Chapter 1

Introduction
A Plea for Global Justice

E ARE LIVING IN AN AGE OF PARADOX. The current stage of globaliza-

tion is said to be shrinking time and space, but the emotional dis-

tahce between different parts of the world, between different classes
within countries, ahd between us and our less privileged neighbors hext door
seems to widen. Thus, although globalization is supposed to bring people
closer together, its individualistic and competitive stahce instead has driven
them apart. People of all races and haticnalities are said to be “linked more
deeply, more intensely, more immediately than ever before” (UNDP 1999, 30).
They are becoming profoundly interconhected within che worldwide com-
munhity of fate (D. Held 1995b, 228, 2000, 424; Hisffe 2002¢, 144F.), but their
individual fates could not be more different from one another. For some peaple,
globalization brings unprecedented freedom from physical and spatial con-
straints, but for others it undercuts the possibility of domesticating the locality
on which they inevitably and inherently depend (Bawman 1998, 18). The advan-
tage of the ohe is the disadvantage of the other; luck on one side is matched with
harm and misfortune on the other; lavish and excessive wealth is hourished by
the extreme poverty, starvation, and humiliation it helps maintain,

Modernity, Inequality, and the Neoliberal Project of the
Global Market

“Beihg a spectator of calamities taking place in another country,” according
to Susan Sohtag, “is a quintesseltial modern experience” (Sontag 2003, 18],
This is the ilip side of the globalization coin. The display in the media of
humanitarian herrors and social grievances in distant parts of the world
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unhinges us from the sheltered, and in itself distinctly modern, context of our
nationally organized, bounded societies. It robs us of the option of pretending
that we did not know and forces us to replace inward-looking ighorance with
an open global perspective.

If withessing distant social grievances is an ihherently modern experi-
enhce, however, so must be the challenge that inevitably derives from it. We
cahnot escape the hormative consequences of living alongside poverty and
starvation in the developing world. Within an increasingly integrated world
society, the quest for global justice is turning into the single most complex
and at the same time most pressing and important challenge of the 21st century.
Thus globalization does not render all our modern achievements simply irrel-
evalt, as some postinodern skeptics proclaimed somewhat prematurely during
the 1990s. Rather, we will have to rethink, reformulate, and justify them anew
in the global context. It is modernity itself that formulates the challenge for
the new era; and the sheer dimensions of poverty, starvation, and inequality
on a worldwide scale make the challenge of this “second modernity” (Beck
2000, 58) without precedent.

But as we speak about and refer to global justice, we stand in front of the
pile of shards and broken promises left behind by the misguided necliberal
project of a global market society.! The dream of the necliberal architects of
the global market was one of liberty and global prosperity—provided and se-
cured by the magic of ah unleashed, self-regulating market on a global scale.
The euphoria was disarming when in the early 19805 Margaret Thatcher and
Ronald Reagan steered their econcimies on a bold new course of deregulation,
liberalization, and privatization. Their belief was that their neoliberal pelicies
provided both the simple but effective answer to the exploding cost of the
Western welfare state and the much-needed remedies for the economic “un-
derdevelopment” in the Third World. When in the waning days of the 1980s
the East collapsed under the heavy weight of its similarly failed ideclogy, the
world was left, it seemed, with no alternative path to progress and develop-
ment than the one built by global necliberal capitalism. The final chapter of
human history had been written (Fukuyama 1992); no questiohs seemed to
remain open.

Today, however, more questions are opeh again thah are ahswered. The
enthusiastically proclaimed end of the business cycle in the realm of the emerg-
ing “New Econotmy” in the mid-1990s turned out tobe a chimera, The seemingly
unstoppable economic upheaval that provided the fuel for the neoliberals’
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defense of their project was only a gigantic bubble, and when it finally burst at
the turh of the hew millennium, it propelled the world economy into the first
tailspin of truly global dimensions—for many hardworking employees a fatal
scehario in a society thathad replaced the commitment to social security and
justice with the blind belief in everlasting e conomic growth. Today the level of
inequality in the industrialized world is back to where it was in the 1920s; and
symptomatically, it is most evident in those countries that embraced the neo-
liberal course most prefoundly.

During the heydays of neoliberal economic globalization in the 19905, the
gap between the richest and the pocrest parts of this world widened. At the
beginning of this new millennium, 15.6 percent of the world’s people shared a
total of 81 percent of global income, while the remaining 19 percent of the
income must suffice for the other 84.4 percent of human beings. The income
gap between the richest fifth of people living in the richest countries and the
poorest fifth living in the poorest countries increased from 30 to 1 in 1960 to
60 to 1in 1990, and to 74 to 1 in 1997 (Pogge 2004, 264f). This trend is ohgo-
ing (World Bank 2008, 7£). In 46 countries people were poorer in the early
20005 than they were in 1990, and twenty-five countries saw more of their
people go hungry thanh in the early 1990s. Consequently, in the eatly years of
the new millennium more than 1.2 billion people worldwide lived below the
internaticnal poverty line, and more than 800 million were undernourished
(Pogge 2003, 118). Thirty thousand children died every day of preventable
causes (Robinson 2005, 25), and a third of all human deaths were related to
poverty (Pogge 2003, 118). More than 1 billion human beings had no access to
clean water, and 2.6 billion did neot have access to basic sanitation (Robinson
2003, 25£). Furthermore, more than 880 million people lacked access to basic
health services, 854 million adults were illiterate, approximately 1 billion had
no adequate shelter, and 2 billion had ho electricity (Pogge 2003, 118). For an
unprecedetited number of countries, as Mary Robinson (2005, 25) concluded,
the human development indicators did neot improve but got worse during the
1990s. Only the targeted efforts based on and toward the UN Millenhium
Development Goals in the past few years have started to show some improve-
ment in these mumbers. The improvements, much needed as theyare, tend to
be highly concentrated on specific geographical areas, while first of all sub-
Saharan Africa but also South Asia are falling farther behind in almost all of
the projected goals. And overall, still, 1 billion people continue to live in ex-
treme poverty today, 73 million children of primary school age remain without
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access to education, 190,000 children under the age of five die of preventable
diseases every week, every 30 seconds one child loses the battle against ma-
laria, and still half of the developing world lacks basic sanitation (World Bank
2008, 2). In sub-Saharan Africa and South Asia, 35 percent of children under
the age of five are affected by moderate to severe stunting caused by malnu-
trition. Globally, malnutrition accounts for 3.5 million deaths each year
{(World Bank 2008, 9). The list goes oh ahd on.

Yet a remarkable number of economists still insist on the adequacy and
continuation of the neoliberal project. They blame the remaining obstruc-
tions to the free global market for the persistence of deprivation ahd human
misery ahd opt for an eveh more vigorous course of global deregulation, liber-
alization, and privatization. Some do admnit that their policies might cause
solme initial suffering, but they see this suffering as the inevitable price we
must pay in order to move oh to a more prosperous and just future; all we
need, they assert, is Inore patience for the effects of their remedies to kick in
and the benefits of the global competitive markets to “trickle down” to even
the poorest of the poor

as if a quarter century was hot enough. They still
believe, or pretend to believe, that the rising tide of the global economy will
eventually lift all boats, but they fail to see that the boats hot strong enough
for the fast-rising tide have started to sink The higher the tide rises, the deeper
these boats get pulled underwater. The question they have not answered yet
is when—if at all—this “trickle-down” effect will start to set in (Wettstein
2008, 248).

Nobel laureate Joseph Stiglitz (2001, vii) sees no empirical evidence and
“little historical support” for the existence of a trickle-down effect. For mil-
lions of the global poor, econemic growth did not equal economic develop-
ment (Tavis 1982a, 5). In many parts of the developing world necliberal poli-
cies did hot even create the economic growth hecessary for anything to trickle
down in the first place (Stiglitz 2002a, 20). Rather than providing a path for
developing countries to catch up, the growth-induced development strategies
proposed and enforced in the realm of the so-called Washington Consensus
led to a further marginalization of poor countries inthe global economy. At a
certain level, as Ivan Illich (1978) showed, economic growth modernizes and
thus perpetuates poverty rather than alleviating it. It increases our depen-
dency on the market and forces low-income classes to spend an ever-increasing
share of their budget in order to satisfy their basic needs. Furthermore, it is
well known that beyond the struggle for the realization of the most basic
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material needs, personal well-being is not only a function of absolute income
but also crucially depends onrelative measures ahd ohe’s actual position within
the purchasing-power hierarchy (Ulrich 1986, 119). It is exactly this inability
of market-based growth strategies to add ress relative problems that makes the
reintegration of the justice focus into ecohomic rationality ah urgent heces-
sity. Lacking this focus, however, we are mmoving in the direction of universal-
izing rather than eliminating the social conditions of the Third World today
(Ulrich 2004a, 9).

Both the intellectual and the empirical foundations of the trickle-down ar-
gumelt are weak, if hot hohexistent, “Trickle-down economics,” Joseph Stiglitz
(2002a, 78) asserts, “was hever much more than justa belief, an article of faith.”
It is the belief of the last ideclogues of a fading orthodoxy that has defeated it-
self. By systematically eliminating the human factor from its core, it has dis-
tanced itself from its inherently practical basis. After a quarter century of rapid
integration of global markets, this has become only too obvious today But still
in 2000 economist Rudiger Dornbusch kept asserting, “Nowthe economy is on
a bold new course that turns back to where we came from, economic liberal-
ism and individualism, competition and opportunity” (Dornbusch 2000, 25).

Surprisingly, this was after the New Ecohomy of the “roaring hineties”
(Stiglitz 2003) collapsed like a house of cards. The “blissful world” Dornbusch
(2000, 25) still envisicned had already been unmasked as a world of empty
promises. Global market competition has predominantly improved the exist-
ing opportunities of those who have much already and eroded the cnes of those
who have little, Economic liberalism and individualism, praised by Dorn-
busch, have deepened the divide between rich and poor within, as well as be-
tweeh, countries. Today the world is a more unhjust place than ever before in
history; the sheer dimensions of human suftering are beyond comprehension,
From any reascnably reflective standpeint, Dornbusch’s “blissful world” de-
notes a world without justice. In light of the harsh realities that hundreds of
millions of hwman beings are facing today, his ideological assertions appear
nothing but cynical.

The Inadequacy of the Utilitarian Worldview and
Rawls's Failed Attempt to Correct It

For Dornbusch and his mainstream economist colleagues, justice does hot
matter, at least as long as it does not have any instrumental value for further-
ing their economistic goals. Economists think and speak in wtilitarian terms
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that reduce justice to a mere funhction of collective welfare. In other words, in
the mind of the utilitarian, justice attains value and relevance only insofar as
it enhances the common good; it does hot have any normative sighificance on
its own (Hadffe 2002k, 15).

The problem with utilitarianism is its implicit justification of individual
misery with reference to overall societal progress or welfare, It is based ona
simplistic formula that measures the condition of society simply by adding up
individual utilities (Sen 1973, 15). What matters is a het ihcrease in their over-
all sum, that is, a positive balance of utility losses and gains, the questions of
who wins and who loses and by how much are considered irrelevant. On the
cohtrary, where the misery of ohe persoh leads to a greater ihcrease in the wel-
fare of others, suffering even turns into a moral imperative. For utilitarians,
aggregate utility gains outweigh even the most fundamental inequalities in
their distribution (Sen 1980, 202).

What is problematic about the utilitarian perspective is hot its consequen-
tialist or teleological stance per se. Any plausible ethical theory must have
solne specific idea about the good in society (C. Jones 2001, 30). Rather, the
problem is its exclusive focus on the good and thus the exclusion or, more
precisely, the subordination of the perspective on the ethically right. Thus utili-
tariahs regard those societies as properly arranged whose institutions maxi-
mize the net aggregate satisfaction of the individuals who belong toit. Not the
interpersonal distribution of the economic pie but its maximum growth is of
relevance to utilitarians. In other words, the (ethically) correct distribution is
considered the one that yields the maximum aggregate fulfillment of personal
desires (Rawls 1971, 244f). Only in the few exceptional cases in which a just
distribution is at the same time the most efficient ohe does “justice” actually
matter to utilitarians.

Itis not hecessary to provide a full critique of philosophical utilitariahism
at this point. Its fundamental shortcomings ahd flaws have been widely dis-
cussed, and [ will touch on many of them in the course of this book Utilitari-
anism largely lost its justificatory credibility with the publication of John
Rawls’s tremendously influential critique A Theory of Justice (1971). It is evi-
dent that no reasonable account or perspective of justice can possibly permit
the sacrifice of onhe person’s most fundamental freedoms for the benefit of
others. “The rights secured by justice,” as Rawls (1971, 28) argued correctly,
“are hot subject to political bargaining or to the calculus of social imterests.”

Nevertheless, Rawls was hot entirely successful in his crusade against util-
itarianism, Although he succeeded in dismantling the flawed foundation of
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philesophical utilitarianism, atthe same time his theory provided fuel for the
less ambitious, implicitly confirmatory rather than ultimately justificatory
utilitarian doctrines of neoliberalism.? It is this subtler utilitarian stance that
still shines through in teday’s mainstream ecohomic thinking. For example,
inhis second principle of justice, the “difference principle,” Rawls argued that
social and econotmic inequalities must be arranged sothat they are reascnably
expected to be to everyone’s advantage (Rawls 1971, 60). This rather ambigu-
ous formulation reinforces rather than mitigates the economic utilitarian ar-
gument that resources are tobe allocated according to the principle of highest
productivity. It is precisely the economists’ argument that an efficient alloca-
tion will enable society to achieve the highest ecohomic output, which in turn
will leave all its members better off. Hence they see the market as one of the
cases in which ah unequal distribution actually does work to the advantage of
all. Even Rawls’s own critique is thus hot free of concessions to utilitarianism,
andthese concessions—combined with his theory’s contractarian basis—build
the grounds on which many mainstream economists express their explicit af-
finity to Rawls’s egalitarian thinking Rawls’s explicit rejection of utilitarian-
ism was sufficient to end its appeal as a justificatory moral philosophy, but it
cahnhot serve as a cohsistent critique of the modern market economy. Afterall,
both Rawls’s theory of justice and necliberal ecohomic theories are based on
the same problematic asswmption of human beings as fully rational, entirely
self-interested, ahd mutually indifferent individuals. Thus Rawls’s account of
justice is systematically unsuitable as a hormative basis for this book

The rejection of utilitarianism as an adequate ethical theory contains an
implicit hormative claim for the righthess of the justice perspective. In an age
inwhich globality has become anirreversible reality (Beck 2000, 15), however,
justice must increasingly be thought of in global terms. The most plausible
interpretation of global justice, as [ attempt to show in this book, is ohe based
on the concept of human rights. The focus on human rights is able to over-
comme the shortcomings of both the utilitarian and the contractarian perspec-
tives that weigh so heavily on Rawls’s theory It avoids the radical individualism
underlying the latter without falling into the trap of a potentially disenfran-
chising communitarianism of the former. As such, it provides a walkable path
of well-understood universalism that understands individual rights and dig-
nity as a precondition rather than a centradiction of a functiching commu-
nity. In our increasingly global society, the ethical minimum of human rights
might be all we can hope for, but if we value pluralism of cultures, religions,
and worldviews, it might indeed be all we need. The aim and the purpose of
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human rights are not to impose a preconditioned set of values on cultures and
peoples but to protect their differences by appeal to our shared humanity. This
is an ideal worth striving for, even in a time when it seems to become more
distant.

We might hotbe able to undo globalization and perhaps should not, but we
can shape and direct itin a fundamentally different direction than it is heading
now. If the last three decades of globalization have made one thing clear, it is
that global justice will hot simply emerge as a by-product of a globalized econ-
omy. The moral duty to transform our global economy and to make justice hap-
pehis ours, We cah ho longer put off this fundamental task—there is too much
at stake for humankind. For any society that pricritizes justice for all over the
privileged interests of a few, the inescapable normative implications deriving
from extremme poverty ahd incomprehensible human misery must render any
talk about the end of history uhacceptable. The question we face at the doorstep
to a global society, however, is: who is effectively able to turn history around?

It Is Time to Act—But for Whom?

“Normative reflection on transnational commitments,” Pablo De Greiff and
Ciaran Cronin (2002, 28) rightly note, “haslagged behind the reality of trans-
national social and econemic integration” for too long. Global justice was in-
deed not a major concern of moral and political philosophy until the last
guarter of the 20th century. With the exception of classical Stoic philosophy
and a few later contributions during the Enlightenment period, amonhg them
most famously Kant’s brilliant essay “To Eternal Peace” (2001b), the concept
of justice was rarely explored from a truly global angle.

The rapid global integration of ah ever-growing number of social and soci-
etal domains by the end of the 20th century, however, rendered global justice
an immediate practical concern and put it back on the political and phile-
sophical agenda. Although this has led to a vivid debate on the nature and
relevance of global justice, scholars in the fleld have remained surprisingly
silent about the question of obligations. One laudable exception in this regard
is Onora O'Neill. O’Neill (1991, 279) justifiably criticized the debate on global
justice for focusing solely on the implications that different approaches to
global justice would have for international distribution if there were actors
and recipients for whom these implications were pertinent. Those invelved in
the debate did not, however, specify who those actors and recipients are and
what duties they must bear. Therefore, they have successfully managed to get
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around the discussion of the most controversial part of the global justice de-
bate. The “deep ahd consequential disagreements,” as Thomas Pogge (2001b, 1)
concurs, are not about technical matters and implementation questions but
about who must bear what responsibility. Unless we start defining and alle-
cating moral obligations, the practical impact of our reflections and discus-
sions about principles of global justice will necessarily remain small From
this perspective, this book is a deliberate attempt to extend the discussion of
global justice to questions of obligations and ebligation bearers.

The sheer dimensions of the inequality and injustice that characterize and
determine our global human coexistence render the question of whois obliged
to mnake what contribution hot onhly of existential importance but also of great
controversy In this book I will argue that the largest cbligations of justice
must be assighed to those agents and agencies with the most extensive capa-
bilities to make positive contributions to the transformation of uhjust situa-
tions into just ones. It is from this perspective that [ will focus on a specific
actor that has acquired superior capabilities but has nevertheless largely es-
caped the screen in regard to questions of justice so far: the large multina-
tional corporation.

There is increasing agreement to the claim that corporations’ respeonsibili-
ties must hot be confined to the abdication of doing harm but must include
positive contributions to the solution of pressing societal problems (Marsden
2000, 9£). For Henry Shue (1988, 697), the failure to harnhess the “gargantuan
force” of these trahshational actors for the solution of some of our mest pet-
sistent problems is a lost opportunity of spectacular dimensions. Although
this claim may make sense intuitively, we still lack the normative foundation
on which to consistently formulate such responsibilities. On what basis can
we legitimately attach extensive moral obligations to multinational corpora-
tions’ or ahy other agent’s capabilities? This book will provide an answer to
this pressing and important question ahd therefore will lead the way to ap-
proaching human misery and global inequality from an entirely new perspec-
tive. The missing hormative founhdation, [ will argue, is provided by the con-
cept of global justice. Hence multinational corperations must be theorized as
agents of justice at the global level. Those who argue that this is not what we
desighed corporations for miss ohe crucial point: the way we did design them
in the realm of heoclassical economic theory has evidently failed to meet the
requirements of a just society. This alone is sutficient to create a demand foran
alterhative perspective oh these importanht social institutions.



