-ylear-pope-francis-the-peoples-pope/; David Gibson,
“The ‘Pope Francis Effect'? It Just Might Be RedlfuxNow March 26, 2015,
http://www.cruxnow.com/church/2015/03/26/the-popanatis-effect-it-just-might-be-real/.
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7.5.1 Non-citizen Residents and Dual Citizens

The thesis has focused on the duties that citifeather than residents) have to those
outside of their own practice. The assumption remnkthat, for the most part, there is a
clear division between citizens of one state artizeris of another. There is scope,
however, to expand the ideas of this thesis totgqressurrounding non-citizen residents.
If we have a duty to ensure that our practice smésmpact unjustly on those who are not
a part of it, how does this apply to non-citizeesiding within our state? What duties do
we have to refugees, temporary immigrants, or innamitg awaiting citizenship status? In
the case of refugees, perhaps answers lie in oommitonent to ensure basic human
necessities, and our commitment to the treatiewto€h our state is a signatory. More
interestingly, co-operative practices such as thedhd its resultant increase in migration,
create a range of complex cases. These casesquastons both of what citizens owe
these migrants, and what these migrants owe othdight of their involvement in the

practice of the state within which they reside.

At least two cases offer opportunity for furtheodight: (i) a citizen of an EU state who
resides permanently in another EU state, andh@)dual citizen. In the case of the EU
citizen, there is often very little incentive toastye (or acquire an additional) citizenship
status. EU citizens are entitled to all the besedit citizenship in whichever state they
reside: they can access healthcare, educatiorhemefits with the same entitlements as a
citizen. In addition, they can vote in local eleas. Importantly, however, thegannot
vote in national elections in the country of resice So while many live most of their
lives in a state, they are not eligible to influemational decisions through formal political
channels, unless they acquire citizenship stataes[his exclude them from responsibility

for the state’s acts? Or are their on-going beseditd informal channels of influence

245



sufficient to include them? If we do include themtle scope of collective responsibility,
how does this impact on their responsibility foeithhome state, where they are still able

to vote?

This brings us to our second case, of citizens withl political allegiance. Increasingly,
many individuals have dual citizenship, or like tB& citizen, have what could be
described as dual political allegiance even if tdeynot formally have dual citizenship
status. Ashwini Vasanthkumar introduces some ofwtbeies that dual allegiance might
bring: is it legitimate for a citizen to use theitizenship in one state in order to further an
agenda of another stafe®n interesting case here is Commonwealth citizessiding in
the UK. Their Commonwealth status grants them a uothe national election so long as
they are residing in the UK, which includes mamgngitory residents such as university
students and individuals living and working abrdad a few years. It is possible, and
likely, that many of these residents vote with th@me state political allegiance in mind.
One might vote, for example, for a party that suppeeduced visa requirements for
immigrants or more favourable aid policibecauseit is in the interests of one’s home
state that such a party be elected. Similarly, idenshe Somali asylum seeker who cannot
vote but has been resident in the UK for years e civil society to campaign British
politicians on issues affecting Somalia. Theseviddials are partly participating in the
practice of the state by receiving some of its Ben@nd shaping its policies, and are
partly taking the place of those who are outsideébof affected by, the practice of the state
given they cannot formally participate in decisimaking yet are directly affected by
government policies. To move forward we need toagegwith these questions: when do

immigrants become a part of the responsible colle®tAnd until then, what duties might

8 Ashwini Vasanthkumar, “The Problem of Dual Polfiéllegience, The Changing Nature of Poltiical
Obligations 2015.

246



the collective have to non-citizens living withiteir state? Do these duties differ
depending on the non-citizen’s reason for migrataspirations for citizenship, or place of
origin? Should we include EU citizens in the cdilees in which they reside, or is there
room to consider citizen responsibility at an EMel@ There is scope, therefore, for the

project to expand into exploring the challengesarfiplex citizenries.

7.5.2 Conceptions of Citizenship

Another avenue of expansion lies in the theoretiggdlications for our conceptions of
citizenship. | have set out a view of citizensHhipttwalks the line between traditionally
liberal and republican views of citizenship. Thisw best captures how citizens of liberal
western democracies view their citizenship: asaiaimg both an important set of rights
and elements of duty toward their fellow citiz8rihere is an important set of questions
about how the view set out in this thesis mighoint our thinking about citizenship. |
have suggested in section 4.2 that the globallgrdeid citizenship | have presented does
not collapse into global citizenship. But does ibyde insight into which theory of

citizenship is most plausible? Or does it inspirees theory altogether?

Mason has laid foundations for investigating thgeestions with his exploration of the
conceptual grounds of citizenshipHe offers an account that draws on overlapping
commitments to equal-membership and a principjesifce!* The equal-membership and
justice accounts often result in a similar setights and duties, and so Mason argues that
they complement each other to create a fuller quime of citizenship. The equal-

membership account holds that ‘to act as a citigeto act in a way that is oriented

° See s.4.2, and MilleGitizenship and National Identity3.

10 Andrew Mason, “Citizenship and Justic@glitics, Philosophy & EconomicK), no. 3 (2010): 263-81;
Mason,Living Together as Equals: The Demands of Citizgnsh

1 Mason, “Citizenship and Justice.”
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towards expressing or realizing the good of equz'ezﬂntm-:‘rship.l’2 On the justice account,
‘the rights of citizenship are owed as a mattejustice and the duties of citizenship are
understood primarily as the means through whicleragn discharges the duties of justice
that she owes to her fellow citizertd This justice-based account’ opens the door fer th
kind of global justice oriented duties of citizemstior which | have argued. Yet, as
discussed in section 4.2, Mason holds that ouedutf citizenship are owed exclusively to
our fellow citizens. Even so, there is scope tauarthat his account can accommodate
outward-looking duties of citizenship. Mason, hitisén engaging with ecological
citizenship views, mentions duties iirtue of citizenship:* Other accounts of citizenship
appear less amenable. The study of citizenshipradgionally focused almost exclusively
on domestic issues: what are we entitled to? Andtwihen, do we owe to our fellow
citizens? Our conceptions of citizenship draw otoaats of democracy, multiculturalism,
equality, and identity, to name but a few. Re-direncitizenship toward global concerns
has potential to alter what conception of demockacgquality, for example, we can draw
upon in forming our understanding of citizenshimother way forward for this project
would therefore be to investigate, challenge, asthape current conceptions of citizenship

in light of the view set out in this thesis.

7.5.3 Non-democratic, Semi-democratic and Newlyedeatic States

This thesis has focused on liberal western dem@sasuch as the US, UK or members of
the EU. This focus was important both as a wayntit the scope of the inquiry and as a
way to focus on those states that are most oftgpepating injustice from positions of

international power. It was also important to tliguanents on citizen responsibility that

2 bid., 264.
13 bid.
4 Mason,Living Together as Equals: The Demands of Citizan<l99.
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citizens are in a working representative relatigmshith their state (see s.4.3, s.5.1.1,
s.5.3). Furthermore, equality of standing betwetates is based on their equal agency,
created by the citizens that it represents (s.W2jle this may be more inclusive than the
established democracy required for citizen resjalitgi it still excludes completely rogue
states (such as North Korea, for example). Throughbe thesis, therefore, there are
multiple questions to be asked about how thesenaggts may apply to states that are not
liberal western democracies. There are many differeases: firstly, non-western
democracies that respect the basic representaaiveenof democracy but do not comply
with standard liberal conceptions of human righésg( Indonesia); secondly, new
democracies that offer democratic representatianfdrunow, have a strong one party
dominance, making accountability difficult to ersufe.g. South Africa); thirdly,
struggling democracies that cycle between demacnagimes and military regimes,
where at each election it is not clear that theitebe a peaceful turnover of power (e.qg.
Burundi); fourthly, theocratic states (e.g. Saudal#ia), and fifthly, dictatorships (e.g.

Zimbabwe).

As | have implied throughout the thesis, the lessidcratic a state, the less responsibility
citizens will have for its acts. There are moretlulguestions to be asked about the
argument that citizens have a duty to ensure #taie is not rogue because it legitimatizes
injustice to allow your state the privileged pamitiof statehood in the international realm
without holding it to account (s.5.3). We would neant to apply this mandate to the

citizens of North Korea, for example, but what d¢filta, South Africa, or Brazil? To what

extent are citizens responsible for their failui@#$old their state accountable, when their
state does not have, or fully respect, democragchanisms? Often, our chief concern

with non- and semi-democratic states is how theyide for and protect their own
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citizens, rather than states around them. Thedessti, however, contribute to global
injustice. Consider, for example, China’s contribntto carbon emissions, or South
Africa’s support of the Mugabe regime. The arguragnesented here can therefore offer
us a foundation from which to tackle these cashss thesis has focused on providing one
way to combat global injustice. It has however dggun to lay the foundations for an
international theory of justice more broadly. Ider to fully achieve this, the arguments
presented throughout the thesis could be applied l@rger range of state actors in the

global realm.

7.6 Conclusion

This thesis set out to investigate the politicariels of citizens’ responsibility in light of
the requirements of global justice. It questiondthirstates owed to each other and how
citizens were implicated in the failure to fulfileése duties. It began from the status quo, a
statist global environment, and along the way Héered arguments to support some of
our status quo political assumptions, such as aderstanding of the state as an agent or
international law’s treatment of states as equalsinderstanding these assumptions more
fully, we have gained resources to take us fonimidentifying what, beginning from our
status quo viewpoint, we are committed to in oulatiens with others. | argued that state
equality, properly understood, commits us to hadétates to a number of duties: a duty
of non-harm, rescue, and the provision of basic drumecessities. In addition, when
applied to relations between states, state equalitynds a commitment to the principle of
equality in negotiation. Similarly, our state-basglv of citizenship, properly understood,
commits us to two collective duties of account#ilto ensure our states’ pursuit of our
interests is within the realm of justice and todhthle state accountable to the duties it has

in virtue of its place in the international realm.
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The thesis then argued that citizens of liberalteresdemocracies ought, in some cases, to
be held collectively morally responsible for thésaof their state. That is, when citizens as
a collective buy in to democracy, benefit from amitence state action, and are uniquely
placed to hold the state accountable, the colleatan be blamed for injustice perpetrated
by their state. This moral responsibility will aftehe moral standing of the collective and
so enable us to more accurately map responsilbditygrave injustices. It can ground a
duty to apologize or make the collective liableb®treated with mistrust, and in extreme
cases, to bear punishment. Most saliently it witbulnd remedial duties that, alongside
citizens’ duties of accountability, will shape timelividual duties that citizens have to do
their bit. Individuals are not to blame but maylfebared guilt in some cases. Most
importantly, citizens will have individual duties tontribute toward the collective duty to
hold the state accountable and to rectify the tmjasfor which they bear moral

responsibility.

The thesis has taken us through the political casnof responsibility for global injustice.
It has offered insight into where responsibilityedi ‘in a world of complex
interdependencies, massive institutional strucfuaed breath-taking new technologies ...
[where] we have lost any sure sense of our respilitiss toward others and their
responsibilities toward ud”In doing so, it has not only identified areas ppmpriately
backward-looking blame but offered the forward-limgkduties of our states and citizens
so that we can begin to build a path toward a mestglobal order. The way forward is
not straightforward. The thesis has most fundantigntéfered an insight into a way we

might helpfully think about our responsibility faglobal injustice. This provides a

15 Scheffler,Boundaries and Allegiances: Problems of Justice Radponsibility in Liberal Thought9.
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motivation for those who do not feel appropriatedgponsible for the injustice in which
they are complicit. Perhaps more importantly, thesis offers insight into which political
channels of responsibility open up new avenuesesponse to difficult—and often
disillusioning—challenges. Through the collectieng, this thesis has emphasized the
responsibility of citizens, but it has also offeradvay to individually ‘do your bit’ to
combat global injustice in a feasible and collabweaway. At its root then, the thesis
offers not just a view of citizens as a collectilsat an opportunity to deepen the sense in
which citizens are a community. Alone, the tasknseeénsurmountable and lonely for
those who embark on it. Yet, following the polificdhannels of responsibility together
offers a way to work toward substantial internagiloreform. To be sure, this is not all of

global justice but it is, one, powerful factor ti&tvithin our power to reform.
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