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Abstract

This master’s thesis investigates the optimal distribution of political power between multiple governmental levels to achieve just policy and a just division of resources. Drawing on the theories of John Rawls, Iris Marion Young, and Murray Bookchin, the research focuses on the complexities of power distribution within governance structures as a result of diversifying societies. The authors are put on a spectrum of decentralization to centralization linked to their preference for a certain power distribution. The research critically evaluates the authors’ theories and proposes a “regional governance alliance” as a concrete power allocation framework. 
	Rawls’s theory of distributive justice emphasizes a fair distribution of resources with a focus on benefiting the least advantaged members of society, which is called the maximin principle. His idea of the basic structure represents his preference for one central government. Furthermore, Young highlights pluralism, diversity, and the elimination of institutionalized domination and oppression as the basis for justice. She favors multiple large regional governments as the lowest level of governance. Bookchin’s conception of justice centers on freedom, ecological sustainability, and decentralized self-governance at the municipal level. Bookchin prefers assemblies on the neighborhood level to gain the most power.
	Through a critical evaluation, the thesis formulates a power allocation framework based on the contributions of the three authors. The conclusion identifies the “regional governance alliance” as a just governmental power distribution. This system involves a regional parliamentary government responsible for multiple aspects. 
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1. [bookmark: _Toc138936085]Introduction

According to ‘The World Bank of Data’ (2018), the percentage of the total population that lives in an urban area has risen from 34% in 1960 to 56% in 2021. The United Nations (2018) even expects 68% of the world’s population to live in urban areas by 2050. Cities and municipalities grow, and they diversify as a result of these increasing numbers. An important factor in this diversification is migration, as the international migrant share of the world’s population is also rising. The number of people worldwide living outside of their origin countries as of 2020 was historically high in comparison to the level in 1960, when this number was 77.1 million. In the last decade alone, this number has increased with nearly 60 million more international migrants, which means that the percentage of migrants has risen from 2,6% in 1960 to 3,6% in 2020 (Batalova, 2022). Although urbanization and migration are two different phenomena, they are likely highly correlated with each other. The Migration Data Portal (2022) states the following: “Migration, whether internal or international, has always been one of the forces driving the growth of urbanization and bringing opportunities and challenges to cities, migrants, and governments” (Migration Data Portal, 2022).
	These numbers tell us that citizens in a city live in a relatively small, densely populated area with many different kinds of people, and this density will keep growing. Creating just policies and a just division of resources could be a challenge in such diverse societies, as everyone has different backgrounds and different needs. This significant change in how our world population is distributed might call for an alternative approach to arrange our governments. 
There are multiple views on how this arrangement should look like. Some theorists think that local governments should gain more power, so they can customize their policies to fit their city best. Many do not agree with this argument and think that we need a strong central government or focus on regional governments of which multiple cities will be a part. This debate about how the distribution of political power among multiple governmental levels should be allocated as a result of urbanization, is the subject of this thesis.

[bookmark: _Toc137634988][bookmark: _Toc138936086]1.1 Problem statement and important authors
Urbanization is a phenomenon that has increased in the last few decades and raises many questions and challenges regarding the interconnection between the different levels of governance. The composition of individuals within society has changed. People with different cultural, religious, and ethnic backgrounds migrate to urban areas. The consequence of this is that the demographic structure of cities and municipalities changes and diversifies. As the compositions of cities and municipalities are changing, so are regions and countries. The shift in composition of individuals within cities leads to a shift in how individuals and groups are divided over the cities in a region, or in a whole country. The distribution of multiple social groups over the region or country is different from before the start of mass migration and urbanization (Batalova 2022, Migration Data Portal 2022).
	This diversification of individuals and thus society could potentially cause difficulties with creating policies and distributing resources for various reasons. First of all, diverse societies consist of individuals with varying perspectives. Finding common ground in such societies can be challenging. Second of all, the diversity of individuals in a group can lead to conflicting interests and priorities. Balancing interests while at the same time ensuring citizens of righteous outcomes is a complex task for policymakers. What goes along with conflicting interests are cultural sensitivities. Diverse societies often comprise various cultural backgrounds, each with its own sensitivities and practices. Navigating these sensitivities into policy and trying to avoid marginalizing particular groups while doing so can be challenging. What makes it difficult to create a just distribution of resources is inequality and disadvantage among multiple social groups. Creating policy that addresses these inequalities and ensures a distribution of resources that can reduce these inequalities can be a complex and versatile aspiration.  
	Due to these issues and difficulties, the question arises how political power should be distributed among multiple levels of governance. In general, there are three ideas on how to organize the relationship between the city, the region, and the country or state and their governments in order to create policy and the most just distribution of resources. The first is directed at power in a centralized government. The second seeks to empower city governments by giving them the autonomy and power to make their own government decisions and decisions about policy. The third idea seeks to find a middle course in which the tasks and functions of the levels of government are often divided into multiple categories (Frug, 2014).
The focus in this thesis will be on contemporary theorists who have contributed to the current debate about the power-distribution between governmental levels and its relationship with questions of justice, because they have based their views on the power-division among governmental layers and regard justice on present-day compositions of communities and cities and are therefore more fitting to include in this thesis. 
In this thesis, the three different perspectives of governmental power-distribution are put on a spectrum: centralized, regional, and decentralized. Each perspective will be represented by one theorist who prefers that particular level.
	The main theorist whose contributions will be used in this thesis to represent the preference for a centralized government is John Rawls. Rawls is a very influential philosopher on the subject of justice, and he wrote one of the most important political-theoretical contributions of the 20th century, which is called A Theory of Justice (1971). According to Rawls, the principle of justice is about the way that the ‘basic structure’ of society is organized. The basic structure is an iteration of a centralized government, whose purpose is to ensure that the principles of justice are upheld. Rawls’ conception of justice is known as ‘justice as fairness’, which is centered around the two principles of justice. John Rawls’s inclusion in this thesis as a representative of the inclination towards a centralized government is intriguing due to his normative framework for justice and his distinctive perspective on resource allocation.
	The second theorist whose contributions will be utilized in a comprehensive manner is Iris Marion Young. Young was an American political scientist and feminist who mainly focused on social differences based on justice. Young challenges decentralization of urban decision-making and argues that to achieve social justice that includes equality among groups that acknowledge and appreciate each other’s unique characteristics, the most effective approach in our society is to establish regional governments that have mechanisms in place to represent local neighborhoods and towns (Young 1990). The captivating aspect of Young’s contributions, moreover, is her criticism on Rawls’s A Theory of Justice in her book Justice and the Politics of Difference (1990). The core of her critique is that the theory does not adequately address the systematic inequalities and power imbalances that exist in society. Including Young’s work in this thesis will exert a beneficial impact, not only because she has the unique opinion that regional governments should be the lowest level of government, but also because of her emphasis on justice and her critique of John Rawls.
The theorist who is remarkably in favor of decentralization is Murray Bookchin. Bookchin was an American anarchist and ecologist, and he was against any form of central governance, even on a local level (Bookchin, 1987). This has led him to his theory of libertarian municipalism, which holds that municipalities should be governed by neighborhood assemblies. Bookchin contends that this represents the epitome of just governance in society, as it expels hierarchy and thus will also expel any form of oppression and domination (Bookchin, 1987). This unique point of view on how a municipality should be governed is a very interesting addition to this thesis, as it represents quite a radical position in this debate. His emphasis on justice as the source of reason for his theory of libertarian municipalism makes Bookchin’s work of added value for this thesis.
This overview of multiple views on governmental levels and the power-distribution that comes along with them shows the complexity of the subject. The way in which power will be distributed among governance levels has a significant influence on the way in which governments decide to design their policies and, thus, how resources will be divided. Our urbanizing world and diversifying cities might ask for a decentralized approach, so that local governments are able to customize their policies on a local level and adapt to the needs of their citizens. Whether this is the optimal approach to achieve just policies and a just division of resources is what will be discussed in this thesis. I choose to distinguish just policy and a just division of resources from each other, as just policy refers to a set of guidelines and principles and focuses on the decision-making process to determine what is considered just in a certain context. A just division of resources refers to the allocation of resources, such as wealth, opportunities, and social services among social groups. This makes it a specific aspect of just policy, but in my opinion worth mentioning as a separate entity.
[bookmark: _Toc137634989][bookmark: _Toc138936087]1.2 Research question
This formulation of the complexity and theoretical problems that accompany the subject leads me to the following normative research question for this thesis:

‘What distribution of political power among the different levels of government is best able to meet the ideal of a just policy and a just distribution of resources?’.

[bookmark: _Toc137634990][bookmark: _Toc138936088]1.3 Scientific relevance
The subject matter of this thesis and the corresponding research question hold scientific significance across multiple domains within the realm of social science. Primarily, it addresses pertinent issues within political science, sociology, and public administration.
	The research question carries significance in the field of political science because it questions the role of power-distribution between governmental levels in society. These inquiries are of interest to political scientists who are aiming to comprehend the dynamics and power relations that exist between governance and social justice. The amount of urbanization, which results in a changing composition within society, has never been more significant than it is today. The question touches upon numerous aspects within the field of political science, such as the means by which governments can use their power to create these just policies or just divisions of resources, or what role governments should adopt while promoting social justice. Different levels of government can either contribute to or impede social justice in society. Gaining a comprehensive understanding of these questions could pave the way for a more equitable society. After all, dealing with these questions entails an understanding of the political power that these government levels incorporate.
	Moreover, the research question holds significance for sociological research as it focuses on power distribution within society. It touches upon the equilibrium of power between different groups in society, including citizens, politicians, and government officials. Sociologists may inquire about the societal consequences that it could have for society to have unequal power dynamics, or how it would affect those different groups in society if certain decisions about resource distribution were made. As the urbanization of our societies is a phenomenon that has arisen heavily in the last decade, the knowledge that will proceed from this thesis and the research question could be of added value to understanding the societal changes that could occur due to a certain distribution of power between the three governance levels. 
	Finally, the research question encompasses the field of public administration. Researchers in this field are concerned with the implementation of policies created at various levels of government. The pursuit of just policies and equitable resource allocation necessitates their effective implementation and management by public administrators and government officials. Therefore, it is important for them to have a very clear understanding of the power divisions that exist in society and the role that the local government plays in this structure. Researchers in this field of social science can raise broader questions about this topic and about the role that public administrators should have in promoting social justice within society. Given their crucial role in implementing just policies, it is imperative for them to comprehend the amount of authority governments should possess in order to achieve these objectives. Moreover, the concept of ‘just policy’ can possess varying interpretations contingent upon the prevailing power distribution among the three levels of governance that are the subject of this thesis.  The topic warrants further examination by social scientists specializing in the study of power dynamics and their impact on both society and public administration.
	
[bookmark: _Toc137634991][bookmark: _Toc138936089]1.4 Societal relevance
While the scientific relevance of this research question already exhibits a pronounced societal orientation, it also bears substantial independent societal significance. The research question focuses on very relevant issues that are connected to social justice and equality in society, and it has the potential to educate and inform with the purpose of creating a just society.
	Governments play a very important role in shaping the community by distributing the resources that they have to offer. The way in which they choose to do so has significant consequences for society. It has consequences for certain social phenomena, such as, poverty, accessibility to healthcare or education, employment opportunities, and so on. This research could therefore inform policymakers and government officials how to create these just policies in order to achieve a just society. This would have a beneficial effect on all members of society.
	There is a chance that these just policies and a just division of resources will lead to a more aware society, as citizens could potentially become more informed or even more engaged regarding their own citizenship due to latent citizen participation in decision-making. Informing citizens could lead to greater awareness of the role that the government plays in their own daily civic lives and the influences that they have in the community. This might lead to a more democratically engaged society, which leads to elected officials that are being held accountable for their choices and decisions. 

[bookmark: _Toc137634992][bookmark: _Toc138936090]1.5 Overview of the thesis’ structure
After this introduction, the second chapter will encompass an explanation of John Rawls’s theory of justice, as well as his view on justice and centralized governments in the form of the basic structure of society. Subsequently, Iris Marion Young’s theory of the politics of difference will be discussed. This chapter will also include her critique of Rawls’s theory, as well as an explanation of her preference for regional governments as a result of her conception of justice. Chapter Four will feature Murray Bookchin’s theory of libertarian municipalism and his conception of justice. Bookchin advocates for neighborhood assemblies as a decentralized form of governing. Following up on the explanation of the three authors above, I will deliver my own critical evaluation of their theories in Chapter Five. This chapter will end with my grounded position in this normative discussion and an answer to the research question of this thesis. The last chapter will contain the final conclusion of the thesis.





























2. [bookmark: _Toc137634993][bookmark: _Toc138936091]John Rawls’s Theory of Justice

John Rawls was one of the most influential philosophers of his time. He focused his work on the subject of justice, on which he wrote one of the most important political-theoretical books of the 20th century: A Theory of Justice (1971). Rawls’s work has had a profound impact on political philosophy, ethics, and social justice, and his ideas continue to be studied and debated to this day. 
	The main motivation for including Rawls in this thesis is his emphasis on justice and the importance of the basic structure of society for his proposals on justice. Based on his conception of justice, he formulated an autonomous judgment proclaiming the government must play a crucial role in arranging the ‘basic structure’ and ensuring that the principles of justice are upheld. The basic structure represents the fundamental institutions of society fitting in one system containing the political constitution, the legally recognized forms of property, and the organization of the economy (Rawls 1977, p. 159). The principles of justice, which will be explained later in this chapter, must be applied to the basic structure. Rawls’s emphasis on justice and the fundamental societal framework positions him as a crucial inclusion in this research. His reputation as an influential philosopher and his inclination towards a centralized government are not the sole reasons for his significance. Rather, the research question of this thesis, which revolves around the pursuit of justice as the ultimate objective of governmental power, further underscores the importance of incorporating Rawls’s work.
	In the first section, Rawls’s theory of justice will be briefly unpacked and explained. What will follow is a summary of his conception of justice and how he has gotten to that conception. The next section will contain Rawls’s view on pluralism and diversity in society. In the last section, Rawls’ idea of justice will be linked to his preference for a centralized government.

[bookmark: _Toc137634994][bookmark: _Toc138936092]2.1 A Theory of Justice
The content of Rawls’s work, A Theory of Justice, has a significant basis in his aversion to utilitarianism. Utilitarianism is “a family of normative ethical theories that prescribe actions that maximize happiness and well-being for all affected individuals” (Duignan & West, 2023). Rawls argued that utilitarianism had two shortcomings. The first problem of utilitarianism is that it risks depriving certain groups of citizens of basic rights. Kymlicka described this as follows: “People matter, and matter equally; therefore, each person’s interests should be given equal weight; therefore, morally right acts will maximize utility” (Kymlicka 2001, p. 33). This means that the interests of, for example, a racist should weigh equally as much as other interests, because utilitarianism does not distinguish between people’s interests, as each interest is equally important. The second shortcoming is the risk of an unfair division of wealth and resources. Utilitarianism aims to maximize collective happiness, but it does not specify how this happiness should be divided among individuals. According to Rawls, this can lead to unjust outcomes where a small group of people benefits at the expense of a larger group. Consider, for example, a situation in which a few people have an expensive taste. This would lead to the majority ensuring that these few people are able to live according to their expensive tastes. It would be rather difficult to determine whether these people would actually be less happy if they could not live according to their expensive tastes.
	These shortcomings led Rawls to a theory in which every individual’s basic rights are protected, and equal citizenship is guaranteed. This theory also strives to ensure a fair division of income and wealth for every individual in society. 

[bookmark: _Toc137634995][bookmark: _Toc138936093]2.1.1 Basic structure and the original position
The principle of justice is all about arranging the basic structure of society. Rawls describes the basic structure as “the way in which the major social institutions fit together into one system, and how they assign fundamental rights and duties and shape the division of advantages that arises through social cooperation” (Rawls 1977, p. 159). In summary, it is the collective of institutions of politics and government, and it organizes the economy. Rawls describes the basic structure, and its institutions as follows: 

“By major institutions I understand the political constitution and the principal economic and social arrangements. Thus, the legal protection of freedom of thought and liberty of conscience, competitive markets, private property in the means of production, and the monogamous family are examples of major social institutions. Taken together as one scheme the major institutions define men’s rights and duties and influence their life prospects, what they can expect to be and how well they can hope to do. The basic structure is the primary subject of justice because its effects are so profound.” (Rawls 1971, p. 6-7). 

The primary goods, which Rawls describes as the goods that every rational person is presumed to want, and are considered necessary for human well-being, must be fairly distributed among citizens, (Rawls, 1971). There is a distinction to be made within primary goods, as there are social primary goods and natural primary goods. Social primary goods can be distributed through society, and consists, among other things, of rights, opportunities, and income. Natural primary goods cannot be distributed through society, think of health, intelligence, and imagination. We need both sorts of primary goods to live a good life. Rawls does not believe in the utilitarian division, and he also does not believe in an equal division, because there can be situations in which an unequal distribution is beneficial for everyone. This insight is expressed in what Rawls refers to as the general conception of general justice: “All social values, liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the social bases of self-respect, are to be distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any, or all, of these values is to everyone’s advantage” (Rawls 1971, p. 54). This relates to the reasons Rawls chooses the ‘maximin’ distribution: “to maximize the minimum level of primary goods that the citizens they represent might find themselves with” (Wenar, 2021). The reason for choosing this distribution is because we can assume that everyone in the original position will choose the option where the ‘worst’ position comes out the best, because of the veil of ignorance. Another reason for Rawls to choose this principle is that he thinks that economic inequalities among individuals might stimulate them to be more productive. 
The creation of the principles of justice is performed in a hypothetical negotiation position, the ‘original position’. In this position, the only important question is, what are the principles of justice? There is one issue that Rawls saw in the reasoning of other social contract thinkers, namely the fact that people in the state of nature usually know in which position in society they will end up and how many resources they will possess. The result of this prior knowledge is that individuals try to shape society in a way that fits their own position. Rawls’s solution for this issue is ‘the veil of ignorance’. The veil of ignorance prevents arbitrary facts about citizens from influencing the agreement among their representatives (Wenar, 2021). This means that they have no prior knowledge about what their future position in society will be, which will protect the impartiality of the process. The only knowledge that every individual has is a certain amount of general knowledge. 
[bookmark: _Toc137634997]
2.2 [bookmark: _Toc138936094]Rawls’s conception of justice
Rawls’s idea of justice emanates from his A Theory of Justice, which are his principles of justice. The principles of justice are the products of the original position. These principles are the following:
1. Each person has the same indefeasible claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic liberties, which scheme is compatible with the same scheme of liberties for all;
2. Social and economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions;
a. They are to be to the greatest benefit of the least-advantaged members of society (the difference principle);
b. They are to be attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity.
(Rawls, 1971).

According to the first principle, every individual should have basic rights and liberties. The principle divides them among all individuals in a fair manner. This principle highlights the importance of basic rights and liberties. There are two more features that characterize this principle. First of all, it is not allowed to trade your basic rights and liberties against other social goods (Rawls, 1999). Second of all, it requires ‘fair value of the political liberties’, of which examples are the right to hold public office, the right to vote, freedom of speech, and the right to hold personal property (Rawls, 1999). These liberties should not only be formally equalized, but also substantively divided. In practice, this means that individuals who have similar motivations to practice their political liberties should have equal opportunities, regardless of their resources (Rawls, 1999). 
	The second principle is divided into two sections. Part A of the second principle is called the “differencing principle”, which describes the regulation of the distribution of resources. As already described earlier in this chapter, Rawls did not always perceive inequalities as problematic. In some cases, it could lead to extra stimulation to perform better economically and, as such, contribute to the creation of a larger social product. As long as inequalities in income advantage exist, it is to be justified. 
Part B states that individuals with exactly the same talents and motivation should have the same opportunities, both economically and educationally. Again, it should not matter what number of resources one has. In his book ‘Justice as Fairness: A Restatement’ (2001), Rawls himself describes it as the following: “In all parts of society there are to be roughly the same prospects of culture and achievement for those similarly motivated and endowed” (Rawls 2001, p. 42 – 43). Assuming that every individual is born with evenly distributed natural endowments into different social classes, this would mean that in every occupation, the individuals are equally divided over the classes. The class that you are born into as an individual is not allowed to create unequal opportunities for education or occupation.
	According to Rawls, justice is the main and most important virtue in a society. He perceives justice as the foundation of a well-ordered society. He stresses the importance of basic rights and liberties. He argues that a just society can only exist when all individuals have the same basic rights and liberties, and those must be divided fairly. However, economic inequalities are allowed to exist. As long as these inequalities benefit the least advantaged in society, they are justified (Rawls, 1971).   
	 
[bookmark: _Toc137634998][bookmark: _Toc138936095]2.3 Rawls’s view on pluralism
The research question that is the core of this thesis arises from the fact that urbanization nowadays goes hand in hand with diversifying and pluralistic cities, mainly because of migration (Migration Data Portal, 2022). Rawls has mentioned pluralism in society in his contributions, which is the reason for including it in this chapter.
	When considering pluralism, Rawls endorses the principle of ‘reasonable pluralism’. This means that he hopes that “the religious, moral, and philosophical doctrines that citizens accept will themselves endorse toleration and accept the essentials of a democratic regime” (Wenar, 2021). What he means by ‘being reasonable’ is that no doctrine or conception will try to abuse political power to impose one’s beliefs or conceptions on individuals with different beliefs. The principles of justice may never be based on a certain comprehensive doctrine, such as a certain culture or religion, as this would marginalize the individuals that do not hold this doctrine. This is why Rawls chose to use society’s ‘public political culture’ as a source for his laws and his principles of justice. In his book ‘Political Liberalism’ (1993), Rawls describes this as follows: “Since justification is addressed to others, it proceeds from what is, or can be, held in common; and so, we begin from shared fundamental ideas implicit in the public political culture in the hope of developing from them a political conception that can gain free and reasoned agreement in judgement” (Rawls 1993, p. 100-101). In other words, Rawls posits that every citizen in society features a common political conception, and laws will be drawn from that common political conception. The public political culture is based on three fundamental ideas: citizens are free, citizens are equal, and society should be a fair system of cooperation (Wenar, 2021). 

[bookmark: _Toc137634999][bookmark: _Toc138936096]2.4 Rawls’s preference for a centralized government
Based on his work, specifically A Theory of Justice, and his view on pluralism in society, there are some conclusions that could be drawn regarding Rawls’s preference for a centralized government.
	First and foremost, Rawls’s principle of justice is about the basic structure of society which must be organized in a specific way. According to him, the government must play a crucial role in organizing this basic structure. The main role of the government is to ensure that the principles of justice are always upheld. The definition of the basic structure tells us that the existence of fundamental social institutions is important for the assignment of rights and duties. The major social institutions that Rawls means by these are, for example, the legal system, economic institutions, educational institutions, and political institutions (Rawls, 1971). These institutions typically exhibit pervasive centralization and an encompassing nature, as they are structured on a substantial scale extending across the entirety of the societal framework. Fundamental laws that are imposed on citizens by these institutions are inherently intended to encompass the entirety of society, and not merely components of it. Rawls’ theory was never intended to partition society into smaller fragments. This entails the first argument for why Rawls seems to be in favor of a centralized government.
Now, I will consider Rawls’s view on pluralism in society. In the previous section of this chapter, I discussed Rawls’s principle of public political culture. Rawls argues for basing the laws of society and the principles of justice on the public political culture, because he wants to avoid basing them on a certain doctrine. This exact argument implies that Rawls is in favor of a centralized government instead of decentralized governments. The reason for that is because if Rawls was actually determined to create laws that would fit the cultural or religious beliefs of the individuals that are a part of the society, he would be in favor of multiple decentralized governments. If he would create multiple decentralized governments instead of one centralized government, people of different cultural, religious, or social groups could split up into separate societies with each their own decentralized government, and thus justify laws on the basis of shared comprehensive doctrines that would fit the conceptions of the good of the members of that specific society. However, Rawls prefers to create laws that fit everyone not entirely, but to a certain extent. This creates the possibility of only having one centralized government that is above the whole society. The sum of these arguments makes it evident that Rawls prefers one centralized government instead of multiple decentralized governments.

[bookmark: _Toc137635000][bookmark: _Toc138936097]2.5 Concluding discourse
In this chapter we have analyzed John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice (1971), his interpretation of justice, and his preference for one strong centralized government. The theory of justice attempts to offer an interpretation of justice while simultaneously offering an alternative to egalitarianism. This theory has led Rawls to his own conception of justice, which he calls ‘justice as fairness’ (Rawls, 1971). This principle asks for a just distribution of both the benefits and the burdens of society. The main goal of this distribution is that it must be the most beneficial for the least advantaged in society (maximin).
	Rawls’s basic structure of society, which is a collective of institutions, is the basis for his preference for a central government. These institutions are arranged on a large, centralized scale that overarches the whole society. Moreover, his opinion about pluralism and his conception of the public political culture make it more apparent that he is in favor of central governments. 
	We have now reviewed the first perspective on power distribution between governmental levels, with the centralized government as the center of attention. What will follow is the second perspective on power distribution, which will be represented by the contributions of Iris Marion Young. She argues that Rawls’s contributions lack considerations about oppression, domination, and pluralism in society. This is the foundation upon which she will build.




















3. [bookmark: _Toc137635001][bookmark: _Toc138936098]Iris Marion Young’s Politics of Difference

Iris Marion Young was an American political scientist and feminist who mainly focused on social differences. In her book Justice and the Politics of Difference (1990), Young challenges decentralization of urban decision-making and argues that to achieve social justice that includes equality among groups that acknowledge and appreciate each other’s unique characteristics, the most effective approach in our society is to establish large regional governments that have mechanisms in place to represent local neighborhoods and towns (Young, 1990). Furthermore, what makes Young’s contributions relevant for this thesis further is her criticism of John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice (1971).
Young extensively emphasizes the importance of recognizing and addressing structural inequalities in society, and she often refers to societal phenomena as oppression, racism, sexism, and homophobia. Young argues that these phenomena are not only embedded in the individual but are institutionalized within society as a whole. Therefore, she thinks that justice can only be achieved by addressing underlying structural factors in society (Young 1990, p. 41). Where Rawls defends a distributional theory of justice, Young focuses on the significance of recognition of differences and on equal social relations (Young, 1990).
		One of Young’s best-known contributions to explaining her view on oppression is called ‘The Five Faces of Oppression’, a chapter from the book Oppression, Privilege and Resistance (2003) by Lisa Heldke and Peg O’Connor. The first face of oppression, exploitation, refers to the systematic economic exploitation of individuals or groups, which involves the unjust acquisition of resources, labor, or products by those in positions of privilege or power (Young, 2003). The second face is marginalization, which involves the exclusion of certain groups or individuals from the so-called edges of society, and denying them resources and opportunities (Young, 2003). The third face is powerlessness, which describes the lack of agency and influence that the marginalized experience as a result of social structures (Young, 2003). The fourth face is cultural imperialism, which refers to the dominance of a particular culture over others (Young, 2003). The fifth and last face of oppression is violence, which represents the use of physical or psychological violence to oppress groups or individuals (Young, 2003).
	This chapter begins with a summary of Young’s critique of Rawls’s A Theory of Justice (1971), including the three aspects of injustice and a comparison of Rawls’s original position to Young’s alternative version of the original position. Thereafter, Young’s interpretation of the concept of justice will be explained. This will lead to the final section concerning Young’s preference for regional governments, as well as her stance on central and decentralized governments.

[bookmark: _Toc137635002][bookmark: _Toc138936099]3.1 Young’s critique of Rawls
Iris Marion Young was, besides her many articles and papers on pluralism and diversity, known for her critique of John Rawls’s A Theory of Justice (1971). In her important work Justice and the Politics of Difference (1990), Young critiques Rawls’s theory of justice, which a particular focus on the basic structure of society and the original position. In her article in the academic journal Perspectives on Politics (2006), she further elaborates on these critiques and structures them. The main argument that Young is trying to make in the article is that “Rawls’s basic structure stands in tension with his emphasis on distributions, of rights and liberties, offices and positions, income and wealth, and so on”. (Young 2006, p. 91). In two elements, her critique delineates that Rawls’s emphasis on justice often diverts focus from crucial aspects of structural processes. The first element of critique describes that the focus on distribution pays too little attention to the processes that produce the distributions. Second, the focus on the distribution of benefits and burdens obscures important aspects of structural processes that do not fit well under a distributive paradigm (Young 2006, p. 91). What she means by this statement is that the paradigm that focuses on this distribution itself is inadequate to address the broader concerns of social justice. According to Young, social justice extends beyond mere distribution and is more deeply revealed by a concern with fundamental social structures (Young, 2006). 
Young explains that the focus on distribution pays too little attention to the processes that produce the distribution. She draws her argument from Robert Nozick’s libertarian theory, which criticizes Rawls for focusing on the evaluation of single time patterns of the distribution of goods among persons (Young 2006, p. 92). What Nozick tries to emphasize with this libertarian theory is that the real issue of justice concerns how these patterns have arisen from previous processes in history and whether these processes involve moral wrongs (Nozick, 1974). He argues that Rawls tends to ignore historical events that might have shaped the distribution. As Young has predicated her argument upon Nozick, she argues that “the processes that produce distributive patterns are at least as important as the patterns themselves for making judgements of justice, as well for understanding how to remedy injustice” (Young 2006, p. 92). However, to achieve this, Young argues that we need a more developed account of the basic structure and what it includes, as well as of how certain processes lead to injustice. She offers three aspects of the basic structure and the original position, and how these characteristics create injustices, namely economic justice and the division of labor, justice in decision-making, and normativity.

[bookmark: _Toc137635003][bookmark: _Toc138936100]3.1.1 Three aspects of injustice
The first aspect refers to economic justice and the division of labor, which Rawls considers an important feature of the basic structure. Young argues that the division of labor that Rawls proposes leads to injustice. We can interpret this in two ways. Firstly, we can see the case as distributive in form (Young, 2006). This means that the injustices concern the kind of work that certain social groups practice. This is mostly linked to, for example, low-paid jobs being performed by people of color and high-paid jobs being performed by white people. Although Rawls addresses this issue by implementing the fair equality of opportunity principle, Young finds this too superficial, as she argues that Rawls does not emphasize enough the way in which positions are allocated and whether some people’s opportunity to compete for them is unfairly limited (Young 2006, p. 93). The second way to interpret the injustice that is a result of the distribution of labor is based on how the occupations themselves should be defined (Young, 2006). Young questions whether it is fair to endorse, for example, hierarchical exploitations within occupations where there are large differences in the amount of influence and decision-making, and in the repetitiveness of labor. Another example is gender justice, where women must take care of the family as an unpaid job, while men are the income generators for the family (Young, 2006).
	The second aspect refers to justice in decision-making. The injustice mainly concerns economic decision-making, as a small group of people who control financial institutions have a major amount of power over capital spending, which impacts the lives of many people. This leads to the question of whether it is just that institutions are structured in such a way that a group of elites possesses major decision-making power and that the people who either work for or use the services of these institutions have very limited power over the policies of these institutions (Young 2006, p. 94). This prompts an inquiry into whether there is a need for greater democratization of institutions and their decision-making processes. Young ponders why there should be a distinction in the degree of democracy between public institutions and government on the one hand and private institutions on the other. In his original A Theory of Justice, Rawls does not touch upon the subject of democracy in private institutions, and in his work Justice as Fairness: A Restatement, he states that he will not extensively address the issue either. This leads Young to conclude that Rawls admits that his theory cannot disprove her critiques (Young, 2006).
	Young’s third issue with injustice in Rawls’s theory is associated with normativity. The problem of normativity is based on the phenomena of culture and recognition. What Young means by normativity is that it is a social process that results in the elimination or marginalization of certain characteristics, capacities, and experiences, while establishing others as ‘normal’ or ‘typical’. Young defines these standards as the characteristics that the majority of society abides by. The people who do not fulfill the standards and therefore are not ‘normal’ risk being disadvantaged and stigmatized. Young argues that this is a process of injustice that creates a distinction between ‘normal’ and ‘deviant’ and creates a group of privileged people. Rawls could argue that these processes of normalization conflict with a principle of equal opportunity, which they do (Young 2006, p. 96). According to Young, injustices can arise not only from policies of exclusion, but also from assumptions that are embedded in the rules of institutions, even if they go unnoticed. Young’s argument regarding the application of pluralism in Rawls’s theory serves to strengthen this line of reasoning. Rawls criticizes utilitarianism because it excludes basic rights and it leads to an unfair distribution of wealth, and it does not recognize the plurality of moral subjects (Young 1990, p. 101). The reason for this is that utilitarianism wants to organize the desire of every individual into one coherent system of desire, and thereby make the principle of choice for a society the same as that for individuals (Rawls 1970, p. 26-27). Following up on that, Rawls created his ‘original position’, which has been explained in Chapter 2 of this thesis. However, according to the arguments described above, Rawls’s theory is not pluralistic and leads to judging people who do not meet the standard characteristics that the majority of people have. This makes it look like he is disproving his own arguments. 

[bookmark: _Toc137635004][bookmark: _Toc138936101]3.1.2 The original position: Young’s interpretation
Rawls and Young both have different approaches to the establishment of the basic structure of government by means of the original position (Maboloc, 2015). First of all, Young emphasizes the idea that individuals occupying distinct positions in structural processes are often presented with disparate prospects for self-development, resource acquisition, and decision-making power over their own actions and those of others, as well as treatment with respect or deference (Young 2007, p. 83-84). What she means by this is that the hypothetical situation that exists in the original position that Rawls has created cannot undo structural injustices that exist in society. Examples of these injustices are colonial histories, discrimination, or social-economic backgrounds. She argues that it is naive to use a fictional situation that ignores structural injustices (Young, 2000). Young does acknowledge that Rawls has tried to prevent this issue by introducing his principle of equal opportunity. However, she argues that the focus of this principle is too much on the division of labor. She suggests that it is important to also consider the definition of occupations and how they relate to each other (Young, 2006). 
	After criticizing Rawls’s theory and basic structure, Young comes up with an alternative. Instead of using the hypothetical situation of the original position, she suggests using situated contexts. Situated contexts are contexts in which people are born, since they address structural injustices in favor of the oppressed (Maboloc, 2015). This way, she tries to acknowledge the structural differences and injustices that exist in society. She wants to recognize injustices that cause problems and oppression. Young argues that we cannot create a theory of justice that ignores structural injustices. She says that “impartial reason is detached: reason abstracts from particular experiences and histories that constitute a situation” (Young 2000, p. 100). When considering the institutions that exist in Rawls’s basic structure, Young argues that the establishment of these institutions must always contemplate the reality of the human condition, if the goal is to reduce social and economic injustice (Maboloc, 2015). She states that ignoring differences will have a negative effect on disadvantaged groups compared to privileged groups (Young, 2000).
[bookmark: _Toc137635005][bookmark: _Toc138936102]3.2 Young’s conception of justice
Young’s interpretation of the concept of justice is mainly based on her arguments about pluralism, diversity, and oppression. In her book Justice and the Politics of Difference (1990), she mentions her perception of justice multiple times. The statement that summarizes her idea of justice best is her proposal that “social justice means the elimination of institutionalized domination and oppression. Any aspect of social organization and practice relevant to domination and oppression is in principle subject to evaluation by ideals of justice” (Young 1990, p. 15). She argues that justice is not only about the division of wealth, income, and other material goods. However, earlier in the book, Young mentions that she does not particularly reject theories of distribution, nor does she find them unimportant. She formulates the more nuanced definition that social justice includes every aspect of rules and relations within institutions as they are subject to decisions that are potentially made collectively. Instead of the concept of distribution, the concepts of domination and oppression should be the starting point for the conception of social justice (Young, 1990).
	According to Young, oppression and domination limit two fundamental normative conditions of justice (Uhde 2010, p. 153). The two basic critical concepts that she has formulated are “oppression, the institutional constraints on self-development, and domination, the institutional constraint on self-determination” (Young 1990, p. 37). Young argues that the phenomena of oppression and domination are social processes that cannot be distributed among individuals, because they are not only cases of unfair distribution, but also institutional social processes (Uhde 2010, p. 153). These institutional social processes establish structural injustice.
	It has been made obvious that Young’s interpretation of justice differs from Rawls’s interpretation. As mentioned in Chapter Two of this thesis, Rawls’s principle of justice as fairness asks for a just distribution of both the benefits and the burdens of society. The main goal of this distribution is that it must be the most beneficial for the least advantaged in society. In her work, Young explicitly emphasizes that she thinks justice should not be limited to only distribution, although she does not reject distribution-based theories. However, she argues for the inclusion of efforts to eliminate oppression and domination that have become institutionalized within society. This is something that Rawls does not explicitly mention, and therefore it is the greatest difference between both conceptions of justice.

[bookmark: _Toc137635006][bookmark: _Toc138936103]3.3 Young’s preference for multiple regional governments
In the chapter ‘City Life and Differences’ in her book Justice and the Politics of Difference (1990), Young states that she agrees with many democratic theorists that governmental and corporate decision-making should be democratized in order to ensure the undermining of domination and oppression (Young 1990, p. 248). Examples of those theorists are Benjamin Barber and Jürgen Habermas, as Barber contends that a robust democratic system must avoid fragmentation within society, as the ultimate goal is to foster a shared will and understanding, and have one collective judgment among all citizens (Barber, 1984), and Habermas commits to the “moral point of view” as that of a “generalized other”, which means that the reasoning subject abstracts from one’s own contexts of need and commitment, and regards others from this general standpoint as well (Habermas, 1986). However, unlike multiple theorists who are in favor of participatory democracies and therefore prefer small, autonomous local communities, Young is in favor of regional governments. 
	To make it more evident what is meant by ‘autonomy’, which theorists who are in favor of participatory democracies emphasize, Young formulates the following definition: “An agent, whether individual or collective, is autonomous to the degree that it has sole and final authority to decide on specific issues and actions, and no other agent has the right to interfere” (Young 1990, p. 249). Theorists who are in favor of decentralized governments with local autonomy would then say that citizens in municipalities have the right to choose their own form of government, what the decision-making process should look like, which rules and laws should be implemented, etc. 
The problem that Young sees with this form of democracy is that it will create inequality regarding social justice. Her focus in this regard is on the contention that she believes it is impossible to prevent large-scale inequality and injustice among communities, thereby resulting in the oppression of individuals who do not belong to more privileged or powerful communities (Young 1990). Young even argues that more local autonomy would create even more inequality than the current local governments. She worries that the people in municipalities with very generous social and welfare services cannot carry the financial burden of paying for those services, which creates issues with resources, while the officials of other municipalities do not see that as their problem and thus will not offer (financial) help. Another problem that Young sees with this concept is that municipalities can economically exploit one another, by asking for considerable amounts of money for the resources that they have in abundance in their own municipality (Young 1990, p. 250).
	Young concludes that the lowest level of government should be at the regional level. She defines a region as “the space across which people commonly travel for work, shop, play, visit their friends, and take the children on errands, the span of a day trip” (Young 1990, p. 252). This definition thus means that a region can internally vary regarding culture, economic health, etc. A region includes multiple municipalities, which include both cities and rural areas. Young does not argue that regional governments should have complete autonomy. However, she does argue that their power should be more extensive than is currently the case. She proposes to match the regional governmental power with the current municipal power. This would, for example, include powers of legislation, taxation, control over property, control over public services, etc. The main functions of the regional government should be planning and the provision of services (Young 1990, p. 253). Young argues that the problems of domination and oppression that exist in urban areas nowadays can only be solved by regionally scaled planning.
For the system of representation, Young would recommend the system of representation for oppressed groups. The oppressed groups that she targets are groups that experience structural inequality. Young describes structural inequality as “the relative constraints some people encounter in their freedom and material well-being as the cumulative effect of the possibilities of their social positions, as compared with others who in their social positions have more options or easier access to benefits” (Young 2001, p. 15). Examples of groups that might experience these structural inequalities are racial minorities and members of the LGBTQ+ community. She proposes a model of representation that centers on the experiences and perspectives of these groups. What she wishes to achieve with this system is that the people in these oppressed groups speak for themselves and be heard, instead of relying on dominant groups to speak for them. Young also emphasizes the importance of recognizing and valuing the diversity within these groups. In practice, this system would attempt to create opportunities for oppressed groups to participate actively in decision-making processes, for example, by the use of quotas (Young, 1990). To conclude her concept of regional governments, Young has formulated a number of principles that the representatives must follow. She argues that the regions should promote liberty, regional planning decisions should be aimed at minimizing segregation and functionalization and fostering a diversity of groups and activities alongside of and interspersed with one another, and regionally based public policy, planning, and service provision should be committed to fostering public spaces. (Young 1990, p. 254 – 255).

[bookmark: _Toc137635007][bookmark: _Toc138936104]3.4 Young’s opinion on centralized and decentralized governments
The previous section has made it evident that Young’s preference goes out to regional governments that contain multiple cities and municipalities. Moreover, in her work, Young has mentioned her arguments about centralized and decentralized governments. I will begin by briefly explaining her view on decentralized governments.
	Young has argued that she is in favor of regional governments as the lowest governmental level (Young, 1990). In Chapter Eight of her book Justice and the Politics of Difference, however, Young mentions the use of neighborhood assemblies. Benjamin Barber has made multiple proposals concerning the role and functioning of neighborhood assemblies (Barber 1984, p. 269 – 272). The purpose of these assemblies is to ascertain local priorities and policy perspectives, which should be protected and advocated by the elected officials in regional assemblies. The scope of the assemblies could be interconnected with established municipalities. Young imagines neighborhood assemblies as a fundamental element of engagement that could be comprised of delegates from institutions, for example, churches and social organizations (Young, 1990). How these neighborhood assemblies are linked to regional governments is as follows: the elected officials that are in regional government should be composed of representatives from the neighborhood assemblies. The members of the neighborhood assemblies hold their representatives accountable (Young, 1990).
	Young’s views on both regional and decentralized governments are rather clear, and although she hasn’t written extensively on her opinion about centralized governments, her general arguments tell us a lot about her stance on the subject. Young is known for her arguments on accommodating social differences and against oppression, and domination as a socialist feminist (Aubert, Garrau, Guérard de Latour, 2019). She is critical of systems that concentrate power and put the responsibility of decision-making in the hands of a small group. We could be able to conclude that she is not in favor of centralized governments, which is the level of governance with the biggest amount of political power. The reason for this is because she is opposed to concentrated power institutions and decision-making in the hands of ‘the few’, and centralization causes authority over an entire nation or territory, which are characteristics of a central government (Evie, 2022). As she has argued that regional governments should be the lowest level of government, it does not appear to be the case that she is completely banning central governments. She wants regional governments to gain more power and authority than they have right now, in order to solve problems of domination and oppression in urban areas (Young, 1990).
	
[bookmark: _Toc137635008][bookmark: _Toc138936105]3.5 Concluding discourse
 In this chapter, the theory and ideas of Iris Marion Young have been discussed. An important part of Young’s work are her critiques of A Theory of Justice (1971) by John Rawls. Young’s own interpretation of justice is based on pluralism, diversity, and oppression. For her, social justice means that any form of institutionalized domination and oppression should be eliminated and that any aspect of social practice that relates to domination and oppression is subject to evaluation by ideals of justice (Young, 1990). She does not think that justice should be based solely on the fair distribution of resources.
	Young is most in favor of multiple large regional governments as the lowest level of government. These regional governments should have the same amount of power that the current municipal governments have, but with the addition that they have an overarching scope over multiple cities and rural areas, which will exclude inequality between municipalities (Young, 1990).
	Thus far, we have examined two positions within the debate about the dynamic equilibrium between centralized and decentralized governments and the political power that must be distributed, with the previous section about Iris Marion Young as the representative of regional governments as a middle ground between the two opposite ends. Where Young desires regional governments to establish the end of oppression and domination, there are also anarchist perspectives that argue that governments should intervene in society as little as possible. This perspective will be represented by Murray Bookchin and his theory of libertarian municipalism.

4. [bookmark: _Toc137635009][bookmark: _Toc138936106]Murray Bookchin’s Libertarian Municipalism

Murray Bookchin, an American political philosopher, and social theorist is the main subject of this chapter. He has written many books and articles about social ecology, confederalism, and anarchism. A few of his most famous works are The Rise of Urbanization and the Decline of Citizenship (1987), and The Next Revolution: Popular Assemblies and the Promise of Direct Democracy (2015). The core of Bookchin’s critique is a critique of hierarchy. According to him, hierarchy, and domination, including social, political, and ecological, are interconnected and reinforce each other, leading to social and environmental problems. Bookchin is against any form of central government, even on a local level (Bookchin, 1987). 
Bookchin is well-known for the development of his theory, which is called ‘libertarian municipalism’. Libertarian municipalism describes a system in which libertarian institutions that consist of direct democratic assemblies would actively oppose the existence of the state and instead propose a confederation of autonomous municipalities (Bookchin, 1991). This makes it evident that Bookchin has a strong preference for decentralized governments. Instead of only decentralizing physically, he wants municipalities to decentralize both physically and institutionally. Physical decentralization could refer to, for example, the distribution of resources or facilities that are distributed among multiple locations or municipalities instead of in one single centralized location. Institutional decentralization refers to authority and decision-making powers that are distributed among smaller local institutions instead of a central institution (Bookchin, 1991).
 Libertarian municipalism is meant to achieve rational and ecological societies, and this shift is very dependent on the kind of education that people receive and the organization of institutions (Bookchin, 1991). Bookchin’s conception of social ecology emphasizes the importance of awareness about ecology. He believes in an ecological perspective on society in which there is an interdependence between humans and the natural environment (Bookchin, 1987). As a result of libertarian municipalism, Bookchin pleads for municipal freedom, which is “the basis for political freedom and political freedom is the basis for individual freedom – a recovery of a new participatory politics structured around free, self-empowered, and active citizens” (Bookchin 1987, p. 228).
	  This chapter will begin with an overview of Bookchin’s most important contributions regarding the question of how much political power local governments ought to have, which will primarily focus on libertarian municipalism. Subsequent, Bookchin’s conception of justice will be explained. These two sections will lead to an explanation of Bookchin’s preference for decentralized municipal governments consisting of assemblies, including the practicalities of these assemblies. Bookchin’s reasoning for disapproving central governments and regional governments, and the extent to which there should be a form of collaboration will be explained at the end of this chapter.
[bookmark: _Toc137635010][bookmark: _Toc138936107]4.1 Libertarian municipalism
The theory of libertarian municipalism is one of the most well-known theories that Murray Bookchin has developed, and was advanced in the late 1960s (Bookchin, 2019). In the chapter ‘The future we deserve’ of the book Fearless Cities: A Guide to the Global Municipalist Movement (2019), Bookchin’s daughter, Debbie Bookchin, describes how her father came to the idea of developing the libertarian municipalism theory. Bookchin felt troubled by reductionist ways of thinking and felt the need to search for a more wide-ranging notion of freedom. This freedom must not only come from economic stimulation and work, but also from every form of oppression and domination with regard to gender and race (Bookchin 2019, Bookchin 1987). 
To add to that, Bookchin felt that capitalism and the natural world became too intertwined with each other. He argued that it was not possible to solve environmental issues, which were a big passion for him, at the same time that capitalism still existed. According to Bookchin, ecological stability was under attack by capitalism (Bookchin, 2019). These two issues lead Bookchin to an idea that is called ‘social ecology’, which means that “all ecological problems are societal problems” (Bookchin 2019, p. 13). In order to heal our covetous relationship with our planet, we must drastically change the social relationships that exist among societies. Every form of oppression must be banished, and hierarchy on every level must be ended. Bookchin also saw the state as an oppressor, because of the hierarchical relationships that existed. He argues that every form of hierarchy will eventually lead to the oppression of a certain group (Bookchin, 1987). This led him to an important question: what kind of political system can best contest the power of the state? (Bookchin, 2019). 
This ray of thought has led Bookchin to write about an organizational form called libertarian municipalism. For Bookchin, libertarianism refers to a certain commitment to ecological goals in society, democracy, and freedom within the context of the whole community (Bookchin, 1982). The goal of libertarian municipalism was to reject state power and bring left-wing environmental issues to the table. Instead of giving power to the central state, Bookchin argued in favor of giving power to the people at the local level. He mentions that social life is often seen as too complex to be managed by municipalities and participatory democracy (Bookchin 1987). However, municipalism “returns politics to its original definition – a moral calling based on rationality, community, creativity, free association and freedom” (Bookchin 2019, p. 14). Bookchin regarded contemporary politics as inherently flawed, considering it to be a manifestation of injustice rather than justice (Bookchin, 1980).  Libertarian municipalism is a radical version of decentralized government, where working together as a group is very important to reach a rational future. With municipalism, power is returned to the citizen. It seeks to reformulate the definitions of politics and citizenship. The ultimate way to do this is in local assemblies (Bookchin 2019, Bookchin 1987). The members of these local assemblies are to be held fully accountable for their neighborhoods. Bookchin sees the members as delegates instead of representatives. 
	Ultimately, there are many issues that do not end at the border of the neighborhood or municipality. These issues need a regional, national, or global approach, and to arrange this approach, Bookchin was inspired by ‘the Confederacion Nacional del Trabajo’, an anarcho-syndicalist trade union (Biehl, 2018). This trade union was organized like a confederation. Bookchin’s solution for tackling issues that need a broader approach in a bottom-up way is to form confederation among the municipal assemblies. The assemblies that participated send mandated delegates to the confederations, which exist on multiple levels. The goal of this was to ensure that there were bottom-up influences within the non-municipal power structures (Biehl, 2018). After working with the confederations for a certain amount of time and after achieving more participation from the assemblies, the confederations would constitute a dual power to the nation state, which means that the two sources of power would coexist in society. Eventually, bottom-up power would even supersede the nation-state (Biehl, 2018).  
	Instead of solely focusing on practical questions and neighborhood issues, municipalism asks theoretical questions about, for example, what it means to be a human being or to live in freedom (Bookchin, 2019). This leads to a form of politics that is based on ethics, because freedom and equality must be achieved. The program of the assemblies should have a minimum side and a maximum side. The minimum program should focus on subjects that affect rent, home ownership, and gentrification. It mainly focuses on what must be changed in the current state of the neighborhood. The maximum program should re-envision society and make plans for the neighborhood as if it were a perfect scenario with a caring economy. Bookchin pleads for local political institutions that practice direct democracy and are egalitarian while doing so (Bookchin 2019, Bookchin 1987). However, Bookchin emphasizes that libertarian municipalism is more than a political strategy. It is a change in society’s structure, working towards meeting human needs and reacting to ecological issues, and it focuses on changing society’s ethic and basing it on cooperation and sharing (Bookchin, 2015). The fact that politics must be a part of it cannot be prevented. It also serves as a redefinition of politics, changing it back to the Greek meaning of politics, ‘polis’, in which face-to-face assemblies of citizens of a municipality practice decision-making and create policy, based on ethical values of solidarity (Bookchin, 2015). In contrast to Young’s pluralistic view on politics and justice, libertarian municipalism is not a ‘pluralistic technique’ that tries to, in Bookchin’s words, “achieve a vague and undefined social goal” (Bookchin 2015, p. 78). Bookchin sees democracy as a human destiny, and libertarian municipalism must define society’s institutions as if it were a new society.

[bookmark: _Toc137635011][bookmark: _Toc138936108]4.2 Bookchin’s conception of justice
Along with Bookchin’s ideas of libertarian municipalism, he also wields his own conception of justice. He extensively explains this conception in Chapter Six, ‘Justice – Equal and Exact’, of his book The Ecology of Freedom: The Emergence and Dissolution of Hierarchy (1982). In the beginning of the chapter, Bookchin states the following: “With justice, we hear the claims of the individual and the ideal of a universal humanity voice their opposition to the limits imposed on personality and society by the folk collective” (Bookchin 1982, p. 141). What is meant by this statement is that the voices of both the individual and universal humanity must be heard and acknowledged. However, the collective is limiting both the individual as well as the whole of society because of certain expectations and traditions that could restrict individuals. This means that justice includes a balance between the interests of individuals and the broader interests of universal humanity, as well as acknowledging the limitations that the collective puts on society. Bookchin describes the phenomenon of society as abstract, unique and “a given arrangement of relationships” (Bookchin 1990, p. 25).
	In Bookchin’s concept of justice, freedom is an important element. His definition of freedom is “part of a voyage of discovery that begins with its early practice – and limits – in organic society, its negation by hierarchical and class ‘civilizations’, and its partial realization in early notions of justice” (Bookchin 1982, p. 142). Freedom, therefore, constitutes an enduring odyssey deeply rooted in foundational conceptions of justice, such as principles of egalitarianism and impartiality. What we can interpret from this definition is that freedom and justice are fundamentally interconnected with each other. As already made clear in the previous section, Bookchin believes that the only way to achieve a just society is by banning hierarchy and implementing direct democracy and extreme decentralization (Bookchin, 1987). 
However, banning every form of hierarchy comes with the risk that socio-economic inequality between neighborhoods will develop. As these socioeconomic differences are not justifiable, Bookchin has thought of various mechanisms to control for these inequalities between neighborhoods. The municipal assemblies get the assignment to distribute resources equally among neighborhoods. This ensures that neighborhoods or communities with bigger needs or more poverty receive the support that they need. This can either be by means of financial resources, social programs, services, etc. (Bookchin 1982, Bookchin 1996). Furthermore, Bookchin acknowledges that it is important to create a culture of solidarity among neighborhoods and assemblies and that there should be mutual aid within communities. This means that (financially) stronger communities should be willing to support the communities that are struggling, for example by dividing their resources and giving parts of them to the disadvantaged neighborhoods (Bookchin 1982, Bookchin 1996). Bookchin also encourages active participation, through which communities can combine their forces to address and solve problems that exist on the local level and therefore also think of solutions to vanquish socioeconomic inequality (Bookchin 1982, Bookchin 1996). To ensure that these mechanisms are actually implemented within the assemblies, the confederal councils that overarch the assemblies must foster this. 
Furthermore, Bookchin advocates for ecological ethics that acknowledges the interconnection between human and non-human life (Bookchin, 1982). He is in favor of using and preserving natural resources in a sustainable manner that is beneficial for both present and future generations. 
	To summarize, Bookchin’s conception of justice focuses on freedom, ecological sustainability, and a decentralized municipality that is free of hierarchy, oppression, and domination. In this decentralized municipality, individual citizens have the power to participate and be a part of decision-making (Bookchin, 1987).

[bookmark: _Toc137635012][bookmark: _Toc138936109]4.3 Bookchin’s preference for decentralized assemblies
Bookchin’s libertarian municipalism and his conception of justice have led him to his idea of decentralized assemblies. Libertarian municipalism strives to reorganize the public sphere in order to achieve an authentic form of citizenship while at the same time moving away from parliamentarism and party politics as a form of representation (Bookchin, 2015).
	The replacement that Bookchin has found for party politics and parliamentarism are assemblies. Assemblies represent a neighborhood within a municipality. With ‘neighborhood’, Bookchin does not merely mean the place in which people live, but also the place in which people discuss political and social issues that exist in the municipality. This could also be an issue that exists outside of the assembly, as the different communities are dependent on each other in the field of solidarity and resource division (Bookchin 1982, Bookchin 1996). The size of the assemblies can vary between neighborhoods. They can be formed from neighborhoods that only consist of a small group of streets up to more than a dozen streets (Bookchin 1982). 
The coordination of the assemblies can be organized in multiple ways as well. The delegates could be rotated over time, and they are given clear instructions with voting advice about the subjects that are on the political agenda (Bookchin, 1982). However, Bookchin does find it important to keep a clear distinction between administration and policymaking. Policy is made by the assemblies, and administration is performed by the confederal councils. The reason for this is to protect human rights and the ecological world in case the members of the assemblies choose to violate their power. According to Bookchin, this system of confederal councils is based on a shared agreement by every citizen to protect civil rights and maintain the ecological state of the municipality (Bookchin, 2015). The confederation can be seen as the ‘community of communities’, and functions as a figurative emergency brake in case of violations of human rights or ecological principles (Bookchin, 2015). If citizens can keep this distinction between policymaking and administration in mind, the policymakers from the assemblies and the administrators can more easily distinguish political problems from logistical problems, which are normally intertwined with each other during debates about decentralized politics and municipal assemblies (Bookchin, 2015).
	The decision-making system of the assemblies is based on referendum politics, and it is a system that is based on a ‘social contract’. Decision-making is shared with the population and applies the rule of the majority to deal with issues that concern the municipality, a regional confederation of municipalities, or even a national entity (Bookchin, 2022). Issues that are relevant beyond the municipal borders must be solved by confederations on multiple levels, to which the assemblies send mandated delegates to have a bottom-up influence within those power structures (Biehl, 2018). 
There are two fundamental political principles that must be applied within the assemblies: face-to-face self-government and confederalism (Popp-Madsen, 2016). This means that, in the first instance, assemblies are expected to govern themselves sufficiently. If they are not able to, they ought to confederate instead of centralizing. This means that confederalism serves as a means to uphold the mutual reliance between communities and regions, effectively democratizing this interdependence while preserving the principle of local autonomy (Bookchin, 2015). Where confederating entails autonomous entities and institutions with power being distributed among them and where self-government is important, centralizing would bring power into one single authority and use top-down decision-making (Bookchin, 2015).

[bookmark: _Toc137635013][bookmark: _Toc138936110]4.4 Bookchin’s view on central and regional governments
What has been made clear by now is that Bookchin was very critical of both centralized and regional governments, because of their tendency to concentrate power in one institution and because of the hierarchical power structures that come along with that. He argued that centralized governments can lead to the estrangement of individuals and take away power from citizens (Bookchin, 1987). It oppresses participation and the ability for individuals to shape their community. As regards regional governments, Bookchin has said in one of his books that they tend to suppress municipal politics and administration, which causes neighborhoods and cities to digest in the guts of large administrative bureaucracies (Bookchin, 1980).
	However, when explaining Murray Bookchin’s conception of libertarian municipalism, Debbie Bookchin does acknowledge that a certain form of collaboration is required to achieve the goals that are set by municipalities. She states that assemblies must work together, cross state and national borders, and develop programs that emphasize regional, national, and international issues. This must be done by means of councils that exist on multiple levels, for example, on the city level or the regional level. According to her, we do not need centralized bureaucracies to solve issues that exist on a national or international level (Bookchin, 2019). Eventually, the nation-state would even be replaced by confederations, consisting of members of the assemblies (Biehl, 2018).
What we may conclude from this statement is that libertarian municipalism does not entail that every issue can be solved by each individual municipal assembly on their own, and that some form of cooperation is needed to tackle some issues that do not stop at the border of a municipality, which could be the confederations. Examples of these issues are issues of social justice or environmental concerns. Although this is not an acknowledgement that centralized and regional governments are essential, it is acknowledging that not every problem can be solved on a local level and that decision-making goes beyond the borders of a municipality.

[bookmark: _Toc137635014][bookmark: _Toc138936111]4.5 Concluding discourse
This chapter consists of Murray Bookchin’s theory of decentralized governance and libertarian municipalism. The goal of libertarian municipalism was to reject state power and bring left-wing environmental issues to the table. Instead of giving power to the central state, Bookchin argued in favor of giving power to the people at the local level. Libertarian municipalism is a form of politics that is based on ethics because freedom and equality must be achieved. It is a change in society’s structure, working towards meeting human needs and reacting to ecological issues, and it focuses on changing society’s ethic and basing it on cooperation and sharing (Bookchin, 2015). Libertarian municipalism must be practiced by neighborhood assemblies. Potential differences between communities must be evened out by mechanisms such as mutual aim and solidarity (Bookchin 1982, Bookchin 1996). 
	Up to this point in the thesis, all three perspectives on the spectrum of the distribution of political power between governmental levels have been examined. This signifies that the first element of the research question, which is ‘What distribution of political power among the different levels of government is best able to meet the ideal of a just policy and a just distribution of resources?’ has been discussed, which is the preferences for the different levels of government. In the following chapter, I will be addressing the second element of the research question, which will include an analysis of the three authors and their contributions as well as a proposed power allocation framework of how political power should be distributed among the governmental levels in order to be able to create just policy and a just division of resources.





	








5. [bookmark: _Toc137635015][bookmark: _Toc138936112]Critical Evaluation and Proposed Power Allocation Framework

The study and research on governmental power and how power should be divided over multiple governmental levels has been an important theme in political theory throughout history. The new arrangement of cities and municipalities creates challenges that were not that urgent before, as cities are diversifying, and more citizens are living in a relatively densely populated area. Many authors have attempted to understand the nature of governmental power and the impact that its consequences would have on society and individuals. 
This chapter will serve as a critical evaluation of the positions of the three authors who have been the main discussants in this thesis: John Rawls, Iris Marion Young, and Murray Bookchin. What we have seen in the previous chapters is that between the authors, an increasing degree of decentralization is observed. Another shift that occurs between the authors is a shift in the conception of justice. Where Rawls enhances a rather abstract definition of justice, Young has attempted to formulate a definition of justice where the differences between individuals are more of a focus, and Bookchin chooses to enhance a definition of justice where he does not solely focus on justice for human life but also for non-human life. I will build further upon these observations in this chapter.
	What is important to recollect is that this chapter does not necessarily seek to provide a definitive answer or an ‘off-the-shelf’ solution to the question of how the distribution of power among governmental levels should look. The goal is to contribute to a more nuanced understanding of power- division and also to pay attention to the multifaceted nature of governmental power and the consequences that it carries for both society and individuals. What I hope to achieve is a deeper understanding of the dynamics that exist among governmental levels and the power that comes along with them, as well as the implications that they have on justice within society.
	The aim of this chapter is to probe into the contributions of the three authors and critically examine their perspectives and opinions about governmental power-division. The authors each represent another view and school of thought about which governmental level should gain the most political power. Further delving into the details and potential flaws of their positions might contribute to ongoing debates and conversations about power-division, as their ideas have been rather influential in the field of political theory.
	I will begin this chapter with a brief overview of the similarities and differences between the three authors and their theories. By including this overview, the interconnectedness among the authors becomes more evident and structured. Following, I will propose three critical evaluations of the contributions of Rawls, Young, and Bookchin. The underlying assumptions of their theories and conceptions will be explored and critically assessed. Additionally, the strengths and weaknesses of their work will be established. The critical analysis of the authors’ theories will prospectively lead to my proposed power allocation framework, which will provide an answer to the research question of this thesis, which is ‘What is the optimal distribution of power between multiple governmental levels that would lead to the most just policy and just division of resources?’.

[bookmark: _Toc137635016][bookmark: _Toc138936113]5.1 Similarities
To structure the authors’ theories more effectively and make them more understandable, this section will contain a brief overview of the most significant similarities between them. Although the analysis of the authors’ theories in the previous chapters might appear to imply there are primarily differences between them, this is certainly not the case. On the contrary, there are multiple similarities between their theories, as they share a number of common grounds. These similarities will be discussed in the following segment.
	This segment serves to show a general sense of the common ground that the authors share, rather than an in-depth analysis, as the theories and conceptions have been extensively discussed in the previous chapters.

1. Emphasis on social equality
The first similarity between the work of Rawls, Young, and Bookchin is the fact that they all emphasize the importance of social equality. They have all mentioned the existing inequalities within society, and they believe that justice is essential to reduce inequality and achieve fairness. 
John Rawls did so by implementing the veil of ignorance and the maximin principle. His conception of justice as fairness was constructed around the conception that citizens are free and equal, and that society should be fair (Wenar, 2021). 
Within Young’s theoretical framework, the significance of acknowledging and remedying social inequalities is prominently underscored through her extensive scholarly contributions, which she argues often occur among minorities who experience racism, sexism, homophobia, and other forms of discrimination. She argues that these phenomena are institutionalized within society as a whole and that justice can only be achieved by addressing underlying societal structural factors that marginalize certain groups (Young 1990, p. 41). 
Bookchin’s conception of libertarian municipalism argued implementing a form of politics based on ethics would achieve freedom and equality. In his view, the current hierarchical form of politics should be banished, because it would automatically lead to oppression and inequality (Bookchin 1987).
	This shows us that each author, although from another perspective, emphasized social equality and used their own conception of justice as a means to achieve equality in society.



2. Critical of existing power structures
Another common ground that all three authors share is their critical stance towards the existing power structures, as they would sustain oppression, domination, and inequality. They all argue that there needs to be an alternative power structure in order to create a just society. Interestingly, all three authors propose very different solutions to this issue.
In his contributions, Rawls has used the term ‘restricted utility’. The principle of restricted utility holds that “instead of deciding the social minimum by the difference principle, one mixed conception allows it to be democratically determined according to citizens’ moral intuitions of an adequate standard of living; above and beyond this social minimum, society applies the principle of average utility to decide the distribution of income and wealth” (Freeman 2007, p. 188-189). Thus, the idea that the pursuit of social utility, which encompasses the overall wealth or benefits of society, is limited by certain fundamental principles, namely basic liberties, fair equality or opportunity, and the difference principle (Freeman, 2007). Rawls criticizes the current power structures of the state as follows: he argues that in the capitalist welfare state structured by restricted utility, individuals who are in a disadvantaged position are prone to feelings of discrimination and discontent due to the awareness that their well-being is frequently disregarded and compromised in order to enhance the prosperity of the majority of citizens (Freeman, 2007). Despite the relative stability that is experienced by the less advantaged, they are prone to disengage from active involvement in politics and decision-making. The reason for that is a general feeling of being neglected by society, as well as feeling disconnected from opportunities to contribute to the improvement of social well-being and participating meaningfully in public life (Freeman, 2007). Thus, the capitalist welfare state might be stable, but it is stable because of the hopelessness among the less advantaged, which is not the appropriate fundament for stability. What happens is that the principle of restricted utility places strains on commitment for the least advantaged and undermines their sense of self-respect, which causes them to resent their own situation. This is Rawls’s reason for objecting to the current state system (the capitalist welfare state) and its power structures, leading him to implement the difference principle in his theory (Freeman, 2007).
 In her turn, Young has a somewhat different approach than Rawls when it comes to critiquing current power structures. Her argument for why the existing power structures are not just is focused on economic and cultural motives (Young, 1990). This includes, for example, oppression towards certain genders, ethnicities, or other forms of social oppression. According to Young, power does not merely have to do with economic means but has intensified throughout whole society (Young, 1990). She wishes to achieve a society free of oppression by implementing multiple regional governments, which include multiple municipalities. 
Lastly, Bookchin also heavily critiques the existing power structures in his work. He argues that every institution that includes a hierarchy will eventually turn into a form of oppression. He does not support centralized and regional governments concentrating their power into one or a few institutions because of the hierarchical power structures that come along with that. Centralized governments would lead to the estrangement of individuals, and they would take away power from citizens (Bookchin, 1987). Bookchin’s solution to this was neighborhood assemblies, which derived from his theory of libertarian municipalism.

3. Importance of the common good
A shared characteristic among the authors is their recognition of the significance of a particular common good within society. In this case, a common good refers to “the members of a community provide to all members in order to fulfill a relational obligation they all have to care for certain interests that they have in common” (Hussain, 2018). Besides the fact that each author provides an alternative approach in which this common good must be achieved, it is very interesting to see that it is an important value that they each want to strive for in society with their own theories of justice and power-division among governmental levels.
	For John Rawls, his emphasis on the common good comes forth most clearly in his conception of the original position and the veil of ignorance. By applying the maximin principle, Rawls assumes that individuals would rationally choose a division of resources that would maximize the well-being of the least advantaged (Rawls, 1971). This shows that Rawls prioritized the provision of every individual in society, including the least advantaged.
	Young’s emphasis on the common good is most obvious in her focus on oppression and domination. She wants to prevent marginalized groups from being oppressed, taken advantage of, or discriminated against. What she wishes to achieve with her conception of justice is a society in which everyone is treated equally and where there is no oppression or domination (Young, 1990).
	Bookchin advocates for a theory of social ecology and a society that is administered by direct democracy. By implementing direct democracy and decentralized governments at the neighborhood level where there is a high level of citizen participation, Bookchin believes that individuals will always choose for the well-being of their whole community (Bookchin, 1987).
	
4. Aversion to individualism
Arising from the previous point about the common good is the authors’ shared aversion against individualism. They agree about the fact that a collective understanding of justice would be better for society, as it focuses on relationships and interdependency between individuals within society instead of merely individual liberties.
	Rawls does not necessarily envy individualism, as his first principle of justice is “Each person has the same indefeasible claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic liberties, which scheme is compatible with the same scheme of liberties for all” (Rawls, 1971). However, it is worth noting that Rawls’s attempts to seek balance between individual liberties, while considering fairness and the well-being of the least advantaged. Rawls argues that society should be arranged in a way that is beneficial for each individual while still respecting everyone’s basic rights and liberties. He seeks to accomplish a societal framework that atones for individual freedom while perusing social justice (Rawls, 1971).
	According to Young, solely focusing on individuals and their rights ignores the challenges that minority groups face daily. Young wants to acknowledge differences between individuals, as this would help in understanding the power dynamics that exist within society and social relationships (Young, 1990).
	Bookchin argues that individualism leads to a disconnected society in which citizens do not look out for their community but solely focus on their own interests. Similarly to Rawls and Young, Bookchin acknowledges interdependencies that exist among citizens but also interdependencies between humans and nature. Because of his focus on environmental issues, he makes it rather clear that we need a collective strategy to address these issues, where there is no room for individualism and self-interest (Bookchin, 1987).

5. Preference for a participatory democracy
Although one might assume that participatory democracies mostly suit decentralized governmental systems, this seems not to necessarily be the case. All three authors seem to be in favor of a participatory democracy where citizens are involved in the decision-making process. They are in favor of deliberative ways of practicing democracy to each reach their own goal of justice.
	John Rawls has argued in his work that citizens must receive the opportunity to participate in the decision-making processes that have a direct effect on their daily lives. He finds deliberative democratic processes very important, and he wants to give citizens a chance to talk about their worries and participate in debates (Rawls, 1971). Rawls endorses the idea of public reason and deliberation, as he has stated the following: “Public deliberation must be made possible, recognized as a basic feature of democracy, and set free from the curse of money. Otherwise, politics is dominated by corporate and other organized interests who through large contributions to campaigns distort if not preclude public discussion and deliberation” (Rawls 1997, p. 772-773). One way of practicing deliberation is by giving citizens the right to vote. Another more apparent way of giving citizens the opportunity to participate is in the original position, where they get to make decisions about the principles of justice (Rawls, 1971). The original position as a whole can be seen as a deliberative process.
Likewise, Young finds it important that citizens are actively involved in decision-making processes. However, she takes it one step further by emphasizing the importance of specifically including oppressed groups in order to achieve inclusive participation.



[bookmark: _Toc137635017][bookmark: _Toc138936114]5.2 Differences
This section will give an overview of the most significant differences between Rawls, Young, and Bookchin. The previous section has shown us that they share a concern for certain social and political issues, while being critical of existing power structures. However, there are some differences that are worth mentioning. The two main differences that will be mentioned are constrained by the theories in this thesis and thus will be focused on their conceptions of justice and their preferences towards a certain level of governance.
 
1. Preferences towards certain governmental levels
The first and most evident difference between the three authors must be that they all prefer a different governmental level to gain the most power. All three authors argue that giving most power to a certain governmental level will bring the optimal amount of justice to society and will lead to a just division of resources.
	An important element of Rawls’s theory of justice is the basic structure of society. The basic structure consists of fundamental social institutions that are combined into one system (Rawls, 1977). The institutions are often organized on a large, centralized scale, which overarches the whole society, and this is why the system of the basic structure is leaning towards one centralized government. Another reason for arguing that Rawls is in favor of a centralized government is because of his view on pluralism. Rawls argues that one should base societal laws and the principles of justice on the public political culture, as he thinks that they must not be based on a certain doctrine but on the reasonable pluralism principle (Rawls, 1993). If Rawls were to be in favor of decentralized governments, it would be possible to create laws that would somewhat fit everybody. The sum of the basic structure and his view on pluralism make it rather clear that he is heavily in favor of a centralized government.
	In her work, Young has extensively discussed her preference for regional governments. She argues that governmental and corporate decision-making should be democratized in order to ensure the undermining of domination and oppression (Young 1990, p. 248). In her vision, a region must consist of multiple municipalities, which can either be cities or rural areas. She does not think that regional governments should have complete autonomy, but that they should have more power than currently is the case in the existing power structures. The problem of domination and oppression can, according to Young, only be solved by regionally scaled planning (Young, 1990).
	Bookchin is in favor of the most decentralized form of government of all three authors, particularly neighborhood assemblies. The assemblies can include one or up to more than a dozen of blocks. The decision-making process is based on referendum politics and a so-called ‘social contact’. Within these referendums, the rule of majority is employed (Bookchin, 2022). The assemblies are based on two principles: face-to-face self-government and confederalism (Popp-Madsen, 2016).


2. Conception of justice
Although the principle of justice is a very important element in the work of all three authors, their conceptions of justice are somewhat different from each other. This might also be the reason they each prefer another level of governance power.
	Rawls is well-known for his theory of justice as fairness. The justice of fairness focuses on a distribution system that would be chosen from behind the veil of ignorance to ensure equal opportunities and fairness (Rawls, 1971). Rawls’s conception of justice is based on distributive justice and wants the least advantaged members of society to benefit most from the distribution of resources. His conception of justice is based on equal basic liberties for every citizen, and a fair distribution of economic and social resources (Rawls, 1971). To structure his principles of justice, Rawls has created an order of prioritization: 1  2B  2A. The first principle of basic liberties takes priority. What follows is principle 2B of equal opportunity, which is followed by principle 2A, the difference principle (Rawls, 1971). The difference principle is more important than economic growth. This means that economic growth is solely desirable when the difference principle is applicable and when the growth of the economy is beneficial for every citizen. 
	Rawls’s conception of justice has led him to his preference for a centralized government in the form of the basic structure of society. Rawls emphasized his principles of justice, which ensure basic liberties and the sole allowance of economic and social inequalities under certain conditions. To achieve a fair and equitable society where the well-being of every individual is ensured, Rawls argues that a centralization of power is crucial for the achievement of that goal. Furthermore, he argued that the basic structure is designed to maximize fairness and aim for equal opportunities for all. According to Rawls, a fair distribution of resources must be reached to achieve fairness and equality, which can only be achieved by implementing the basic structure. It would be capable of implementing and regulating policies that are able to uphold the principles of justice and, therewith, create a framework to resolve potential conflicts (Rawls, 1971). 
	In contrast to Rawls, Young’s theory of justice focuses not solely on economic resources but rather on the acknowledgement of different cultures and the experiences of minority groups. She perceives this as intersectionality. Young’s aversion to oppression and domination is heavily focused on marginalized groups that experience structural injustices. Eliminating this is the main goal of her conception of justice (Young, 1990).
	Her preference for regional governments stems from her conception of justice, as she argues that centralized governments, due to the concentration of power, tend to oppress and dominate certain groups. However, implementing decentralized governments at the level of the municipality would not be just either, as there could arise socio-economic differences between municipalities that are not justifiable. This would then lead to the marginalization of certain groups. For these reasons, Young chooses to favor regional governments as they would be able to practice just decision-making because of the scale at which they would operate (Young, 1990).
	In his turn, Bookchin targets his conception of justice towards both ecological issues and social justice. He advocated for ecological ethics that acknowledged the interconnection between human and non-human life (Bookchin, 1982). In the case of social justice, he focuses his conception of justice on freedom and the eradication of oppression, domination, and hierarchy (Bookchin, 1987). Moreover, Bookchin includes the importance of justice for non-human life by emphasizing ecological sustainability in his definition. This constitutes the primary distinction between Bookchin’s theory of justice and Young’s theoretical framework of justice.
	Bookchin’s neighborhood assemblies are a product of his conception of justice, as he aims to completely banish every form of hierarchy and create a democratic system in which direct democracy is the core of decision-making. In the assemblies, the community gets autonomy and self-determination to practice decision-making over their own neighborhood. These are fundamental factors in Bookchin’s conception of justice. Furthermore, Bookchin has argued for participatory democracies, as he believes that it is essential for the realization of justice to practice meaningful participation (Bookchin 1982, Bookchin 1996). Bookchin’s conception of justice has therefore led him to prefer decentralized governance in the form of neighborhood assemblies. 

What we may conclude from the previous two sections is that Rawls, Young, and Bookchin all sought to reach the same goal with their theories, namely reaching a just society in which equality and freedom are the main virtues. What is very interesting to perceive is the fact that they all have a different pathway in mind to reach this goal. They all attempt to address political and social issues and inequalities, although their theories differ in justification. By researching these different perspectives, the goal is to create clarity on diverse ways to reach the common goal of social justice. 

[bookmark: _Toc137635018][bookmark: _Toc138936115]5.3 Critical assessment of the authors’ perspectives
The explanations of the authors’ theories and conceptions and the overview of their similarities and differences have led me to the question of whether the theories of Rawls, Young, and Bookchin are effective in addressing the complexities and challenges of the contemporary societal issues and which position and perspective on power distribution among governance levels is the most convincing. What is important to mention is that this section will not merely contain my considerations of the standalone positions of justice taken by the three authors. The positions are linked to the research question of this thesis, namely ‘What distribution of political power among the different levels of government is best able to meet the ideal of a just policy and a just distribution of resources?’. The emphasis will be on the authors’ concepts of justice and, linked to that, their preference for a certain power distribution among the three levels of government.

[bookmark: _Toc137635019][bookmark: _Toc138936116]5.3.1 Critical evaluation of John Rawls’s theory of justice
I will begin by critically evaluating John Rawls’s theory of justice. The first point of criticism that I have is based on Rawls’s exclusion of different levels of government in his work. Subsequently, I will explain my critique of the basic structure, which is too time-consistent, and on distributional justice as the main subject. I will end my evaluation of Rawls with my main argument, which criticizes his idea of the public political culture.

1. Excluding regional and decentralized governments
In his work, Rawls focuses on the basic structure, which proves that he is highly in favor of a powerful centralized government. However, what I find unfortunate about this is the fact that he barely mentions other levels of government. His principles of justice apply mainly to one single state or society. 
In his ‘four-stage sequence’, Rawls mentions four stages to develop and implement the principles of justice in society. The third stage is called the ‘constitutional stage’. In this stage, the chosen delegates “are to choose the most effective just constitution, the constitution that satisfies the principles of justice and is best calculated to lead to just and effective legislation” (Rawls 1971, p. 173). During this stage, the delegates must also choose the political regime that society will live under (Edmundson, 2018). What we can derive from this stage of the constitution is that Rawls gave the citizens a variant of choice for their political system and that it was not completely decided for them. Rawls defers this decision-making to the citizens rather than asserting a specific position himself, and the multiple governance levels are not generally considered in his theory.
To create a more complete framework of Rawls’s theory and his stance on a central government, it would have been very valuable to include all three levels of government in the theory. This would make it more accessible to see the bigger picture of how society would look if it were to exist according to Rawls’s theory. Furthermore, it would be an interesting addition to the theory, as Rawls could have shown the relationships between multiple governments and how this would influence society, decision-making, and his theory of distribution. In the previous chapters, I have described how both Young and Bookchin acknowledge the significance of alternative levels of governance within their respective theories. This makes their theories more complete and better suited to be applied to the research question of this thesis. By choosing not to explicitly incorporate regional and decentralized governments into his theory, it leaves a sense of incompleteness and limits our understanding of how a society composed of multiple communities, governed by diverse levels of governance, would differ from a singular society governed solely by a central government. 



2. A too time-consistent basic structure
Rawls wrote about his theory of justice in the years leading up to 1971. At that time, society and communal structures looked vastly different than they do nowadays. New wars occur on a yearly basis, many countries have gone through multiple crises, and society has digitalized intensively. In his work, Rawls’s basic structure is described as a fixed entity that can be arranged by the principles of justice. However, as society is changing, so should governmental institutions. Urbanization is causing cities and municipalities, and therefore also regions and countries, to change and diversify. This change in society calls for a governmental institution that is capable of changing along with it. Rawls’s basic structure does not give the impression of being rather sensitive or adaptable to changes in its surroundings. He does not explicitly address how the principles of justice should adapt and change along with society in order to stay up to date. This could lead to inequalities or a lack of problem-solving in the future because creating policy and ensuring a just division of resources becomes increasingly challenging as the composition of society changes.

3. Distributional justice as the main subject
Rawls’s work has a remarkable emphasis on distributional justice. While this topic is certainly important, other aspects of justice, like those both Young and Bookchin have included more extensively, might be of importance as well. Examples of these aspects of justice could be the expression of identity or cultural and ethnic recognition. Neglecting these other forms of justice can have consequences for the overall legitimacy of Rawls’s theory. It limits its ability to confront the complex needs and diverse perspectives that individuals have within society. Excluding, or at least not extensively mentioning, these forms of justice might lead to neglecting them and thus marginalizing certain groups whose experiences extend beyond solely the distribution of resources. This reduces the inclusiveness of Rawls’s theory of justice and make it less adequate for practical implementation in society. To ensure an inclusive theory of justice, considering these aspects is very important. Broadening the scope of justice will lead to a more comprehensive approach, which will ensure the theory stays relevant and applicable to social situations.

4. Public political culture
The last piece of criticism on Rawls’s work in this chapter will be about his conception of ‘reasonable pluralism’. As already explained earlier, his conception of reasonable pluralism leads him to want to avoid basing laws and the principles of justice on a certain doctrine. For this reason, he chose to use society’s ‘public political culture’ as a source of laws and the principles of justice. Rawls assumes that every citizen in society features a common political conception, and laws will be drawn from that common political conception. 
	What I find questionable about this view of reasonable pluralism and the public political culture is that it seems to be purposely ignoring differences within society. Rawls wants to avoid basing laws and principles of justice on a certain doctrine of belief. Citizens must adapt to the laws that the central government is imposing on them. I want to argue that this simply cannot be applicable to today’s society. Our society is diversifying as a result of urbanization (The World Bank Group, 2018) and migration (Migration Data Portal, 2022). Although I comprehend that Rawls is reserved about using a certain doctrine as the basis of the principles of justice and laws, it is not possible to impose laws that fit every single citizen in a country. Relying solely on a common political conception that Rawls assumes every individual possesses will not result in just policies in our present society, as it is unlikely there is such thing as common political conception anymore. This is the main argument for why I am not highly in favor of Rawls’s theory of justice and his basic structure. In my opinion, one central government that is supposed to control a whole society in which there is such a diversity of individuals is simply impossible. Multiple communities that include a diversity of ethnicities, cultural backgrounds, opinions, and needs cannot all be fused together under the supervision of one single central government. It would be easier for a local or regional government to create laws that are fitting for the citizens who live within the scope of their areas, as they are able to customize their policies to cater to the specific needs and characteristics of the resident population. When relying solely on a centralized government, this becomes significantly more challenging.

[bookmark: _Toc137635020][bookmark: _Toc138936117]5.3.2 Critical evaluation of Iris Marion Young’s politics of difference
The following section will encompass my critical evaluation of Young’s theory, which incorporates her conceptualization of justice and her stance on the power division between governmental levels. The critical points that will be discussed in this section will include Young’s potentially overfocusing on group differences and a more extensive critique of her preference for regional governments.

1. Overfocusing on group differences
The main focus of Young’s work is her conception of social justice, which is heavily related to oppression and social inequality. Her goal is to protect groups that encounter these experiences. This is also made clear in Young’s statement about the system of representation in her preferred regional government. She wants to install a system of representation for oppressed groups that experience structural inequality. The experiences of these groups must be at the center of representation. Although Young’s intentions might be fair, her focus on certain groups is rather extravagant.
	Young’s tendency to emphasize oppression is based on group-based identities. This sometimes gives the impression that she is generalizing groups, assuming that they all share the exact same experiences. This poses the risk of essentializing identities and combining individuals into a number of fixed categories. The diversity that exists among those groups appears to be overlooked or disregarded. An approach that is too group-based may overlook variations and nuances within groups as well as the agency of individuals. It is important to emphasize that individuals within a marginalized group have diverse needs and perspectives that may not accord with the interests of the group in general. 
	This risk of essentialism can have consequences for the power distribution of governments. Implementing a local government that has the capacity to formulate policies tailored to its own citizens poses challenges in terms of its applicability, especially if it were to assume that the interests of marginalized groups universally align with the interests of every individual within that group. This means that the objective of implementing a local government cannot be achieved.

2. Regional governments
Young argues that the best way to overcome oppression and domination through government is to have multiple regional governments as the lowest level of government. She even states that the problems of domination and oppression that exist in urban areas can only be solved by regionally scaled planning. The system of representation would include representatives from marginalized groups whose responsibility would be to create opportunities for the oppressed groups to actively participate in decision-making processes, for example, through the use of quotas (Young, 1990). This would, according to Young, ensure that the oppressed would not have to rely on the voices of dominant groups to speak for them.
	What I find questionable about this statement is that it is unclear how this solution will ensure prevention of oppression and domination. Firstly, there can be dominant voices present among the representatives of the oppressed. This means that this solution will not mitigate the dominance of certain voices within the system of representation, which can result in their overpowering influence in debates and discussions. Secondly, true representation is not ensured by quotas. In my opinion, the inclusiveness and effectiveness of such measurements are questionable. Thus, ensuring that there are enough representatives for the marginalized groups must not be confused with actual representation, as it does not guarantee actual participation or necessarily address underlying power dynamics. Representation entails more than a numerical presence, and quotas do not guarantee that every perspective and interest within a marginalized group is heard. 
Moreover, I wish to argue that using quotes will not, per definition, create a government that is of better quality or creates just policies. When using quotas, there is a risk that individuals might be chosen solely because of their identity as someone from an oppressed group, rather than their qualities and ambitions as an individual. Electing a set number of people because of their identity instead of their capability will not work in favor of the effectiveness of government. Moreover, using quotas to choose representatives might lead to the marginalization of other social groups. These are the groups that are not necessarily marginalized but still belong to a minority group and thus are not represented in government. An example of such group is the working class. This can be seen as exclusion, which is what Young is heavily opposed to. It may be more effective to analyze why oppression and domination exists against certain groups and to find ways to prevent this from occurring in the first place.

[bookmark: _Toc137635021][bookmark: _Toc138936118]5.3.3 Critical evaluation of Murray Bookchin’s libertarian municipalism
The last section of the critical evaluation will be about Murray Bookchin’s work on libertarian municipalism and neighborhood assemblies. My first critique is based on Bookchin’s description of justice. What will follow is a critical evaluation of the confederal councils that have often been mentioned in his contributions. Thereafter, I will criticize the scaling of the neighborhood assemblies as well as the potential risk of the tyranny of the majority within these assemblies. Lastly, a critical evaluation of the connections with centralized powers will be described.

1. Vague description of justice
Over the course of Bookchin’s books and articles, he has attempted to describe his conception of justice. He emphasized that the voices of both the individual and universal humanity must be heard and acknowledged, and he considers freedom an important element in his conception of justice. Moreover, he advocated for ecological ethics that acknowledged the interconnection between human and non-human life (Bookchin, 1982). This all leads him to the argument that all forms of hierarchy will eventually lead to multiple forms of oppression and domination.
	What is vague about this description of justice is that it is not coherent, as he incorporates multiple elements in his descriptions that are not always readily reconcilable with one another. It is not very apparent how to determine what is just and what is not, which makes it difficult to implement in real-life situations. I argue that both John Rawls and Iris Marion Young have formulated a more perspicuous description of justice that is more applicable to implementing in reality. That is because their definitions are rather straightforward, as Rawls has formulated two principles of justice and focuses on the distribution of resources, and Young adds to Rawls’s distributional justice by adding the exile of institutionalized oppression and domination.

2. Confederal councils
Bookchin is in favor of decentralized governments that are governed by neighborhood assemblies. To ensure these assemblies do not get the opportunity to abuse their power and to protect human rights, he wants to appoint confederal councils. These councils are seen as the ‘community of communities’ and have the task of functioning as a figurative emergency brake in case of a violation of human rights or ecological principles. They are also responsible for ensuring equality between neighborhoods, and they can be mobilized for decision-making about border-passing issues. 
	Bookchin envisioned the members of the confederal council to be mandated and to be recallable deputies of wards, towns, and villages. What he does not explicitly provide in his work is an explanation of how he can ensure that these councils are and will stay just. Bookchin argues that the system of confederal councils is based on a shared agreement by every citizen in order to protect civil rights and maintain the ecological state of the municipality. It seems very optimistic to assume a unanimous agreement among citizens on the protection of citizens because of a number of reasons.
Firstly, Bookchin seems to assume that every citizen interprets civil rights in the exact same way. However, it may be dependent on factors like political ideology or cultural background how one would interpret these rights. The consequence of this could be that members of the councils have differing interpretations of civil rights, leading to a lack of consensus on whether a specific assembly violates human or ecological rights.
Secondly, there is a potential for members of the assembly to abuse their power, similar to what can occur within neighborhood assemblies. Bookchin wants to install the councils because he worries that assemblies might abuse their power. I do not see a valid reason why the councils would not be capable of doing the exact same. If a council chooses to use their power to, for example, allow a certain assembly to implement policies that oppress human rights, it could have horrendous consequences for the neighborhood in question.
Moreover, to prevent unjustifiable economic differences between neighborhoods, Bookchin has thought of multiple measures to control for these differences. Firstly, the assemblies should distribute their resources equally among neighborhoods. In practice, this could mean that relatively wealthy neighborhoods donate some of their resources to relatively disadvantaged neighborhoods through mutual aid. Secondly, neighborhoods should actively participate and combine their forces to solve socioeconomic inequalities. The confederal councils that overarch the assemblies must ensure that these measures are actually taken. 
	Entirely trusting in the confederal councils to ensure solidarity and mutual aid among neighborhoods does not seem feasible to me. Bookchin assumes that every individual has the same good intentions towards each other. Although giving the councils the responsibility of the measures is somewhat ensuring equality between neighborhoods, you cannot entirely trust a limited number of individuals within the council to do so. As I have already argued, I fail to comprehend why these individuals would not be capable of abusing their power, which could result in major inequality between neighborhoods.

3. Scaling
Bookchin’s proposition is to create extremely decentralized neighborhood assemblies. He has argued that these assemblies could include a small group of streets up to more than a dozen streets in a neighborhood. This means that within one municipality, there can be tens, or maybe hundreds of assemblies. This can create a problem of feasibility. Especially in big cities, there is a lot of diversity among neighborhoods, often due to segregation. Segregation can have multiple causes, for example, white flight (Trappenburg, 2003), affinity grouping (Young, 1999), or discrimination in housing (Young, 1999). The diversity in neighborhoods can make it challenging to implement such local policies. Requiring a minimum number of streets for legitimacy could have enhanced Bookchin's vision of neighborhood assemblies. If an assembly consists of only two or three streets, the scope of their decision-making would be too narrow, making it extremely difficult to effectively address and solve issues. The limited area covered by the assembly's boundaries hinders the effectiveness of policy implementation.

4. Tyranny of the majority
The assemblies apply a decision-making system that is based on referendum politics and the rule of the majority. However, I argue that this system, despite its intention of promoting participatory democracy, still perpetuates a form of hierarchy. By prioritizing the interests of the majority over those of the minority, the system inherently values one group’s perspective over another. Considering that Bookchin is radically opposed to any form of hierarchy, it is very remarkable that he enhances this form of decision-making where an entire group of people will not achieve their desired outcome because they belong to the minority.
	Moreover, Bookchin does not seem to consider the phenomenon of the tyranny of the majority. He has not described any concrete measures to ensure minority rights, which could lead to the marginalization of minority interests. In the absence of such protections, the concerns and preferences of the majority are likely to dominate and prevail, ultimately leading to a situation where the majority exercises undue control and influence over the minority, thereby resulting in the tyranny of the majority. 

5. Centralized influences
In essence, libertarian municipalism stands for solely local governance with no influences from higher-level governments. However, there are numerous challenges that go beyond local borders and thus need an overarching approach. To tackle these issues, confederations must be installed, consisting of mandated delegates from the assemblies. The confederations could exist on multiple levels, for example, regional or national. The goal of the confederations is to ensure bottom-up influences in power-structures other than the municipal level. Eventually, confederations would coexist with the nation-state and even supersede the nation-state.
	Firstly, this theory lacks an extensive explanation of how the confederations would supersede the nation-state. It appears rather superficial to assume the success of the confederations would completely eliminate the need of national governance. Secondly, Bookchin argues that even complex issues such as climate change can be solved on a local level by the confederations. In my view, issues such as climate change or migration cannot be solved on a local, or even on a national level. However, Bookchin does not explicitly address the influence of global politics on these issues or the way in which countries or continents can cooperate collectively on them. This is something that I argue is a conspicuous absence in his theory.

[bookmark: _Toc137635022][bookmark: _Toc138936119]5.4 Proposed power allocation framework
After thoroughly analyzing the contributions of John Rawls, Iris Marion Young, and Murray Bookchin, I have provided a review of their similarities and differences, as well as a critical evaluation of their theories of justice and their proposed governmental power distribution. These components of this thesis have now led me to the formulation of a framework of power allocations among the three governmental levels that have been discussed. The theories proposed by the three authors discussed in this thesis all have strengths and weaknesses. I endeavor to combine the strengths of the theories with my own personal perspective in the proposed power allocation framework. My judgment of the theories is based on the two factors that are the subject of the research question, just policy and a just division of resources. I choose to distinguish the two factors from each other, as just policy refers to a set of guidelines and principles and focuses on the decision-making process to determine what is considered just in a certain context. A just division of resources refers to the allocation of resources, such as wealth, opportunities, and social services among social groups. This makes it a specific aspect of just policy, and in my opinion, thus makes it worth mentioning as a separate entity. The framework will eventually lead me to address the research question and provide a comprehensive answer.

What is important to establish is the question of what exactly the definition of just policy is. To define this, I want to refer back to the motive of this thesis, which is urbanization. Urbanization causes many individuals to live in a relatively small, densely populated area. It brings together individuals from many backgrounds, differing from each other in terms of cultures, ethnicities, and economic conditions. This heavily diversifies a city or municipality. The diversification of cities and municipalities automatically causes regions and countries to diversify as well, as the distribution of different groups has changed since the rise of urbanization. Due to the scope of the subject of this thesis, I will restrict the definition of just policy solely to the consequences of urbanization and how one should deal with these consequences.
The diverse population of the city or municipality, which filters through regions and countries, presents challenges in formulating policies that cater to every citizen, or at least the majority. This is why I argue that just policy should be aimed at addressing differences between citizens and adjusting to those differences as much as possible. Not all differences are necessarily to be changed, as long as the differences do not complicate living in a certain area. The differences that I argue must be reduced are socio-economic in nature. I am not implying that there should be total equality in income and wealth. These factors will always vary among individuals, and this diversity does not necessarily have to be perceived as negative. However, what should be ensured is that everyone has equal access to resources, which guarantees a level of economic comfort that prevents anyone from living in extreme poverty. Social services such as healthcare, housing and education must be equally accessible for all individuals, despite their income. They should be the most legitimate factors for the most just distribution of resources.
I argue that an essential aspect of a just policy lies in addressing the ramifications of urbanization and promoting inclusivity and social cohesion to accommodate the existing diversity. The diversity of citizens calls for an inclusive environment where every individual feels safe, accepted, and valued. Therefore, governments should invest in social integration, such as inclusive community spaces and community-building initiatives, as well as anti-discrimination policies that combat prejudice. Governments must also promote and provide opportunities for citizens to engage in decision-making processes and participate in debates and discussions. This will ensure that the voice of every group is heard, which will increase the quality of policy even more.

The most overarching level of governance that has been the subject of this thesis is the central national government, which governs the scope of a whole country. John Rawls has been the representative author for the centralized government because of the basic structure of society, which consists of fundamental institutions that govern a state or one society. He argues that the main role of the government is to ensure that the principles of justice are always upheld, and to assign rights and duties (Rawls, 1977). 
John Rawls’s basic structure is not the most optimal governmental level to achieve the most just policy, but it does result in a just division of resources. My arguments that endorse this statement are based on Rawls’s public political culture, and on his justice of distribution, which expresses itself in the maximin principle.
	In one of his later works, Political Liberalism (1993), Rawls explains his stance on pluralism and society, and he argues that the creation of laws must be based on the ‘public political culture’. He assumes that every citizen in society features a public political culture, and laws and the principles of justice will be drawn from that public political culture. Based on his reasonable pluralism principle, Rawls is reluctant to base his principles of justice and other laws on a certain culture or doctrine. This exact argument leads me to argue that Rawls’s theory of the basic structure is not a viable solution and will not result in the most just policy. I comprehend that Rawls is reserved in basing the principles of justice and other laws on one certain doctrine, as this otherwise could lead to the marginalization of the groups that do not enhance that specific doctrine. However, creating laws that are solely based on a public political culture that Rawls supposes every individual has will likely not lead to just policy in our current society, as there is no such public political culture anymore. Diversifying societies lead to many different political conceptions, which makes it impossible to create laws that are based on one single conception, as it very likely does not exist anymore. Multiple backgrounds, and thus needs, ask for pluralism in policy and laws. This cannot be ensured when there is only one central government.
	Previously in this chapter, I criticized Rawls’s excessive focus on distributive justice, as it had resulted in the neglect of other forms of justice aimed at inclusivity and diversity, among other aspects. However, I wish to argue that his conception of distributive justice in itself is a strength of his theory, as he aims to reduce socio-economic differences. In a diverse and plural society with inhabitants from multiple backgrounds, it is important to reduce socio-economic differences in order to ensure that everyone can lead a comfortable life. My personal supposition is that this must be done through equal access to resources. Rawls’s maximin principle ensures that the least advantaged in society are benefitted the most, which shows us that Rawls cares for the benefits and resources of the less advantaged as opposed to others, as he wants the least advantaged to be assured of being in the most optimal situation that they can be in. 
	To summarize, I argue that Rawls’s basic structure of society, or central governments in general, would not be the most optimal level of governance to maximize authority. I argue that his stance on public political culture and law-creation does not meet our current diverse and urbanized society. When considering central governments in general, I still wish to argue that it would be too challenging to create policy that is applicable to the majority, as the distribution of people and their backgrounds over the scope of a country has changed. However, I do ascertain that Rawls’s distributional justice would be rather fitting to ensure a just division of resources. He wants the least advantaged to be ensured of being able to live in the most optimal position that they can, which reduces socio-economic differences that have arisen due to diversifying societies.

The somewhat intermediate governance level between centralization and decentralization is the regional government, of which Young is highly in favor. Being the representative author for the regional governments, Young’s interpretation of justice is based on pluralism, diversity, and oppression. 
	What I wish to argue is that Young’s interpretation of multiple regional governments as the lowest level of government would potentially lead to the most just policy as well as a just division of resources. My arguments will be based on Young’s aversion to local autonomy and power concentration.
	Young has multiple arguments for being opposed to local autonomy as a means to avoid the power concentration of a central government. When giving decentralized governments local autonomy, it would mean that citizens in municipalities have the right to choose their own form of government. This includes determining what the decision-making process should look like and which rules and laws should be implemented. Young argues that this would be a cause for social injustice, as individuals who live in an unprivileged neighborhood will experience injustice compared to those living in privileged neighborhoods (Young 1990, p. 250). Her worries are, for example, that when the citizens of municipalities with generous social and welfare services cannot carry the financial burden of paying for these services, or when municipalities will economically exploit each other by asking considerable amounts of money for the resources that they have plenty of in their own municipality (Young 1990, p. 250). This is a risk that certainly comes into play when granting excessive autonomy to local governments. It is no guarantee that municipalities will look out for each other and will always show solidarity with each other. What can happen when each municipality has its own governmental system is that certain municipalities gain so much power, resources, and support that they perhaps turn into a smaller form of hegemony within the country. 
	Regional governments will have the ability to create policies that are appropriate for the society within the region, as they are focused on a small number of municipalities and cities. The society of a region is more specific than the society of a whole country, which makes it more explicit what the social and cultural composition of individuals looks like. This will increase the effectiveness of the policy for that specific social group within that specific society. Furthermore, regional governments will prevent local governments from overpowering one another or abusing their resources. This exact reason is why I argue that regional governments will be better able to achieve a just division of resources as well as a just policy. It aims to prevent the misallocation of resources by a government with concentrated power within a country, arising from a lack of understanding regarding the distribution of individuals and socio-economic differences across the country. Furthermore, it will prevent the misuse of resources by local governments. Municipalities and cities will not solely rely on the solidarity of other municipalities or cities to ensure they have sufficient resources.
	To summarize, I argue that Young’s conception of multiple regional governments is the most suitable level of governance for achieving just policy and a just division of resources. It is easier for regional governments to create policies that are applicable to the society within their region than it is for a central government, which has to create policies for a whole country. Regional governments will also be able to create a just division of resources, as it will prevent a governmental entity with concentrated power from wrongly distributing resources due to the lack of understanding of the distribution of socio-economic differences.

The lowest level of governance that has been discussed in this thesis, which is represented by Murray Bookchin, is the decentralized government and local authority. Bookchin was in favor of neighborhood assemblies, based on his theory of libertarian municipalism. His goal was to reject state power and to bring left-wing environmental issues to the table. The assemblies are based on two political principles: face-to-face self-governance and confederalism (Popp-Madsen, 2016).  
	Bookchin’s neighborhood assemblies, or decentralized governments with local authority in general, will potentially lead to just policy; however, it would not lead to a division of resources that is most conducive to justice. My arguments will be based on Bookchin’s solidarity-based neighborhood assemblies.
	Bookchin advocates for replacing party politics and parliamentarism with assemblies that each represent a neighborhood in a city or municipality. Issues that exist with regard to differences in resources or wealth between neighborhoods should be dealt with by means of equal distribution, mutual aid, and solidarity, which should be ensured by the confederal councils. The decision-making process of the assemblies would be based on referendum politics and on the rule of the majority to determine the decisions made within the neighborhood. Confederations that exist at multiple levels would confront issues that supersede neighborhood or municipal borders. I argue that neighborhood assemblies, or decentralized governments in general, could potentially lead to the most just policy. 
	As has been mentioned frequently in this thesis, our municipalities and cities are diversifying, partly due to urbanization. This makes it challenging for governments to create policies and laws that are applicable to every citizen because the composition of individuals within society has changed over the years. Contracting the size of our governments to, for example, municipalities would make the scope of the society over which a government must govern smaller, more specific, and more compact. Understanding the community would become easier as the scope of individuals has been reduced. In this way, it becomes rather easy to customize policies that fit the community of that specific government. Recognizing socio-economic differences will become more manageable, and such inequalities will thus be easier to prevent or reduce through resource distribution.
	However, this is where I will argue that neighborhood assemblies or decentralized governments as the main form of governance will not be able to reach a just resource division. When banning every form of hierarchy, which is what Bookchin advocates for, socio-economic differences between neighborhoods can develop. Bookchin does not find these differences justifiable, and thus he has come up with the mechanisms that must be ensured by the confederal councils. I do not believe that relying solely on solidarity and trust to guarantee equality among neighborhoods will be feasible. Completely trusting in confederal councils to ensure equality between neighborhoods is fraught with risk, as they have the option of abusing their power, which will result in problematic consequences for the neighborhoods involved. This will make resource distribution unjust, as there will undeniably exist unsolved socio-economic differences between neighborhoods.
	To summarize, I argue that Bookchin’s neighborhood assemblies and decentralized governments in general could potentially lead to just policies. Understanding a small community, because of the reduced scope of individuals within it, is more manageable than understanding communities within the scope of a region or country. This will make it easier to customize policy that fits the community of that specific government, as recognizing socio-economic differences becomes more manageable. However, I argue that neighborhood assemblies or decentralized governments will likely not lead to a just division of resources. 

[bookmark: _Toc137635023][bookmark: _Toc138936120]5.5 Concrete findings: The Regional Governance Alliance
After exploring the distributions of power between multiple governmental levels that are proposed by Rawls, Young, and Bookchin, this section will aim to shed light on answering the research question, ‘What distribution of political power among the different levels of government is best able to meet the ideal of a just policy and a just distribution of resources?’. After examining and critically evaluating the contributions of the three authors, my findings on the research question will be presented to guide the establishment of a power allocation framework that fosters fairness and societal well-being.
In the previous section, I have assessed the three perspectives on governmental power regarding the factors of just policy and just division of resources. I have concluded that Rawls’s conception of distributive justice is rather suitable for creating a just division of resources, Bookchin’s conception of neighborhood assemblies and decentralized governments is suitable for creating just policy, and Young’s conception of regional governments is fitting for both creating just policy and a just division of resources. I will base my final findings on these judgments and in the following section, I will describe a distribution of power over the three levels of government within a multi-level government that will comply with the two factors of just policy and a just division of resources.

The governmental system that I argue is most suitable, considering the two factors of justice, is the 'regional governance alliance'. It refers to a collaborative system of multiple regional governing bodies. The governments must cooperate to work towards their common goal of just policies and a just division of resources among their citizens. Subsequently, an explanation of the system will now be provided. 
	The base of the governmental system should be at the regional level, in the form of a parliamentary system. For that, I will adhere to Young’s conception of regional governments. Multiple municipalities and cities can fit within one region. The main functions of the regional government should be based around urban planning and the provision of services (Young, 1990). Examples of this are powers of legislation at the level of regulations, taxation, control over properties, and control over public services. Moreover, the distribution of resources should be arranged by the regional government. This means that the regional government receives more authority than it often has nowadays, which can be compared to the current amount of authority held by municipal governments (Young, 1990).
	The representatives that are placed in the regional governments must be chosen through elections from the cities and municipalities that the region contains. How often these elections should be held depends on the electoral laws that are set by the central government of that specific country, but they often vary between 3 and 5 years. Later in this section, I will elaborate further on the specific tasks of the central governments.
	The aspect of Young’s theory that I choose not to adopt, is her system of representation. Young recommends a system of representation that is based on the experiences of oppressed groups that experience structural inequality. I have two arguments against choosing this system of representation. Firstly, as I have already stated earlier in this chapter, I argue that it brings too much focus to group differences, which could marginalize groups even further. Secondly, the use of quotas could negatively influence the quality of the representatives, as they are being chosen based on their identity rather than their political skills and knowledge about important societal subjects. Moreover, I hold an optimistic outlook that increased authority of regional governments to distribute resources and social services will eventually lead to less oppression and less inequality.
	By expressing my preference for regional governments, I do not intend to imply that we do not need central governments anymore. We still need centralized governance to establish a legal framework for regional governments to navigate within. For example, central governments should have the task of fairly dividing resources among the multiple regions, which the regional governments then divide among their societies. Furthermore, central governments should have authority over the policies of subjects like safety, police, the military, and migration. These subjects are crucial to be implemented conscientiously, and the risk of these policies not being implemented correctly is too significant and can have major consequences. Moreover, Bookchin’s system of confederal councils must be used to ensure human rights and that regional governments won’t abuse their power. The national government, in their role as a confederal council, could exert control over a figurative emergency break in case of violation of human rights or abuse of power.
	For issues that cross either regional or national borders, the principle of subsidiarity should be applied. The principle of subsidiarity has the general aim of ‘guaranteeing a degree of independence for a lower authority in relation to a higher body or for a local authority to central government.’ (Pavy, 2023). This means that an issue must always be mandated to the lowest possible level of governance. Consequently, this means that when an issue is of such significant size that the regional governments are not able to resolve it, it will be mandated to the centralized national government, or it will even be conveyed to continental or global politics.
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Figure 1: Graphical depiction of power allocations between governmental levels


6. [bookmark: _Toc137635024][bookmark: _Toc138936121]Conclusion

In this concluding chapter, I will recapitulate the process of the research, as well as the results, of this thesis. The thesis was based on the following research question:

‘What distribution of political power among the different levels of government is best able to meet the ideal of a just policy and a just distribution of resources?’

Throughout the course of this research, I have delved into an exploration of the intricate dynamics pertaining to the power distribution within governance structures. The three different perspectives of governmental power distribution are put on a spectrum: centralized, regional, and decentralized. Each level of government has been represented by one author who prefers that particular level. I have included the contributions of three influential political theorists that fit on that spectrum, namely John Rawls representing centralized governments, Iris Marion Young representing regional governments, and Murray Bookchin representing decentralized governments. This has eventually led me to a critical evaluation of the authors’ theories, as well as the power allocation framework, which has led to my concrete proposal of the ‘regional governance alliance’.
	John Rawls is well-known for his theory of distributive justice and the basic structure that is an important element of this theory. Rawls strives for a fair division of resources. This means that both the benefits and the burdens of society must be distributed fairly (Rawls, 1971). The main goal of the distribution is that it should be most beneficial for the least advantaged in society. Rawls’s basic structure, which is the collective of fundamental institutions, and his conception of public political culture have led me to interpret him as being in favor of a central government. 
	Iris Marion Young’s interpretation of justice is based on pluralism, diversity, and oppression, and every form of institutionalized domination and oppression should be eliminated. Opposed to Rawls, she argues that justice should not solely be based on the fair distribution of resources. Young’s main critique was that Rawls was not considerate of the institutionalized domination and oppression that exist within society (Young, 2006). Young is most in favor of the use of multiple regional governments as the lowest level of government.
	Murray Bookchin’s conception of justice focuses on freedom, ecological sustainability, and a decentralized municipality that is free of hierarchy, oppression, and domination. He argues that individual citizens should have the power to participate and be a part of the decision-making process. He calls this theory ‘libertarian municipalism’, which must be practiced by neighborhood assemblies and is based on face-to-face self-governance and confederalism (Bookchin, 1987).
The analysis of the three authors’ theories eventually led to a critical evaluation, in which I formulated multiple points of critique. The points of critique are solely targeted at their conceptions of justice and the practicalities of their preferences towards certain governmental levels, as this refers back to the research question of this thesis. This critical evaluation has resulted in an alternative power allocation framework, which is based on the contributions of Rawls, Young, and Bookchin and has been assessed on two factors: just policy and just division of resources. What resulted from this assessment is the conclusion that Rawls’s distributional justice could potentially lead to a just division of resources, Bookchin’s libertarian municipalism could potentially lead to just policy, and Young’s theory of regional governments could potentially lead to both just policy and a just division of resources. The concrete governmental power distribution that I have concluded would be the most just is the ‘regional governance alliance’. The system implies a regional level parliamentary government that is responsible for factors like urban planning, legislation, taxation, property control, resource distribution, and public services. Representatives in the regional government would be elected from the municipalities and cities that are part of the specific region. While deviating from Young’s system of representation based on oppressed group experiences, the preference is for representatives to be chosen based on their political skills and knowledge. Central governments would still play a role in establishing a framework for regional governments, resource allocation, and policymaking on safety, police, military, and migration. The principle of subsidiarity would be the criterion for determining which level of governance should have the primary agents who are accountable when considering issues that cross the borders of the region or country.

To actually learn whether a certain power distribution among governance levels has an impact on specific policy domains, further empirical research could be done, for example, by case selection. Furthermore, it could be intriguing to evaluate the effectiveness of various approaches in achieving social justice goals as well as the extent to which a certain amount of participation within democracy has an influence on the decision-making processes. Another topic for future research could be the inclusion of a local government when studying power distribution among governance levels. I will further elaborate on this in the following section.

To draw this conclusion, and therefore this thesis, to a close, I wish to reflect on a choice that I have made during the research process, as there may have been an alternative, more suitable, approach. By making the choice to include the contributions of Murray Bookchin, I have consciously made the decision to include a rather radical point of view on decentralized governance in this thesis. Although I do argue that including libertarian municipalism provides additional merit to the scope of the research, it was rather difficult to use it as the representative author for decentralized governments. The reason for this is the fact that Bookchin is in favor of an even more decentralized system than local governments, which are neighborhood assemblies. This means that municipal governments are not extensively taken into consideration in this thesis, although I do think they would have added value to the results. An alternative to his decision could have been to either include a fourth author who is in favor of local governments and still include Bookchin as the representative for neighborhood assemblies or to substitute Bookchin for an alternative author who would represent local governments.
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