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[bookmark: _Toc471714734]Chapter 1
Introduction
[bookmark: _Toc471714735]1.1 Problem
According to the most recent estimates of the World Bank, 12,7% of the world population lives at or below the poverty line of $1,90 a day. (World Bank, 2016). Against this distressing figure came the news that half of all global wealth is now in the hands of just one percent of the world’s population (Treanor, 2015). While these statistics were always troubling, they appeared to be even more so after the global economic and financial crises of 2008-2009. After these crises, the unfairness of this incredible global inequality was highlighted more and more in the global press, and gained more influence. This slumbering debate came to the forefront with the release of Thomas Piketty’s Capital in the 21st Century (2014), a tome of economic literature which turned into a surprising bestseller (Mason, 2014). His thesis, the finding that the current global economic structure is causing incredible global inequality, didn’t fall on deaf ears.
Of course, it’s not surprising that these harrowing statistics are defined as unfair or unjust by many. Looking at this enormous inequality, as well as the terrible poverty in which a lot of humans are living, one cannot help but feel like this is unfair and should be changed. These kinds of considerations belong in the realm of the global justice debate. The global justice debate has been an important debate in political philosophy since the 1970’s. The debate originally focused on the possibility of “translating” domestic theories of justice to the global sphere (O’Neill, 2000). Questions on subjects such as poverty, global inequality and economic injustice are within the scope of a more specific subject within the global justice debate: global distributive justice. Within this subject, well-known philosophers such as John Rawls, Thomas Pogge, Charles Beitz, Peter Singer and David Miller have a dominant position.
The debate on global distributive justice is mostly dominated by liberal political theories. One philosophical tradition is unexpectedly absent from both public debate and the debate on global distributive justice: Marxism (Wilde, 2011)[footnoteRef:2]. This is odd, considering the subject seems fit for Marxist analysis. Increasing global inequality, a one percent-class which grows ever-wealthier, workers in underdeveloped nations who are labouring under horrible circumstances, while capitalism appears to keep going from boom to bust: it’s all reminiscent of Marx’s analysis of capitalism in the 19th century (Treanor, 2015). Working conditions in poor Third World countries are in some places very similar to the working conditions in the factories of 19th century Western countries. Another contemporary phenomenon which reminds us of Marxist analysis is the exploitation of workers in low-wage nations, where Western multinational corporations outsource their product manufacturing process to places where workers are paid very little while profits flow to the corporations. [2:  For instance, looking up “Marx global justice” and “Marxist global justice” in the Philosopher’s Index yields a total of 0 results.] 

While mainstream classical economists have been silent on any explanations for the economic and financial crises of the last years, Marxism provides plausible and valuable explanations (Choat, 2016). It is therefore even more surprising that in the wake of these crises, the most resounding answer to global issues was not a focus on more leftist or Marxist issues, but in fact doubling down on neoliberal principles: austerity became standard policy for nations damaged in the economic crisis. (Choat, 2016). So while we recognise the possibilities for Marxist analysis in both public debate and contemporary issues of global distributive justice, Marxism is almost completely absent from this debate. Why is this the case?
One explanation could be the scepticism of Marx and Marxists when it comes to concepts such as justice and morality (Wilde, 2011). However, there are two views to this claim. On the one hand there are those claiming Marx was critical of the concept of justice, among which Miller (1984) and Wood (1980) are most prominent. On the other hand, there are those who claim that even though he was a critic, he does not reject morality, of which Nielsen (1987b) is the most prominent author. The fact that there is a possibility for a Marxist conception of justice, should also leave open the possibility for a Marxist conception of global justice.
Another explanation could be the influence of history. Marxism has lost much of its influence in political theory after the dissolution of the Soviet Union and the dominance of egalitarianism in political theory (Hindess, 2007). But considering the fact that there is plenty of Marxist research on other subjects, it seems unlikely that this is the reason Marx is not featured in the global justice debate. Even if this were the case, it would not be a valid reason to stop investigating the issue now.
A third and the most distressing explanation could be that authors have tried to develop a Marxist theory of global justice before, but that they failed. Considering there is no evidence that this is the case, this is a great reason to research it now.
[bookmark: _Toc471714736]

1.2 Research question
All of this considered, it can be concluded that this is an issue worth researching. Marxism seems a valuable addition to a debate focused on global distributive justice, poverty and exploitation. Therefore, I will attempt to answer the following main question in this thesis:
 “Can a Marxist theory of global distributive justice be developed, and if so, in what ways is it a valuable addition to the current debate on global justice?”
My hypothesis is that a Marxist theory of global justice can indeed be developed, and that its distinctive approach will prove to be a useful addition to the debate on global distributive justice. Since Marxism seems like a good fit for the subject of global justice, and the fact that Marx wrote very little on international relations combined with his contested position on the concept of justice, makes this question challenging but interesting.
[bookmark: _Toc471714737]1.3 Relevance
I’ve already touched upon the societal relevance of this subject. A Marxist approach to the issues of global distributive justice, poverty and inequality will hopefully be a valuable contribution to the debate and with it provide instruments to resolve these problems.
The scientific relevance of this research is also obvious. There appears to be no extensive research on the subject[footnoteRef:3]. This research will be one of the first of its kind. While cosmopolitanism and other liberal theories currently hold a dominant position in the global justice debate, the debate is far from concluded, and the addition of a Marxist perspective will very likely enrich it. [3:  One exception is the article Marx, Morality and the Global Justice Debate by Lawrence Wilde (2011), but this research is still very exploratory and doesn’t answer the question, but provides possible approaches to it.] 

[bookmark: _Toc471714738]1.4 Method and scope
The focus of this thesis will be on an application of Marxist thoughts and theories to issues in the global distributive justice debate. It will attempt to apply Marxist thoughts on a global scale, and in the context of a debate on justice. The question of this thesis regards the possibility and value of a Marxist theory of global justice. I will also evaluate the value of a Marxist theory of global justice and bring forth some suggestions of my own, but this is not the main goal of the thesis. It should be noted that creating an entire Marxist theory of global justice will be a task which is too vast for this thesis. I will attempt to develop the beginnings of a Marxist theory of global justice, identifying and developing crucial elements which should be present in a Marxist approach to global justice.
The scope of this thesis will be focused on global distributive justice, though it will not limit itself to this field entirely. Distributive justice focuses on ‘principles designed to cover the distribution of benefits and burdens of economic activity among individuals in a society’ (Lamont and Favor, 2013). Economics is the foundation of Marx’s works and the focus of a Marxist theory of global justice will thus also be distributive justice. Even though the scope of this thesis is distributive justice, a Marxist discussion on it will necessarily discuss more than distributive concepts. Unlike the dominant liberal egalitarian theories in this field, Marx’s focus is not on distribution, but rather on ownership (Kymlicka, 2002). A Marxist theory of global distributive justice will thus go beyond mere distribution. For these reasons, the terms global justice and global distributive justice will be used interchangeably. It’s also important to note that while the Marxist theory of justice will be broader than distributive justice, this thesis will not address other salient issues in the global justice debate, such as the issues of just war, humanitarian intervention and the environment.
This thesis will also mostly be limited to political theory. While the disciplines of international relations and global political economy have a significant Marxist influence, these disciplines have an empirical focus. The focus of this thesis is normative, i.e. what ought to be the distribution of benefits and burdens in the world (Armstrong, 2012). However, the extensive research of global political economy can be helpful for an empirical analysis when evaluating the best approach to global justice. Since this can add credibility to a normative stance and inform a theory when identifying problems of global justice, it will be utilised when necessary. Still, the focus will remain on political theory.
[bookmark: _Toc471714739]1.5 Structure
In chapter 2, the current state of the global justice debate will be outlined. Global justice is a tradition with little rigor and structure when it comes to distinct philosophical tradition, so the first task will be to identify a proper distinction between the existing philosophical traditions within this debate. To provide such an overview of the philosophical landscape covering the global justice debate I will draw upon earlier attempts by political theorists. After the positions within the debate are identified, I will specifically outline the approaches of these traditions to questions of global distributive justice, showing that Marxism isn’t present in the debate. In chapter 3, I will focus on Marx and Marxist justice. I will introduce Marx’s core ideas and discuss the issues and controversy surrounding Marxist justice. In this chapter, I will attempt to identify some crucial elements of a Marxist theory of justice. In chapter 4, I will discuss whether Marx is still relevant today, and the impact it had on other relevant fields of research. In this chapter I will attempt to interpret what elements of a theory of global justice developed by Marx would look like. In chapter 5, I will discuss the differences between a Marxist theory of global justice and mainstream theories of global justice. Building on these comparisons, I will conclude with some reflections of my own. Chapter 6 will be a concluding chapter, in which I will answer the research question, discuss the consequences for the debate on global distributive justice, and provide possibilities for further research.

[bookmark: _Toc471714740]Chapter 2
The Current State of the Global Justice Debate
[bookmark: _Toc471714741]2.1 Introduction
When theorising a Marxist approach to global justice, it’s important to know the current state of the debate. Nowadays the global justice debate is one of most studied topics within political theory. However, for most of the history of political theory the primary concern was justice within the borders of a state. Any right or duty was to be implemented within a state (Caney, 2005; De Schutter and Tinnevelt, 2008). The global justice debate expanded upon this principle: if there is a principle of justice within the borders of a state, can this principle be expanded to a global scale?
In this chapter, I will outline the most important positions currently employed in the global justice debate. But in what way should the different theoretical approaches be divided? This question is more difficult to answer than it seems. The global justice debate is one spanning many issues and many different distinctions. It’s also a reasonable debate, in the sense that authors are not above integrating positions of their opponents when they are an improvement upon their own position. This makes for better theories in the end, but makes classifying those theories in clear distinct schools more difficult. Another reason the debate is hard to categorise is because the field is very diverse, even between theorists of the same theoretical school. Cosmopolitan theorists often disagree on the grounds on which a cosmopolitan theory is justified, even if they agree on the fact that it should. Nationalists clash with each other over the reason why membership of a nation generates special obligations to co-citizens, while agreeing that it is a valid reason (Caney, 2005).
Many authors have created their own classification of approaches to global justice, starting from different viewpoints. While some have the intention of creating a proper overview of the field, others are tempted to divide and simplify theories in such a way that their own approach seems superior. Therefore, it’s important to be cautious. There’s not one superior division of different approaches. The attempt in this section is to find or develop a categorisation of approaches to global justice which includes all relevant theories, without being unnecessarily expansive. There needs to be a clear explanation of the theories and their differences in order to be able to examine where a Marxist approach to global justice stands among the main theories.
I believe Simon Caney provides an excellent division of approaches to global justice in his book Justice Beyond Borders (2005, p. 3). His division provides a clear overview, which divides schools of thought in four clearly separate schools, based on each school’s approach to the role of individuals, states and nations in the world. Divisions made by other authors either leave out critical differences between theories and authors, or divide them by different standards which don’t fully cover the differences of the schools of thought. Caney distinguishes between four approaches: cosmopolitanism, realism, the society of states-approach and nationalism. Cosmopolitanism believe that all humans in the world are equal, and principles of distributive justice apply to all, while the other theories hold a more conservative view. The society of states-approach and nationalism both hold, for different reasons, that fellow nationals should deserve special consideration, and realism mostly believes there can’t be any moral principles in the global realm, let alone principles of distributive justice. This division discusses all major schools of thought in the global justice debate and with a few additions and further divisions within the separate schools, the debate is completely covered. While the main division between the four approaches is correct, Caney’s classification needs some adapting when it comes to the theories within the schools of thought. For instance, Caney specifies three different theories in the cosmopolitan school of thought, where four are needed to give a better overview. He sees a capabilities-based approach as being part of consequentialism, but the two are critically different. A capabilities-based approach is a combination of a virtue-based approach and a consequentialist approach, and placing it under consequentialism doesn’t do justice to the full range of the theory. Similarly, Caney doesn’t specify any separate theories within nationalism, where this is clearly the case. He only specifies the most influential nationalist theory, but leaves out other theories which are valuable additions to the debate.
Before we expand upon the schools of thought themselves I’ll provide a quick reflection upon the ways other authors classify the global justice debate. Several other authors divide the debate between cosmopolitanism and nationalism[footnoteRef:4] (Brock, 2015; Brooks, 2013; Brown, 1992a; Hutchings, 2010; Klosko, 2011; Tan, 2010). While this is the main division in the debate, this dichotomy does not cover the essential differences and nuances within these approaches.  [4:  Cosmopolitanism is sometimes referred to as globalism, while some of the authors use the terms communitarianism or statism instead of nationalism. While these definitions differ slightly, the authors use the terms to indicate the same dichotomy as in cosmopolitanism vs. nationalism.] 

Armstrong (2012) divides the global justice debate in two different dichotomies. On the one hand the distinction is used between egalitarian theories and minimalist theories. Egalitarian theories focus on equality and a continued decrease in inequalities, while minimalist theories aim for a certain threshold in relevant distributive goods, being satisfied with remaining inequalities as long as that threshold is reached. On the other hand, he uses a distinction between relational and non-relational approaches, for which the important factor is whether principles of distributive justice are born from a relevant relation between people, or whether these principles are born from the fact that we are all humans, without any specific relation necessary (Armstrong, 2012). These distinctions are useful, but fail to show the most important distinctions between the main schools of thought. As stated previously, scholars disagree within the schools of thought as well, but it’s still necessary to have a clear view of the schools as a whole. However, the distinctions of Armstrong will be utilised when useful.
Blake and Smith (2013) have created an extensive classification of different views on international distributive justice. As such they see the debate as having two periods, an early period with more radical views, and a later, more moderate period. At the same time a distinction is made between left institutionalist, right institutionalists, nationalists, cosmopolitans and radical and moderate iterations of these approaches. These distinctions are detailed and must not be forgotten, but also unnecessarily complicate the debate. They use the same authors in different schools of thought and specify approaches which aren’t relevant anymore. Because of this, the division becomes disordered and less useful. However, these approaches can be integrated in the division which will be used. The focus on authors in the approach of Blake and Smith is also useful in showing us the positions of these authors within the debate and the evolution some authors have shown in their views.
Satz (1999) and Beitz (1999) both use a tripartite distinction, but both fail to recognise the difference between the nationalist and the society of states-approach. Satz categorises the society of states-approaches of Rawls (1999) and Bull (2002) under nationalism, whereas Beitz fails to account for the distinct approach of nationalism. These are two essentially different schools of thought, as will be discussed later on. Failing to discuss these relevant differences diminishes the explanatory power of the classification. Brown (1992a) and Wight (1991) use a historical approach, framing the global justice debate between Kantian, Hobbesian and Grotian approaches. While interesting, this distinction fails to address the influence which all these traditions have had on contemporary theories. As such, an approach focusing on the main arguments of the schools instead of the origins of them seems more fruitful. Other distinctions, such as the distinction of Landesman (2011) between humanitarianism, cosmopolitanism and social egalitarianism or the distinction of Brooks (2013) between approaches based on positive duties, negative duties or remedial responsibilities, are too limited, but can be integrated in the selected division of approaches.
[bookmark: _Toc471714742]

2.2 History
While the global justice debate is being treated as a novel debate, the topic of global justice reaches back to the beginnings of civilisation, being discussed through the ages by influential philosophers such as Augustine, Hobbes, Kant and Grotius (Nardin, 2011; Pogge, 2003; Risse, 2012; Syse, 2005). However, the focus in this thesis is on the modern debate on global justice, which starts with John Rawls’s seminal A Theory of Justice. Rawls’s focus is on domestic society, because he believes society is ‘a closed system isolated from other societies’ (Rawls, 1971, p. 7). Rawls’s principles of distributive justice are only meant to be used in domestic society, which is a ‘cooperative venture for mutual advantage’ (Rawls, 1971, p. 4). He doesn’t consider the international or global sphere to be a cooperative venture, and therefore his theory of distributive justice doesn’t apply. But this distinction was met with criticisms of moral arbitrariness (Klosko, 2011). One of the main points of Rawls’s principle of justice is the fact that morally arbitrary facts need to be corrected somehow (Armstrong, 2012). For this, Rawls uses the thought experiment of a veil of ignorance, under which those participating in the experiment have no recollection of their position in society or any other morally arbitrary facts. This leads them to design a society which is just for everyone, since there is a chance they are part of the least advantaged group, in which case they would want a just society for themselves (Rawls, 1971). This principle concerning distributive justice produced from the veil of ignorance is called the difference principle, stating that we should be prepared to accept inequalities, but only if these are ‘to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged’ (Rawls, 1971, p. 83).
Obviously, the country in which you are born is something you have no influence on, and the distribution of where you are born is thus morally arbitrary. So, critics argued, why should nationality not be under the veil of ignorance, leading to a global difference principle? With this criticism, the debate on global justice was introduced into political theory. 
[bookmark: _Toc471714743]2.3 Cosmopolitanism
The first criticism on Rawls’s perception on global justice came from cosmopolitan theorists. The basic definition of cosmopolitanism is well defined by Pogge:
‘Three elements are shared by all cosmopolitan positions. First, individualism: the ultimate units of concern are human beings, or persons—rather than, say, family lines, tribes, ethnic, cultural, or religious communities, nations, or states. The latter may be units of concern only indirectly, in virtue of their individual members or citizens. Second, universality: the status of ultimate unit of concern attaches to every living human being equally—not merely to some sub-set, such as men, aristocrats, Aryans, whites, or Muslims. Third, generality: this special status has global force. Persons are ultimate units of concern for everyone—not only for their compatriots, fellow religionists, or such like.’ (Pogge, 1994, p. 89).
These are the three underpinnings to which all cosmopolitans affirm: the worth of individual human beings, universality and generality. But beyond this point, there are many variations of cosmopolitanism. Two types of divisions can clarify the varieties of cosmopolitanism. First of all, there is a division between debates within cosmopolitanism. These are debates which focus on a specific part of cosmopolitan theory: moral cosmopolitanism, cultural cosmopolitanism and legal cosmopolitanism[footnoteRef:5] (Caney, 2005; 2010; Kleingeld and Brown, 2013; Pogge, 1994). The main distinction here is between moral and legal cosmopolitanism. Moral cosmopolitanism claims that all human beings have a moral relation with each other (Pogge, 1994). Due to this relation, everyone is required to respect one another as the ultimate unit of concern, and everyone is restricted in their conduct because of this. Legal cosmopolitanism is more concerned with the ideal political and legal institutions in the world. Proponents of legal cosmopolitanism claim that there should be a global order of political and legal institutions (Caney, 2005; 2010; Pogge 1994). Legal cosmopolitans differ from each other in their preference for ideal political institutions, ranging from a world state to a more modest division of authority between the global, state and local level (Caney, 2010). Cultural cosmopolitanism is not included by all authors, but is worth mentioning. It is a debate on what Caney calls ‘cosmopolitanism about the good life’ (Caney, 2010, p. 149). The debate focuses on the view that one’s conception of the good life can or needs to depend on ideas from different cultures. This view rejects communitarianism, which holds that ‘one can flourish only by conforming to the ideals and practices of one’s traditional culture(s)’ (Caney, 2010, p. 155). In its most extreme view cultural cosmopolitans claim that there is one universal, cosmopolitan conception of the good life, overruling any local cultural norms. In its more modest forms, cultural cosmopolitanism does not adhere to the demand of universality and equality, but it’s views are nonetheless focused beyond the local community (Caney, 2005).  [5:  Also referred to as political (Caney, 2010; Kleingeld and Brown, 2013) or institutional cosmopolitanism (Beitz, 1999).] 

Legal and moral cosmopolitanism can and often do mix, but this is not required. Legal cosmopolitans often have a moral claim underlying their institutional preference, but this is no always explicit. The other way around, criticism of global political institutions does not imply an automatic rejection of moral cosmopolitanism. In the same way, cultural cosmopolitanism and moral cosmopolitanism can be accepted and rejected individually.
While this division is useful for explaining the basic tenets of cosmopolitanism, it’s not a division of separate schools of thought within cosmopolitanism, but rather an analysis of subdebates within cosmopolitanism. What is needed is a division of approaches to the debate of cosmopolitanism and its subdebates. This division focuses more on concrete authors and theories. Caney divides between three approaches: Rawlsian cosmopolitanism, consequentialist cosmopolitanism and human rights-based cosmopolitanism (Caney, 2005). However, some of the authors which Caney classifies as consequentialist cosmopolitanism, actually take a eudaemonistic approach (Nussbaum, 1997). This virtue-based approach is distinct from consequentialist cosmopolitanism, and as such deserves more attention. Besides this, Caney uses a good classification, dividing schools of thought on the grounds of their reasons for supporting cosmopolitanism. Thus, within cosmopolitanism, I will discuss four approaches: Rawlsian cosmopolitanism, consequentialist or utilitarian cosmopolitanism, capabilities-based cosmopolitanism and human rights-based cosmopolitanism. In the next section I’ll expand upon these individual approaches.
[bookmark: _Toc471714744]2.3.1 Rawlsian cosmopolitanism
An analysis of cosmopolitanism should start with the work Political Theory and International Relations by Charles Beitz (1999). It is the first and ‘one of the most sophisticated, cosmopolitan analyses of distributive justice’ (Caney, 2005, p. 107). Beitz’s argument is simple but elegant: The difference principle developed by Rawls in A Theory of Justice can and should be implemented on a global scale. This means that inequalities are only justified if these are to the benefit of the worst-off humans in the world. This isn’t the case in the current situation, and thus the direct result of his claim is that citizens of rich countries need to redistribute their wealth to citizens of poor countries. Since this is a cosmopolitan position, inequalities are measured between individuals. For Beitz, states have no role in this redistribution. The responsibility for redistributing lies fully with individuals.
Beitz’s position rests on the claims that Rawls wrongly interprets his own principles. Specifically, Beitz gives two arguments to expand Rawls’s difference principle to a global scale (Beitz, 1999; Caney, 2005). The first uses Rawls’s argument that morally arbitrary burdens and benefits need to be corrected. Beitz correctly claims that the distribution of natural resources over the world and nations is arbitrary, and therefore asserts that nations and individuals do not have any righteous claim for resources ‘that happen to be under one’s feet’ (Beitz, 1999, p. 141). So, using Rawls’s principles, persons under the veil of ignorance in a global original position would agree to a global resource redistribution principle, contrary to Rawls’s interpretations of the principles.
Secondly, Beitz uses Rawls’s argument that principles of justice can only be applied for cooperative ventures. Contrary to Rawls, he claims that there is such an international economic interdependence and that this qualifies as a ‘cooperative venture for mutual advantage’ (Rawls, 1971, p. 4). Due to economic globalisation, states are dependent upon each other for their import and export. For Beitz, international institutions such as the United Nations (UN) and the World Trade Organization (WTO) are institutions in which states communicate and attempt to cooperate, similar to institutions in domestic society (Tan, 2013). Therefore, this global scheme of cooperation qualifies as a sphere in which principles of distributive justice can be applied (Caney, 2005). In fact, Beitz even makes the claim that because principles of distributive justice can be applied in the global sphere, we have no special obligation to our co-citizens.
Beitz’s theory is a theory within Rawlsian cosmopolitanism. This type of cosmopolitanism claims that Rawls’s principles of justice are (for the most part) correct, but uses the internal logic of these domestic principles of justice to apply them on a global scale. Another important author in this area is Simon Caney, who claims that Rawls’s principal of equality of opportunity should be applied globally (Caney, 2005, p. 122). He claims that since one’s nationality is morally arbitrary, entitlements or opportunities should not be determined by it. Therefore, he argues for a principle of global equality of opportunity: ‘persons of different nations should enjoy equal opportunities: no one should face worse opportunities because of their nationality’ (Caney, 2005, p. 122). These authors are liberal egalitarian authors, committing themselves to global redistribution (Caney, 2010; Armstrong, 2012). However, there are also significant differences between authors of Rawlsian cosmopolitanism. For example, Beitz follows Rawls’s contractarian approach, whereas Caney dismisses this (Brock, 2007; Blake and Smith, 2013). 
Beitz’s empirical claims are contested. To claim that there is intensive economic interdependence can be interpreted in multiple ways, and there is no well-defined threshold of when we have reached the sufficient degree of interdependence. Some authors argue that economic interdependence is not enough to warrant the justification of principles of justice (Barry, in Caney, 2005, p. 109). Besides this, both the principles of Caney and Beitz seem very demanding, and imposing them would require a lot from wealthy individuals in the world. Caney’s theory has also been accused of cultural imperialism, since it would not be sufficiently sensitive to the different positions and goods required by people in different cultures (Armstrong, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc471714745]2.3.2 Consequentialist or utilitarian cosmopolitanism
The second type of cosmopolitanism I will discuss is consequentialist or utilitarian cosmopolitanism. This type of cosmopolitanism is derived from the utilitarianism of Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill, which justifies acts on the basis of maximising well-being or happiness for the greatest number of people (Tan, 2010). Its main proponent is Peter Singer. The basic tenet of utilitarian cosmopolitanism is that we have extensive duties to needy others, regardless of their geographical proximity (Singer, 1972). Singer starts with the assumption that ‘suffering and death from lack of food, shelter, and medical care are bad’ (Singer, 1972, p. 231). Also, individual persons have a duty to prevent bad things from happening if we can. From these assumptions, Singer builds the following claim: ‘If it is in our power to prevent something bad from happening, without thereby sacrificing anything of comparable moral importance, we ought, morally, to do it’ (Singer, 1972, p. 231). This principle is clearly utilitarian, since it demands that we make sacrifices for the good of others to increase the total amount of happiness in the world. Underlying this principle is the assumption that goods create more happiness if they are given to someone who has little, and less when given to someone who already has a lot. This means that those who have a lot should sacrifice some of their goods to those who have little, since the poor add more happiness to the total balance than the sacrifice of the rich detracts from it. As such, Singer’s strong principle demands that rich individuals ought to give until ‘the level of marginal utility’ is reached (Singer, 1972, p. 241). This is ‘the level at which, by giving more, I would cause as much suffering to myself or my dependents as I would relieve by my gift’ (Singer, 1972, p. 241). The consequences of this simple principle are big: it would require us to give away our goods up to the point that those in need of aid are at the same level of happiness as we are.
A “weak” version of his argument, which Singer himself does not approve of, is less arduous. It says that we ought to morally prevent something very bad from happening, if we can do it without ‘sacrificing anything morally significant’ (Singer, 1972, p. 231). This version doesn’t require us to decrease our level of happiness very much, but would still require a great change in our lives. This “weak” version of Singer’s argument and its consequences are best illustrated by his classic argument about the drowning child. If we would come across a child drowning in a shallow pond, would we need to help it? Since this would cause minimal effort and inconvenience for us, by the standards of his weak argument, Singer argues we are obliged to help the child (Brock, 2015). Now, he asks, if the child is just as much in danger, and aiding him would still cause minimal effort and inconvenience, but the child is located far away, would distance be a morally significant difference (Singer, 1997)? This illustrates the cosmopolitanism of Singer: ‘The fact that a person is physically near to us, so that we have personal contact with him, may make it more likely that we shall assist him, but this does not show that we ought to help him rather than another who happens to be further away’ (Singer, 1972, p. 232). Geographical proximity isn’t morally significant, and we are obliged to aid those we can, regardless of their location. Besides this, it should be noted that Singer isn’t an institutional cosmopolitan. The duty we have to relieve other’s suffering is a personal duty which each individual needs to fulfil.
The obvious issue with Singer’s approach is the extreme demands it proposes for the wealthy of the world. However, this is not to say that his approach is wrong. Just because his proposals are unrealistic, doesn’t mean they’re not just. Besides Singer’s utilitarian approach, there are several other authors who employ a consequentialist approach. Martha Nussbaum employs an Arestotelian approach to global justice, but combines it with consequentialism. The approach of Nussbaum and Sen is consequentialist, but also very distinct from other consequentialist authors. For this reason, this capabilities-based approach is featured as a separate type of cosmopolitanism in the next section.
[bookmark: _Toc471714746]2.3.3 Capabilities-based cosmopolitanism
The capabilities-based approach of Martha Nussbaum and Amartya Sen was initially developed as a response to Rawls in the domestic distributive justice debate. However, as the debate on global justice evolved, a capabilities-based approach was a welcome addition. The approach is outcome-oriented, but also very anti-utilitarian (Hutchings, 2010). This is the case because Nussbaum believes the idea of equality used by utilitarians is not fitting for existing global inequalities. Instead of focusing on needs as described by utilitarians, she focuses on ‘the moral implications of what it means to be human’ (Hutchings, 2010 p. 121).
Sen originally developed the approach, and claimed that simply comparing all societies among the same continuum – Gross domestic product - doesn’t do justice to the different needs people have (Brooks, 2013). Instead, our focus should be on the capabilities people have in their specific context. All people must have certain minimal capabilities which they have the freedom to make use of. An important factor of a capability is that it concerns the freedom to exercise it, but not the requirement (Brooks, 2013). We should have the possibility to use the capability, but it doesn’t need to be used.
Nussbaum developed Sen’s approach in a more philosophical way, on the basis of a virtue-based Aristotelian approach (Nussbaum, 1997). One important addition of Nussbaum includes the claim that capabilities are not interchangeable and all capabilities need to be satisfied to a certain degree (Brooks, 2013). Capabilities are functions which people need to be able to exercise in order to lead truly flourishing lives as humans (Nussbaum, 1997). Therefore, every single capability is essential and necessary to flourish. Only satisfying some capabilities, or making trade-offs between them, doesn’t satisfy Nussbaum’s principle of justice. Another addition is the fact that Nussbaum developed a bottom threshold, which needs to be satisfied in order for people to be able to have a satisfactory life. This is a minimalist approach to global justice, but Robeyns (2011) claims that while Nussbaum uses it as such, the capabilities approach isn’t inherently minimalist. The theory of justice as presented by Nussbaum is merely partial, and can be adjusted with further demands if the threshold is satisfied. The most infamous addition of Nussbaum to the capabilities-based approach is a concrete list of capabilities which governments have the duty to satisfy for their citizens.
In a global context, we all have the positive duty to satisfy this for our fellow human beings. While Nussbaum accepts that the relationship with co-citizens has a legitimate place in the striving towards well-being, we also belong to a global community of human beings (Brock, 2015; Nussbaum, 2015). People need to start seeing themselves as being surrounded by overlapping ‘concentric circles’ of relationships (Nussbaum, 1996, p. 9). All these relationships, from family and local community to nations and global community, are valuable and can invoke principles of justice. Nussbaum developed her domestic list of capabilities into a list of ‘Ten Principles for the Global Structure’ (Nussbaum, 2004, p. 16). The list includes concrete positive duties for governments, institutions of global governance and multinational corporations, while focusing on the capabilities of individuals. Other authors within the capabilities approach, notably Sen, disapprove of a concrete list on this subject, and Nussbaum herself admits that this list is neither exhaustive nor unchangeable, but rather a sign of the promise that a capabilities-based approach can give (Brooks, 2013).
A big advantage of this approach is that it acknowledges human diversity (Robeyns, 2011). Many approaches within the global justice debate can be accused of being centred around Western principles, but a capabilities-based approach tries to give a universal baseline of possibilities among the globe, of which individuals have the freedom to exercise these capabilities as they wish. One of the biggest problems with the approach is that the creation of an universal list of necessary capabilities is extremely difficult. Another issue is that it pays minimal attention to negative duties and responsibilities of those responsible for harming the global poor (Brooks, 2013; Robeyns, 2011).
[bookmark: _Toc471714747]2.3.4 Human rights-based cosmopolitanism
An approach that does focus on negative duties is championed by Thomas Pogge. Pogge is one of the most consistently prominent voices since the beginning of the global justice debate. Together with Beitz, he was one of the early critics of Rawls’s domestic principles of justice. However, Pogge has evolved his position, from a Rawlsian position, to a human rights-based approach to global justice. Earlier works of Pogge agreed with Beitz that due to global economic interdependence, the world qualifies as a sphere in which principles of distributive justice can be applied. Later on, Pogge broke with the Rawlsian approach, and focused more on an approach based on negative duties and the violation of human rights. Pogge is considered to be a relationist, but a somewhat odd one. On the one hand, he is non-relationist, since there are universal human rights to which each individual is entitled, regardless of their relation to others (Hutchings, 2010). On the other hand, he is a relationist, since he believes that our duties towards one another are born out of the institutions and relations we share or affect us (Blake and Smith, 2013).
Instead of relying on his former contestable claim of economic interdependence, Pogge’s latest work claims that the current global institutions are directly responsible for harming the global poor. He further develops this claim with the use of positive and negative duties. Pogge believes negative duties have more moral weight, since they require less from us. Whereas positive duties require us to perform an action to aid those in need, negative duties merely require us to refrain from an action that can harm others (Pogge, 2001). An added argument is the fact that negative duties are grounded in addressing harms to which we have contributed and are thus responsible for (Brooks, 2013). In contrast, positive duties arise out of needs of others, regardless of responsibility.
Pogge does recognise that positive duties are valid and can help those in need, but thinks they are morally weak when compared to negative duties (Pogge, 2001). Because these are morally weak, people are less likely to feel obligated to fulfil their duty. Negative duties are more forceful, since failing to adhere to them entails playing an active role in violating the rights of the poor. Pogge claims that the global institutional structure is causing direct harm for the global poor, meaning that we thus have a negative duty to provide relief from the misery we have caused. For example, he claims that the WTO treaty is the direct cause of such economic burdens in poor countries and people have died from poverty caused by these burdens (Pogge, 2002, p. 19). Rich nations used their economic power to force the WTO treaty on poorer nations, which forced the poorer nations to lower their import tariffs, while rich nations kept protectionist exemptions. This caused poorer nations to lose billions in export revenues. With many citizens already on the brink of starvation, Pogge’s claim that this loss in revenue has caused the death of some poverty stricken people is plausible.
Pogge suggests that we can solve the problems and has suggested a number of concrete solutions, of which the most important is a global resource dividend. This dividend is based upon the fact that natural resources have been arbitrarily distributed among territories. However, every individual has an ‘inalienable stake in all limited resources’ (Pogge, 2001, p. 66). To make up for this arbitrary difference in wealth, the global rich should share a dividend of any resources they sell or use. The proceeds are to be used so that ‘all human beings will be able to meet their own basic needs with dignity’ (Pogge, 2001, p. 68). According to Pogge, this solution is realistic, because we already have an institutional order which has the capacity to solve the problems (Hutchings, 2010).
While his argument is persuasive, his critics suggest that he has not convincingly laid bare a direct causal link between the international economic order and poverty (Blake and Smith, 2013). This creates a problem, since the negative duties arising out of this relationship are the cornerstone of his theory. Without this proven causation, the duty to aid the global poor would be dependent on notions of charity. A related problem with Pogge’s theory is that this focus on negative duties, making up for caused harm, weakens any claim for aid without causal responsibilities (Caney, 2005). For instance, this would mean that the global rich would have no moral duty to aid the global poor in case of a natural disaster, which is a very undesirable effect of the theory.
[bookmark: _Toc471714748]2.4 Society of states
The modern variation of cosmopolitanism originated as a criticism and extension of Rawls’s domestic principles of justice. However, as stated before, Rawls himself did not approve of the extension of his theory to the global sphere. In 1993, he shared his view on global justice in The Law of Peoples (Rawls, 1993). In it, he rejects global egalitarianism and argued for a more modest account of global justice, with a primary role for states[footnoteRef:6] (Armstrong, 2012). The theory of Rawls is considered to be part of the society of states approach, originally created by Hedley Bull. [6:  Rawls doesn’t use the word states, but uses “peoples” to dissociate himself from traditional conceptions (Rawls, 1999). However, his description of peoples is still very similar to what is commonly known as statehood. Therefore, I will follow Caney (2005) in calling this approach the ‘society of states’ approach.] 

Even though Rawls receives the most attention when it comes to this approach, Bull’s original idea is considered to be the most influential empirical analysis of the society of states (Jones, 2010). Bull claims that states are the primary actors in the international arena, and that there is a society of states, which holds common values and interests, and has moral duties towards each other (Caney, 2005; Jones, 2010). This society of states is different from a system of states. A system of states is formed when states have sufficient contact to impact one another and the system as a whole (Bull, 2002). A society of states is formed ‘when a group of states, conscious of certain common interests and common values, form a society in the sense that they conceive themselves to be bound by a common set of rules in their relations with one another, and share in the working of common institutions’ (Bull, 2002, p. 13). The conception of a society of states was a rebuttal of Bull against the realist conception of the international arena, which claims that states are only self-interested and won’t cooperate to create international norms (Caney, 2005). In contrast to realists, Bull claims that states can form relationships, rules and norms in the absence of a hegemon (Jones, 2010). Bull’s approach is also at odds with cosmopolitanism, but does not exclude a moral standing for individuals. It only claims that ‘the existence of states fundamentally alters the moral landscape’ (Jones, 2010, p. 113). Citizens have a special and more extensive relationship with each other than they have with outsiders, and states mediate between individuals.
This is Bull’s empirical analysis. From this, he developed two moral approaches to the way the society of states ought to function. The ‘solidarist’ approach argues that ‘states as members of international society can and should unite in the pursuit of shared goals that aim for more than merely their own coexistence’ (Jones, 2010, p. 118). The pluralist approach rejects this, and instead claims that ‘states do not exhibit solidarity of this kind, but are capable of agreeing only for certain minimum purposes which fall short of that of the enforcement of the law’ (Bull, 1966, p. 52). At first, Bull sided with pluralists, believing any more than minimal goals would cause ‘a strain which [the society of states] cannot bear’ (Bull, 1966, p. 70). However, later Bull takes on a more solidarist approach, due to its connection to the protection of human rights.
Whereas Bull is known as the most influential empirical analysis of the society of states, Rawls has provided the most extensive moral theory regarding the society of states (Jones, 2010). Rawls creates a position which he calls ‘realistically utopian’, taking the political and social nature of people as they are, and laws as they ought to be (Rawls, 1999). From this position, his argument starts from the same point as his domestic theory of justice: the original position. In the domestic original positions, members of a society are placed under a veil of ignorance, with no knowledge of their position in society or other morally arbitrary facts. In the international original position, representatives of liberal peoples are placed under the veil of ignorance. These positions are pretty similar, but in the international original position, peoples have no knowledge of the wealth their state possesses. All they know is that they have sufficient resources to be well-ordered (Blake and Smith, 2013). According to Rawls, this position would create a basic charter of eight principles, which protect states’ sovereignty and the protection of human rights, but would not contain any principles of global distributive justice.
Instead of a principle of global distributive justice, liberal peoples in the original position would agree on a duty of assistance. Rawls uses a distinction of five types of societies: liberal peoples, decent hierarchical peoples, outlaw states, benevolent absolutisms and burdened societies (Caney, 2005, p. 79). The first two are well-ordered peoples and are included in the international original position. The last three are not part of the society of states, of which the outlaw states and benevolent absolutisms cause this themselves. However, a burdened society is a society which suffers ‘unfavourable historical, social, or economic conditions that prevent their establishing well-ordered regimes’ (Jones, 2010, p. 124). Since a burdened society is troubled by unfavourable conditions, well-ordered societies have a duty of assistance towards them. This duty should foster the development of decent political and social institutions, allowing the burdened societies to become well-ordered (Armstrong, 2012). This is not a principle of distributive justice, since the goal is not to decrease inequalities between societies but to develop minimally just institutions. As long as peoples have a set of institutions that enable citizens to lead decent lives, any global inequality that might remain is not morally troubling (Brock, 2015). 
So why does Rawls not adhere to a principle of global distributive justice? He has several reasons for this. First of all, he claims that principles of justice can only be used in cooperative ventures, of which a society of states isn’t one. Besides this, Rawls sees levels of wealth inherently linked to peoples own political cultures (Hutchings, 2010; Blake and Smith, 2013; Jones, 2010). Because societies are tolerant towards one another, they are also free to make different decisions on economic policy, culminating in different levels of wealth. In Rawls’s view, inequalities and poverty are not consequences of an unequal distribution of resources, but of bad political decisions. Uneven and arbitrarily divided resources are of no concern to Rawls, because each society has enough human capabilities within its population to create just institutions (Jones, 1010; Rawls, 1999). In keeping with his ‘realistic’ approach, Rawls also doubts whether global egalitarianism would be tolerated by all societies (Armstrong, 2012).
The ‘society of states’ approach provides a challenge to global egalitarians and cosmopolitans, but it has also gained a lot of criticism. Rawls stated his intention was to be realistic, but many believed his approach to be far too modest. The consequence of his focus on sovereignty and toleration means that liberal peoples are required to tolerate other peoples which are themselves intolerant to minorities or women (Armstrong, 2012). Another serious issue is his account of human rights. According to one of his eight principles, universal human rights need to be respected. He largely follows the UN Universal Declaration of Human Rights as the basis for his account of basic universal human rights, claiming this to be uncontroversial. However, he doesn’t include some rights which are arguably very important, such as the right to democratic participation and the right to equality for women (Armstrong, 2012). Apart from these theoretical issues, the approach makes some questionable empirical claims. To claim that a society’s wealth is determined only by domestic political decisions is untenable. Globalisation has evolved to such a level that international trade regimes and trade barriers exercise significant influence upon nations’ wealth, especially on developing nations (McGrew, 2014; Stiglitz, 2002). Rawls’s claim that the arbitrary distribution of resources is of no concern is also preposterous, since nations with large stocks of natural resources obviously have an advantage when it comes to domestic wealth.
Rawls claims his theory represents a realistically utopian moral theory, describing a society of states as it’s currently not, but it’s also not very far from reality (Rawls, 1999). He doesn’t present a utopia, but a piecemeal change to the current situation. The ‘society of states’ approach is a welcome addition to the global justice debate, but it has its flaws and shortcomings.
[bookmark: _Toc471714749]2.5 Nationalism
Let’s now consider an approach which places even more of an emphasis on national autonomy. As has been the case throughout the chapter, principles of justice can only be valid if certain conditions which are deemed relevant are present. Different theorists require different conditions for their requirements of justice to be valid. Nationalists claim that the global realm does not meet the necessary conditions for any principles of distributive justice to be valid, and believe that the nation is the only realm in which these condition are present (Caney, 2005; Moore, 2010; Tan, 2010).
The nationalist approach is a response to the extension project of Beitz and Pogge. The main responses from nationalism largely accept Rawls’s Theory of Justice, but firmly believe that the nation is the only proper sphere for principles of justice (Moore, 2010). In contrast to the society of states-approach, nationalism ’argues for the primacy of the nation, not the state’ (Caney, 2005, p. 14). Nations have full autonomy, and shouldn’t be forced to comply with norms of any system of states. Because of special conditions which only apply within nations between co-nationals, nations cannot be forced to comply with a system of states in which these conditions aren’t present (Tan, 2013).
What is a nation? Using a cultural definition, a nation is ‘a group of people who share a common culture’ (Caney, 2005, p. 15). Miller (2007) is more demanding, and distinguishes three criteria for a nation. The relationship we have with co-nationals needs to be intrinsically valuable, the co-nationality should be integral to those relationships, and these relationships should not inherently involve injustices (Brooks, 2013; Miller, 2007). A nation isn’t the same as a state, and a state can exist out of several nations (Satz, 1999). This special relationship with our co-nationals creates special obligations to them, and obligations to outsiders are less demanding or non-existent.
Nationalists can disagree on definitional matters regarding nationhood. Besides this, they also differ on other matters. All nationalists agree that some valid conditions which are present only in the nation trigger the requirements of justice, but disagree on which conditions are valid (Moore, 2010). The main nationalist arguments are based on either allegiance, coercion, or shared governance (Caney, 2005; Tan, 2010).
[bookmark: _Toc471714750]2.5.1 Allegiance
The allegiance-based argument is championed by David Miller. He suggests that nations create special obligations of justice towards co-nationals because ‘people value the rich cultural heritage that membership of a nation can bring them’ (Miller, 1995, p. 184; Armstrong, 2012). They identify with the nation and its inhabitants, and this allegiance means they will comply with a scheme of distributive justice (Caney, 2005). Miller’s argument is focused around the fact that people do not feel the same allegiance or identification with others on a more global level. Since it is necessary to have people comply with principles of justice in order for them to work, national ties are necessary because this is the only level on which it will work (Armstrong, 2012).
Miller’s focus on justice within nations, does not mean he is indifferent to global inequality or extreme poverty. However, the domestic ‘social justice’ and international global justice are ‘two distinct ideals’ (Tinnevelt and De Schutter, 2003, p. 520). Regarding global justice, Miller acknowledges the poor conditions that many states are in and finds it ‘morally unacceptable for people to be left in that deprived or needy condition’ (Miller, 2007, p. 98). Miller does concede that there must be some form of global justice, in order for everyone to have access to a minimum set of resources (De Schutter and Tinnevelt, 2008). To deal with this problem, he creates the concept of remedial responsibility: ‘to have a special responsibility, either individually or along with others, to remedy the position of the deprived or suffering people’ (Miller, 2007, pp. 98-99). He creates a theory to assign these special responsibilities, based on six connections: Moral responsibility, outcome responsibility, causal responsibility, benefit, capacity and community (Miller, 2007). On the basis of these six connections, the relation between suffering nations and each other nation is evaluated, and appropriate nations are assigned remedial responsibility (Brooks, 2013). The strength of this argument is that it’s focused on solving problems of poverty, and responsibility doesn’t just depend on causal links. However, this strength is also it’s weakness. In the case of causal responsibility of harm from one nation to another, nationalism or remedial responsibility provides only a partial basis for principles of justice.
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Nationalist arguments also focus on the condition of coercion. The determining condition in this argument is the fact that the state is a legally ongoing coercive order, and the global realm is not (Jones, 2010; Tan, 2010). A state coerces its citizens to adhere to legal arrangements, and in this way it limits the autonomy of its citizens. Because it limits autonomy, coercion needs to be justified. The justification for nationalists such as Blake is that special consideration is given to co-nationals, in the form of distributive justice (Tan, 2010). Since there is no similar legally ongoing coercive order on a global scale, there is also no base for distributive justice on that level (Jones, 2010).
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Another argument for nationalists is based on the shared governance of a nation. An influential position here is taken by Thomas Nagel, whose position is egalitarian on the domestic level, but completely rejects any principle of global distributive justice (Nagel, 2005; Armstrong, 2012). According to Nagel ‘what is special about citizens […] is the way in which they shape each other’s fates through a set of political institutions which enjoy coercive power’ (Armstrong, 2012, p. 95). This argument shows similarities with the previous argument of coercion, but Nagel expands upon this. Besides coercively imposed rules and institutions, he also states citizens need to be joint authors of these rules and institutions, and need to be involuntarily subject to them (Armstrong, 2012). Because, according to Nagel, no such rules and institutions exist on a global scale, there can be no principles of global distributive justice. This doesn’t mean there are no obligations towards the global poor, but these obligations are humanitarian in nature, and thus not as enforceable as obligations of justice (Tinnevelt and De Schutter, 2008). While Nagel heavily rejects global distributive justice, it does follow from his theory that if the required institutions were to emerge at a global level, his position would shift.
Naturally, nationalist arguments have received a lot of criticism from cosmopolitans. The most obvious criticism is of an empirical nature, claiming that the conditions which nationalists believe to be only present at a national level are also present on the global level. The United Nations (UN), International Monetary Fund (IMF) and World Trade Organization (WTO) can be interpreted as coercive legal orders. They limit the autonomy of members and coerce them to adhere to legal arrangements. These organisations usually can’t enforce their legal arrangements through violence like a state can, but it has other measures to enforce compliance which work just as well, such as embargo’s and import tariffs. Thus, the question whether there are global coercive institutions or institutions of global governance can be interpreted in several ways, and is thus contestable. Other criticism has involved the validity of special bonds between co-nationals. For instance, Caney (2005) isn’t convinced that there are any grounds for special consideration between citizens of a nation. We can also question whether the citizens of a nation are the only one being coerced by the policies of a nation. Borders of nations stop foreigners from going where they want to go, and trade policies can severely harm others. If being coerced triggers distributive justice, shouldn’t there be global distributive justice, since all nations coerce some outsiders? Nagel’s theory doesn’t allow for this, but his theory has some perverse implications. In his theory it would be justified to coerce others without triggering any principles of distributive justice, because they are not a joint author of the rules. This makes the most vulnerable people in the world even more vulnerable (Tan, 2010).
Throughout this section, it’s become apparent that while most nationalist authors believe that the nation is the only proper sphere for principles of distributive justice, this doesn’t mean that there are no principles whatsoever in the global realm. Nationalists still tend to believe that ‘the global realm should be governed by moral principles’ (Caney, 2005, p. 14). The last approach discussed here does believe the global realm is amoral, which will be the focus of the next section.
[bookmark: _Toc471714753]2.6 Realism
According to Caney (2005), realism has two central claims: States both should and tend to pursue their own interests. It claims that states don’t have and shouldn’t have any moral motives to pursue, and instead should be focused on their self-interest.
Realists are mainly concerned with the interactions of states in the anarchy of the global realm, focusing on questions of power (Bell, 2010). Like the society of states approach, states are the primary actors. Realism has a pessimistic worldview: ‘international politics is marked by constant power struggles and conflict, and it presents a wide range of obstacles to achieving greater levels of peaceful cooperation’ (Bell, 2010, p. 96). This constant focus on power appears to leave no room for moral concerns, but perhaps it does.
The first clue for this can be found in the focus of realists on the national interest. According to realists, the national interest is and should always be a priority (Bell, 2010; Caney, 2005). However, the national interest can be interpreted in a number of ways. It can be interpreted as pure territorial power, but can also be interpreted as the goals of a nation. Of course, these goals can be moral in nature (Caney, 2005). Besides, the claim that the national interest should be a priority is a moral claim in itself (Bell, 2010).
Bell claims that realists are not opposed to morality, but rather to moralism, a ‘form of moral reasoning that can (and often does) lead to practical consequences that are normatively problematic’ (Bell, 2010, p. 99). Opposed to this, realists are highly sensitive to the constraints of moral action in the global arena. They therefore focus less on normative judgments, and start from their empirical view of what the world is, and what ethical steps they can take from there. Due to this restrained worldview, realism mostly doesn’t discuss questions regarding global distributive justice (Bell, 2010). The pessimistic worldview of realists leads them to believe that even if there were global principles of justice, they cannot succeed. Pursuing strategies of global justice would be both a distraction and a danger to the balance of the international system (Bell, 2010). Those who wish to apply justice on a global scale, fail to understand the international system (Caney, 2005). So, realists still do not believe that the global system leaves any room for morality.
Realism is one of the main schools of thought in the field of international relations (IR), but isn’t called upon very often in the field of global justice, due to its aversion to morality. However, while some realists reject any role for morality in global affairs, many do see some role for it.
Obviously, quite some authors on global justice refuse to accept realism. Since they want to keep their ethics close to empirical reality, realist arguments are heavily reliant on their empirical foundation. A large point of criticism addresses this foundation, citing examples of states and great powers cooperating against their national interest (Caney, 2005). The defence of realists against these claims, explaining those examples to fit the realist perspective, has led others in the field of international relations to claim realism as unfalsifiable (Lebow, 2013). Another important point of criticism points to the realist tendency to keep ethics close to reality. The value of this is questionable. Even if there is no foreseeable way to realise your normative theory, why would this disqualify it?
For the purposes of this thesis it must be noted that there is also a critical strain of realism: ‘The critical dimension in realism is generated by its ability to unmask the dynamics of existing power relations, and to expose the self-interest and hypocrisy behind the practices of political actors’ (Bell, 2010, p. 104). Critical realism is antagonistic towards political power and not committed to defending the current institutions. Since realism is restrained, trying to keep its ethics close to empirical reality, a change in empirical conditions – as predicted by Marx – might also prompt a change in ethics and the way of politics (Bell, 2010). 
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In order to know how a Marxist approach to global justice compares to the currently dominant schools of thought, the global justice debate had to be researched. That has been the goal of this chapter. Outlining the main theories in the global justice debate has shown that it is still a very active debate. Whereas cosmopolitanism is the most developed approach to global justice, it is by no means dominant and by no means perfect. Other approaches have their own valid objections to cosmopolitanism, but present alternatives that are far from perfect themselves. This leaves the possibility for alternative approaches to global justice open.
In the following chapter, the basic tenets of Marx’s thought will be outlined, with a focus on his views regarding justice. Throughout the chapter, Marxist thought will be probed for possible connections to the global justice debate. This outline on Marx and his relation to justice is necessary to develop a Marxist theory of global justice later on.


[bookmark: _Toc471714755]Chapter 3
Marx and Justice
[bookmark: _Toc471714756]3.1 Introduction
After discussing the current state of the global justice debate in the previous chapter, this chapter will focus on Marx and Marxist justice. Since it is important to stay as close to Marx as possible whilst creating a theory on global justice based on his thoughts, this chapter will start with an introduction into the core ideas of Marx. It will then discuss the issue of Marxist justice. Marx was very critical of concepts such as justice, and aimed for a more transformative approach. We will discuss whether a Marxist approach to justice is possible. If so, on what principles should a Marxist approach to justice be based? The goal of this chapter is to develop the beginnings of a Marxist theory of justice, which can be developed into a global scale in the next chapter.
Marxism is probably one of the most difficult debates to discuss in such a limited space. Marx himself has written an incredible amount on so many subjects, that even his ideas require quite some explanation. After Marx, Marxism evolved into a large debate, creating numerous sub branches of Marxism which reinterpreted, revised and expanded his ideas. Marxist thought has become a method of analysis on a wide range of subjects, encompassing among others political theory, philosophy, economics, social science and politics. However, it has barely been used in the field of global justice. This chapter is a lead-up towards a Marxist view on global justice.
[bookmark: _Toc471714757]3.1.1 Karl Marx
Marx was born in 1818, just after the European restoration, in the German Rheinland (Carver, 1991). A gifted academic, his thoughts were heavily influenced by Hegel and his disciples, the Young Hegelians. Hegel’s version of German idealism was focused on rationality, and he described human history as God becoming self-aware (Wolff, 2002). Young Hegelians advanced these ideas, but came to criticise Christianity and religion in general. Feuerbach claimed that 'God did not create man, but rather that man created God' (Wolff, 2002, p. 18). These thinkers, as well as his mentor Bruno Bauer, classical economists such as Smith and Ricardo, and Marx’s experience of the inequality in industrial society between the bourgeoisie and workers, shaped Marx’s thoughts.


[bookmark: _Toc471714758]3.2 Human nature and alienation
The best way to understand Marx is to start at the same place he did: his early writings. These writings, heavily influenced by Hegel and Feuerbach, focus on human nature and alienation from it. The ideas he puts forth here are logical predecessors to his theory of history and his magnum opus, Capital.
[bookmark: _Toc471714759]3.2.1 Human nature
Taken from Hegel and Feuerbach, Marx is convinced that 'man is a species-being' (Marx, 2000g, p. 172). The term species-being means almost the same as human nature. What is meant by human nature, is that there are certain characteristic features which are essential to human beings (Wolff, 2002). These features are essential to the core of our being. To ignore this human essence, or to not be able to live in accordance with them, is to not live life as a complete human being. Marx agrees with this, but remains cautious about there being universal features to human nature. According to him, certain features of human nature are about human nature in general, while others are shaped by the historical epoch in which you live (Geras, 1983; Marx, 2008, p. 488).
The feature which according to Marx is universal is ‘our capacity for freely cooperative production’ (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 190). The essence of the human species is that they are ‘social and productive creatures who create social relations as well as material objects, relationships that under the right conditions are fruitful and life enhancing, and under the wrong conditions oppressive and destructive’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 777). What divides humans from animals is that humans can produce consciously and in free cooperation with others in elaborate ways (Wolff, 2002).
The influence of Hegel is noticeable in Marx’s view on human nature, but Marx rejects Hegel’s focus on thought and instead focuses on physical acts. Hegel's idealism was dialectical: our minds are developed by interacting with the world, but at the same time we change the world with our minds (Wolff, 2002). This progresses ever further to freedom, in which God, through our minds, eventually becomes self-conscious. This theory of historical process is useful, but since the essence of human beings is freely cooperative production, history progresses by what we do, rather than how we think (Ryan, 2012). This focus on acting is influenced by Feuerbach’s materialism. Marx combines Hegelian idealism with the materialism of Feuerbach to develop historical materialism: humans develop through interaction with the world, but through physical interaction with the world, rather than spiritual (Wolff, 2002).
According to Marx, we create the world as we know it with our freely cooperative production: 'the sensuous world [...] is not a thing given direct from all eternity, remaining ever the same, but the product of industry and of the state of society' (Marx and Engels, 2000b, p. 190). The products we make with our labour are therefore the essence of our being expressed in an object: '... the exercise of labour is the worker's own life-activity, the manifestation of his own life.' (Marx, 2000h, p. 275).
[bookmark: _Toc471714760]3.2.2 Alienation
However, under capitalism humans are stunted in the fulfilment of true social productive activity. Instead of cooperatively producing goods with creativity and ingenuity, we produce commodities in a repetitive and monotonous way, all for our own benefit, treating other persons as means rather than ends in themselves (Wolff, 2002). This is what Marx calls alienation: to be estranged from our species-being (Ryan, 2012). Under capitalism, a worker’s labour is a mere commodity, to be bought and sold for everyone’s own benefit, causing workers to be alienated from the process of production, themselves, and others.
Marx states that there are four main ways in which a worker is alienated from his labour under capitalism: 'alienation from the product; in productive activity; from our species-essence, and from other people' (Wolff, 2002, p. 31-37).
We are alienated from the product because we produce products for the market, instead of for our own consumption or pleasure. The products which are being made are being made for a boss to make a profit from, and a worker has no say about its future use. We’re also alienated from the world around us in the same way. We create the world as we know it with our freely cooperative production, yet do we think of the world as such? This is mystification, not understanding the products around us (Wolff, 2002). Besides this, we’re dominated by our own products. The market and methods of production dominate us, but who created these products? We as a cooperative society did.
The second form of alienation is alienation from productive activity. We want to create in a social and rewarding way, but the division of labour in capitalism is making this impossible. To increase efficiency, each worker is reduced to having to fulfil a highly repetitive and unskilled task. We become a mere part of the machine, doing work which has little to do with fulfilling labour.
Thirdly, we are alienated from our species-being. This has been touched upon before and is linked with two other forms of alienation. Our species-being is ‘our capacity for freely cooperative production’, but under capitalism this isn’t possible for two reasons (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 190). Firstly, because we’re alienated from productive activity, there’s no capacity for free creative production. In fact, ‘many of us feel human only when we’re not working’ (Wolff, 2002, p. 36): 
'The worker, who for twelve hours weaves [...] does he consider this twelve hours [...] as life? On the contrary, life begins for him where this activity ceases, at table, in the public house, in bed. The twelve hours' labour, on the other hand, has no meaning for him as weaving, [...] but as earnings' (Marx, 2000h, p. 276).
Secondly, capitalism and the system of private property doesn’t allow workers to cooperate, but puts them at odds with one another. Instead of cooperating, we see other workers as competition, possibly undercutting us by doing our work faster, better or cheaper. This is the fourth form of alienation: alienation from other people. Besides seeing others as competition, we also become more individualistic, focusing solely on earning and spending money as an individual, forgetting who uses the products we make and forgetting who makes the products we use.
[bookmark: _Toc471714761]3.2.3 Private property
The cause of these forms of alienation is the capitalist system and the system of private property. Private ownership of the means of production creates an unequal society, since the power lies with those who own the means of production, who exploit those who do not. The means of production are the raw materials and tools (such as factories, machines) necessary to create finished products. Under capitalism, owning (a part of) the means of production requires either an innovative idea to create a novel method of production, or a lot of capital. This is why the means of production are owned by a small group in society, called the bourgeoisie. Most of the other people in society only own personal property, and have nothing to offer but their labour. This group consists of workers, often referred to as the proletariat. These workers can’t sustain themselves since they don’t own the means of production. They therefore have to sell their labour to those who do own the means of production.
Marx describes socialism - an economic system where private property is abolished and the means of production are communally owned and controlled - as the way to end alienation. Alienation as Marx describes it seems very undesirable, since alienation makes it impossible to fulfil our human essence. However, Marx doesn’t use any moral denunciation of capitalism to make socialism more desirable. Rather, he believed socialism was the inevitable and rational next step in the progress of history. Like other methods of production before it, capitalism was irrational, with inevitable economic crises and enormous inequalities inherent in the economic system (Ryan, 2012). According to Marx, this will inevitably lead to a revolution. Why this is inevitable, is described in Marx’s theory of history.
[bookmark: _Toc471714762]3.3 Historical materialism
Marx’s theory of justice is called historical materialism. The basic tenet is that 'human history is essentially the story of the development of human productive power' (Wolff, 2002, p. 54). Historical materialism states that society is made up of three distinct elements. First of all, there is human productive power. This is influenced by the dominant methods of production. Human productive power increases with a more advanced method of production, but every dominant method also creates unique relations of production. These relations of production are typical of the second element: the economic structure. These two elements are also known as the base. As the productive forces change, so do the economic structures and the relations of production: 'The hand-mill gives you society with the feudal lord; the steam-mill, society with the industrial capitalist' (Marx, 2000e, p. 219-220). The third element of historical materialism is the political and legal superstructure, which constitutes the laws and political institutions of society, and is known as the superstructure. These three elements of human society interact with each other according to three theses: the development thesis and two primacy theses (Wolff, 2002). The development thesis states that human productive power grows because the methods of production develop over time. The first primacy thesis states that the level of development of these methods of production determines the economic structure. As methods of production increase, relations of production alter as well, to accommodate increased productivity. So the economic structure of capitalism is a consequence of the needs created by the method of production of capitalism, such as the steam engine. The second primacy thesis states that that the economic structure in its turn determines the political and legal superstructure (Marx, 2000f). The economic base shapes the political and legal superstructure, so that the superstructure can maintain the economic base by consolidating the ideas and interests of the ruling class. The capitalist economic structure determines the necessary political and legal structures, such as a legal protection of private property rights, which consolidates the ideas and interests of the bourgeoisie (Wolff, 2002). 
These theses explain how history progresses from primitive methods of production to advanced methods of production, accompanied by economic structures and political and legal superstructures which permit the reproduction of that method of production. This view of history is deterministic, meaning that history progresses forward towards a predetermined endpoint. According to this theory of progress, capitalism progressed from feudalism. Feudalism as an economic structure worked fine when the dominant methods of production were more primitive tools, such as the hand-mill. However, at a certain point, feudalism fetters the development of human productive power and new methods of production. The economic relations inherent in feudalism don’t aid a more advanced method of production such as the steam mill. A factory powered by a steam mill requires lots of concentrated labour in cities, which means the economic relation of agrarian rural labourers and a feudal lord is fettering the development of the new method of production. So, to serve the new method of production, new economic relations develop, causing the economic structure of feudalism to break down and the ruling class to lose its power. The new economic structure of capitalism serves the more advanced methods of production and those who own the means of production, the bourgeoisie, becomes the new ruling class. This new legal and political superstructure consolidates the economic structure, which means the newly dominant method of production can keep developing.
However, like feudalism, capitalism is merely a phase in history. The economic system of capitalism is inherently unsustainable and will break down, just as feudalism did. If Marx’s theories of alienation and historical materialism tell us why capitalism must inevitably break down, this still leaves the question of how it will break down.
[bookmark: _Toc471714763]3.4 Exploitation and capital
This is a process Marx describes in his best known work: Capital. Capital is a critique on classical economic theories, and describes how man is dominated and exploited by capitalist structures. The core of Marx’s economic theory centres around commodities and labour, and is called the labour theory of value.
[bookmark: _Toc471714764]3.4.1 Labour theory of value
Marx analyses commodities, since 'The wealth of those societies in which the capitalist mode of production prevails, presents itself as an immense accumulation of commodities' (Marx, 2008, p. 13). In the labour theory of value, every commodity is of value in two different ways. First of all, every commodity has a use-value. A product has use-value because it is useful for any particular use. This is pretty straightforward, since commodities which aren’t useful will not be made, because no one will want to buy them. Secondly, every commodity has an exchange-value. Exchange-value is the value of a commodity for which it can be exchanged for other commodities (Wolff, 2002). These two values can differ. According to Marx, the difference in value is defined by the amount of labour involved in the process of producing the commodity. The amount of socially necessary labour – the “average” amount of labour necessary for making a product with a normal level of skill required – determines the exchange-value of a commodity (Wolff, 2002). A capitalist has to buy the labour to create commodities, and labour determines the exchange-value of those commodities. But if a capitalist has to buy the labour required to create commodities, and can’t sell those commodities for more value than the labour which was used, how does the capitalist make a profit?
This is explained by the second defining aspect of Marx’s labour theory of value: labour. Just like commodities, labour has two different aspects. Labour (also known as concrete labour) creates the use-value of a commodity. This is the concrete work a worker puts into creating a good. While it creates the use-value of a product, it has itself no value. The second aspect of labour concerns labour power (also known as abstract labour). Labour power is ‘the worker’s ability to work for however long the labour contract is for’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 786). Labour power creates the exchange-value of a product, and has a value in itself as well. The value of labour power is determined by what it costs to keep a worker alive and productive.
A capitalist buys a worker’s labour power, which is the price necessary to sustain the worker, to assure that the worker will work for the capitalist for the duration of the contract. During these hours of work, the worker uses his concrete labour to create actual commodities. These commodities can then be sold for the exchange-value, which is not determined by the concrete labour, but by the labour power (Ryan, 2012). A capitalist makes a profit, because labour power is a commodity which creates more value than it costs: A worker supplies more concrete labour than he is worth in labour power (Wolff, 2002). A part of the worker’s time is necessary labour, required to replace the value of his labour power, and in the remaining part of the worker’s time he creates surplus value, which amounts to a profit for the capitalist. While the worker earns enough to sustain himself, he is in effect performing unpaid labour when surplus value is created. This process in which a capitalist makes an unearned profit through the unpaid labour of a worker, is called exploitation (Wolff, 2002).
[bookmark: _Toc471714765]3.4.2 Exploitation
Capitalism is centred around the extraction of surplus value from workers by capitalists. This mechanism allows capitalists to make a profit while contributing nothing to the production process. All profit in capitalism is thus derived from the exploitation of workers (Wolff, 2002). They can do this because they own the means of production, and workers need access to the means of production to create commodities. They are therefore dependent on the capitalists and must sell their labour. But can’t workers demand a higher wage? No, because according to Marx, there will always be an ‘Industrial Reserve Army of the Unemployed’ (Wolff, 2002, p. 76). When wages are low, a capitalist will hold off investing in more efficient machinery, because hiring more workers is cheaper. However, as employment rises and the pool of unemployed workers shrink, workers will start demanding higher wages because they are now harder to replace. Higher wages decrease the rate of profit for a capitalist, so he will try to avoid this. So when this happen, a capitalist will start to invest in machinery to replace workers and cut down labour costs. This will create more unemployment, keeping wages down and profits up.
As the mechanisms above describe, the private ownership of the means of production creates a system in which all power lies with the capitalists. It’s clear that the profits of capitalists are not extracted through fair exchange (Ryan, 2012). Like Marx’s description of alienation, this system seems morally reprehensible. But Marx approaches the mechanisms of capitalism as a scientific phenomenon. By describing the mechanisms of capitalism as a technical process which is inevitable, Marx avoids having to discuss whether it is desirable (Kymlicka, 2002). Whether Marxism needs a normative base will be discussed later. First, the way capitalism will inevitably break down must be discussed.
[bookmark: _Toc471714766]

3.4.3 Capitalism
The inherent instability of capitalism stems from the exploitation and employment cycle described above. While capitalists try to keep their labour costs to a minimum, they are also dependent on the purchasing power of workers. Workers are also consumers, buying the products capitalists are producing (Wolff, 2002). This means that they spend more when they are paid well, creating an economic boom. However, when unemployed they will spend very little, causing sales and thus profits to fall. This creates crises (Fine, 2012). Capitalists are forced to constantly revolutionise their machinery, in order to keep labour costs down and maintain a steady rate of profit. This will be profitable for the individual capitalist, since he has a smaller workforce and a higher profit margin. However, it will decrease the profit of an economy overall, since a smaller workforce will cause sales to fall. Thus in a crisis, technological innovation causes the necessary labour for (some) producers to fall, creating more unemployment, which in turn keeps wages down, which in turn causes sales and thus profits to fall, creating a new crisis (Wolff, 2002). In individual producers’ quests for higher rates of profit, the economy overall will experience increasingly lower rates of profit. Smaller producers can’t keep up with innovation and will continue to experience falling sales, causing them to go bankrupt. These bankrupt producers will be forced to join the lower class workforce, causing economic power to consolidate in a smaller group of capitalists. The middle class shrinks, the working class grows, and capital will concentrate into a smaller group of capitalists. This is called the boom and bust-cycle and is central to the capitalist system.
Meanwhile, the working class will increase in size while being paid less and less, experiencing “immiseration”, the ‘steady downward pressure on the standard of living’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 792). Crisis upon crisis with ever falling rates of profit will weaken the economic structure of the system. Eventually it will become so unstable, it becomes vulnerable to revolutionary overthrow (Wolff, 2002). As the working class grows larger and becomes more aware of their situation, they will inevitably rise up, causing the ‘last revolution’ and ushering in a transition to communism (Ryan, 2012, p. 793; Thompson, 1992).
[bookmark: _Toc471714767]3.5 The transition to communism
Once capitalism had evolved far enough, a transitions into socialism and later communism would ensue. While Marx stressed the inevitability of this transition, he wasn’t too clear on how the transition would take place (Wolff, 2002). A number of factors needed to be present for the transition to succeed. First of all, productive forces must have advanced so far that there is a possibility of creating an abundance of goods. An abundance of goods is necessary in a communist society to make the need for classes and class conflict to disappear (Wolff, 2002). Second of all, the productive forces must have advanced so far, that the economic structure of capitalism can no longer accommodate them, and will fettered growth, weakening the system. Furthermore, communist-friendly structures must have developed within the capitalist system, easing the transition. These indicators create the possibility for a final revolution: 
'The bourgeois relations of productions are the last antagonistic form of the social process of production [...] at the same time the productive forces developing in the womb of bourgeois society create the material conditions for the solution of that antagonism.' (Marx, 2000f, p. 426).
With these factors present, the transition to socialism can commence. Marx was never very clear on how the revolution should take place, since 'he knew he could not impose his own will on the course of history' (Singer, 2000, Chapter 9, §4). However, there are multiple ways a transition can occur based on his work. First of all, the continued immiseration of a growing working class combined with a failing economy, can cause the proletariat to rise up in full rebellion and seize political power. After they’ve seized political power, they can use the government to transform the economy into communist structures (Wolff, 2002, p. 91).
In the second possible path to communism, the economy transitions into communist structures before political power is transferred. In this scenario, developed by Wolff (2002, p. 90), unemployed workers would develop cooperative enterprises for themselves. Since there is no capitalist at the top skimming profits, wages can be higher, working conditions better and prices lower. This type of venture would spread among workers, who rather cooperate than compete. Soon enough this movement sweeps the economy, with workers abandoning capitalist enterprises, causing capitalism to become a marginal part of the economy (Wolff, 2002). Without any political revolution, the economy is transformed into a cooperative communist structure, with an inevitable change in politics to follow.
The third possible path to communism isn’t through revolution, but rather through parliament (Ryan, 2012). Since most industrial societies were democracies, public pressure would lead to universal suffrage, which would give workers a say in politics. As Ryan puts it: ‘Marx thought a working-class party armed with the secret ballot and universal suffrage would vote in socialism’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 802). With the working-class party in charge of government, they could transform the capitalist economy into a socialist economy.
While Marx didn’t want to impose his will on the course of history, he did have political aims. Marx spread his theories actively with the aim of increasing worker’s consciousness, and wrote an immense amount of literature with the aim of guiding the revolution once it had happened.
[bookmark: _Toc471714768]3.6 Communism
So what would a communist society look like? Marx was not very clear on this as well, but we can draw some conclusions from his work. After the political revolution, there will be a period of a 'dictatorship of the proletariat' (Marx, 2000c, p. 372, emphasis added). In this dictatorship, the working class would rule society, but it would be less repressive than other regimes. While in a capitalist society the majority is being ruled by a minority, in a socialist society the majority is ruling itself (Ryan, 2012). The goal of the dictatorship of the proletariat is to abolish classes. It will do this by ‘abolishing private ownership of the means of production and instituting social ownership’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 803). Without private ownership of the means of production, there is no more capitalist class to rule over the proletariat class. Personal private property is still allowed, but it is crucial that the means of production become socialised.
Apart from a socialist state being highly democratic, Marx doesn’t say how decision-making under socialism will work (Ryan, 2012). He also wasn’t clear on how the socialist state would transition into the final stage of communism. Supposedly, after the means of production had been socialised, citizens would learn self-government, and would organise the economy cooperatively, without domination, exploitation, markets and money (Ryan, 2012). The economy would be centrally planned in a cooperative manner. With citizens self-governing, ‘the state was to wither away’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 771). The end result would be a stateless, self-managing society.
A self-governing society without domination and conflict seems rather utopian. But what of those refusing to cooperate and contribute? Marx didn't see this as a possibility. Under communism, human beings as we knew them under capitalism would change. The division between individual interest and community interest would disappear. Since the economic structure of a society determines the development of man's consciousness, under communism man's consciousness could develop up to the point where 'citizens of the new society would find their own happiness in working for the good of all' (Singer, 2000, Chapter 9, §12).
Work under communism would be both non-alienating and highly productive (Wolff, 2002). It would also be better organised than it is under capitalism, resulting in less necessary work overall. Marx doesn’t specifically say how mundane but necessary work can be made non-alienating, but it’s possible that advanced technology will make mundane work unnecessary. This leaves citizens unalienated and free to be cooperatively productive:
'... in communist society, where nobody has one exclusive sphere of activity but each can become accomplished in any branch he wishes, society regulates the general production and thus makes it possible for me to do one thing today and another tomorrow, to hunt in the morning, fish in the afternoon, rear cattle in the evening, criticise after dinner, just as I have a mind, without ever becoming hunter, fisherman, cowherd, or critic' (Marx and Engels, 2000b, p. 185). 
In a centrally self-organised society where everyone performs unalienated work for the good of all, how are the resources and produced goods fairly distributed? Marx believed the distribution under communism would adhere to the slogan: ‘from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 615). To achieve this, there need to be separate distribution principles under socialism and communism. Under the socialist dictatorship of the proletariat, the slogan used is “to each according to his contribution”. This division is necessary, because people are still thinking in terms of bourgeois rights (Ryan, 2012). They are ‘still stamped with the birth marks of the old society from whose womb it emerges’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 614). So in this stage, people are still being individually rewarded, with deductions to take care of the elderly, children and infirm: ‘Accordingly, the individual producer receives back from society—after the deductions have been made—exactly what he gives to it’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 614). Once true communism has been established, there is no need for this. Because human beings have changed in such a way that the division between individual interest and community interest has disappeared, distribution will be “from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs”. Human nature has transcended justice and people no longer think in terms of rights and entitlements (Ryan, 2012).
[bookmark: _Toc471714769]3.7 Marxism after Marx
Naturally, Marx attracted a lot of criticism as well. Marx’s economic theory has some serious flaws. His labour theory of value has been widely disproven and has disappeared from Marxist debate (Wolff, 2002). Besides this, ‘few analytical Marxists wish to defend Marx’s theory of history’ (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 167). But what is emphasised until today, is that Marx signalled the right problems, and his analysis and anticipation of economic globalisation was ahead of its time (Wolff, 2002; Schwarzmantel, 2012). More than just a political theory, Marxism is a worldview.
Obviously, Marx did not create a perfect and completely finished theory. When Marx died in 1883, he had only finished the first volume of Capital and was working on other volumes (Carver, 1991). Besides this, his central ideas were scattered over a huge amount of literature, a part of his thoughts were ambiguous or never finished, and his work had flaws. So even after Marx, there was still a necessity and demand for more Marxist thought. Whether Marx was happy with all these variations is unclear. Reportedly, 'Marx grew so irritated at misinterpretations of his doctrine that towards the end of his life, he declared: ‘All I know is that I am not a Marxist’' (Singer, 2000, Chapter 7, §15). It’s thus important to stay as close to Marx’s own work as possible, otherwise I would be deviating from the goal set in the central question of this thesis. One newer variation of Marxism which attempts to do the same will be used extensively: Analytical Marxism.
[bookmark: _Toc471714770]3.7.1 Analytical Marxism
Analytical Marxism aims to research ‘Marxian questions, which they pursue with contemporary tools of logic, mathematics, and model-building’ (Roemer, 1986, p. 1). The practitioners of Analytical Marxism use Marxist concepts and non-Marxist methods to make Marx’s thoughts as clear as possible. These are mostly academics from the analytical tradition, heavily influenced by John Rawls and egalitarian thought. Analytical Marxism has issues with the dialectical method, claiming it to be too unclear to aid Marxist debate (Levine, 2004). By “translating” Marx into analytical terms, Marx’s ideas could join the debates of analytical philosophy. Since the global justice debate mostly consists of authors who employ the analytical tradition, the works from Analytical Marxism can help build a credible Marxist theory of global justice.
The foremost scholars of Analytical Marxism are Gerald Cohen, John Roemer and Jon Elster. Cohen (2000) is most well-known for his defence of historical materialism, whose interpretation of it has become the new (though disputed) standard. Cohen’s reading of historical materialism is technologically deterministic, meaning that it emphasises the technological advancement of the forces of production which shape history, downplaying class struggle (Hindess, 2007). John Roemer (1986) focusses on the economics of Marx. His aim is to explain and improve Marx’s economic theory with the use of rational choice theory (Roemer, 1986, p. 192). Also his is the controversial claim that ‘Marx would have been a liberal egalitarian, if only he had better understood what he and other socialists wanted’ (Levine, 2004, p. 85). Jon Elster (1985) also attempted to redefine Marx using rational choice theory. He also focusses on methodological individualism, and claims that Marx’s method is at least partly methodologically individualist (Elster, 1985). This method, in which all social phenomena can be explained in ways using only individuals, seems to be at odds with Marx and his focus on class. Marx himself stated to disagree with the individualist approaches of classical economists (Levine, 2004).
So while Analytical Marxists aimed to merely “translate” Marxist thought, they also added, changed or redefined some theories. While Marxism focuses on collectivism, egalitarianism is more individualistic. Egalitarianism aims focuses on distributive justice, while Marxism rejects distributive justice and aims for the abolition of capitalism. These differences caused some criticism: Can Analytical Marxism still be called Marxism?
[bookmark: _Toc471714771]3.8 The need for a Marxist theory of justice
Naturally, a lot of criticism to Analytical Marxism came from those who thought Marx should be understood dialectically. As we will see, there seems to be some discomfort in explaining Marx in egalitarian terms. Marx himself was critical on questions of justice and rights (Kymlicka, 2002). However, as seen in the previous section, Marx’s ideas clearly contain a moral dimension. Considering that the goal of this thesis is to develop a Marxist theory of global justice, it’s important to research whether there is such a thing as Marxist justice in the first place. Analytical Marxism is most promising for this research. In the next sections, the debate on the concept of Marxist justice will be discussed. 
[bookmark: _Toc471714772]3.8.1 Marx on justice
Whether Marx’s philosophy contains a theory of justice is difficult to answer. Marx didn’t provide an answer to this question himself, and seemed to contradict himself on this issue.
Interpreting Marx’s texts literally, he is clearly rejecting anything related to justice, morality or equality. Allegedly, when any socialist would use the word “morality”, Marx would burst out laughing (Skillen, in Brown, 1992b). The fact that Marx doesn’t discuss justice and morality explicitly isn’t surprising. After all, historical materialism simply predicts that the revolution and transition to communism were inevitable, and therefore it didn’t matter whether they were just. As Kymlicka rightly states: ‘When Marxists believed that socialism was inevitable, there was no need to explain why it was desirable’ (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 167; Rengger, 2009). We’ve discussed this inclination of Marx in the previous sections, when dealing with his attitude on the morality of alienation and exploitation. When Marx approaches these concepts scientifically rather than philosophically, he attempts to transcend questions of justice rather than compete with them.
Besides this, Marx saw the discussion on justice and morality as a distraction from the real issues. Since justice can be endlessly discussed, it would distract from the real issue, which is bringing about the socialist revolution (Tucker, 1969). Being distracted by bourgeois notions of justice and morality prevents workers from rising up. Marx describes talking of rights as mere ‘obsolete verbal rubbish’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 615).
Putting these practical issues aside, Marx also had some substantive problems with justice. First of all, theories of equal rights tend to have unequal effects (Kymlicka, 2002). Comparing and treating people with the same, limited set of principles of justice, according to Marx, ignores the fact that people may differ, but at the same time need to be held in equal regard. Besides this, Marx also claimed that theories of distributive justice had merely palliative effects, ignoring and maintaining real problems. Distributive justice aims for a fair redistribution of the resources in society, but ignores the real problem of the ownership of the means of production. As long as the means of production are not socialised, exploitation and class conflict will continue to exist. If the means of production were socialised, these problems would cease to exist, and questions of distributive justice would become obsolete in the process (Kymlicka, 2002).
Specifically regarding distributive justice, Marx saw no need for normative arguments. This was the case because distributive justice concerns the distribution of scarce resources. According to Marx, the progress of productive power would ensure an abundance of resources under communism. This meant there was no need for any theories of justice (Thompson, 1992). However, to assume an abundance of resources is unrealistic. Resources on our planet are finite, and some resources such as space simply cannot be made more abundant.
Marx is thus mostly contradicted by reality nowadays. Since abundance doesn’t look feasible and the socialist revolution doesn’t look inevitable, Marxists realised they needed other ways to prove the desirability of their theories. In order to do this, they needed to prove that their theories are justifiable, and actually worth pursuing (Kymlicka, 2002). Since analytical Marxism tried to translate Marx in analytical terms (thus including justice), the question is heavily debated within the school. This resulted in two views on the subject. First of all, there are the scholars who take Marx’s literal texts and use them to claim that he rejects justice and morality[footnoteRef:7]. According to them, Marxism is beyond justice and justice isn’t necessary to prove the superiority of Marxism. A second group of scholars believes Marx’s rejection of justice was merely a practical necessity, and he actually did have an implicit theory of justice[footnoteRef:8]. These authors extract principles of justice from Marx’s views. In the next sections, we will discuss these views and how they help in the development of a Marxist theory of global justice. [7:  These authors are mostly represented by Wood (1980), Tucker (1961; 1969) and Buchanan (1979; 1982; 1987).]  [8:  Most notable among these authors are Nielsen (1987a; 1987b; 1988a; 1988b), Cohen (1980), Geras (1985; 1992), Husami (1978), Arneson (1981) and Elster (1983; 1985).] 

[bookmark: _Toc471714773]3.8.2 Marxism against justice
Scholars such as Wood (1980), Tucker (1961; 1969) and Buchanan (1979; 1982) claim Marx’s remarks on an aversion to justice represented his true views, and belief that Marxism should be interpreted as such. Their basic argument is that Marx saw communism as being “beyond justice” (Buchanan, 1979). Marx believed that society, including its politics and culture, was constituted by the dominant mode of production. This meant that for Marx, the concepts of justice in any society were consequences of that dominant mode of production (Wood, 1980). The prevalent principles of justice were dependent upon the particular historical circumstance in which they existed, regulating productive relationships and serving the needs of the ruling class. These principles will change when the circumstances do. So this begs the question: Why would Marxists try to create a theory of justice within the dominant mode of production, when the whole point is to transcend this mode of production (Wood, 1980)? The difference is between an affirmative approach and a transformative approach. The affirmative approach aims for fair principles of justice without altering the underlying social structures, while a transformative approach aims to provide fair principles of justice by changing the underlying social structures (Fraser, 2003). Marxism aims to transform – or rather, transcend - the system of capitalism. Developing principles of justice within the system of capitalism would thus be pointless.
According to Wood (1980), Marx thought there was no such thing as “natural justice”, specific principles which would be valid throughout history and different modes of production. This meant justice was merely an action or institution which met the requirements of the specific mode of production which was dominant at that time in history (Renggert, 2009). So within the system of capitalism, exploitation isn’t unjust, since it serves the needs of the capitalist mode of production (Wood, 1980). Furthermore, any attempt at redistributive justice in a capitalist system would not serve any purpose intended by Marxists, since it is completely determined by the capitalist mode of production of which it is an inherent part (Wood, 1980). Therefore, a fairer distribution of resources in society won’t work. The only solution is a socialist revolution, changing the mode of production, and with it the political and juridical institutions of society.
Buchanan (1979) believes Wood’s arguments against Marxist justice focus too much on the mode of production. Instead, Buchanan looks at what the concept of justice implies. To Buchanan, justice is a balance between differing conceptions of the good, in this case a good distribution of resources and good resolutions of human conflict. In communist society, ‘these circumstances of justice no longer obtain’ (Buchanan, 1979, p. 138). There will be no scarcity, and the difference between the individual and communal interests will disappear. When this happens, there will be no more conflict, making a concept such as justice to solve these issues obsolete. And since communist society is beyond justice, Marx won’t use justice in other modes of production as well. Because if Marx claims exploitation under capitalism is unjust, he is implying that there is a certain principle of justice, to which a communist society should adhere. But communist society is radically superior over other societies and has no need for justice (Kymlicka, 2002). That is why Buchanan doesn’t adhere to any standard of justice.
Tucker’s (1969) main argument is that talk of justice distracts workers from their goal of socialist revolution. Furthermore, redistribution could even undermine their revolutionary tendencies, killing off any revolution before it started. So to Tucker, Marx didn’t speak of justice due to tactical necessities. This is a more Leninist stance, since it presumes that a socialist revolution can be stimulated or repressed. According to Marx’s determinism revolution is inevitable, and acquiescing to worker’s demands would only delay a revolution, not evade it.
While it is debatable whether Marx thought capitalist society was unjust, it is certain he condemned it. According to Wood (1980), he just saw capitalism as a fleeting mode of production in the development of human history. This doesn’t make it unjust, it merely makes it an inevitable consequence of earlier modes of production and makes it inevitable that it will end.
But is this approach still feasible? Wood states: ‘although this servitude is a source of misery, degradation and discontent to the worker, it is not a form of injustice’ (Wood, 1980, p. 37). Are words such as misery, degradation and discontent not signs of moral judgment? It seems to me that condemning practices implies that these practices are not good, which implies moral judgment and a sense of injustice. Furthermore, as mentioned before, communism should also prove why it is desirable, since it’s questionable if it’s inevitable. As Kymlicka states: ‘virtually all analytic Marxists accept that scarcity, conflict, pluralism, and imperfect rationality are permanent features of the human condition, and […] any plausible normative political theory must explain how political institutions will deal with these facts’ (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 175). To do this, a Marxist theory of justice needs to be developed.
[bookmark: _Toc471714774]3.8.3 Marxist justice
So most analytical Marxists claim that Marx did condemn the capitalist system as unjust, even if he didn’t do this explicitly so. Cohen believes justice should have a central role in Marxism and should not only prove the injustice in capitalism, but should highlight the ways in which socialism and communism are more just (Nielsen, 1987a). His claim is that Marx was confused about the concept of justice, which would be why he didn’t use it (Rengger, 2009). Marxism might claim to be different from mainstream theories of justice, but this doesn’t mean they have to be ignored. Marxist approaches to distributive issues can clearly communicate with egalitarian approaches to distributive justice: ‘The Marxist objection to the class structure of capitalist relations of production is, above all, a distributive objection, and so fits comfortably within the normal scope of theories of justice’ (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 171). But to say that Marx can communicate with mainstream theories of justice doesn’t mean he wasn’t very sceptical of them.
Firstly, Marx was highly critical of equality and equal rights. This wasn’t because he wasn’t an advocate of equality, but because he found that treating people with equal rights would always result in unequal effects (Kymlicka, 2002). Marx uses an example where equality is measured in an equal standard, namely labour: 
‘one man is superior to another physically or mentally and so supplies more labour in the same time, or can labour for a longer time; and labour, to serve as a measure, must be defined by its duration or intensity, otherwise it ceases to be a standard of measurement. This equal right is an unequal right for unequal labour. It recognizes no class differences, because everyone is only a worker like everyone else; but it tacitly recognizes unequal individual endowment and thus productive capacity as natural privileges. It is, therefore, a right of inequality, in its content, like every right.’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 614-615).
Because individuals are unique and different, their needs and endowments are different as well. This results in inequality when everyone is given equal rights. Moral equality, the ideal that everyone is to be held in equal regard, is central to Marx’s ideas (Arneson, 1981; Kymlicka, 2002). Moreover, formal equal rights aren’t useful if there is no capability to effectively and equally exercise them (Lovell, 2004).
Another Marxist argument against mainstream theories is the fact that they focus too much on distribution, ignoring questions of production and ownership (Kymlicka, 2002). This issue unites analytical Marxists who oppose and support a Marxist theory of justice. Regardless of whether it’s unjust or not, all Marxists believe exploitation, classes, opposing interests and other problems of capitalism should or will end. As discussed before, a mere redistribution of income doesn’t solve the real problems of exploitation and alienation, which are caused by the private ownership of the means of production. Only socialising the means of production will end these problems, which is in its own way a principle of distributive justice.
Taking these arguments into account, a Marxist theory of justice can and should be developed. But on what principle of justice should a Marxist theory of justice be based? As Marx states in The Communist Manifesto: ‘the theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of private property’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 256).
[bookmark: _Toc471714775]3.9 Marxist justice: based on what?
Marxist justice will be achieved by the abolition of private ownership of the means of production and socialising them. But why is this necessary? The wage-labour relationship, which is at the heart of capitalism and the cause of exploitation and alienation of the workers, is allowed to exist due to private property of the means of production. This wage-labour relationship is inherently unjust, and thus needs to vanish. But by what principle of justice is the relationship unjust?
Every theory of justice needs to be based on a basic principle which needs to be satisfied in order for justice to be satisfied. There are three Marxist concepts which could provide possible principles of Marxist justice: exploitation, needs and alienation (Kymlicka, 2002; Wilde, 2011). All will need to be researched to develop a convincing Marxist theory of justice.
[bookmark: _Toc471714776]3.9.1 Exploitation
Taking exploitation as the primary principles of Marxist justice, the goal of a theory of justice would be to end exploitation. As discussed before, exploitation is caused due to an unjust wage-labour relationship stemming from the private ownership of the means of production. Using exploitation as a principle of justice does create problems. If the definition of exploitation is strictly adhered to, anyone not producing products of value but benefiting from them in any way, is considered an exploiter. This would according to the definition include the infirm, children, elderly and the unemployed, who receive benefits from the state, which are payed for with taxes levied on the workers who produced the products (Kymlicka, 2002). Of course, this doesn’t seem fair, since this vulnerable group is dependent on the worker, via taxes. Using exploitation as a principle of justice thus neglects many of those who are worst-off under capitalism, and doesn’t provide any aid for them (Kymlicka, 2002).
To avoid this difficulty, Roemer (1982), Cohen (1980) and Arneson (1981) have expanded upon the original Marxian exploitation theory in order to resolve its unintended consequences, giving the transfer of surplus value a limited role (Kymlicka, 2002). Roemer (1982) attempts to solve the issue by defining exploitation as the unequal access to the means of production, while Arneson (1981) includes the unequal distribution of natural talents as a source of exploitation. They go beyond a focus on the wage-labour relationship, towards the broader aspect of distribution in society.
However, Kymlicka (2002) argues that the solutions these authors offer are departing from the actual Marxist approach to exploitation. He claims that by broadening exploitation to the unequal distribution of the means of production, exploitation is no longer the primary principle of Marxist justice, but rather equality is. These theories are indeed built more upon the injustice of unequal access to the means of production and unequal individual endowments. Besides this, the theories of Roemer and Arneson also remove a cornerstone of Marxism, namely that the wage-labour relationship is inherently unjust (Kymlicka, 2002). Instead, they employ the wage-labour relationship instrumentally, calling it unjust due to the fact it allows unequal access to the means of production.
So using exploitation as the primary principle of Marxist justice isn’t feasible. However, it’s clear that exploitation cannot be allowed in a just society. It could make an argument for Marxist justice, based upon another principle, more attractive.
[bookmark: _Toc471714777]3.9.2 Needs
Another possible principle of justice is Marx’s claim regarding the question how distribution is arranged under communism: ‘from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 615). Without further clarification upon this principle, creating a principle of justice based upon this one sentence can involve quite some guess work. But, this is not to say other theorists haven’t tried. When communism doesn’t provide the abundance Marx envisioned, the needs principle will need to be seen as a distributive principle (Kymlicka, 2002).
Marx envisions the principle to show that each person will receive enough resources he desires, regardless of their contribution: ‘Society severs all connections between the amount of benefits one receives from the economy and the "morally arbitrary" genetic and social factors that determine one's ability to contribute to that economy’ (Arneson, 1981, p. 215-216).
Marx presumed that there would be an abundance of resources. How this principle deals with scarce resources would probably be different (Kymlicka, 2002). Presumably, this principle would work once human nature has changed under communism. If there is no more difference between individual and community interest, people will genuinely want to contribute to society, and will not abuse it. However, it’s difficult to have a substantive discussion with egalitarians on this subject. Egalitarianism and Marxism have different views on the human nature, and it’s impossible to reconcile these views with substantive arguments (Ryan, 2012; Blackledge, 2008). In conclusion, a principle of distributive justice can be aided by the needs-principle, but needs a stronger basis.
[bookmark: _Toc471714778]3.9.3 Alienation
A third approach to a Marxist theory of justice is based on his views on alienation. This utilises a perfectionist approach, focusing on how resources need to be distributed to make us realise our true potential and excellences, or in other words: how we can live a good life (Kymlicka, 2002). According to Marx, communism would allow us to reach our true potential and achieve self-realisation (Lukes, 1982). All perfectionist theories have their own human excellences to strive for. As stated before, Marx believes the essence of the human species is that they are ‘social and productive creatures who create social relations as well as material objects, relationships that under the right conditions are fruitful and life enhancing, and under the wrong conditions oppressive and destructive’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 777). Under capitalism, this human potential is left underdeveloped, since we are being forced to perform alienating labour. The way to resolve this is of course by socialising the means of production. Being able to create fruitful and life-enhancing social relations and material objects, gives us the opportunity to live life in accordance with our human nature. Kymlicka has some doubts regarding this principle, specifically regarding Marx’s view that production should be ‘life’s prime want’ (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 191).
A theory of Marxist justice based on alienation may prove to be possible. As in the previous section, the change of human nature under communism has a large role to play. Whilst Marx admits that human nature changes under different historical epochs, he adheres to basic human nature entrenched in the eudaemonistic tradition of Aristoteles (Wilde, 2011). It aims for the realisation of true happiness as life’s prime want, which is ‘conscious and social life activity’ (Wilde, 2011, p. 29). The ultimate goal of this approach can be called human flourishing. 
This approach takes into account another important view of the early Marx: His ‘Arestotelian conception of man as a zoon politikon’ (Wilde, 2011, p. 29). Marx is Arestotelian in understanding human nature as ‘our nature of human beings to live fully socialised lives’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 784). Our human species-being isn’t just developed by unalienated cooperated production, but also by social activities in a community. Marx even addresses this in his Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts: 
‘there is communism as the positive abolition of private property and thus of human self-alienation and therefore the real reappropriation of the human essence by and for man. This is communism as the complete and conscious return of man conserving all the riches of previous development for man himself as a social, i.e. human being.’ (Marx, 2000b, p. 97).
However, unlike Aristoteles, Marx believed everyone has the capabilities to develop themselves into their full potential as human being (Ryan, 2012). According to Ryan, this makes him ‘genuinely and unforcedly egalitarian’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 784).
Comparing this approach with liberal egalitarian theories, we can see that it shares some similarities with the capabilities approach of Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum. Like Marx, Nussbaum is also sceptical of formal rights and aims for the capabilities to actually exercise them (Lovell, 2004; Nussbaum, 1997). She also adheres to the foundational conviction that humans are in their essence social beings: ‘the capabilities approach takes its start from the Aristotelian/Marxian conception of the human being as a social and political being, who finds fulfilment in relations with others’ (Nussbaum, 2006, p. 85).
[bookmark: _Toc471714779]3.9.4 Conclusion
A Marxist theory of justice can thus best be based on the principle of alienation. Within such a theory, all three approaches can be combined and incorporated. Let’s quickly summarise this theory of justice. The ultimate goal of a just society according to this principle, is to give people the capability to flourish as social and productive creatures who create social relations as well as material goods. The largest problem in the current capitalist society is thus the fact that people are prevented from doing this. They are alienated from their human nature because they are being exploited by the ruling capitalist class. Exploitation forces workers to perform alienated labour, while capitalist unjustly profit from their labour. The solution for the problems of exploitation and alienation is the abolition of the private ownership of the means of production and the transition to communist structures. The needs-principle provides a guideline to a fair distributive principle once the transition to communism is complete. Under this principle, human beings have the capacity to truly flourish. 
[bookmark: _Toc471714780]3.10 Conclusion
Until now I’ve only been collecting the necessary elements for a Marxist theory of global justice. In the texts above, I’ve given a short introduction to Marx’s theories. Besides that, I’ve explained several approaches towards developing a Marxist theory of justice. The approach selected above will be developed further in the following chapter, and will consider Marxism in a global context. In the next chapter, the fields of Marxist international relations and global political economy will be explored, which can provide a view of Marxist theories applied on a global scale. The final goal in the next chapter will be to develop the desired Marxist theory of global justice.

[bookmark: _Toc471714781]Chapter 4
A Marxist Theory of Global Justice
[bookmark: _Toc471714782]4.1 Introduction
In the previous chapter, Marx’s theories were mostly explained with examples from the time in which they were written. Written during the time of industrialisation, the suppression of workers in factories and the inequality between workers and capitalists was apparent. But is the situation today different? In this chapter I will discuss the relevance of Marx’s analysis today. Taking a global view, we will discuss whether Marx is still useful for analysing the global economic relationships between countries, and between workers and companies. To do this, I will have to discuss Marxist influence outside the field of political theory. Marx has been influential in the field of international relations (IR) and global political economy (GPE). From the insights gained from these more empirical fields, as well as the insight gained on Marxist justice gained in the previous chapter, I will attempt to interpret what elements of a theory of global justice developed by Marx would look like. It should be explicitly noted that this exercise is merely an application of Marx’s thought applied to the debate on global distributive justice, and I will assess this application critically in chapter five.
[bookmark: _Toc471714783]4.2 Marx’s relevance today
Currently, Marxism seems to have lost much of its influence in political theory (Hindess, 2007). The dissolution of the Soviet Union and the dominance of egalitarianism in political theory after Rawls’ A Theory of Justice has decreased the interest in Marxist theory. Does this mean Marxism is no longer useful? Probably not. A Marxist analysis, focusing on ownership and exploitation, actually proves quite adept at interpreting modern issues in the world economy. 
Marx and Marxism can still provide insight into the problems of capitalism. According to Wolff, ‘Marx remains the most profound and acute critic of capitalism, even as it exists today. […] We may have no confidence in his solutions to the problems he identifies, but this does not make the problems go away’ (Wolff, 2002, p. 126). 
The financial crisis of 2008-2009 has increased the interest in Marx. His writings on the inherent instability of capitalism and the boom and bust-cycle fit very well with the economic situation. In the aftermath of the financial crisis, this lead to multiple news outlets declaring that ‘Karl Marx was right’ (Kaletsky, 2014) or that the crisis was ‘Marx’s revenge’ (Schuman, 2013). However, while there’s quite some interest in Marx, his theories and analyses aren’t applied up that seriously, and it appears Marx’s name is used mostly as ‘window dressing, a prestigious name to be dropped from time to time while bashing the system’ (Dworkin, 2015, p. 145).
However, the financial crisis has proven to be a fruitful ground for new discussions on inequality, exploitation and other topics associated with Marxism. In 2013, Thomas Piketty’s book Capital in the 21st Century caused the issue of inequality to be at the centre of economic debate. This vast piece of wonky economic literature seemed to perfectly fit the sentiment after the financial crisis: it became a surprise bestseller. The book’s main thesis is that when the rate of return on capital is higher than the economic growth, inherited wealth grows faster than earned wealth, causing inequality to increase (Mason, 2014). Piketty used two hundred years’ worth of economic data to show that this is occurring, causing capitalism to be more concentrated. The fact the title of Piketty’s book resembles Marx’s Capital is no coincidence, and Piketty has been called ‘a modern Marx’ (Economist, 2014; Van der Werf, 2014).
There are differences between Marx and Piketty. Piketty focuses on distribution rather than production, and Marx saw high inequality as a side effect of a failing economic system, not the cause of its failure (Mason, 2014). However, the analyses of Piketty and Marx show similarities, meaning all hope is not lost for Marxism.
Another current issue in which Marxism seems to be absent is the topic of wages. Profits, productivity and economic growth have increased in the last few years. Unemployment has decreased. However, wages remain stagnant on a global scale (Irwin, 2015; Long, 2015; Resnikoff, 2015). Why this is occurring is still a topic of debate. Many different causes are being proposed, but some mentioned are reminiscent of Marx. For him, stagnant or falling wages were an inherent part in the boom-bust cycle of capitalism. Crises cause falling rates of profit, which cause producers to reduce labour costs, keeping wages as low as possible. With a working class increasing in size, the “reserve army of unemployed” will keep wages low for those who are employed (Ryan, 2012; Avishai, 2014). To keep labour costs down, capitalists outsource labour to countries with lower wages and invest in labour-replacing technologies (Reich, 2015). These causes have now come to the centre of the debate on wage stagnation, more than one hundred years after Marx signalled them.
In conclusion, it can be said that Marxist theories are still a relevant addition to issues of global justice today. This observation makes it even more surprising that Marx is almost entirely absent from the global justice debate. Marxism may be an old theory, but it’s topics and analysis are still relevant today: ‘Despite (but also because of) capitalist development, the real-world factors that led so many for so long to yearn for socialism are as much in force as they ever were, albeit on a global scale and in ever changing forms’ (Levine, 2004, p. 86). Marxism provides an alternative to mainstream liberal theories. A critical theory with alternatives to capitalism, or at least the negative consequences of capitalism, is a useful addition to the debate. Using Marxism as a basis for a theory of global justice has the same attractive qualities, as I will argue in this chapter.
Marx is also still relevant when it comes to the global economy. Due to globalisation, national economies are more interdependent than ever before. Multinational corporations spread their production process and their products all over the globe. These corporations exploit workers in low-wage nations and reap the profits in wealthy western nations. Marx outlined these mechanisms and even predicted it would expand to a global scale. Looking at how the world has globalised, Marx’s theories deserve an analysis on a global scale. One can even raise the hypothetical question: “If Marx developed his theories today, would his theories focus on the global economy and a global revolution?” Looking at the interconnectedness of the economic system, the answer would most likely be affirmative.
Marxist theories are still relevant in the fields studying these phenomena on a more empirical basis, as opposed to the field of global justice. The fields of international relations and global political economy both have Marxist schools of thought participating in the scientific debate. Theories from these fields can help develop a Marxist theory of global justice, since they incorporate Marxist analysis in a global context and highlight issues which a Marxist view on global justice could solve. The field of international relations (IR) and global political economy (GPE) aren’t very explicit on normative issues, so an incorporation of theories on global justice could also develop these fields further. However, before we investigate Marxism in these fields any further, let’s first take a look at what Marx’s own views on global affairs were.
[bookmark: _Toc471714784]4.3 Marx on global affairs
A lot of political theories initially focused on justice in a domestic sphere. Marx’s didn’t. He realised that due to the international nature of capital, his political theory was never merely a domestic affair. However, his stance wasn’t straightforward, and recognised a conflict between the direct and indirect interests of workers of all countries (Gilbert, 1980).
First of all, Marx was an advocate of internationalism, and saw this international solidarity as a distinguishing feature of communists: ‘In the national struggles of the proletarians of the different countries, they point out and bring to the front the common interests of the entire proletariat, independently of all nationality’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 255). In The Communist Manifesto, he explicitly states that ‘the working men have no country’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 260). While Marx believed revolutions needed to start nationally, nations would cease to exist once revolutions matured and expanded to more nations: 
‘National differences and antagonisms between peoples are daily more and more vanishing, owing to the development of the bourgeoisie, to freedom of commerce, to the world-market, to uniformity in the mode of production and in the conditions of life corresponding thereto. The supremacy of the proletariat will cause them to vanish still faster. United action, of the leading civilized countries at least, is one of the first conditions for the emancipation of the proletariat. In proportion as the exploitation of one individual by another is put an end to, the exploitation of one nation by another will also be put an end to. In proportion as the antagonism between classes within the nation vanishes, the hostility of one nation to another will come to an end.’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 260).
Marx never saw the existence and configuration of nations as an eternal truth, but saw a nation merely as a temporary configuration whose foundations rested upon particular economic and social conditions (Schwarzmantel, 2012). Once these conditions change – when the means of production would be nationalised – there would be no need for nations (Buecker, 2003). It might seem odd that the “nationalisation” of the means of production would also remove the need for nations. But since Marx developed his theory from his current situation, there was no getting around the prevalence of nations. In order for a proletarian uprising to succeed, it would be necessary to begin nationally, seizing the means of production and creating a proletarian state which could withstand both internal and external threats (Thompson, 1992). The continued existence of states would thus be a practical necessity, and as soon as the revolution spread to other nations, the necessity of states would disappear, and the states with it. In the new global socialist society, production would be managed on a local and global scale based on the needs and capabilities of all (Thompson, 1992).
Marx understood that this vision wasn’t easily realised. While the proletariat of all nations has common enemies – namely the capitalists – these enemies would try to divide the workers of different nations, making it easier to suppress them (Gilbert, 1980). Besides this, there is a conflict of interest for workers. In principle, it’s in a worker’s best interest to work together with workers in other nations, since they are all being exploited. But if workers in other nations have victories, other workers will most likely be exploited even worse, since capitalists will continue to strive for maximal profits (Gilbert, 1980). Therefore, it’s not obvious that a worker would choose the common interest of supporting workers in other nations over his own narrow interests. Marx believed a political movement would be necessary to defend the common long-term interests over the narrow short-term interest. 
An important element of Marx’s international views in regard to global justice, is that his theory is cosmopolitan. This is clarified by Brown:
‘Marxist thought is, in principle, cosmopolitan, resting as it does on the presumptive unity of the proletariat as the universal class whose eventual triumph will annihilate both domestic and international politics’ (Brown, 1992a, p. 199).
But in contrast to cosmopolitan theories of Beitz and Pogge, Marxist arguments ‘can justify cooperation among working-class democratic or socialist movements of different nations regardless of the degree of economic interconnection of their respective ruling classes’ (Gilbert, 1980, p. 206). The basis for this cooperation in Marx’s thoughts were the common interests of the universal proletariat. These common interests, as well as the fact that unification would be the only way to counter the ‘divide and rule’ tactics of the oppressors, were the basis for one of Marx’s most well-known statements: ‘Working men of all countries, unite!’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 271; Gilbert, 1980). The increased interconnectedness due to capitalist development described earlier would prove to be a progressive force, since it would provide the necessary infrastructure for a ‘cosmopolitan future socialist society’, while also connecting the working class all over the world (Scheuerman, 2014).
Marx didn’t specify how a global socialist society would be organised (Thompson, 1992; Buecker, 2003). How the world would grow from nations to one global structure, or how undeveloped areas would be dealt with, Marx didn’t say. Later Marxist scholars did offer more fill formed thoughts on international affairs, most notably on imperialism and exploitation (Rengger, 2009). These theories, ranging from Lenin on imperialism to Gramsci on hegemony, gave rise to Marxist international relations and global political economy, which will be discussed next.
[bookmark: _Toc471714785]4.4 Marxism in international relations and global political economy
One of the key concepts of Marx which is important for a global theory of justice is exploitation. This concept intuitively connects Marx to global justice, since nowadays exploitation seems to be present on a global scale. Globalisation has shifted industrial production from wealthy Western nations to China, India, Latin America and East Asia (Gereffi, 2014). This transnationalisation of production has led to a sweatshop model, which creates value for multinational corporations, extracted from poor industrial workers in developing nations (Merk, 2011). Of course, this sounds very familiar of Marx’s description of capitalism, expanded to a global scale. Marx and Engels already described this, mentioning in the Communist Manifesto that ‘[t]he need of a constantly expanding market for its products chases the bourgeoisie over the whole surface of the globe’ which creates ‘a cosmopolitan character to production and consumption in every country’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 248; McGrew, 2014; Nardin, 2011).
Partly thanks to Marx’s analysis of exploitation, Marxism has evolved into a well-established theory in the field of international relations and a prominent one in the field of global political economy. Considering the global scope of these fields, as well as the important role of exploitation in these fields, delving deeper into Marxist theories in these fields could prove very relevant in a Marxist perspective on global justice.
[bookmark: _Toc471714786]4.4.1 Marxism in international relations
There are two noteworthy branches of Marxism active in the field of international relations. Firstly, there is the branch of Marxism emphasising the imperialist tendencies associated with capitalism, mostly associated with Lenin and Bukharin (Colás, 2012). In this view, the need for constant globalisation of capitalism is better described as imperialism of core developed countries dominating other nations (Kiely, 2012). As core capitalist powers expand their markets, their economic power dominates foreign markets, forcing developing countries into a dependent relationship with them:
‘The bourgeoisie, by the rapid improvement of all instruments of production, by the immensely facilitated means of communication, draws all, even the most barbarian, nations into civilization. The cheap prices of its commodities are the heavy artillery with which it batters down all Chinese walls, with which it forces the barbarians’ intensely obstinate hatred of foreigners to capitulate. It compels all nations, on pain of extinction, to adopt the bourgeois mode of production; it compels them to introduce what it calls civilization into their midst, i.e., to become bourgeois themselves. In one word, it creates a world after its own image.’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 249)
This world order concentrates power in core capitalist countries, often with one hegemonic power leading them, creating a capitalist world order. Order doesn’t mean stability, and the consequences of hegemonic world order are severe: ‘recurrent socioeconomic crisis, sharp geographical inequalities, constant geopolitical upheaval and persistent environmental destruction’ (Colás, 2012, p. 171). The Marxist analysis of imperialism is somewhat similar to classical accounts of imperialism, but focuses on economic powers of core capitalist countries. Dependency theory was developed from Marx’s thoughts on the imperialism inherent in capitalist global expansion. Dependency theory became a prominent theory in global political economy (Kiely, 2012). 
The most prominent branch of Marxism in IR is shaped by Antonio Gramsci, and adopted and expanded by Neo-Gramscian theorists such as Robert Cox (1983). Gramscian theorists believe international world order is based on consent (Colás, 2012, 172). Gramsci developed a theory of hegemony as a subtle form of power which lures non-dominant classes to consent (Rupert, 2013). It is only apparent consent, but not real consent. The bourgeoisie creates a vision of society claiming to represent the interests of all, whilst really serving the interests of the dominant class. However, this vision is constantly promoted in public forums such as popular culture, politics, unions and the press. This promotion thus occurs not only in the state apparatus, but also in civil society. Gramsci takes this aspect as one of the reasons why a proletarian revolution did occur in Russia, but not in Western Europe: As opposed to Russia, Western Europe had a well-developed civil society, repressing feelings of revolt (Cox, 1983). The vision of society is not only constantly promoted, but also constantly criticised. However, this criticism is not truly free criticism. Every critique of the dominant vision conforms to the framework of the balance of power. It is thus only apparent criticism, always contained within the bounds allowed by the bourgeoisie. Real criticism isn’t possible, and real criticism doesn’t even occur to people, since they are fooled by the vision of society created by the bourgeoisie. Because criticism is possible up to a certain point, subordinated classes consent to the current balance of power, believing they might change it with time (Rupert, 2013).
This mechanism works the same on a global scale, explains Robert Cox (1981; 1983). Cox resists neorealist takes on the global economy as a given set of production processes and power relations inherent in states’ national interests. Instead, he sees the world as ‘a pattern of interacting social forces in which states play an intermediate though autonomous role between the global structure of social forces and local configurations of social forces within particular countries.’ (Cox, in Rupert, 2013). Power emerges from social processes rather than material capabilities (Cox, 1981). The same way as in domestic society, peripheral countries consent to hegemonic states due to the structure of international institutions and rules, co-opting elites from peripheral countries into promoting the hegemonic vision. Criticism again is possible, but is altered within the institutions, absorbing counter-hegemonic ideas and making them consistent with the hegemonic power: ‘Hegemony is like a pillow: it absorbs blows and sooner or later the would-be assailant will find it comfortable to rest upon’ (Cox, 1983, p. 173).
[bookmark: _Toc471714787]4.4.2 Marxism in global political economy
Gramsci and Cox, as well as Marxist ideas on imperialism, are also used in the field of global political economy. GPE is an interdisciplinary field, overlapping with international relations, researching the interaction of states and markets on a global scale (Gilpin, 1987). Well-known theories influenced by Marxism are the Dependency Theory, the World Systems Theory, and the theory on the Global Value Chain. 
Dependency theory in the 1970’s used Marxist concepts to explain the global economic system. It rejected the then dominant modernisation theory, which saw development as an evolutionary path which all states will have to walk in the same way with the same end-point (Philips, 2014). Underdeveloped states were merely in an early evolutionary path, and so industrialisation of underdeveloped states was a good thing, regardless of working conditions and wealth inequality. Dependency theory doesn’t agree with modernisation theory and sees the global sphere as a stratified system of uneven development (Newman, 2012).
Dependency theorists divide the global economic system in two categories of states: developed Western states with advanced industrialised economies are known as the Global North or centre, while less developed nations with primitive or early industrialised economies are known as the Global South or periphery (Philips, 2014). These economies trade with each other, but the peripheral nations are dependent upon the centre nations, which hinders the development of the peripheral nations. The periphery is dependent upon the centre, because the centre controls technology and the process of technological innovation. This creates a division of labour in which the centre produces manufactured goods, which it makes for itself and exports to the periphery, while the periphery produces primary commodities for the centre and its own subsistence[footnoteRef:9] (Vernengo, 2005). Manufactured goods are more valuable than primary products, causing the terms of trade – the ratio of export prices to import prices – to skew (Philips, 2014). This means the periphery can import less manufactured goods for the primary commodities they export (Ferraro, 2008). In this process, wealth flows from the periphery to the centre, since there is more profit made on manufactured goods than primary products. This process is called surplus extraction and is at the heart of dependency theory (Weeks, 2012). Because almost all capital is accumulated in the centre and almost none in the periphery, the periphery remains underdeveloped. This lack of capital prevents peripheral nations from developing an autonomous process of technological innovation (Vernengo, 2005). Instead, the only development in peripheral nations is controlled by investments from the centre, transferring technology, but no process of innovation. Superior technology from the centre controls the markets in the periphery, and profits from these investments flow back to the centre. This is how the centre remains self-sufficient, by exploiting the periphery. [9:  Primary commodities are products which are cultivated directly from the earth, without any manufacturing need required (Pettinger, 2011). Manufactured goods are commodities manufactured from raw materials to produce final goods, to be consumed (Collins Dictionary, 2012). The production of manufacture goods requires more expertise and investment than the production of primary commodities, which is why an economy dependent on primary commodities is a sign of underdevelopment.] 

Many dependency theorists believed import-substitution industrialisation, which is the process in which imported goods from other countries are replaced by domestic production, was the key for peripheral countries to decrease their dependency, creating their own finished products instead of importing them (Ferraro, 2008; Philips, 2014). Marxist dependency theorists believed the only way to decrease dependency was political revolution (Vernengo, 2005). Marxist dependency theorists also connect dependency to imperialism, since capitalism requires ‘a constantly expanding market’ (Marx and Engels, 2000a, p. 248; Ferraro, 2008). However, classical Marxists criticise dependency theory for focusing on capitalism as a system of global trade, thus causing production to play a secondary role (Vernengo, 2005). 
World-systems theory was developed from dependency theory. Its principal author, Immanuel Wallerstein, interpreted history and capitalism as creating a world-system, based upon the division of labour. This system consists of interdependent countries, divided between core countries, semi-peripheral countries and peripheral countries (Philips, 2014). This system resembles the system of dependency theory, with wealthy core countries dominating the poor peripheral countries. Contrary to dependency theory, Wallerstein expanded the categorisation by adding the category of semi-peripheral countries, which were dominated by core countries, but at the same time dominated some peripheral countries. Besides this, Wallerstein focuses more on the exploitation of workers in all countries and the exploitative relationship between regions rather than countries (Petras, 1981). Core countries possess the means of production, while peripheral countries mostly provide their labour. In this way, core countries extract value from peripheral countries, endlessly accumulating capital while exploiting the peripheral countries (Wallerstein, 2004). This mechanism produces cycles of economic growth and decline, which often go hand in hand with the rise and fall of hegemonic powers. Economic growth is often caused by technological innovation. In this mechanism we see that the world-systems theory shares a deterministic and materialist worldview with Marx. The political world is shaped by the economic superstructure, which is shaped by the dominant mode of production (Wolff, 2002; Wallerstein, 2004). Like Marx’s analysis of capitalism, crises are inherent to a world-system.
The world-systems theory in turn influenced global value chain analysis. Global value chain analysis looks at how firms divide up a global chain: ‘the full range of activities that firms and workers do to bring a product from its conception to its end use and beyond’ (Global Value Chains Initiative, 2016). Globalisation is characterised by increased international competition, reshaping global production (Gereffi, 2014). This has made it possible for firms to produce their products all over the world, not bound by geographical proximity. Therefore, value chains become fragmented all over the globe. These chains are controlled and coordinated by lead firms. These lead firms are multinational corporations and are concentrated in core countries (Thun, 2014).
Global value chain analysis examines the global economy from two different angles: A top-down and bottom-up angle. The top-down angle focuses on the “governance” of the chain: how lead firms organise the global value chain (GVC). From a governance perspective, GVC analysis found that the economic crisis of 2008-2009 has caused a number of lead firms and suppliers to go bankrupt, causing the power along global value chains to be concentrated in a smaller number of lead firms and large suppliers. Notice how this observation is reminiscent of Marx’s observation: During a crisis, smaller capitalists go bankrupt, causing capital to be concentrated in a smaller capitalist class. The concentration of lead firms and large suppliers increases competition for suppliers who are part of global value chains, and often located outside of the core countries (Gereffi, 2014).
The bottom-up angle focuses on “upgrading”: The way in which countries, regions and stakeholders position themselves in the global economy, attempting to attain a more powerful position (Gereffi and Fernandez-Stark, 2011). From an upgrading perspective, GVC analysis shows that information and communication technology, combined with export-oriented industrialisation of developing economies, has caused growing concern that joining a global value chain doesn’t automatically translate in stable employment (Gereffi, 2014). In fact, the possibility for lead firms to easily pack up and move their factories to countries with comparative advantages can lead to a race to the bottom and a deterioration of labour conditions (Merk, 2011). Merk argues that these mechanisms have revived ‘strategies of absolute surplus value extraction’ (Merk, 2011, p. 76). These strategies involve a deterioration of labour conditions by extracting surplus value from the labour of workers by extending the working day or increasing the work load, instead of increasing efficiency through technological innovation. Again, notice the Marxist influence in this observation. A situation where labour is so cheap that capitalists rather hire more workers than focus on technological innovation was observed by Marx more than 100 years ago. Developing countries do not possess the know-how nor the consumer markets to replace disappearing industrial productivity, leading to problems when part of the global value chain is relocated away. The power to do this is concentrated within lead firms, based in core countries (Kiely, 2012).
In the wake of the 2008-2009 global economic crisis, growth opportunities for developing countries have shifted away from core countries, towards domestic markets of emerging economies, creating regional value chains (Gereffi, 2014). GVC analysis has become a mainstream analysis tool, but has some clear Marxist roots. Developed as an off-shoot of world-systems theory, its focus is still on the global division of labour and the creation and extraction of value (Gereffi, 2014). Despite having Marxist roots, GVC analysis is employed by mainstream international institutions such as the World Bank, the International Labour Organization and various United Nations agencies (Newman, 2012). 
[bookmark: _Toc471714788]4.4.2 Conclusion
These IR and GPE theories provide a more empirically based analysis as a basis for a normative discussion. I believe this is useful. Blake and Smith state that they see ‘an increased engagement by philosophers with empirical evidence and empirical methods’ (Blake and Smith, 2013). Looking at the theories discussed in chapter two, I can see some theorists participating in these practices, notably Pogge (2002, p. 17-20). Pogge uses empirical evidence to illustrate his normative claims. He shows how rich countries exploit poor countries, causing direct harm, and thus providing an empirical basis for his normative claim, namely that rich countries are directly to blame for poverty in poor countries. While the analyses discussed above may not be of direct use for the creation of a Marxist theory of global justice, they can add more weight to the theory, backing up normative claims with empirical evidence and explanatory analyses. The problems analysed in these fields are empirical problems for which a Marxist theory of global justice could provide normative answers. In the next section, I will attempt to develop the beginnings of such a theory, identifying some crucial elements.
[bookmark: _Toc471714789]4.5 A Marxist theory of global justice
Until now, I’ve researched the current schools of thought in the global justice debate, the core concepts of Marx’s thought and Marxist justice, and the influence of Marxism in global fields such as international relations and global political economy. Using the knowledge of these fields, I can now develop some outlines for a theory of global justice based on Marxism.
[bookmark: _Toc471714790]4.5.1 Method
Both Caney (2005) and Brock (2015) developed useful questionnaires to determine what a theory of global justice requires. Caney argues that any theory of distributive justice must be able to satisfyingly answer the following four questions:
‘1. What sorts of entities are included within systems of distributive justice (humans, all sentient creatures, collective entities such as states or nations)?
2. Who are the rightful recipients of goods, and who is obligated to distribute these goods?
3. What should people have fair shares of (income, happiness)?
4. According to what criterion of distributive justice should goods be distributed (equality, according to desert, or the market)?’ (Caney, 2005, p. 103).
Brock states that a theory of global justice should discuss these five elements:
‘1. identifying what should count as important problems of global justice
2. positing solutions to each identified problem
3. identifying who might have responsibilities in addressing the identified problem
4. arguing for positions about what particular agents (or collections of agents) ought to do in connection with solving each problem and
5. providing a normative view which grounds (1)– (4).’ (Brock, 2015).
A coherent and satisfying Marxist theory of global justice should be able to convincingly answer these questions. Looking at the way the other theories of global justice were previously discussed, I’m confident that answering these questions should yield a convincing theory of Marxist global justice. However, it should be noted that building a theory answering these question might not provide an all-encompassing Marxist theory of global justice. Rather, answering these questions can be seen as a minimal requirement of a proper theory of global justice. If it is necessary to expand the theory beyond answering these questions in order to clarify the theory or add to its strength, I will certainly do so. We must also be aware of the fact that Caney’s and Brock’s questions might not be objective. Caney and Brock are both liberal egalitarian cosmopolitans, so these questions might be asked in such a way that liberal egalitarian cosmopolitanism can provide the best answers. Liberalism’s attachment to private property may discredit Marxist answers by simply asking questions which are more fit for liberal theories (Wilde, 2011). Although the questions above appear to be quite objective, awareness is required.
[bookmark: _Toc471714791]4.5.2 Developing the theory
The first question that needs to be answered is ‘[w]hat sorts of entities are included within systems of distributive justice?’ (Caney, 2005, 103). By this question, Caney asks what sort of entities we should be concerned with: all humans, collective entities such as peoples or states, all sentient creatures, or some other form of entity. Answering this question from a Marxist perspective isn’t as easy as it seems. Marx seems to be focused on classes as the main agents of historical progress in his theories, but it seems like they are not the main members in a scheme of Marxist global justice. Instead, classes are a vehicle for individuals, who are the ultimate agents. This seems at odds with Marx, since he scorned individualist authors for analysing humans as individuals without social relations (Levine, 2004). But, one can assume individuals are the members of a scheme of justice, while at the same time acknowledging that they are social and political animals (Blackledge, 2008). Wilde (2011) does a great job of developing these inherent ethics of Marx’s thoughts. While class struggle is the main source of historical progress, Marx’s ethics is individualistic at its core. His main concern is human flourishing, for every individual human being. Besides an individualist position, Marx also adheres to a non-statist position. While Marx believed revolutions would occur in individual states, the socialist revolution would expand to a global scale, eventually making states obsolete (Ryan, 2012). Once communism had been reached, all classes and states would disappear and individuals would be able to flourish. In this sense, a Marxist system of global justice is cosmopolitan: the ultimate units of concern are individual human beings (Caney, 2005).
The second question on Caney’s list concerns ‘[w]ho are the rightful recipients of goods, and who is obligated to distribute these goods’ (Caney, 2005, p. 103). Whereas in the first question, it was asked what entities are included within systems of distributive justice, this question concerns the scope within which entities are entitled to the distribution of goods. So in what scope does the scheme of distributive justice apply? For Marx, this scope extends to every individual in the world. In a global community in which the means of production are socialised, every individual is a rightful recipient of goods. At the same time, individuals are also those who are ultimately responsible for the distribution of the goods. Marx isn’t clear on the precise mechanisms of distribution under communism, apart from the fact that it would be a self-managing society (Ryan, 2012). Under socialism, the world would be a highly democratic community under the “dictatorship of the proletariat” (Ryan, 2012, p. 802). In this democratic community, people would learn to self-govern without exploitation or alienation, even though Marx never explains how this would occur. It should be noted that the conception of human nature of an individual under communism is different from the conception of human nature of an individual in liberal theories of justice, since it is shaped by the economic structure in which someone lives. For liberal authors, individuals are egoistic and autonomous, while Marxists view individuals as social animals by nature, inherently part of a larger social community and thus not egoistic (Blackledge, 2008). This shift in the conception of human nature, combined with Marx’s assumption of an abundance of resources under communism, would make self-government a lot easier. This probably explains why Marx wasn’t very explicit on the matter. Returning to the question of Caney, in a Marxist society everyone is a rightful recipient of goods, and since the means of production are socialised, everyone together is obligated to distribute these goods.
Thirdly, Caney asks what people should have fair shares of (Caney, 2005, p. 103). So what is being distributed? The ultimate goal of a Marxist theory of global justice is for every human to be able to flourish and live in accordance with their human nature. Notice how this sounds similar to the already familiar capabilities approach of Amartya Sen and Martha Nussbaum (Nussbaum, 1997; 2004). Nussbaum aims to identify the most important functions in human life, and her goal is for everyone to be capable of using these functions (Nussbaum, 1992). Even though the specific functions may differ, Marx and Nussbaum agree on an ethics of human flourishing. However, they differ in their methods of achieving their goal. Nussbaum is in favour of a system of distributive justice which ameliorates current distress of people and redistribute resources to improve people’s capabilities (Wilde, 2011). Marx believes this system doesn’t address the structural causes which has resulted in the distress of people in the first place. In order to achieve the goal of human flourishing and permanently maintain it, it is necessary to remove the causes of distress. For Marx, these causes are the alienation and exploitation occurring under capitalism (Wilde, 2011). The solution to alienation and exploitation have been discussed before: socialising the means of production and the abolition of capitalism. DeMartino (2011) notes that Marxist justice goes beyond distributive justice. For DeMartino, to be able to participate in the process of allocating surplus is necessary to flourish, since these resources construct society. Roemer also maintained that it is the unequal access to the means of production which is unjust about capitalist society (Kymlicka, 2002). Socialising the means of production ends this unjust practice. Therefore, a Marxist theory of global justice will need to assure that everyone has equal access to the means of production and its benefits.
Lastly, Caney ends with the question: ‘According to what criterion of distributive justice should goods be distributed?’ (Caney, 2005, p. 103). In communist society, goods will be distributed according to Marx’s needs principle: ‘from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 615). Once communist society has taken hold, people can start to live in accordance with their human nature as social and political animals, thinking beyond entitlements and rights (Ryan, 2012). They will contribute what they can to the global community, while taking only what they need. This distributive principle only occurs under communism, and would be the only principle which Marx would deem as a just principle. In order for this principle to be executed, a different conception of human nature would be necessary. Even under socialism, just after the abolition of the private ownership of the means of production, Marx only adheres to the distributive principle of ‘[t]o each according to his contribution’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 805). This different distributive principle was a necessity since people would still be caught in a bourgeois mind-set. According to Marx, his preferred distributive principle would only be possible once the conception of human nature moves beyond this mind-set.
Moving on to Brock’s definition of a theory of global justice, it is noticeable that her approach is more problem-oriented and based in reality. The first question concerns ‘identifying what should count as important problems of global justice’ (Brock, 2015). A definition of a global justice problem is also provided by Brock. She states that ‘in general, a problem is one of global justice when the problem either affects agents resident in more than one state or the problem is unresolvable without their cooperation. For the problem to be considered genuinely global rather than regional it should affect more than one regional area.’ (Brock, 2015). The problem at the heart of Marx’s analysis is the fact that humans are alienated from their human nature through the exploitation of capitalist structures. Is this a global problem? In Marx’s writings, revolutions to overthrow capitalism would occur in each state separately. Thinking of this issue today, one could argue that capitalism could be negated through a proletarian revolution in each separate state, without cooperation. However, as explained in the section on Marxism in global political economy, the global economy is very interdependent nowadays. To stop multinational corporations from making states compete in a race to the bottom, cooperative action between states is required. Besides this, exploitation and alienation of the proletariat is a problem which affects workers all over the globe. Since exploitation and alienation occurs globally, it makes sense that the response to solving this problem should be global as well.
The second element of a theory of global justice consists of ‘positing solutions to each identified problem’ (Brock, 2015). Marx’s solutions to these global problems have been discussed a lot by now. The only true way to solve these problems is through the abolition of capitalism and socialising the means of production. This would end global exploitation and allow all of humanity to flourish.
Thirdly, a theory of global justice requires ‘identifying who might have responsibilities in addressing the identified problem’ (Brock, 2015). In a way, this responsibility befalls either to no one, or everyone. Marx maintained that the transition of capitalism to communism was an inevitable outcome. Due to the egoistic conception of human nature in capitalism, humans will keep competing with one another instead of cooperating. Since there is no cooperation, addressing the problems is impossible. However, the problem will still be addressed, since according to Marx, the process of capitalist exploitation inevitably leads to a proletarian revolution. One could also argue that workers and capitalists could become aware of the exploitative nature of capitalism before it has progressed to a boiling point, by increasing class consciousness. If people are aware of their situation, they could work together to change it. So in this way, it would be everyone’s cooperative responsibility to work towards the abolition of capitalism. While the first approach is more in line with Marx’s expectations, he believed the second approach to be possible as well (Ryan, 2012).
The fourth element of a theory of global justice concerns ‘arguing for positions about what particular agents (or collections of agents) ought to do in connection with solving each problem’ (Brock, 2015). This element offers a myriad of possibilities from a Marxist point of view. Since Marx saw the abolition of capitalism and the process which lead up to it as inevitable, he never had to argue how and why it was desirable (Kymlicka, 2002). If we do argue from a point of desirability, we can come up with several ways of reaching a state of non-exploitation. Marx expected change to come from the proletarian class, but he never demanded it. The abolition of capitalism and the transition to communism can be achieved through other agents as well. While extremely unlikely, capitalists could surrender their means of production to the workers, or states and non-governmental institutions such as the United Nations (UN) could decide to socialise the means of production. This is unlikely, but looking at the issues from a normative perspective, this is how agents ought to work together to move towards Marx’s end-goal of communism. This element highlights the difficulty of grounding Marx’s theory of historical materialism in a theory of justice. While this cooperation of different classes seems to depart from Marxism, it actually fits well if we start reasoning from the end-goal and the most efficient way to reach this.
Finally, Brock requires that a theory of global justice provides ‘a normative view which grounds’ the four other elements (Brock, 2015). For Marx, this normative ideal which binds his theory together is his communist ideal, in which humans can flourish through unalienated and non-exploitative cooperative production.
[bookmark: _Toc471714792]4.5.3 Crucial elements of a Marxist theory of global justice
Discussing the questions and elements above has turned out to be a good tool to develop a Marxist approach to global justice. Let’s combine these elements to develop the beginnings of a Marxist theory of global justice. What would a Marxist approach to global justice look like? In the next chapter, the theory will be compared to the dominant theoretical schools, as well as my own views on the theories.
A Marxist theory of global justice starts from the principle that the most important goal of a system of distributive justice is for humans to be able to live in accordance with their human nature as social and productive creatures capable of freely cooperative production (Ryan, 2012, p. 777; Kymlicka, 2002, p. 190). Under current global capitalism, this is impossible. This is impossible because the vast majority of human beings are being exploited and forced to perform alienating work (Kymlicka, 2002). The commodification of labour power and the private ownership of the means of production creates exploitative wage-labour relations between producers and workers. States can’t do anything against this, because they are being used to serve the interests of capitalists and bureaucrats (Ryan, 2012). In the meanwhile, multinational corporations spread their production process all over the globe, making workers compete globally and forcing states to lower their wage and labour safety standards in a race to the bottom. This system harms the vast majority of people and prevents them from living in accordance with their human essence.
To solve these problems, Marx would deem it is necessary to abolish the wage-labour relations inherent in capitalism by transitioning from capitalism to communism. This requires abolishing the private ownership of the means of production all over the globe. By socialising the means of production and giving every human being equal access to them, people are no longer being exploited. Due to socialised ownership of the means of production, everyone has a say in the governance of them. In this truly democratic system, everyone is able to participate in the process of allocation of the surplus value created in the world. People will learn to self-govern, so that states and other governmental bodies are no longer needed. As capitalist structures fade, so will the bourgeois mind-set instilled in people. They will start to see that they no longer need to compete with one another, and start to cooperate, giving up thinking in terms of entitlements and rights (Ryan, 2012). Class divisions will disappear. Under this communist system, people will be able to live in accordance with their human nature as social and productive creatures (Ryan, 2012, p. 777). In this system, the prime principle of distribution will be ‘from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 615). Even though there is no more thinking in rights, the elderly, infirm and children will still be taken care of properly, according to their needs. As Ryan rightly states: ‘Citizens contribute because they wish to contribute to the collective project in which they are all engaged, and what they receive is theirs because the only rational purpose of production is to satisfy human needs, and the only rational principle of distribution is “according to need.”’ (Ryan, 2012, p. 805).
How this transition from capitalism to communism should occur is perhaps not that important to Marx. Taking a strict approach to this problem, it could be argued that the only way to solve this issue is through a political or economic global revolution. A softer approach would argue that all steps in the right direction to a piecemeal path to global communism are welcome.
Under communism, there would be no more need for justice. However, this system would still be more just than any capitalist solution to the problems of global justice, according to Marx. The other discussed theories of global justice merely aim to redistribute and make up for any harm caused by the injustices of capitalism. However, since all problems are caused by the mechanisms inherent in capitalism, the best way to solve them is through the abolition of capitalism. 
[bookmark: _Toc471714793]4.6 Conclusion
This was the core of a Marxist theory of global justice. In this chapter, I’ve developed a coherent and useful approach to global justice from a Marxist perspective. While some difficulties remain when connecting a Marxist theory to liberal egalitarian theories, it seems that comparison is possible. With its focus on ownership and the proclamation that only a Marxist theory of global justice provides solutions to the real underlying problems in the field of global justice, it appears to be a new addition to the global justice debate. However, it’s also still very close to classical Marxism, and highlights the international character of Marxism from its conception. Whether the new theory is a valuable addition to the debate on global distributive justice remains to be seen. In the next chapter, the theory will be put under scrutiny by comparing it to the dominant schools in the debate on global justice. Does a Marxist theory of global justice stand up against criticisms from cosmopolitanism, nationalism, realism or the society of states-approach?


[bookmark: _Toc471714794]Chapter 5
Evaluating a Marxist theory of global justice
[bookmark: _Toc471714795]5.1 Introduction
In the earlier chapters, I’ve discussed the dominant schools of thought in the debate on global justice and the application of Marxist concepts on this debate, to develop some crucial elements of a Marxist theory of global justice. Now it’s time to bring it all together. While a Marxist theory of global justice provides a new approach to the global justice debate, it isn’t perfect. In this chapter, I will evaluate the theory based on criteria set by Caney, and I will discuss the differences between a Marxist theory of global justice and mainstream theories of global justice. Building on these comparisons, I will conclude with some reflections of my own. I will attempt to take a position in the debate which is more moderate than a pure Marxist view on global justice, but I will maintain an increased focus on the inequality and exploitation inherent in the global system. From this position I will offer some concrete measures which can be implemented to develop a more just global society.
[bookmark: _Toc471714796]5.2 Testing the theory
In the following section, the theory will be tested by evaluating it with some basic criteria. If there are any issues with the theory, they should be discovered here. Caney uses three criteria to determine whether any theory of global distributive justice adheres to minimal requirements. These criteria are determinacy, domestic-capability, and coherence (Caney, 2005, p. 65).
The criterion of determinacy requires that it is clear what principle of distributive justice should be used according to a theory (Caney, 2005). The theory needs to provide ‘guidance on what should be done’ (Caney, 2005, p. 65). According to Caney, Nussbaum fails to meet this criterion, since her capabilities approach does not precisely entail which distribution of goods would be best (Caney, 2005, p. 118). For Marx, the distributive principle under communism is ‘from each according to his ability, to each according to his needs’ (Marx, 2000a, p. 615). This principle seems to be satisfying the determinacy criterion, but Caney will most likely argue that this principle raises some questions. For instance, when is something a need? Does this entail only basic necessities such as food, or does simply wanting something create a need? And how does this principle work when someone has a very expensive taste? A Marxist answer would explain that the questions raised by Caney don’t matter. Under communism, human nature evolves from being only self-interested to thinking about the community’s needs first. People would take what they need, but what would count as a need is determined by the resources available in the community. Is the community wealthy? Then people are able to have more expensive needs. Even though the conditions are determined by the resources in the community, people would still be able to have different needs. It doesn’t matter whether some (elderly, infirm) have higher needs. Would Caney be satisfied with this answer? Probably not. This discussion highlights an important difference between liberal egalitarians and Marxists. Liberal ethics has the egoistic individual at its heart, while Marxism has the individual as a social and political animal at the heart of its ethics (Blackledge, 2008). These views are irreconcilable, but this doesn’t mean the dominant liberal egalitarian formulation of human nature is correct. Marx objects to this definition of human nature, by claiming that most pre-capitalist societies were marked by family, clan and other social relations (Blackledge, 2008). To determine which view of human nature is correct goes beyond the scope of this thesis, but the point here is that the Marxist view of human nature isn’t necessarily wrong. Therefore, by its own logic, the Marxist principle of distributive justice satisfies the condition of determinacy.
The criterion of domestic-capability requires that a theory of global justice is consistence with its domestic counterpart (Caney, 2005, p. 65). When it comes to this theory, there is no difference. The global scope of the Marxist theory of global justice is all-encompassing and would require or lead to the dissolvement of states.
The criterion of coherence demands that the theory ‘can provide a coherent account both of the rights it affirms and also the proposed rights that it rejects’ (Caney, 2005, p. 65). No incoherencies in the theory have been found up to this point. Does this mean there aren’t any? No. Marxism is a vast school of thought, and there is a lot of disagreement within the school. As such, it could happen that the combining the thoughts of different authors causes incoherence somewhere. However, until now, incoherencies haven’t been discovered. Thus, for now, the Marxist theory of global justice satisfies the criteria of internal coherency.
[bookmark: _Toc471714797]5.3 The place of Marxism in the global justice debate
Is there a place for Marxism in the global justice debate? And if so, where is that place? These question are central in this thesis. In the next sections, I will compare a Marxist theory of global justice with the currently dominant theories of global justice. Hopefully, comparing these theories will provide some answers to the questions of Marxism’s place in the global justice debate.
[bookmark: _Toc471714798]

5.3.1 Marxism vs. cosmopolitanism
As discussed in the previous chapter, Marx’s thoughts were in principle cosmopolitan (Brown, 1992a). The three shared elements of cosmopolitans – individualism, universality and generality – are also shared by a Marxist theory of global justice. However, key differences remain. At the heart of cosmopolitanism, as with most of the other dominant theories on global justice, is liberal ethics (Blackledge, 2008). Liberal ethics’ view on human nature is centred around the egoistic individual. This contractarian conception of human nature, where individuals would only cooperate if this is to their mutual advantage, is rejected by Marx. For Marx, humans are social and political animals. According to him, the egoistic individual is merely the standard of human nature under the capitalist mode of production. When the dominant mode of production changes, so will the standard of human nature.
When comparing a Marxist theory of global justice with the Rawlsian cosmopolitanism of Beitz and Caney, or with utilitarian cosmopolitanism of Singer, they can find common ground in their call for a radical change from the status quo. Beitz’s call for a global difference principle, Caney’s demand for a global principle of equality of opportunity, Singer’s global utility-maximising principle and the Marxist call for the global abolition of private ownership of the means of production are all very demanding, to say the least (Beitz, 1999; Caney, 2005; Singer, 1972).
However, this common neglect of feasibility over principle is about all the common ground they have. These types of cosmopolitanism differ incredibly from a Marxist theory of global justice. The biggest difference between them, one which can be found between Marxism and almost all of the mainstream theories of global justice, is that a Marxist solution to the problems of global justice would require the abolition of the capitalist system and a complete overhaul of the governance of the global community. Beitz, Caney and Singer call for changes within the current system. Their focus is on a more just distribution of resources over the world, while Marx calls for an entirely different system of distribution. This difference comes down to a fundamental difference between Marxist and Rawlsian justice:
“What distinguishes Marxist from Rawlsian justice is not the extent to which resources should be equalised, but rather the form in which such equalisation should occur. Rawls believes that equality of resources should take the form of equalising the amount of private property available to each person. For Marx, on the other hand, 'the theory of the Communists may be summed up in a single phrase: Abolition of private property.’” (Kymlicka, 2002, p. 176)
Marx would criticise the cosmopolitan theorists for not solving the real underlying problems of global justice. Their proposals for a more equal distribution of resources does nothing to the real issue: the inherent injustice of the wage-labour relationship under capitalism. The cosmopolitan theorists would be critical of Marx as well. Both Beitz and Singer would probably critique a Marxist solution to global justice for not producing the most wealth possible for the global community. This is why Singer calls for an equality of utility rather than resources, and why the Rawlsian difference principle allows social and economic inequalities if they are to the ‘greatest expected benefit of the least advantaged’ (Rawls, 1971, p. 72; Singer, 1972). Complete equality could harm wealth creation in a community, reducing the amount of resources available for distribution, making everyone worse off. The argument of Beitz and Singer could be that Marxist justice in which everyone has equal access to the means of production kills economic growth, making everyone worse off. A Marxist rebuttal to this claim will question whether this would actually be the case, and would also point out that Marxist justice centres around what individuals need, rather than the sum of all wealth and a just distribution of resources.
A Marxist theory of global justice and capabilities based cosmopolitanism show more similarities than the other strands of cosmopolitanism. Both Marxism and the capabilities approach emphasise human flourishing when considering justice, both influenced by Aristotle (Wilde, 2011). Their commitment to human flourishing leads them to some of the same conclusions when it comes to the problems of global justice. The most important is their rejection of a contractarian approach. For Marx, a contractarian approach - in which the only reason for cooperation is mutual self-interested advantage – only takes into account humans as they behave under a capitalist economic structure. Nussbaum has the same view on human nature and believes that we are social animals who also cooperate without the need for mutual advantage (Wilde, 2011).
A Marxist theory of global justice and a capabilities based approach to global justice still differ extensively of course. The diagnosis of the problems of global justice may be similar, but the solutions are very different. While Nussbaum partly shares Marx’s conception of human nature, she is still a liberal theorist. Nussbaum rejects Marx’s alienation thesis, which is Marx’s source for the current distress. Not accepting this thesis, means Nussbaum’s ideas to enable human flourishing will differ as well. Nussbaum’s answer to the problems of global justice consists of a broad and open-ended list of capabilities which gives everyone the possibility to flourish to their maximal potential. All solutions to global issues are still centred around a global economic system of private property. For Marx, this would not suffice. Nussbaum’s list of capabilities is too broad and does nothing to address the structural causes of global problems. Instead, Nussbaum’s capabilities are meant to ameliorate the current distress. Nussbaum’s counterargument would be that the current economic system isn’t inherently unjust, and that the potential for human flourishing can be enabled within the current economic system. Nussbaum, and Amartya Sen, believe that the global economic system can change into an economy which also works to provide wealth for all (Sen, 2009).
As mentioned before, Nussbaum has a problem when it comes to negative rights. The capabilities approach is focused on the amelioration of distress, but almost completely avoids questions on the responsibility for the caused distress. While Marx rejects the concept of rights, one of his focal points – exploitation – has some connection to negative rights. The Marxist concept of exploitation examines a relation of negative rights, in which the exploited is being hindered in living according to its human nature (Wenar, 2015). So while Marx rejects rights, he doesn’t ignore the question of responsibility for distress.
The cosmopolitan approach which focuses on negative rights is the human rights approach championed by Pogge. As discussed before, Pogge claims that global institutional structure is causing direct harm to the global poor, a diagnosis reminiscent of Marx’s analysis (Brooks, 2013). The findings of Pogge, where he claims that the international institutions of the global economic system can be directly linked to harm caused to people in developing nations, qualifies as exploitation. However, Pogge still has a contractarian view on global justice, and doesn’t agree with Marx’s alienation thesis. 
However, like the other strands of cosmopolitanism, Pogge differs fundamentally from Marx in his solutions to these global problems. Pogge’s solution, the global resource dividend, merely makes up for harm which has already been done. Whilst this may be a worthwhile goal, it would be even better to prevent any harm from being caused at all. Marx’s critique would thus be the same as it was for the other strands of cosmopolitanism: it merely ameliorates distress, without tackling the actual underlying cause of the distress. Pogge makes these proposals, because feasibility is an important criterion for him. A big advantage of his global resource dividend proposal is that it can be implemented under the current institutional order. For Marx, feasibility was not an issue, and Pogge could criticise him for this. However, this debate between idealism and pragmatism is a whole other debate.
There is also an issue with Pogge’s focus on rights. Pogge attempts to make his theory more convincing by focusing on negative rights. However, Marx rejects rights completely. For him, rights only serve to preserve the current system of ownership by the bourgeoisie (Kreide, 2015; Marx, 2000d). Rights distract people from the fact that they’re social animals, instead isolating them, as selfish individuals (Wenar, 2015). This aversion of Marxism to the contractarian approach of liberal cosmopolitans has already been discussed.
Concluding, I can say that cosmopolitanism and a Marxist theory of global justice share significant similarities. However, the solution a Marxist theory of global justice poses to the problems of global justice remains significantly different and unique. However different, cosmopolitanism will most likely find the most common ground – compared with the alternative views – with a Marxist theory of global justice.
[bookmark: _Toc471714799]5.3.2 Marxism vs. the society of states approach
Taking Rawls’ views on global justice, it will be a lot more difficult to find common ground. Where some cosmopolitans base their theories on Rawls’ domestic theory of justice, his own theory is much more conservative and even anti-cosmopolitan (Arneson, 2008). With Rawls’ conservative and statist view on global justice, it may be hard to find any similarities between him and a Marxist theory of global justice at all. Marx and Rawls fundamentally disagree over human nature. In Rawls’ position – ‘realistically utopian’ – he takes the political and social nature of people as they are (Rawls, 1999). Marx would find this a mistake of course, since human nature under capitalist structures isn’t true to human nature. Rawls would criticise Marx in the same way, claiming that Marx’s conception of human nature is not realistic. Rawls’ contractarian approach is one of the reasons which lead him to reject any principles of global distributive justice. As discussed in the previous section, a Marxist theory of global justice rejects contractarianism. Another fundamental difference is their view on the interconnectedness of the globe. A Marxist theory of global justice thoroughly disagrees with Rawls’ stance that a society’s wealth is only determined by internal political decisions (Jones, 2010; Rawls, 1999). This criticism that poorer states are exploited by wealthier and more powerful states, causing their poverty and inequality, is valid. It’s clear to say that these two approaches fundamentally disagree. 
[bookmark: _Toc471714800]5.3.3 Marxism vs. nationalism
Strangely enough, a nationalist approach might find more common ground with a Marxist theory of global justice than the more internationalist ‘society of states’ approach. This is due to the fact that nationalist authors in the global justice debate barely focus on the internal affairs of states. However, the discussion here is on the global realm. Does this open up the door for any similarities with a Marxist theory of global justice?
Nationalism based on allegiance and a Marxist theory of global justice will fundamentally disagree. The allegiance based argument goes that people only identify with co-nationals and will only comply to a scheme of distributive justice with co-nationals. Of course, to a Marxist this nationalism or patriotism is merely a consequence of the egoistic individualistic manifestation of human nature under capitalism. Once the dominant mode of production will change to communism, so will human nature move to the true essence of humans as social animals, who feel allegiance to all humans, not only co-nationals.
The coercion based nationalist argument also differs from a Marxist theory of global justice fundamentally. The coercion based argument rests on the fact that a state is a legally ongoing coercive order (Jones, 2010; Tan, 2010). But Marxist global justice is beyond justice. This coercion based argument does not apply for Marxists, since people are not coerced into cooperation under communism. Their human nature as social animals causes them to cooperate with others willingly.
A nationalist argument based on shared governance can actually agree on some points with a Marxist theory of global justice. The criteria of shared governance can actually fit when applied to a global communist society. In this society, all people are involved in the decision-making process and joint authors of the rules and institutions (Ryan, 2012). A nationalist will claim that this would never actually be possible, since they believe that this level of shared governance can only be achieved in a nation-state, but it follows that if society transitions to a global communist structure, this would satisfy the grounds of justice necessary for a principle of distributive justice according to this nationalist argument.
So while nationalism and a Marxist theory of global justice appear to speak a different language, there are some points of connection to be found. All strands of nationalism are quite liberal, but while a Marxist theory of global justice is almost the exact opposite of liberal, it can still satisfy some liberal ground for justice.
[bookmark: _Toc471714801]5.3.4 Marxism vs. realism
Realism and Marxism appear to be speaking a different language. It’s clear that these two approaches are diametrically opposed to each other. Realism takes a pessimistic worldview, emphasising the obstacles to peaceful cooperation (Bell, 2010). One could argue that a Marxist theory of global justice also has a pessimistic worldview of the current situation, but takes an optimistic approach to future possibilities.  
[bookmark: _Toc471714802]5.3.5 Other criticisms
Apart from the discussion between a Marxist theory and the mainstream theories on global justice, there are other criticisms and comments to be made in response to a Marxist theory of global justice.
One discussion which hasn’t been discussed yet is whether feasibility should be a criterion when discussing global justice. This argument, that a principle of distributive global justice needs to be feasible and needs to keep in mind whether people comply with them, is stressed mostly by nationalist authors and Caney (2005, p. 131). It reveals a difference between idealism and pragmatism. Should a theory be focused on piecemeal change which can be implemented immediately, or should a theory focus on the best solution to the problem of global justice, regardless of the feasibility of the solution? I would argue that idealism supersedes pragmatism. Since the goal of a theory of global justice is to provide solutions to the problems of global justice, it’s the quality of the solutions that matter. Feasibility can be considered, but can never be more important than the actual solution. As long as a solution is feasible but won’t solve the underlying problem, it’s not a proper solution. As illustrated by Kuper: ‘One does not need to sympathize with Marxists to think that telling the bourgeoisie to be more charitable as individual actors is unlikely to produce deep changes.’ (Kuper, in Fuller, 2015, p. 291). 
Some comments on a Marxist theory of global justice are more practical than theoretical. For instance, until now there has been no discussion on the feasibility of a global society which is also highly democratic but has no special consideration for those in our near vicinity. This is a practical problem of scale. How is it possible for seven billion people to cooperate democratically on both a local and global scale, without making a distinction between those around you and those on the other side of the globe? This position may be theoretically sound, when it comes to the actual execution, there are some questions remaining.
Besides these theoretical and practical issues, Marxism has one large issue which until now has been undiscussed: its real-life application. Whenever a nation or group has attempted to bring Marxism from theory to practice, the result has been disastrous. Self-proclaimed socialist or communist states have erupted from revolutions, but turned out to be dictatorships or one-party states, far from the radical democratic state envisioned in Marxist theory. Besides this, there have been very few revolutions which occurred without unnecessary bloodshed.
The question is whether these real-life concerns should be taken into consideration when discussing a normative discussion. Is it relevant to a theoretical discussion whether its practical applications have turned out bad? Yes, and no. The issue being discussed is normative, so there is an argument to be made that the only valid arguments in such a discussion are normative. However, we should not lose sight of the goals and effects of the global justice debate, which is not merely theoretical, but practical as well. Political theory has real-life applications, and normative debates can have real-life consequences. Therefore, we should not ignore these lessons from the past (and in some cases the present). I have also argued before that the addition of empirical data and analysis can strengthen an argument. To take into account empirical arguments raised when discussing exploitation in global political economy, but ignoring arguments coming forth from global political history, would be inconsistent. These historical events should therefore be taken into account when considering a normative position in the global justice debate.
[bookmark: _Toc471714803]5.4 Own views
I believe this thesis shows that a Marxist analysis can provide a novel and valuable insight in the problems of global justice debate. A critical analysis which is more focused on the inherent injustice of the global economic system provides explanations which mainstream theories overlook. The way in which Marx’s analysis focuses on the exploitation of the global poor, the global expansion of capitalism, the inherent instability and boom-and-bust cycle of capitalism, and the alienation and immiseration of the working class, makes Marxism a welcome addition to analyse problems of global justice.
A Marxist analysis proves to be clear and poignant when discussing the problems with capitalist society. Marx is prescient when it comes to exposing the flaws of the capitalist system. His analysis is still useful today: ‘criticisms of late nineteenth-century society have enormous relevance even in the early twenty-first century. We may have no confidence in his solutions, but this does not mean that the problems he identifies are not acute’ (Wolff, 2002, p. 3). His focus on exploitation, commodification and an inequality in wealth and power is as poignant as it was in the nineteenth-century.
Another core claim from a Marxist theory of global justice is crucially important. Marxism offers a valuable criticism on the liberal mainstream theories in the fact that the dominant theories don’t offer true solutions, but merely provide damage repair for pain already inflicted upon the world. For a truly just world, reparations to caused damage aren’t enough. What’s necessary is to solve the underlying problems, creating the damage in the first place. A Marxist analysis, focused on exploitation, ownership, and the power and wealth imbalance which goes along with this, is well-equipped to deal with this (DeMartino, 2011).
I’ve mentioned that a Marxist theory of global justice is a welcome addition. However, a Marxist theory of global justice by itself is not a satisfying approach to global justice. There are several reasons for this. First of all, a Marxist analysis is reductive and only focuses on one point of view: economics. For Marx, every problem is caused by the economic structure underlying a society. But the global economic system and global society are too complex for such reductive reasoning.
Connected to this is a large flaw when it comes to human nature. According to Marx, the dominant mode of production determines the conception of human nature. This would be why humans under capitalism are individualistic and egoistic, but why they are social and community-minded under communism. The problem with this theory is that it’s an assumption. It doesn’t mean Marx is wrong. Any philosophical claim about human nature, be it egoistic or social, is an assumption, not necessarily based in fact. The problem with the assumption is that while it might be true, there is no way of knowing whether this is the case. The fact that a large part of Marxist theory is based on the Marxist understanding of human nature, makes the solution it offers too easy. It also makes it impossible to communicate properly with the liberal mainstream theories, hindering substantive argument. While I’ve compared the different theories in this thesis, any real criticism of liberal theories against Marxist theory and vice versa proves to be difficult, since their core assumptions are completely different. Besides that, the Marxist assumption of human nature hinders progress. If human nature alters under a different mode of production, there would be no need for humans to act like social and political animals under a capitalist mode of production, which would be ineffective in bringing forth progress.
Also, as discussed before, we can’t ignore the atrocities which have been carried out in the name of communism. Revolution and totalitarianism have brought misery and death to millions. This is why even though people might embrace more communist ideals, these ideals can in no way be forced on them. Revolution is not the answer.
Making up the balance between these pro’s and con’s, it can be concluded that while a Marxist theory of global justice is a welcome addition and challenge to the dominant theories of global justice, it’s also not ideal. A Marxist analysis is very useful in diagnosing the problems of global justice. The goals of Marxist solutions are also noble: human flourishing, true democracy, ending dependency and increasing cooperation between humans. However, the solutions Marxism offers to achieve these goals – the abolition of private ownership of the means of production and the abolition of the wage-labour relationship – are unproven, radical and can be counterproductive. Here I need to agree with the liberal mainstream authors: an unjust system can be changed without a revolution.
To develop a more moderate, yet still critical approach to global justice, it could be useful to incorporate elements of Marxist theories used in global political economy. Global political economy also focuses on the key Marxist elements of exploitation and dependency, but limits its scope to analysis, without providing solutions. The methods of global value chain analysis, world-systems theory and dependency theory show that global dependency and exploitation can be decreased without the need for radical solutions such as revolution. Currently, global political economy and global justice are two separate debates which don’t interact. However, as this thesis shows, it can be useful to incorporate elements from both debates to achieve a more balanced view which employs both empirical analysis and a normative basis. I would encourage a more interdisciplinary approach in the future. Especially global value chain analysis, which analyses the power imbalance between large powerful corporations and poor workers in underdeveloped nations, can add an extra dimension to the global justice debate.
The unjust current system can be changed to be more just without the need for a revolution. But how would that look? A Marxist theory of global justice would not be exclusive in demanding a change in the global institutional structure. In fact, most cosmopolitan authors demand some form of change to the current global institutions. Following a moderate Marxist approach, socialised ownership of the means of production should be stimulated. Workers should have a bigger say in a company, and we should give room to cooperative ventures which operate separately from a capitalist system. Besides this, the current free movement which multinational corporations have to move their global value chain to places where they can produce the cheapest goods, to the detriment of workers, needs to stop. An international or supranational organisation such as the WTO will need to be altered to properly regulate global trade. Linked to this, the absolute sovereignty of nations will need to disappear. Nations should no longer be exploited by powerful multinational corporations in a race to the bottom when it comes to worker protection. While abolishing the wage-labour relationship might be too extreme, it can be made more fair.
Would this satisfy the criteria of a Marxist theory of global justice? Absolutely not. But it is more feasible, it brings immediate relief for those in need, and there is no danger for negative consequences like there is for a sudden revolution. However, it does share the same goals as a Marxist theory of global justice. That goal is a noble one: change the system from within by changing institutions and bring a focus to reducing inequality and exploitation. This method is reminiscient of the concept of nonreformist reform, developed by Fraser (2003, p. 78). Nonreformist reforms fall between affirmative and transformative approaches. These reforms satisfy ‘needs as interpreted within existing frameworks’, whilst at the same time setting in motion ‘a trajectory of change in which more radical reforms become practicable over time’ (Fraser, 2003, p. 79). So while these solutions remain feasible and immediately applicable, they set in motion a transformative change in society. Increase poor peoples’ access to the means of production. Focus on human flourishing, and don’t simply agree with the liberal individualistic vision on human nature and the world, but remember that humans are also social and political animals, capable of cooperation and altruism. While this might not initially destroy the capitalist system, it will make it a lot fairer and open up possibilities for transformative reform.
This is the way in which Marx can be a valuable addition to the debate on global distributive justice. By updating his analyses to the present, but abandoning the solutions, which have proven to be disastrous in the past. The goal is not to refurbish Marx, but rather employ the parts of his theory which are useful for new solutions. We can learn from Marx’s insightful analyses, and develop new and innovative solutions which fit these analyses, but do not have the same issues as Marx’s original solutions.
[bookmark: _Toc471714804]5.5 Conclusion
So what can be the position of a Marxist theory of global justice in the global justice debate? I can conclude that a Marxist theory of global justice is viable and has a distinct place within the global justice debate. A Marxist strand of cosmopolitanism with a more critical view on the global economic system would be a novel theory, and as I have shown, stands up to some criticism. While it may be distinct from other strands of cosmopolitanism, the beginnings of a theory developed here aren’t very innovative. It remains close to the original thoughts of Marx, and illustrates that Marx’s thoughts were already international. A Marxist theory of global justice has distinctive traits in its problem analysis and solutions to the problems of global justice, which are deserving of more attention in the global justice debate.
If anything, this thesis has exposed how much the global justice debate is dominated by liberal theories. The effect of this is that a myriad of diverse approaches to global justice with valuable insights are now being ignored. However, a Marxist theory of global justice is not a perfect theory in the debate. It has inexcusable flaws and has solutions which don’t live up to their promise. However, some solutions and ideas derived from a Marxist approach to global justice can be useful to enrich the global justice debate. In this sense, it is a welcome addition which can improve the dominant theories in the global justice debate, enforcing them to sharpen their theories against more diverse criticism. 


[bookmark: _Toc471714805]Chapter 6
Conclusion
[bookmark: _Toc471714806]6.1 Conclusion
In this thesis, I’ve attempted to develop the beginnings of a Marxist theory of global justice and I’ve attempted to find out in what ways a Marxist theory of global justice could be a valuable addition to the global justice debate. The research question for this thesis is:
“Can a Marxist theory of global distributive justice be developed, and if so, in what ways is it a valuable addition to the current debate?”
The conclusion of this thesis is that a Marxist theory of global distributive justice can be developed. A Marxist approach to global justice appears to provide a distinct approach to the global justice debate. Besides being a distinct approach, Marxism appears to be a valuable addition to the global justice debate. While a Marxist theory of global distributive justice has a cosmopolitan character, it is a distinct and more critical approach to the questions of global justice than the dominant liberal theories appear to be. A Marxist theory of global distributive justice provide unique explanations for the problems of global justice, based on 
In what ways is it valuable? A Marxist theory of global distributive justice can be valuable because it provides a unique approach to the problems of global justice, with a focus on the exploitation of the global poor, the global expansion of capitalism, the inherent instability and boom-and-bust cycle of capitalism, and the alienation and immiseration of the working class. This focus provides a poignant and unique analysis of the issues concerning global justice. Focusing on the needs of those being exploited as well as the causation of those needs by those in power, incorporates questions of responsibility, but doesn’t forget questions of need. The focus on ownership and means of production provides an explanation for how the global poor are being exploited. With this unique approach, Marxist analysis provides explanations which aren’t offered by the dominant liberal theories on global justice, and might even be better than those currently offered.
The radical solutions offered by a Marxist theory of global distributive justice might not be as valuable as its analysis. Whilst they follow logically from the analysis on the causation of the problems of global justice, their effectiveness is questionable to say the least, and might even harm those it wishes to aid. These solutions will most likely need to be made less radical, and incorporate some of the more mainstream solutions offered by the currently dominant theories, through nonreformist reform (Fraser, 2003). The question then becomes whether these solutions are still really Marxist solution.
Does a Marxist theory of global distributive justice provide satisfying solutions for the problems of global justice? Not yet. I have not been able to develop the theory enough to evaluate whether it can provide satisfying answers to the questions of global justice which are more convincing than the answers provided by the currently dominant theories. Perhaps, if the theory is developed further, a Marxist theory of global justice may provide satisfying answers. For now, the theory is valuable in the challenge it provides to the current liberal framework of the dominant theories of global justice. Most likely, a satisfying answer to the questions of global justice will contain both elements of a Marxist theory of global distributive justice and element of liberal theories.
[bookmark: _Toc471714807]6.2 Limitations and shortcomings
This thesis is merely an exploration into the possibilities of a Marxist theory of global justice and its potential. Developing an all-encompassing Marxist theory of global justice in the span of this thesis was not feasible, so I’ve attempted to develop the beginnings of one and identify some crucial elements out of which such a theory would be developed.
In the end, there was some room to expand upon my own reflections and views after reviewing the Marxist and liberal theories on global justice. Whilst desirable, there was no space to develop these any further. I will have to leave it to other authors to further develop a position in the global justice debate which incorporates Marxist and liberal elements.
Marxism and the global justice debate are both vast debates in terms of theories, authors, literature and approaches. While I believe I’ve discussed all relevant subjects, authors and debates within the schools, these schools have not been discussed as thoroughly as desired.
[bookmark: _Toc471714808]6.3 Consequences for the debate
If anything, this thesis has exposed how much the global justice debate is dominated by liberal theories. As discussed in previous chapters, the global justice debate would benefit from challenging theories with a basis outside the liberal framework. A Marxist theory of global justice provides a substantial challenge, and will challenge the dominant theories to improve their approaches and incorporate a broader set of approaches when formulating a theory. A Marxist theory of global justice might not be able to provide a satisfying theory on its own, it’s elements can certainly be incorporated to improve other theories. If further developed by other authors, it might even be developed into a satisfying and complete theory on global justice.
Besides this, it would enrichen the debate if authors took a more interdisciplinary approach. The global justice debate is a debate which tries to stay close to reality. Using empirical analysis and empirical methods such as a global value chain analysis will create a more substantial debate which benefits its applicability to the public debate.
In public debate and academic debate, Marxism has been moved to the fringe. The economic and financial crises of the last decade and this thesis show that Marx’s thoughts are very applicable to some of the world’s issues. A renewed focus on Marx’s thoughts – whilst also warning of the dangers of some of his ideas – would be beneficial. Marxism has been disgraced in the past for good reason, but this doesn’t mean we can’t learn from the beneficial elements of his theories. It might provide much needed attention to those in need being exploited all around the world.
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