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Within the debate over global distributive justice, the most challenging proposals - those forwarded by global egalitarians - have attracted the objection that their ideals are incompatible with recognising the legitimate self-determination of national communities. I will call this the incompatibility claim. If the incompatibility claim is justified, we might be said to face a choice between accepting the ‘distributive’ goals of the egalitarians and rejecting them in favour of the more ‘political’ vision of those who would defend the right of national communities to make autonomous decisions about their futures.
 On first inspection it should be easy to refute such a claim: there is after all no reason in principle why global egalitarians – those who would condemn a range of global inequalities as pro tanto unjust – cannot also accord value to the ideal of self-determination; there are a range of possible ways in which the two values could be traded off against each other. This would not signal the demise of global egalitarianism any more than the acknowledgement of the competing value of autonomy for the family would represent the capitulation of domestic egalitarianism. Egalitarians need not be monomaniacs, and they can be global egalitarians at the level of fundamental principle, whilst accepting trade-offs with other values. The incompatibility claim is therefore troubled immediately. But perhaps this claim can be reformulated, so that a concern for self-determination is not (implausibly) said to defeat the ideals of global egalitarians, but rather their substantive realisation. Perhaps showing any concern for national self-determination will result in a world where the goals of global egalitarians simply cannot be delivered upon to any significant degree. 


Even reformulated in this way, the incompatibility claim does not succeed. The first goal of this paper is to reveal the many ways in which global egalitarians can make space for self-determination without trading it off against their global egalitarianism. This part of the argument suggests that clearing space for national self-determination will be less troublesome for global egalitarians than some defenders of self-determination would have us believe. The goals of at least some global egalitarians will be satisfied in such a way that space is left for national self-determination, and the reformulated incompatibility claim also therefore fails. Clearing room for national self-determination – were that a worthy objective – will not be entirely straightforward for global egalitarians, however. The second goal of the paper is to suggest that global egalitarians need to be more circumspect about their argument that inequalities which track national membership should be condemned as ‘morally arbitrary’ in nature. Though this objection from moral arbitrariness supplies what can be considered the founding intuition of global egalitarianism, those who would advance it have not been clear about just when - and why – nationality-tracking inequalities should be rejected. The latter part of the paper reveals that the objection from arbitrariness can be construed in a variety of ways, and argues that the more plausible versions will not condemn all nationality-tracking inequalities at the bar of egalitarian justice. If global egalitarians are to make any space for self-determination, a much more nuanced approach to moral arbitrariness is in order.
 


The argument proceeds as follows: Section I introduces some prominent arguments in favour of the value of national self-determination, and counter-poses these to the rival claim that one’s nationality has a morally arbitrary effect on one’s life-chances. Defenders of each position have at times been rather sceptical about the claims of the other, although the present paper counsels against the view that the opposition between the two values is as simple or straightforward as has been supposed. Section II demonstrates how the claim that the defence of national self-determination rules out global egalitarianism collapses in the face of the diversity of global egalitarian positions, and establishes that the divergent ways in which global egalitarians have understood the site, scope, subject, standards and strength of egalitarian principles ensures that most of them are able to allow some space for national autonomy without compromising on their principles at all. Sections III and IV consider the claim that inequalities contingent on nationality are ‘morally arbitrary’ in more detail. Here it turns out that the supposed simplicity and normative power of the objection from arbitrariness has masked a good deal of ambiguity in terms of which inequalities the objection should apply to, and on quite what basis. Having examined the moral arbitrariness objection more closely in Section III, it becomes clear that different versions of the objection can be pressed, and that each will have a somewhat different import for theories of global justice. Section IV demonstrates, in fact, that the form in which the objection from arbitrariness has usually been made is stronger than is necessary to support the political proposals of many global egalitarians; the strength of this argument has obscured the fact that global egalitarians can coherently both make space for a degree of self-determination, and accept the inequalities that will inevitably result without compromising on their principles. None of this is intended to establish that there is no possibility of tension between the ideals of self-determination and global egalitarianism.  Nevertheless it emerges that the conflict is more contingent than has been suspected, and that the objections of defenders of either value to the claims of the other have until now masked some of the ways in which reconciliation might be effected.


I

Those concerned to defend the principle of global equality of opportunity
 have considered the burden of argument placed upon their shoulders rather easy to bear. For, they say, if we are by now prepared to accept without demur (or else cast ourselves into the ideological wilderness) that one’s race or gender or class of birth should not affect one’s life-chances, then why should one’s nationality? The basic intuition underlying this move – which, importantly, suggests that nationality is a ‘morally arbitrary feature’ which a theory of egalitarian distribution should have no truck with – is taken to have considerable normative appeal by defenders of all varieties of global egalitarian justice, and also by many defenders of less demanding positions (though see Section IV for a more cautious view on this argument by extension). Imagining two infants born on either side of the US-Mexican border, we might for instance be asked how it could be thought just that the life-chances of the two children should diverge quite as radically as they predictably will.
 There is scarcely a defender of global distributive justice, or more narrowly of global egalitarianism, who has not made recourse to the intuition that nationality must be morally arbitrary in a way that is comparable to race or gender: that our nation of birth ‘is just one further deep contingency (like genetic endowment, race, gender, and social class)’ which egalitarians should seek to limit or remove the effects of.
 One leading adherent of the argument from moral arbitrariness makes additional reference to the notion of the ‘postcode lottery,’ which ‘has been employed in Britain to criticize the situation in which people who lived in the jurisdictions of different councils have very unequal access to health and education.’ It is suggested that our intuitive objection to this inequality is a powerful one, and that the ‘point’ of global egalitarianism ‘is simply to radicalize this and to see through its logic to the global level.’
 If taken seriously, the objection from moral arbitrariness would appear to have significant consequences for the nation-state. Notably, nation-states have served as the cradle for ideas, and practices, of social justice, equality and reciprocity; but many contemporary defenders of these ideas would now reject their confinement to national settings. Indeed, for some liberals at least, the restriction of distributive equality to nations is an example of long-running, but still embarrassing myopia. At the level of liberal egalitarian theory, what could be so distinctive about particular nations, or fellow nationals, that would justify restricting egalitarian justice to them? 

A number of recent defenders of national self-determination have robustly responded to this line of argument. The argument that global egalitarianism is incompatible with national self-determination has been advanced in greatest detail, and with greatest force, by David Miller.  Miller's strongest criticisms have been aimed towards the idea of global equality of opportunity,
 but he has made it clear that he also believes that global equality however construed must be rejected. For ‘If political communities are in general to be self-governing in matters of economic and social policy and so forth, what scope is left for cosmopolitan principles of justice that seek to treat people equally regardless of which community they belong to?’
 Furthermore, he disputes the claim that inequalities arising from national membership are morally arbitrary, especially once we take into account the fact that members of nations can rightly be held responsible for their collective decisions about economic, environmental and population policy.

Although rather more attention has been paid recently to elucidating the grounds on which we might attribute collective national responsibility, the argument for national self-determination and the one about national responsibility are intimately connected. Formally, the argument for national self-determination is prior, since it makes plain that space must be cleared for national autonomy. As a result of this autonomy, the idea of collective national ‘outcome’ responsibility then becomes appropriate.
 Generally speaking ‘To respect the autonomy of other nations also involves treating them as responsible for decisions they make about resource use, economic growth, environmental protection, and so forth. As a result of these decisions, living standards in different countries may vary substantially, and one cannot then justify redistribution by appeal to egalitarian principles of justice such as the Rawlsian difference principle.’
 This is the ‘dynamic objection’ to global egalitarianism; it suggests we should prefer an account of global justice in which ‘there is no fundamental challenge to the idea of state autonomy, and no attempt to achieve global uniformity, in the sense of people everywhere enjoying the same bundle of rights, resources, and opportunities.’
 Despite the ongoing debate on national responsibility, then, the question about national self-determination may ultimately be more important, or at least more fundamental. Until we have an account of what decisions nation-states should reserve the autonomy to make, arguments about whether they should bear the consequences of those choices remain somewhat arcane. But if such autonomy is defensible, then the challenge posed by national self-determination to global egalitarianism is said to be acute. 

So what is the value of national self-determination, and why is it so important? The most prominent recent defences of national self-determination have emphasised the way in which self-determination secures the conditions for individual autonomy.
 On this view national culture provides a background enabling us to make meaningful decisions about how to live.
 The value of nations lies primarily in the way in which they allow us to make sense of a complex world, and provide a package of more or less stable meanings, ideas and also opportunities around which we can orient our lives. If it ‘is desirable…that there should be a large degree of continuity in [the] substance’ of this shared cultural background, then the national community must be permitted to take some action to preserve it.
 In sum, national self-determination allows a national community to steer itself according to a common set of values and ideas.  This is important, since these values and ideas have a significant connection with individual identity and thus with individual well-being. 


Although the existence of a cultural background, and its close relationship with personal identity, provides the primary reason for national self-determination, there are also a series of secondary, or, we might say, ‘instrumental’ reasons that also tell in favour of substantial self-determination. A ‘utilitarian’ justification for national self-determination arises from the fact that it facilitates many human activities that would be much harder to accomplish in the absence of clear territorial demarcations.
 For one thing, nation-states are more likely (than any trans-national alternatives) to realise social justice, partly because of confidence in mutual compliance amongst co-nationals; though a shared nationality is neither necessary nor sufficient to underpin a scheme of social justice, it can play a positive and important role in making it a reality. National ties may also help democracy to function, by providing the motivation or virtues expected of politically-engaged citizens.
 Taken together, these arguments suggest that national self-determination is both intrinsically important for individuals, and that it instrumentally serves a further series of goals that they have reason to value. If global egalitarianism turns out to undermine national self-determination, then it undermines something truly significant.

On this point recent defenders of national self-determination have been in little doubt, suggesting that global egalitarianism ‘fails to protect the collective and cultural dimensions of life, which people often value,’
 and that global egalitarianism would ‘inappropriately limit the economic self-determination that societies with legitimate political structures should be allowed.’
  Leif Wenar has suggested, indeed, that the very best argument against global equality – moreover, the only argument with any likelihood of success – will be one which demonstrates how ‘morality permits us to favor national self-determination when it conflicts with equal individual life chances.’
 The next Section, however, shows that the rather bold statement that a concern for national self-determination means that global justice cannot be egalitarian in form fails. Various forms of global egalitarianism are conceivable which are compatible with more or less substantial degrees of national self-determination, and merely revealing this throws a different light on the issues involved. 


II   

The preceding Section provided a very brief account of the argument for national self-determination. Nevertheless it is also necessary to consider what, precisely, we mean by global egalitarianism. The banal, but still important point to make here is that there are a broad range of global egalitarian doctrines. All global egalitarians will agree that inequalities stand in need of normative justification, and that egalitarian distributive standards are applicable at the global level to criticise inequalities along at least some dimension(s).
 But there are several important issues about which global egalitarians may disagree. They might disagree about the subjects of their egalitarianism (whether individuals or states, for instance, are intended as the targets of egalitarian principles). They might disagree about the currency of egalitarian justice (whether welfare, resources or capabilities, for instance). They might disagree about the site of egalitarian justice. They might also disagree about whether an adequate theory of global distributive justice should be monist, dualist or pluralist in scope.
 Thus a global egalitarian might argue that one or other account of distributive equality should simply be globalized, without any regard for national boundaries (call this a scope-monist view). Or she might argue that some variety of egalitarianism is appropriate at the level of communities such as nation-states, and a further, distinct variety is appropriate globally. Perhaps some goods should be distributed within nation-states, according to roughly egalitarian principles, whereas other goods should be distributed globally (call this scope-dualism).
 A further possibility can be termed scope-pluralism, according to which a variety of egalitarian principles, governing a variety of goods or relations perhaps, would obtain in different geographical settings. The candidate egalitarian principles will also differ in their strength – that is, according to whether they intend to mitigate or neutralise the impact of what they consider to be morally arbitrary factors – and this will have a significant impact on the degree to which they are capable of reserving space for the differential results emerging from the legitimate collective decisions of different national communities. Finally, the principles in question will differ in the distributive standards they employ, with some egalitarians regarding all inequalities as standing in need of justification, for instance, and others confining their attention to inequalities for which the subjects concerned are not responsible.
 


Recognising this diversity immediately paints the tension between global egalitarianism and national self-determination in a rather different light. I will register five brief points about the scope, about the site, about the subject, about the strength, and about the standards of egalitarian principles. Doing so establishes that the charge levelled against global egalitarianism needs to be considerably more nuanced. 

Scope of egalitarian principles 

Miller has argued that any global egalitarian theory must distribute goods on the basis of the characteristics of individual persons, and hence must regard someone’s nationality as an irrelevant factor.
 Such a claim is unwarranted: when considering the scope of principles of egalitarian justice, the claim would only be categorically true for a scope-monist global egalitarian, if then.
 There is no reason why this should be so for scope-dualists, or scope-pluralists. Those adopting a scope-pluralist account could subscribe to all kinds of global egalitarian principles whilst also defending a strong link between some forms of egalitarianism and the ties that exist at the level of the nation-state.
 For a pluralist global egalitarian someone’s nationality would then be considered precisely as a relevant factor in determining distributive outcomes, and some degree of national self-determination would be compatible with the requirements of egalitarian justice. The view that global egalitarians must categorically view nationally-oriented distributions as illegitimate, and nationality itself as morally arbitrary (see below), is a false one – unless we choose to reject scope-dualist or scope-pluralist global egalitarianisms as misnomers (which would be unduly stipulative). 

Site of egalitarian principles 

From the point of view of the defender of national self-determination, the great worry about global egalitarianism is the prospect that the resources of specific nations might need to be continually equalized or ‘corrected.’ However not all egalitarian principles will directly regulate the distribution of goods in this way. Some will instead aim to regulate the institutional architecture within which goods then come to circulate. On one prominent ‘background justice’ view, ‘the issue of distributive justice is not how to distribute a given pool of resources or how to improve upon a given distribution but, rather, how to choose or design the economic ground rules that regulate property, cooperation, and exchange and thereby condition production and distribution.’
 Once the just background is suitably secured, inequalities arising from good decision-making may be accepted as legitimate (presumably subject to certain provisos).
 

Subject of egalitarian principles

Although most global egalitarian accounts are ‘cosmopolitan’ insofar as they depict the individual as the target of their normative principles, it is possible to imagine distributive principles of global scope which nevertheless apply to different kinds of subjects. We could imagine a global egalitarianism which applied to continents, or sub-national regions, or tribes, and tried to equalize the holdings of those communities along some relevant dimension. These suggestions might be fanciful, but it has been suggested by a number of authors that nations or nation-states should be the subjects of global egalitarian justice.
 Thus on one suggestion we might seek to preserve a form of background justice, whereby we might hold nations responsible for the choices they make, whilst insulating them from the influence of factors for which they are not responsible.
 The point to make about such proposals is that it is hard to see how they would inappropriately limit the potential for national self-determination. Defenders of national self-determination do not defend self-determination as pure ‘license’; they are more likely to defend a form of self-determination against a backdrop of just rules, where the self-determination of one nation does not come at the expense of the self-determination of another.
 This suggests that we could appropriately adopt nation-regarding global egalitarian principles to regulate that backdrop of rules without inappropriately curtailing self-determination.
Strength of egalitarian principles

Criticisms levelled at global egalitarianism apply only to some variants of that position, then. It is not clear that the criticism that global equality would stifle autonomy applies well, or indeed at all, to versions which posit the nation-state as the subject of justice. But vindicating individual-regarding versions of global equality would be a greater achievement, given the considerable difficulties such versions are said to pose for national self-determination, and given that most global egalitarians have placed their faith in precisely this kind of ideal. Here, it is notable that the most robust criticisms levelled at global egalitarianism relate to strong notions of equality of opportunity (and might also apply to global luck egalitarianism, on which see below); but these are not the only options on the table. In terms of strength, the egalitarian ‘family’ of principles adumbrates both more and less demanding variants. On the distinction between ‘neutralization’ and ‘mitigation’ conceptions of equality, the former seeks to eradicate the influence of arbitrary factors on distribution (and hence will be highly egalitarian), whereas the latter seeks to lessen the impact of such factors by securing adequate (but not fully equal) outcomes or opportunities for all. Whilst it might be claimed that the latter view cannot properly be understood as egalitarian, Miller for one would be unlikely to make such a complaint, since to the extent that he retains ambitions for ‘domestic’ egalitarianism they run much closer to the mitigation view than the neutralization one.
 Importantly, a ‘mitigation’ view would leave considerably more room for national variation in distribution than a neutralization one. This view might stipulate, for instance, that once broadly commensurate opportunities to obtain key goods were secured, variations within this range would not be condemned at the bar of egalitarian justice. If the charge is that global justice cannot mean exactly equal opportunities or resources, then we should be careful that we are not holding global egalitarianism to a higher standard than its domestic cousin.  


More pointedly, even a more robust ‘neutralizing’ principle might be compatible with substantial national self-determination. This point can be advanced by distinguishing between the issue of the ability of nations to make autonomous choices between options, and the issue of the cost of those options, or how to spread the benefits and burdens arising from them; often the defender of national self-determination turns out to be primarily interested in the former, whereas in many cases global egalitarians will primarily be interested in the latter. Take the issue of ecological justice, assuming for present purposes that it is intelligible to construe questions about ‘the right to pollute’ in the language of distributive justice. Here, a global egalitarian is able to suggest we should calculate a per-capita ‘ecological footprint’ for carbon emissions (by dividing the amount of carbon that can sustainably be emitted, by the human population).
 We could, subsequently, use that footprint to construct a per-nation emissions quota, based on population size. We could then, finally, supplement this with a quota-trading system, so that surplus quota-space can be sold to the highest bidder. In this scenario, the choice about whether to pollute highly or not remains free. The cost-schedule is stacked so as to allow departures from equality, but to make them fairly costly; departures from equality are then possible, but only at the cost of, effectively, compensating those who choose not to pollute (to make the link with individuals more direct, the nation might meet the cost by taxing citizens in proportion to their own ecological decisions; in the case of under-polluting nations this would more often take the form of negative taxation). This proposal delivers both meaningful national self-determination and substantial global egalitarianism in the distribution of a scarce good. Nations which choose to pollute beyond some specified level are able to do so, at a cost; those who choose not to may be rewarded. Those who believe that a nation should reap the costs or benefits of choosing to industrialise, or to adopt or reject a strict population policy, for example, might be prepared to agree with the spirit of this proposal.
 

Standards of egalitarian principles 


Distributive standards differ in at least two ways. For one thing, some views simply treat inequalities as inherently morally objectionable, whereas others treat equality as the morally privileged benchmark, but are prepared to tolerate inequalities so long as this serves some vital end such as benefiting the worst-off (this is the essence of Rawls’s view, for example).
 For another, some views accord a key role to the notion of responsibility, whereas others do not. Crucially, the argument just presented in the context of the discussion of carbon trading suggests that responsibility-catering views will experience the purported difficulty in accommodating self-determination much less keenly – for here we have a case where an egalitarian principle is satisfied, but nations are free to make choices about emissions for which they (and their individual citizens) will appropriately be held responsible. As such the precise egalitarian standard to be employed (and crucially, whether it is a responsibility-sensitive one) turns out to matter a great deal. Like defenders of our ‘background justice’ view, those endorsing a responsibility-sensitive standard will feel able to argue that their proposals deliver a situation in which national communities are able to make meaningful choices in a context uncontaminated by structural injustice, and in which the attendant outcomes will respond appropriately to those choices.    


It has actually been suggested, to the contrary, that a proper regard for individual nations’ responsibility for their own economic fortunes provides a reason not to endorse principles of global distributive justice at all. Insofar as poverty has largely domestic causes, a duty of assistance might be a more appropriate response than principles of distributive justice which would pay little heed to the value of responsibility.
  But I have argued elsewhere that, were we to consider it fitting for a nation’s fortunes to be sensitive to its choices, political policies or degree of industriousness, for instance, we would do better to embrace a principle of egalitarian global distributive justice rather than to reject it. The granting or withholding of charitable assistance, for instance, will provide a very blunt instrument with which to ensure that distribution is sensitive to responsibility, whereas there are (responsibility-sensitive) principles of egalitarian distributive justice which could provide much better tools.


Visions of strong equality of opportunity – or, for that matter, global luck egalitarianism – may seriously endanger self-determination (see below). But a variety of forms of global egalitarianism are conceivable which are compatible with more or less substantial national self-determination. The devil is likely to be in the detail of each proposal, but it cannot be said that global egalitarians are unable to show concern for national self-determination. I want to suggest that the degree to which they are able to do so without compromising on their egalitarianism will turn on their approach to the moral arbitrariness objection to nationality, to a closer examination of which I now turn. 


III

One of the most powerful arguments of global egalitarians has been the claim that nationality is morally arbitrary in much the same way that gender or ethnicity are. However, there are problems with this argument. For one thing the objection from arbitrariness can be applied to a broader or narrower range of goods, relations or institutions – and this turns out to matter considerably for the compatibility or incompatibility of global egalitarianism and national self-determination. For another, the objection from moral arbitrariness can be construed in two ways; on one version it is not clear that inequalities which track nationality must be designated as ipso facto unjust, whereas on the other version the argument from arbitrariness is incomplete at best, and furthermore risks implausibility in some instances. 


The objection to inequalities based on ‘morally arbitrary’ factors was inspired, or at least crystallised, by the arguments of Rawls’s theory of justice. In Rawlsian theory, a characteristic of a person will be designated as morally arbitrary for certain named purposes when it is the case that possession of that characteristic does not by itself generate a claim to a specified form of social advantage, or indeed a justification of a specified form of disadvantage. Take talent as an example – indeed, the most widely discussed example. Talent itself is not morally arbitrary. Indeed the principle of fair equality of opportunity accepts that one’s talent may legitimately assist one in achieving a desired social position,
 including cases where that position is more fulfilling than the alternatives.
 So the role of talent in filling positions is not arbitrary either. But the material rewards arising from those positions are governed by the Difference Principle, which dictates that unequal rewards are acceptable only insofar as their bestowal is in the interests of the worst-off. Greater talent may or may not accrue greater material rewards in practice, depending on whether the position of the worst-off is advanced thereby. To describe talent as morally arbitrary in this context is to say this: the possession of greater talent does not give its possessor any special claim that the institutional arrangements prevailing within his or her society be designed so that these particular talents are rewarded. Such claims are, in the operation of the Difference Principle, neither here nor there. 


To extend the analysis to race or gender, to describe either as morally arbitrary is not to say that such characteristics can never influence the distribution of resources or positions either. Rather, in calling them morally arbitrary, we must specify for which purposes possession of such characteristics should not be considered to generate relevant moral claims. Importantly, describing talent or race or gender as arbitrary in a particular context is not to say that the bearers of a particular talent, race or gender cannot or should not experience advantage; that will depend upon the operation of the Difference Principle. It is to say that with regards to the income arising from social positions – though not the attainment of such positions – we regard such characteristics as morally neutral. I will call this the ‘no prior claim’ version of the arbitrariness objection. Describing a characteristic as arbitrary is here equivalent to saying that possession of it generates no prior claim to better or worse treatment; whether bearers of that characteristic will fare better or worse will depend upon the operation of principles such as the Difference Principle. The ‘no prior claim’ version of the objection plays the role of blocking arguments to the effect that those of greater talent should be materially rewarded, and this version is the one that plays a significant role in Rawls’s theory of justice. 


At the same time, Rawls presents an ‘intuitive argument’ about the need to counteract the influence of ‘the accidents of natural endowment and the contingencies of social circumstance,’ though he does not endorse a ‘principle of redress’ which would fully follow through on such a goal.
 In the end the drive to eradicate the influence of such contingencies plays a limited role in Rawls’s theory, but it has inspired theorists such as Ronald Dworkin to develop the position which has come to be known as luck egalitarianism: the view that distributive outcomes should allow only those advantages (and disadvantages) for which agents themselves are responsible.
 This depends on what I call the ‘anti-influence’ version of the objection from moral arbitrariness; describing a characteristic as morally arbitrary is here equivalent to saying that we should object to (and hence either mitigate or neutralise) any influence it might have on specified distributive outcomes. And most commonly, on this view, we describe a characteristic as morally arbitrary when we consider an individual not to be responsible for her possession of it.
 


Thus the objection may make either direct or indirect claims about distributive outcomes and may be either narrow or broad in its range. The ‘anti-influence’ version of the objection suggests that at the bar of justice it would be wrong for a distribution or distributions to be influenced at all by nationality (and that such influence should accordingly be mitigated or neutralised to preserve equality). The ‘no prior claim’ version of the objection suggests that nationality is morally neutral from the perspective of a specified form (or forms) of distribution; it provides no claim to greater or lesser rewards but may lead to such subject to the operation of other principles of justice. The objection will also vary in range. A form of the objection which is broad in range will offer a long list of distributions or settings in which nationality either provides no prior claim to advantage or should not have any influence on distribution. A form of the objection which is narrow in range will delineate a shorter list, perhaps concentrating, for instance, on the rewards arising from positions rather than on the issue of access to them. In principle both the ‘no prior claim’ and ‘anti-influence’ versions of the objection are combinable with many different positions on range. Many different views can therefore coherently be held, and it goes without saying that these different views will have very different import for accounts of global distributive justice. The next Section goes on to show just how.


IV


Before proceeding further, two arguments will first be made in favour of greater clarity about the objection from moral arbitrariness, each of which in its own distinct way recommends greater caution about the way in which that objection should be wielded in arguments about global justice. The first suggests that the argument by extension from the arbitrariness of gender- or race-tracking inequalities, to the conclusion that nationality-tracking inequalities are likewise arbitrary, is incomplete. The second suggests that global egalitarians have not been sufficiently clear about what precisely they mean by describing nationality as morally arbitrary.
Nationality as morally arbitrary: an incomplete argument

More needs to be said about the argument which suggests that nationality is an arbitrary feature in just the same way as race or gender, for instance. The global egalitarian’s argument would be embarrassed if it were demonstrated that in some normatively significant sense nationality is different in kind to gender and ethnicity, or better, that a normative consideration is at play in the former category which is not at play in the latter ones. Here, the most plausible argument revolves around the idea of collective agency. If distributive outcomes turned out to vary according to gender, it would not be plausible to justify those unequal outcomes by invoking the collective agency of women, for instance. Although we could imagine some small-scale situations in which women per se did come to make collective decisions, the kind of gender-based inequalities that characterise contemporary societies could scarcely be justified on the basis of such scattered, small-scale decisions. Invoking collective agency to justify unequal outcomes in the case of nations, however, initially appears to possess much greater plausibility.
  Although global egalitarians would want to place several caveats on our attribution of responsibility to nations (perhaps demanding that responsibility is only attributed to democratic nation-states, or only in such a way that dissenting minorities are exculpated), and some will want to defend the idea that states, rather than nations, are the proper subject of ideas of collective responsibility,
 it is hard to resist the idea that nations (or nation-states) could in some cases make decisions for which they could appropriately be held responsible.
 And this marks a salient difference from race and gender. The problem is that as soon as we admit that point, the robust argument from moral arbitrariness we find in the global egalitarian literature is undermined.


The implication of such a concession is not that the argument that membership of nations is morally arbitrary needs to be rejected. A good reason for caution will be that, even if we accept that collective agency can plausibly be imputed to nations in some cases (however common we believe the appropriate cases will be), the position of individuals newly born into nations complicates matters considerably. The point is that to say by simple extension from gender and race that nationality is morally arbitrary – and to mean by that that it should not influence one’s life-chances in any way – is to present a conclusion in the guise of an argument.  Such an argument might well be provided, but it will need to provide greater clarity about precisely what it might mean to describe ‘nationality’ as a morally arbitrary factor, a point to which I now turn. 

Just what is it that is morally arbitrary about nationality?

In what senses can nationality be said to be morally arbitrary? What does ‘nationality’ refer to here? The answer may seem obvious: one’s nationality refers to one’s membership of a national community. More likely, in the debate on global justice, it is meant to refer to one’s legal membership of a nation-state. But things are not so straightforward: there are both generational and geographical boundary issues which come into play, and which have not been addressed with the necessary directness thus far. 


Generationally speaking, the global egalitarian challenge, perhaps wisely, has often concentrated precisely on the position of infants born into poor societies, on the assumption that such infants cannot sensibly be held responsible for the radically inferior life-chances they are likely to inherit.
 Nevertheless global egalitarians have not limited their attention to infants only, but have raised the argument as a way of objecting to differing life-chances per se. Thus infants will not be directly affected by a generalised lack of educational provision, or by the wide disparities in adult life-expectancy that obtain globally (though they will certainly be affected indirectly) – but global egalitarians have nevertheless often objected to precisely this kind of inequality. However once we shift our attention to the position of adults in poorer nation-states - even if we limit our attention to democratically-participating adults – the rejoinder from collective agency must be tackled. Insofar as given global inequalities are not the result of collective decisions this problem will not trouble the global egalitarian; but with regards to those inequalities (or that portion of those inequalities) which can confidently be attributed to collective decisions, a difficult issue remains to be addressed. Whilst the objection still applies well to the case of infants and also to politically marginalized citizens (and as such will be an embarrassment to the argument of those who would attribute responsibility for poverty to nations), it is not clear when, and under precisely which conditions, it applies to adults (and as such stands as a potential embarrassment to some global egalitarian doctrines). 


Geographically, the claim that it is members of a nation whose life-chances are significantly affected by the resources open to such nations, or the decisions taken by them, is also problematic. In reality, certain members of any given nation may live abroad; Arjun, an Indian national, might lead a life of comparative luxury in Canada, and his life-chances may be only tenuously influenced by the ‘local’ factors which go some way towards determining the fate of his fellow nationals ‘back home.’ If one’s nationality tends to influence one’s life-chances, it does not do so categorically, but by virtue of the fact that residence and nationality continue to overlap for most of the earth’s inhabitants. But it will not do to replace the term ‘national’ with ‘resident’ either,
 because neither does residency allow us to reliably track the influence which the collective decisions of a nation or nation-state might bring to bear. After all Paul, a French national, might be resident in India, but his life-chances might fail to be worsened by the comparative poverty of his country of residence (he may even enjoy advantages because of it, as his relative wealth allows him easy access to key positional goods). He might be handsomely paid by a multinational corporation, or enjoy remittances from family members in France, which allow him to lead a life unaffected (at least negatively) by the inequalities between the two nation-states. In addition, replacing nationality with residence brings the notion of agency back into the picture in a new way, for even insofar as inequalities turn out to track residence, they will not always do so unjustly. For instance, for global luck egalitarians (on whom see more below) would it indeed be unjust for one’s residence to influence one’s life-chances in cases where residence was chosen? Notably, whereas the nation of one’s birth cannot be chosen, the nation of one’s residence can be (notwithstanding the fact that the capacity to choose it is not extended to all in the contemporary world, and many changes of residence will plausibly be understood as involuntary). A global egalitarian will at least need to modify her position to instead argue that, although nationality or residence may not influence life-chances in all cases, insofar as they do and insofar as they are unchosen this is ipso facto unjust. Here, too, the argument from moral arbitrariness stands in need of further specification.  


It should be clear that the ‘no prior claim’ version of the arbitrariness objection will scarcely be troubled by these considerations, but this is so because it is rather undemanding in structure. It need not reject nationality-tracking inequalities – indeed it may embrace them where they enhance the position of the globally worst-off. As such adherents of this version are not committed to any blunt claim to the effect that nationality is unchosen, and an improper influence on distribution. It is rather surprising that advocates of a Global Difference Principle have eschewed this version, which would be sufficient for their purposes. In any case, it is clear that global egalitarians have tended to advance our ‘anti-influence’ view.
 The suggestion that for opportunities or outcomes to be influenced by nationality is ipso facto unjust forms a key point of contention between recent defenders of self-determination and the global egalitarians; after all Miller asserts that it is precisely the fact that the nation is not morally arbitrary in its effects that means that ‘global justice cannot mean global egalitarianism.’
 However, the reflections above suggest that any simple objection to nationality as a feature for which we are not responsible is a crude instrument. Even if we are moved by considerations of choice-sensitivity, we cannot simply object to any and all inequalities which are influenced by a given individual’s national membership. Unless we (implausibly) reject any notion of collective agency, for instance, we would need to know more, immediately, about her age, about her capacity and opportunity to participate in collective national decisions, and whether her nationality and / or place of residency were chosen or unchosen.


We also need greater clarity about for which purposes nationality (or some similar feature) is to be considered a morally arbitrary feature. Following on from the argument earlier, it could coherently be argued that nationality should be considered arbitrary for the purposes of determining access to key goods, or for the purposes of gaining certain positions, for instance, or the objection could be applied throughout the entire purview of distributive justice. Finally, there is still the question of whether, if we believe one’s nationality is arbitrary for the purposes of a given distribution, the traces of one’s nationality should then be mitigated or neutralised. The position we take on each of these issues will determine the space remaining for national self-determination (whether we regard that as having any appeal or not).


Section II showed that global egalitarianism is more compatible with national self-determination than has sometimes been assumed. But still, some global egalitarians have advanced claims about the categorical arbitrariness of nationality-tracking inequalities that will need to be modified if they are to admit, without compromising on their egalitarianism, any significant degree of self-determination. We are now in a position to get clear about which egalitarian views this applies to. Significantly, it turns out that this quandary is only faced by egalitarian accounts of which we can say five things. First, the position must be of the ‘anti-influence’ variety; second it must be neutralizing rather than mitigating in approach; third it must be broad in its conception of the range of the arbitrariness objection of egalitarian justice; fourth it must specify individuals rather than nations as the subjects of equality, and fifth it must be monist in terms of the scope of its egalitarianism. 

By way of example, take Cecile Fabre’s arguments on the relationship between global egalitarianism and national self-determination. Fabre presents a globalized form of luck egalitarianism, according to which residence (rather than nationality) is a morally arbitrary fact which should have no influence on (individual-regarding) distributive outcomes. This is an example of the ‘anti-influence’ version of the objection, allied to a neutralizing approach, and one with both a very broad ambit of application, and a monist position on scope. In essence, equality requires that within the realm of distributive justice any influence which residence might have must be neutralised. Fabre accepts that this principle will constrain national self-determination to a significant degree, but maintains that it does not ‘destroy any real possibility for meaningful political self-determination.’
 She claims that global egalitarianism ‘does not rule out a world in which individuals have non-instrumental obligations to their fellow citizens,’ and hence is compatible with a degree of national autonomy.
 But the specific character of this global luck egalitarian position means it is not obvious where the scope for self-determination will reside. The principle suggests that at the bar of justice (charity notwithstanding) individuals should never suffer according to unchosen circumstances, and should always reap the costs of their choices; this points us in the direction of an ideal distributive ‘result’ which governments would then be charged to try and achieve. However, it is not clear in how many different ways we could implement this luck egalitarian principle that individuals should not (at the bar of justice) suffer any disadvantage for which they are not responsible. Fabre claims, for instance, that ‘If it turned out that a nationalized health care system such as the British NHS could deliver as well as a system of combining public and private funding, such as the French system, global egalitarianism would not dictate in favour of one rather than the other.’
 
However, it is highly unlikely that both systems would serve the luck egalitarian principle equally well. If they did, it would likely be because they were functionally equivalent; if they did not, luck egalitarianism would mandate the choice of the system which served the principle best, and so much for local autonomy.
 At least at the level of fundamental principle, it is hard to see on what grounds local autonomy could be seen by a thoroughgoing luck egalitarian as leading to anything other than injustice, assuming that residence or nationality has been stipulated as a factor which cannot legitimately influence distribution.
 Whether we consider this a problem for Fabre’s theory depends on whether one considers that self-determination has any value (and Fabre does appear to). But although the position has a certain coherence, the description of nationality (or residence) as morally arbitrary appears too blunt in view of the points about collective agency, generations and geography made above. 

The situation is different for many other global egalitarians, who are able to leave space for national self-determination without compromising on their egalitarianism. Though not quite as demanding as global luck egalitarianism, Simon Caney’s position is usually understood as one of the most challenging at play in the present debate. Furthermore, Caney presents a robust ‘anti-influence’ version of the objection from arbitrariness, according to which any inequalities which track nationality must be condemned as unjust. Given that Caney claims he can also reserve some space for national self-determination,
 his theory appears to face the same tension as Fabre’s, for actually allowing nations to choose between options will immediately lead to a differential and presumptively unjust impact on individual life-chances (especially in future generations). Happily in Caney’s case his version of the objection from moral arbitrariness is stronger than he needs it to be. The egalitarian principles he adopts are robust (including a principle of equality of opportunity to fill valued social positions, and a principle of equal remuneration for equal work),
 but unlike the luck egalitarian position they do allow some room for legitimate variation. They do not, that is, expand to fill all of the space of his account of distributive justice. This much is implied, not least, by his simultaneous advocacy of prioritarian and sufficientarian principles. The precise relation between these commitments is somewhat unclear, but their mutual presence within his global egalitarian theory suggests that some nationality-tracking inequalities might not be considered unjust if they advanced the position of the worst-off, for instance. Once the combination of egalitarian, sufficientarian and prioritarian principles he recommends is satisfied, variations over and above this will be acceptable by his own normative standards, and Caney need not – and should not - condemn them as morally arbitrary. Importantly, this will be true a fortiori of prominent positions advocating merely a Global Difference Principle, or access to fair terms of cooperation within global economic institutions.

Only a particular type of egalitarian doctrine will be unable to accept inequalities arising from national membership, therefore. Although that species possesses its own coherence, it would not be normatively compelling if it were to depict inequalities which track nationality (or residence) as always and everywhere unjust. The task for global egalitarians must be to think more rigorously about when, and why, one’s nationality has an unjust influence on distribution, rather than assuming that the intuitive argument by extension from race and gender has already done the work for them. Though they may be reluctant to modify or scale back the place accorded to the supposedly founding intuition of their view, continued resort to the strongest versions of that objection are both unnecessary, in many instances, and obfuscatory. This need not leave global egalitarianism exposed; there are many good arguments for that view, whether starting from the fact of moral personhood or from the relational facts of (real or potential) human interconnection. But since global egalitarians are not obliged to view any distribution which bears the traces of membership of national communities as categorically unjust, continuing to do so may simply grant greater credence to the objections of defenders of national self-determination. 



Conclusions
This paper has defended global egalitarianism from the charge that it is incompatible with national self-determination. That charge was always likely to fail if defenders of global equality are prepared to make trade-offs between values. But the argument here has been stronger than this: given the diversity of global egalitarian positions, there are in fact many ways in which space could be reserved for self-determination without requiring global egalitarians to modify or compromise on their egalitarian principles. Recognising this undercuts the assertion of one defender of self-determination, to the effect that according significance to that value requires us to ‘break the hold that global egalitarianism has had on our thinking about global justice.’
 I have demonstrated that taking this challenge seriously does not, in fact, provide ‘a good reason for rejecting global egalitarianism as our theory of global justice.
 Although I have remained rather neutral on the value that global egalitarians should attach to self-determination (as well as on the question of whether, insofar as we value political self-determination, that value is best secured by defending the national variety), the argument presented here should oblige critics of global egalitarianism at the very least to substantially modify their challenge. At the same time, I have also shown that one significant obstacle which currently stands in the way of any rapprochement between global egalitarianism and national self-determination is the sometimes simplistic assumption that any distribution bearing the traces of one’s nationality must be condemned as morally arbitrary. The claim that all nationality-tracking inequalities are by definition morally arbitrary turns out to be neither supported by close argument, nor in fact even required to support the substantive conclusions of most global egalitarians. Thus whereas one particular version of global egalitarianism may turn out to wed itself to a very strong version of the arbitrariness objection – and hence render itself incapable of making space for self-determination – there are independent reasons to reject such a version. The assumption that nationality has a morally arbitrary impact has turned out to be just that, and a more sustained investigation into quite when, and why, inequalities clustering around nationality should be judged just or unjust must be a priority.
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