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% Erftics and global emvironiental palicy

aud Climate Change |Edinburgh University Press. 2000, which, inforins
this. one). From a cosmopolitan perspective, ethical obligations and
responsibilitics are not defined or delinented by national horders: human
beings, rather than states, ought 1o be'at the centre of moral calculations.
This worldview points to climate-relatad policies and achions that are less
‘mternational” and more ‘glabal’, ths encompassing actors other than
just states. and speeifically including individual human heings. A central
aim of this book is to help establish some lessons for elimate chan 2e policy
that can eome from eonceiving of the problem from this perspective.

The ides for the book began as a panel on ‘Cosmopolitan Diplomagy
4nd the Climate Change Regime’ at the 2009 general confercnce of (he
European Consortium for Political Reséarch i Potsda m, Germany.
Some of the participants in that panel have contributed to this volume,
while others joined the project later. 1 am gratelul to all of those who
have been involved for sharing their thoughts and ohservations. Work
in this book was substantially supported by a grant from the Réseurch
Grants Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region, China
{General Research Fund Project No, HKIE 340309), 1 wish to deknowl-
edpe gratetully the comments of anonvinous reviewers, which have helped
tostrengthen the whole book and individual chapters. M v thanksso tothe
kind and eapable people at Edward Elgar for taking on this project and
hringing it to readers. As always, Fam especially grateful to K_K. Chan for
& deeade of daily support that makes the lon & process of cotmpleting sach
new:baok less arduous.

The potential value of cosmopelilanism for developing new policies (o
combat chimate change is that it helps us break free of the myopic obses-
sion with states and their goveraments, in the process highlighting the role
of people {and other non-state actors) s causes of - and solufioms to - the
problem, net to mention highlighting the role of millions of peopls as its
victims. One of the messages emanating from this book is that capable
individuals everywhere have an ethical ubligation to help in the fight 1o
mitigate the causes and consequences of climate clhigipe. With this in
mind, all.of the editor’s rovalties fram the sale of the book will be paid 1o
Oxfam directly by the publisher, This is a small gesture toward partially
fulfilling this obligation. It is also a recognition of a new reality: if all of
us who:are polluting the Earth's atmasphere and have the capability to
change our ways do not do so, theré will be a boundiess need 1o help those
most-affected by the inevitable hardships and suffering that climate change
will being,

Panl G, Horris
Hong Kong

1. Introduction: cosmopolitanism and
climate change policy

Paul G. Harris

Climate change is (he most profound environmental problem f‘m::m,g the
warld — and possibly the most important problem of Ay kmﬂ_ in the
long term. The latest science of chimate change shows Lhat MassIve cuts
in emissions of greenhouse gas emissions will be nmdu:.{ by mid-gentury
Lo dvert extreme, possibly catastroplie, harm 10 Eart!_t 5 climate system.
Yer. despile ongoing and sometimes infense dl‘p]ﬂ!‘t‘l&!m wlligrs ovar e
decades, governmentd ol the world have been unable to agree 1o anything
near the kind of téeulation of pallution that would be required to tfm.:iar-
take these cuts.! This was amply demonstrated by the 'm_uch-uuutfrmed.
Dx‘ﬁfﬂl‘ber 2009 nternational climate change confersnee m .Capcnhﬂgen.
which failed to reach any formal or binding agreemenl on steps Lo rl.:d_uce
grechhouse gas emissions or Lo deal with the impacts of global warming,
The Copenhagen conference, und the subsequent conference of the parties
in Caricun a year later, tevealed what may be a fondamental flaw in the
international management of climate change, ﬂ_‘aimel_}' undmlg::mg ng.rrﬁs
and ¢thics that give overriding importance (o States and .l]mu.' nahgnﬂl
interests, rather than to the people and groups who nltimately cavse and
ol affected by chmate change, :
ﬁriqmmaﬁ‘rr safnjfe;at'jm pl this prublem iﬁ'ra_fcurr.‘in g debate over the hl%_
torical responsibility of developed states for cl1mar¢ pollution. "I.'ﬂn‘llm L_husu
countries surely deserve blamé il we think DH'_}-‘ m terms of st.aie.*.;\, ﬂwf h:u:us.
on state responsibility ails to secount for rising gr&_f:!fhs:rusg _[;3.51?'!1:1!&5?1’.“1.:::
amongaffluent people in the historically less respm'_-s:hh; coumiries .n_i uui
developing warld, Given this growing misfit hi:txt'&qlt hlsmr:e;'gi Fnau?na
responsibility and current ermssions. the E-mp_hasm on states ra.tncr_.irmn
penple may have to be overcome il the world i 1o takf_r the E:I_Ltrm}rth!:id;:}r
§leps mecessary to combat climate change apgressively in coming decqdes.
Onie major step toward this objective maj.-_lrre to Im:rk; atclimle cha nge
from a cosmopolitan perspective. Coamopolitanim poiats toward politi-
cally viable allernatives to the status (uo regime that arve just, pra L'IJL‘_ﬂl :‘:1.'14
miost importantly — potentially more cfficacious than existing responses
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to chimate change. Cosmopolitan concéptions of who is to blame for
climate change. and whose rights are most in necd 6f protecting in this
regard, miy usefully supplement the statist approach (o the prﬂvbh:m 50
far. At the very least, cosmopolitanism conceptions of climate change
help us-to identify fundamental problems with existing respanses Lo this
prablem. Indeed, if taken seriously, ::nsml_‘lpuliluni:'.mh forces a reevali-
ation of the’ causes and consequences of climate change while offering
canstructive enitiques ol the status quo. _

Thiz collection of essuys undertakes this cosmapolitan resvaluation of
the warld's responses 1o elimate change as part of g Targer effort 1 under:
stand hew ethics can inform environmental povérnance, The contribitors’
arguments and analyses draw upon philosophy and ethics to inform the
palitics and policy of climate change. i '

FEATURES OF COSMOPOLITANISM

In contrast (o the state-centric norms that have guided and indeed defined
tlm-r international syétem for centuries, cosmopolitans envision an alter-
natwe wiy of ordenng the world? Cosmopofitans want o “disclose the
ethical, cuitu_f;{. and legat basis of political order in a weorld where politi-
cal communities and states matter, but not only and exclusively'? States
nm?ler greatly; to be sure. But this s niore of g ;:;:an:tit:ul ma'rr:.;r than an
ethical one for cosmopolitans. Thomas Pogee sums up thres core cherments
ol cosmopolitanism this way:* '

First :'rzr!;'viduu.’m{f: the ultinate units of concern are b Fethizs. OF persony
rather tham, say, family lines. tribes, ethnig, eliural, or refigious communiics
nations, o stales. The latter may be units of concemn only indirectly, in virtuc;!:
their individual members or Citizens. Second, universality: the status of ultimai
it of congern aitaches to every living human bty eygualli - not merely Lc.-.r
samme suh-_set. .*31.5:11.;15 e, Aristocrats, Arvans, whites, or Mﬁshms. Third _;réua
ergliiv: s speetal stanis has global force. Pérsans are ulimale units of ccn:u‘em
fore everyore — not only for their compatriots, fellow redigmomists, or swch Tike,

David Held has synthesized cosmopolitanism into a set of eight. univer-
sally shared, kev principles: (1) equal worth and dignity; (2) ﬂi:'li\'t- dgency;
(3 Ip.&rmnﬂl responsibility and accountability; (4) consent; (5) w].lua:-m-rel
ffﬂi‘lﬁt?ﬂ-ﬂ]ﬂ.kti@ about public mattars through voiing procedures: {6)
bT!E;llISI:-"i.mES.S and solidarity: (7) aveidance of Een‘r}ux harm; and (8) sus-
tainability”* From these principles a “cosmopolitan arentation’ l.:u:u;:rges‘
“that each person is-a subjeet of egual moral concern; that each person if;
capableof acting autonomously with respeet to the range of chaices before

tad
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them: and 1hat, in deciding how to act or which instimations to create,
cliaims of cach person affected should be taken cqually mfo account’.®
Importantly for climate change, the last two printiples provide a lrame-
work [br prioritizing urgent need and resouree conservation. By distin-
guishing vital from non-vital peeds, principle 7 creates an unambiguous
starting peint ‘and guiding orientation for public devigions [and] cleatly
creates @ moral framework for focusing public policy on those who are
most vitlnerable A ‘prudéntial onentation’” is sct down by principle 8 "to
enstre that public policy is cansistent with globul ceological balances and
that it does niol destroy irreplaceable and non-substitutable resources’®

Some cosmopolitans take a consequéntialist pérspective, such as Peter
Singer’s utilitananism, while others take a deoniological perspective,
such as Simon Caney's plobul political theory premised on human rights.”
Charles Jones deseribes thre ‘species’ of cosmopolitanism: ulilitarianism,
human tights and Kantiznethics, ™ He defines cosmopolitanism as a moril
standpoint that 4 tTmpartial. universal, individualist, and dpdlitavian. The
fundamenital ided is (hat each person affected by an institutional arFange-
ment should be given equial consideration. Individuals ure the bagic units
of mora! concern, and the inferests of mdividuals should be taken inta
account by the adeption of an impartial Standpoint For evatuation.™
The nature of cosmapolitanism might be hesl appreciated by pointing to
what it rules out: it rules out the assigning of ultimate rather than deriva-
tive value to collective entitics: like nations or states, and il also nules ot
positions that attach o moral value Lo soine people, or weights the value:
peaple have differently according o characteristics such as-pthnicity, mee,
or nationality”.” Another way of looking at cosmopolitanism, particularly
i practice, is that it ‘does not privilege the interests of insiders over autlsnd-
ers’,"" In a fundamential way, what is crucial about the cosmopelitan per-
spective is its ‘refusal to regard existing political structures as the source of
wltimate value™"

Twa versions of cosmopolitanism are routingly dentified: an-ethieul/
moralfnormative version, which focuses on the underlying meral argu-
ments regarding how people, stales and other actors should justity their
actions in the world, and an institutional/legal/practical version, which
airns 1o reanslate ethics nto institytions and policies. Pogge distinguishus
between moral and legal cosmopolitanism. Moral cosmopolitanism points
to the moral relations among people; ‘we are required to respect one
anotlier's status s ultimate units of moral gancern - & requirement Lhat
imposes limits on our conduct and, in particufar, on our effarts to con-
struct institutional schemes”."* Legal cosmopolitanism goes & step further
by advecating creating institutions of global order, possibly in the form
of a ‘universal republic” i which ‘ali persons have equivalent legal rights
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and du_tiesj.” This latter position may seem to be a bit extreme; moral cos-
mopolitanism certainly does not reguire institutionalization of a universal
repfjhlir: (eir ‘world government'). One variant of mstitutional cosmopodi-
tanmsm asseris that “the world's political structure should be reshaped so
that smt?s and other political umits are brought under the authority of
supranationul agensies of some kind”." Institutional casmopolitans some-
times eall for major, even radical. changes to global institutions, but maral
cosmopolitins frequently do ol e this a5 being necessary.

An alterdative (more realistic) version of institutional cosmopolitan-
ism ‘postulates fundamental principles of justice for an assessment of

institutionalized global ground rules fwhile also being] compatible with a.

system ol dispersed political soversignty that falls short of @ world state’. ™
As Caney points out, some mora) cosmopolitans “reject a world state.
They think that cosmopolilan moral elaims are compatibie with, or even
require, stales-or some alternative 1o global political institutions. Thus
1t 15 entirely possible and appropriate to advocate institutions well short
of world government that contribute to global order generaily. and par-
ticularly global justite within specific issue #reas. What is more, as Darrel]
Moellendor! reminds us, “Very few people who have thought about thess
matiers [i.o., whether an egalitarian world order would contain muitiple
stafes or @ world-étate] have considered the latter a real possibility, and
with good reason™ - not least the practicality of governing the world’s
many billions of people and the thireat such a world stare misht pOsE [0
human rights. However, itis also clear *that the establishment amnd main-
tenance of justive requires g significan! re-conceptualization of the pringi-
ple of state savereighty [and] & caordingted intemational response’.
Cosmopolitanism includes two additional features ﬂrcg:rrdirig Lo Brock
and Brighouse: identity and responsibility.” The former refers, for
exampile, to a person Who is inflienced by a variety of cultures or perhaps
one who identifies with broader huminity rather than 1o a particular
group or nation. The latter *guides the individual putwards from obvious.
]E)"GE_],L abligations, and prohibits those abligations from ero wiing out obli-
gations to distant others . ., It highlights the obligations we have 1o those
whom we do not krow, and with whiom we are not intimate; but whose
tives totich durs sufficiently that what we do can affect them. P According
b Robin Attfield, .

Cosmaopolitan ethicists maintain that cthice! responsibilities apply evervwhere
and 1o all meralagents capable of shouldering them, znd nor only to members
of one' o another tradition or comumunily, and that factors which provide
reasons for action for any agent. whether individual or corporate, provide
r2asons for 1T|Er..' delion forany other asen| who is similarly placed, whitever
their conmumity may be or believe. They also deny Timils such as community

fridrodtion &)

boundaries fo the seope of responsibilities; responsibilities (they hodd) dong)
dwindle becase of spatal or femporzl distince, orin the-absence of reasons
transcending particular facts or identities.

One might also think of hoth weak and strong forms of cosmopelitanism,
the former saving that soms obligationg obrain bévond the society vr the
state, while the latier says that any principles (of justice, for example) that
apply within the state also apply worldwide. As Brock and Brighouse see
it; ‘evervone has to be g1 least a weak cosmopolitan now if they are o
maintain g defensible view, that is to say, it is hard to see how gne éan
reject & view that all socleties have some global responsibililies’

Pogge addresses eritics of *weak’ cosmopolitanism — ‘the anodyne view
that all human beings are of egual worth”, which almost everyone, excepl
‘a few rucists and other bigots”, aceepts - and ‘strong’ cosmopolitanizsm
—“the view (hat all human agents ought to treat all others equally and, m
patticular, have no more, of less, reason to help any one nesdy person than
any other’, which it might be arpued is falsely expansive - by propasing 4n
qntermediate’ view of cosmopolitanism based on negative duties™ From
this viewpoint, the fact that someone is a fellow national citizen “makes no
ihiference to our mostimportant pnegative duties= “You do not have more
moral reason nat o murder a compateiot than you have not to murder 4
foreigner. And you do not moderale your condemnation of a rapist when
you learn that his victim was naot his compatriot.™ Intermediarte cosmo-
politanism ‘asserts the (undamental negative duty of justicé as one that
every human being owes lo-every other”.™ But just as duties of justics vary
within communities — it is widely sceepted that one can haye a greater duty
to family members than to the wider community — this does not mean that
there are no duties whatseever, in particular that there is noduty 10 aveid
contributing to conditions that undermine the fundamental rights and
needs of others within the community. Similarly, while we may favor com-
patriots in many ways, we ought not to stpport institutions thit imposean

unjust order on people living in other communities. Accordmg o Fogge,
‘special relationships can ineregse what we owe our associates. bul cannot
decrease what we owe everyone else’." The upshol is that, “though we owe
foreigners less than compatriots, we owe them something. We pwe them
negative duties, undilured.™

For cosmopolitans, ‘the world s one domin in which there are some
universal values and global responsibilities”  Cosmopolitan responsibality
entails ‘the recognition that since we live, in some sense, in one global com-
munity or society - whether or not most of us have much of a feeling {or
this - we do have duties to care in ong way oranotherabout what happens
elsewhere-in the world and to take action where appropriate™® It is not
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enpugh to identify with himanity to be a cosmopolitan; it is necessary to
act (or be willing to act) sccordingly. From this basis, it stands to reason
thit capable individuals are obliged 1o act even il they live in dissimilar
communities (that 15, rich or poor countries), and those who are more
Lapable are more résponsible to do so. James Garvey puts it this way: ‘the
better placed an individual is ta do what 15 right. the greater the onus on
him to dowhat isnight,™

Cosmopolitans (requently justfy their claim that justice ought to
prevail globally wsing one or both of two drguments, One argument,
sometimes building on John Rawls’s domestic theory of justice, is that
levels of international cooperation today are extensive enough to make
international society sufficiently like demestic society to warrant apply-
Ing justice principles that were previcusly the domaim of domissiic com-
munities to world affairs, ™ Another argument, derived from the empirical
realities of globalization and the interdépendencies and cause-and-effect
relationships it manifests, is that justice gught to prevail globally because
people and communities, whether knowingly or not, intentionally or not,
wereasingly affeet one another, sometimes in profound ways, Justive 15
demanded by this latter argument because globalization is in large part a
process of redistribution of scarce resources away from those with the least
to those with the most, David Weinstock deseribes a relatively aew “way
of wnderstanding the relationship between the plobal rich and the slobal
poor(] the fate of the global rch 14 not as cansally independent of the
plight of the global paor as had previously been thought . ... Actording to
thas view, globalization makes it the case that our obligations toward the
glabal poor are obligations of fusiice rather than of sharity, . ¥ Climate
change could be the most profound manifestation of this latter argument,

COSMOPOLITAN JUSTICE

?:-’Inﬁ cosmopolitans weeept, and often advocate. duties of global justice
for states and frequently by individuals. Global justice is based upen
a cosmopolitan world ethic premised on the rights, duties 2nd ethical
mmportance — and moral pre-eminence - of persons. According o Dower,
the wish for global justice is motivated by three claims: (1) ‘obligations
are substantial or significant, rather than minimal or merely “charity™"
!’2_‘}‘5?01331 obligatons should be premisad on ‘instilutional arcangements
which specily quite dlearly which bodies have which duties to deliver
justics’; and (3) obligations have their foundation in “the human rights of
others which are cither violated by the global econemic system or fail to
be realized because of it For cosmopolitans, ‘the world is & community

e |
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of people and not a set of countries: that is, itis & communily in which af]
have & claim ta justice, just-as they themselves owe justiee to dthers™ ™

Onory O'Neill proposes a practical appresch lo determining who
has moral standing: *Questions about standing can be posed as contesd-
spevific practical questions, rather than as demands lor comprehonsive
theoretical demarcations,”™ Answers are found in part in the assumiplion
that people ‘are aleady building into our action, habily, praciices and
institutions' ® This supgests a ‘more or less cosmbpalitan’ approach o
principles of justice in given contexts." O'Neill’s practical approach offers
g refational account of moral standing:

Conjained with the commonplace facts of netion-at-a-distance in our present
social world, (his reletional view polnts us 1o b comtirtennly mose of Joss ook
miopelilan account of the proper swope of moral eqneern in soms contexts. We
sssume That othersare apents and subjocts a5 soon as we act, or dré involvil
i practices, or adopt policizs o establish institutions o which we rely on
aisutmptions about other’s capacities (o actand toexperiencs and suffer: Today
we constantly sssume that countess others who are sirapge and distanl can
produce and comsume, (rade-amd negotiate, . . . pollule and or pretect 1ha envi-
ronmgiil .., Henee, {f we owe justice (of other fonns of moral conoeen) toall
whiose capaciiies it expericnes. and sulfer we take for granted o auling, we
will twe it 1o strangers as well 53 1o Tamiliars, and to distant strungers as well ox
to those whoate nearat hand . Toduy only those fewwhi gendingty live th
hermit life can consistently view the scope ol mora] concern which they must
acknowledze in acting as anything but broad, and in some comigxts more ar fugs
cosmapalifan,

Thiwis a view of justice that takes obligation as being essential; ‘obligations
provide the more coherent and more comprehensive starting peint for
thinking about . . . the requitements of justice” than do rights because itis
hard to know who has Rarmed which distant others.™

Andrew Dobson mikes a case for cosmapalitan abligation atsing (rom
the causal impacts of globalization in Tis many maniféstations, m¢lud-
ing global envirenmental change What is especially umportant aboul
Itis argument is that he goes beyond cosmopolitan morality and sent-
ment, which are important but apparently not sufficient to push enough
people to act. Dobson deseribes ‘thick cosmopolitanism’, in particolur
the source of eblizgation for cosmopolitariism, in an attempt to idenity
what will motivare people (and other actors) not only 1o acgept cosmo-
politanism but to act accordingly. While he séems to accept that wearcull
members of a commaon humanity, be is unbappy with laving things there:
‘Recognizing the similarity in others of & common humanity miight be
enough 1o undergird the principles of cosmopaolitanism, (0 get us to “be”
cosmopolitans { principles), but it doesn’t seem to be enough rymotiviie us
1o “be’” cosmopolitan (political action).™ Common humanity is one basis
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for cosmapolitanism, but it does not create the ‘thick’ ties between people
that arise from cawsal responsibility. Dobson argues that the way to think
about the "motivational problem is in terms: of nearness and distance .
to overcome the “tyranny of distance™’ * He invakes Linklater's sugges-
tiom that if we are causally responsible for harming other people, and the
physical environmin! upon which they rely. we are far more likely (o act
a8 cosmopelilans should.¥ Relationships of causal responsihility "rigeer
stramger senses of obligation than higher-level ethical appeals can do’,
To hetp us comprehend this connection between nearness, cansality-and
mativation, Dobson describes a Good Samantan whose actions 1o assist
a suflering man move us because the Samaritan was not responsible for
thie man’s mjuries; the Good Sumaritan acted purely out of henelicenes.
However, if the Sumaritan were ‘implicated in the man’s suffering in one
way ot other, we would expéer him to go to his-aid and his act of succor
would seem less remarkable’. ¥ This illustrates the ‘cosmopolitan nearness’
that arises [rom cuusal responsibility ™ While this might not be the whole
story — we might have obligations to help others in eritical nesd simplv
hecause weare eupulile of helping them — even if we do have ebligations
for other reasons they e amplified if we are indeed the cause of the harm
m guestion. What is more, in keeping with cosmopolitan morality, the
‘causal responsihility approgch™ that Dohson describes {8 universal: “the
abligition to do justice implieit in it is owed, in principle. to abselutely
éveryome without fear or favoer™.® It is also universal because we now live:
in 4 globalized world in which most of what we, the affluent people of the
world, do involves relations of causal responsibility, therefore making
them relations of justice. As Dobson puts i, ‘the ties that bind are not,
therefore, hest conceived in terms of the thin skein of common humanity,
but of chains of vause and effect that prompt obligations of justice rather
than sympathy, pity, or beneficence’ 2 ('Neill argues that ‘in our world,
setion and inaction 4t a distance are possible. Huge numbers of distant
strangers may be benelitted or harmed. even sustained or desiroyed, by
our action, and especially by our institutionally embodied zeiion, or inae-
tiom — as we may be by theirs.™ Dobson's point is that in these kinds of
relations of actual harm, justice 'is & more binding and less paternalistic
source'and form of obligation than charity”

The cosmopolivan: standpoint presents serious challenges to the pre-
Yvatling elimate change régime, but it also offers opportunities for new,
possibly mare effective préseriptions for making the regime more attuned
te reahty and thus Tor making it more effective. What more do cosmo-
politans say dbout climate change? The next section seratehes the surface
of their arguments, setting the stage for further discussion in the chapters
thal follow.*

Itradhariian e
CLIMATE CHANGE AND COSMOPOLITANISM

Lorraing Ellion asserts thal environmental harms crogsing borders “extend
the bounds of those with whom we are connected, dgamst whom we might
claim rights and to whom we owe oblipations within the moral commu-
nity".* She describes this as a ‘tosmopolitan morality of distance’, which
eﬂ'{:&ctiuej}-‘ Greates ‘a cosmopolitan communify of duties as well as rights’”
Elliott argues that this obtzins for two reasons: “the hves of “others-
bevord-borders™ are shaped without thieh participation and cotsent fand)
.:n:rimnnwntaj harm deterritorialises (o at Teast tranknationalises) the
cosmopolitan community. In environmenial terms, the bio-physical cotn-
plexities of the p'ianemr_i.r ecosystems inscribe it-asa global m:n‘lmonﬂ or_a
public good, constituting humsnily as an ecological communily of fat;. 2
Comseguently, Elliott belisves thut the cosmopolitan standpont provides
i better “theoretical and ethical road mup for dealing with global environ-
mental ingustice’ than does interpational doctrine.™ Attfield goes further,
arguing thal only cosmopolitanism cun do "justice to the ohjective mnwor-
tance of all agents heeding sthical ressons, insofar as they have scope for
chioice and control over their actions, and working towards & just &_hd gus-
winahle world soziety’,* He believes that criticisms of failed state responses
to environmental problems will inevilably be bused on cosmopalitasism
because ‘the selective ethics of nation states are lable to prioritize some tez-
ritorics, environments, and ecosystems over others. TF this meant nothing
but leaving the other environments alone, this might fot be too pernicious.
[However.] it often means not leaving alone the others bt polluting ar
degrading them,™ Derek Heater also critiques what he calls the _‘h‘a:dl—
tional linear model of the individual having a politica! refationship with the
world at large only via his state' because, #1 least il we are concerned about
‘thie integrity of all planetary life, the institution of the state is rﬂ_.lfeg.'tied Low
relative insignificance - iFnot, mdeed, viewed as a harminl devies ‘

This points to the need for a theory of efivironmiental justice that [ully
encompasses the causes and consequences ol climatle change, Em:h i@
theory almost vertainly must be cosmopolitan, as Steve Vanderheiden
ArgLEs

Ingofir as a justiee community develops wound issues on which peo ples are
mierdependent and so st lind defensible means of allocaling schee uoods,
global climate change presents a case in which the various arguments SEamst
cogrnopolitan justice cease to apply. All depend oma stable climate for their
well-being, all are potentially affected by the actions or poliies of athers, znd
nome ¢in fully opt out of the vooperdtive scheme, sven _1I they oschow it Dl
saty limits on action. Climate chanpe mitigation therelore becomes an fssue of
cowmapalitan justice by its very nature as an sssential public good, .,
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Governmentshave agreed to some principles and practices of environ-
miental justice that apply ar the intersrare level, incloding in the context of
the climate change regime. Indeed. some of the related proposals have a
cosmopolitan flavor, For example, the developing countrigs have called
for the allocation of greenhouse gas emissions (o be based on equal per
vapita allotments. This wauld in éffect fequire the rich countries 1 pay
poor ones for the nse of the latter's allotments. Whife the climate change
nsgotiations so far have arrived ot bargains that fall short of codilving
these equal per capita rights to the timosphere, Frank Biermann believes
that only such allotments. ‘have an inherent appeal due to their Tink 1o
basic human rights of populations in hoth Seuth and Nerth' and will
probably have ‘the normative power to gramt the climate povernance
systemn the institutional siability it needs i the decades and centuriss to
come’, noet least because only équal per capita rights can be demoerati-
citlly supported.™ Peter Baer-also argues that equal per capila emissions
rights are the only ethical option, neting that this has the practical benefit
ol eifering options for developing country emissions Hmits in the future 5
But others have argued that ‘pelitical and cvonomic reasons [mean that)
such a proposal has no chance of being aceepted by developed countrics
because it leads 1o unageeptable costs for them. . . This skepticism is
well mstified based on the history of the clinjate change regime, eveti us
these arguments show (hat cosmopolitan-like positions gre being debated
among diplomats already - although stales are often the intended bearers
ol dutiss and fréquently thé'prnpmed benefiviarics of associated rights.

The wirk of Simon Caney is particularly notewerthy for the way it
lowks at climate change from o m’:mupuh!.m standpeint, in particular
ﬁ}mu ing how and why ¢climate change is unjust becanse it threatens human
rights. As Caney stales, ‘the current consumption of fossil fuels is unjust
Becanse il generates outcomes in which pt‘u‘pit:"h fundamental interests are
unprotected und, as such, undenmines certain key rights . . . 'This is unjust
whether those whose interesis are unprofected are fellmv citizens or for-
engners and whethor they are carrently. alive or are as vet not alive.™ His
drgument proceeds this way: (1) persons have a right to somethme if it is
wa:ght}f ecnough Lo generate duties on others’s (2) climatechange jeopard-
izes ‘Fundamental interests’ (for example, not suffering from drought, crop
failure, heatstroke, infectious disenses, flveding. enforced relocation and
rapid, l_:nprr:dluable_‘md dramatic changes to their natural, socml and
teonanic world'™ ), (3) the interests jeopurdized are of sufficient weight to
generate oblisations on other persons; thus (4) ‘persons have a right not
to suffer from the ill-effects associated with global climate change™ ® One
advartage of Caney's argument 15 that it does not turn-on the question of
who is causing thimate change.
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But the guestion still remains: who ought 1o bear the burdens of address-
ing the problem? Caney answers thal #ll petsons "are under the duly nél
to emil greenhouse gases in excess of their quota” and persons “who exceed
their quota (and/or have exceeded 1l since 1990) havea duty to compensate
athers (through mitigation or adaplation)’.™ He concludes that "the most
advantaged have a duty either to reduce their greenhouse gas enissions
in proportion to the harm resulting from [mitigation] or to address the
illefiects of climate change resulting from [adaptation] (an ability to pay
principlel’, with the added proviso that “the most advantaged have a duty
to construct institutions that discourage future non-conipliance”,”™

Michael Mason argues that there is environmental responsibility across
borders because those who produce significant harm, regardless of whether
they are states, are morally obliged 1o consider those aflected by the harm,
regdrdiess of whether those harmed are co-nationaly.™ What he argues
for requires ‘an appreciation of ¢xpréssions of well-bring not mediated by
states”,™ Jamieson has pointed owl that the notion thal governments have
duties anly to one another is problematic for environmental pritection.™
Given the nature of environmental problems and (he environmental inter-
ests and actions of different individuals and onganizations; ‘ruther than
thinking about the problem of the global environment #s one that inyolves
duties of justice that obtain between states, we should instend think of it
as one that involves actions and respansibilities among. indi:viduul':-. and

institutions who are related in a variety of different ways . ® F Consenuently,
the cemmon notion of international environmental justice — abligations of
states to aid-one another in this context —ought to!

besupplementod by & more ipclusive ecological pietune al duiies and obliga-
ligms —one that sees people all dver the wintld in their roles s prosfucers con-
sumiers, knowhalge-usars, and 50 on, commedtsd to each other in complek webs
of relationships that dre gengérally not medizted by governments. This pietire of
the moral world better represents the reality of our fme in which people areno
longer insulated from sach other by space and time. Patterns of internitional
trade, technolony, and ecomomic development have bound ps fntoa singie com-
munity. and our moral thinking needs fo chinge to reflect thise new realities™

COSMOPOLITAN CONCEPTIONS OF CLIMATE
CHANGE

What comes from these views is a nead to interrogate the precccupulion
with governments and states. and potentially to focks much more on the
nevds, ohligations and actions of individuals if we are to find alternatives
to the weak miernational climate change regime. Contributors to this
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book start from this need by explofing new ways for the waorld to respand
to thecrisis of clirnite change. Ta be sure, the contributors to this volume
sometines diller in their concepticns of cosmopolitanism, in keeping with
the thirkers cited above, Nevertheless, they share Pogge’s fundamental
coneepts — individualism, universality and generalily s starting poinls
for conceplualizing climate change i a new way, and they agree that
looking ut climale change from a broadly cosmopolitan perspective can
shed light on alternutives to the largely failed slatus quo. We begin with
chapters focusing on what cosmopolitanism ells us about individua)
responsibilitiey for chimate change before moving to discussions of justice
among states and how cosmepolitanism might inform dip]unmu_}f and
policies related to climate ehanye.

In Chapter 2 Steve Vanderheiden argues that justice requires adequate
action om chmate change mitigation amd adaptation. This raises the (hee-
retical guestion of how national inadequacy in climate chiange policies
affects the ongoing assignment of related burdens. something (hal is of
tremendous poliey refevance in ensuring that the normative objeeiives of
global climate poliey are achieved. Vandetheiden believes that the norma-
tive concept of responsibifity offers @ valué basis for linking mitigation
and adapiation efforts under 4 single overarching coneeption of justice,
icru.hy providing a coherent uedount of chimate justice. His view of climate
justice links it to an gecount of résponsibility. which can be staied briefly
as demanding that persons and peoples voluntarily take responsibility for
the climate change that they culpably cause, or e hekd respansible for it
by others, IT this can be done for all persons and peoples that affect or are
affected by climate change, climate justice ean be uselully understood as
an effart at ensuring globalized responsibility. Being responsible in this
SCRSE FEquires that persons and peoples avoid harming others through the
anwmr_uflental externality of climite change, whether by paying the rele-
vEn mm_gatiﬂn costs needed to avoid causing clmate uhanéﬁqr by paymz
the adaptation costs need 1o avoid this resulting in human harm, Insofar
@5 Persons and peoples fail to do their share in mitigating or controfling
this global eavironmental problem, they can be held responsible by others
through assessments of liability t6 pay compensation.

. In' Chapter 3 Nigel Dawer examines climate change [rom the perspec-
tive of selected cosmopblitan theories. From these theories he derives
the cosmopolitan respansibility of individuals, As he puénts out, even 1f
cosmopelitanism can be trunstated into practical climate policies, indi-
viduals will have to take some responsibility for bringing about the needed
changes. Pat another way, cosmopolitin responses to climiale change riced
to occur at the leve] of institutions, including what Dower calls ‘cosmope-
litical changes” and at the level of ‘active glabal citizenship engagerent’,
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It examining the latter, Dower focuses on three guestions: if effective
international cooperation 1o addsess climate change 13 o be realized.
how ifmpartant % it to allow Ffor 4 variety of pragmatic principles, such as
precaution, “contraction and convérgence” and “pollutér pays’, and how
significant are ethical principles that different mdividuals and proups can
acoept? What is the nature and extent of the obligations ol individuals with
respect to climate change, particularly those whose lifestyles are carbon-
intensive, here und now — prior W any changes n laws, regulations, 2co-
nomic incantives or social expectations? And what 15 the relevance of these
individual abligativns for the likelihood and legitimacy ol government
palicies for addressing climate change?

In Chapter 4 Jennifer Kent Tooksat individual responsibility and velun-
tary action on climate ¢hange. Consistent with Dower's argument, Kent
behieves that individuals and households will n2ed to contribute to-efforts
to significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions ifintermittional (argets are
io he achieved, However, she belicves that the role of individual respon-
sibility as 4 component of government policies, as well as ol diseourse
around climate chiangs. is under-theorized. Consequantly, themechanisms
for ascertaining what individuals should do, and how local getions link
to those at the global level, are poorly understoad. She points out that
responsibility for mitigating climate change has generally béen applied
through determimng how greenhiouse gas cutd ean be distributed fairly
among states. Much less emphasis has been placed on how these contribu-
tions will be distributed between states and theircitizens, ast of ull within
an ethical framework thatestablishes rights to, and responsibilities for, the
global atmospheric commons, With this in mind, Kent's chapter considers
individual responsibility for climate change miligalion as it is expressed
through forms of voluntary action, and she considers how perceptions
ol agency may influence change at other levels. She shows that the adop-
tion af a cosmepalitan ethic within the global climate regime is currently
hampered by limits on individual agency.

Looking at the development of the internationsl legal regime on climate
change [rom the perspective of the cipitalist relations of production.
Chapler 5 Romain Felli argues that developments in the regime are flawed
due to three forms of “fetishism®: distribution, global governatice and the
state. Because of these so-called fetighisms, a troly cosmapolitan solution
to climate change can come only ‘from below” — thal is. from movements
bevond states — thereby contesting the fundamentul logic of the climate
chanpe reoime and capitalist relations of production that have contributed
to causing climare change, While Felll acknowledges that cosmopolitan-
ism tends to put human interests before those of the states, hebelizvesthat
a simple opposition betwesri states and individualk can be misleading, He
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argues that the opposition between human interesis and those of the state
in this context needs 1o be perceived in téris of the capitalist relations
ol production that supposs two separate fpheres, namely cconomics and
palitics. Felli's chapier describis how this separation helween gconomics
and politics4s played aut at the inlermational level where the existence ni'a
world market is “parallefed with the generalization of political sovereign-
tigs” in the form of & system of lormally equal and awtonomous stares,
International negotiations on climate change, and resulling agreements
among states, are thus expressions of narrow national intérests. This “Ter
shist understanding of the international realim’ is in Ly an expression
of capitalist relations of productions. Therefare, acvording to Felli, there
is 4 need o go bevond the appearince of “stites inlerests’ so as Lo expose
the ‘mediations that produce this fetishist undersianding”, Felli laoks at
this problem; in the process answering the questions of why state interests
appear to be opposed to human mterests in the context of climate change,
and what this tells us about the role of cosmopolitdnizm M addressing
chimate chanpe:

Chapter 6, by Michgel W, Howard, argues fur ‘qualified cosmopoli-
lanism’ to address clinate change. Howard examines several proposals
tor pringiples that he belisves should govern the sharng of the burdens
of climate change. One idea he explores is that polluters should pay for
the costs of climwe change: indeed, he describes (hree versions of the
polluter-pays priciple. Bul, as he points out, this principle by irsell is
inadequate because it does not distinguish between poor polluters and
rich polluters: Tle pomnts oul that burdens of dimate change will fall
beavily on the global poor, in at least two ways, First, the impacts of
climate change will hiy places inhahited by pioor people whio lack resources.
needed 1o adapt. Seeond. mitigating global wirming requires redoe-
tions 1 garbon dioxide just as developing counlrics need to expand their
encrgy to-support development. According (o Howard, fustice ahliges the
world's wealthy couniries 1o reduce greenhouse gAs emissions at u rale
that permits development in poor countries. #nd (o dssist these counlries
in-meeting necessary greenhouse £as reductions ol their own. He arpues
that the ‘polluter pays’ principle should e qualificd by an ‘ahility (o pay’
principle. He makes a distinction between cosmopolitan (or global) justice
and international justice, propeasing something much more modest than
ungualified cosmopolitan egalitarianism ‘but more robust than the human
rghts minimum: that non-cosmopolitans tend 1o favor, His position is
tosmepohtan ingofar as he takes persons, rather thin SEALes, to be the rel-
evant olfjerts of moral congern, but in focusing on principles that should
govern the sharing of the burdens of elinaie change he alo considers
statist structures,
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In Chapter 7. Robert Pachlke Tooks at ::'ns:mupq!itunism aqd ;hme.ue
change in the context of the United States. Until recently the Um_{e_ _Sta:es
government has been unwilling to acknowledge mu.uh mspwrn;?:hﬂuy for
chimate change. Even today, with Barrack U]:waimﬂ i U_w White House,
thiert is ne assurance that the United States will wot r_u:}:tu_:.liy tio mldmss
the problem. Indeed, as Chapter 7 shows, many political leaders an
citizens of the United States continug io oppose action on this issie. Ta
understand this reluctance toact on LIS resb‘msfbilmn:s. Pﬁf:h_llkc cmmme&z
the domestic polities of climate change. He pomnts out that in ll_nr. I-‘?Qi?f.u
the LS Senate expressly rejected the pringiple of common Imt_ dlﬁ‘efghta-
ated responsibility among states for climate chinge because it placed a
sreater burden of immediate action on the developed countries especin 1y
the United States. Given this history, it is not surprising thntl the Kyota
Protocol to the climate change eonvention his not been ratified by ’i_he
United Stites, or that President Obama felt that he musl p:_'ﬂt‘er:d_ w__at_h
preat caution al the December 2009 Copenbagen uunﬁﬁ_ﬂ::uuu ol the parties.
The question that Paglike addresses 15 whejrhar 1_hm.u-xi.rr:mc c‘autmr
regarding chimate chunge vn the part Inr'me United Stales can b rm_:rm_%_
In particular, he asks whether there 15 any prospect u? a large numbsr of
Americans adopting 4 more cosmopolilan perspeclive, th_urchy recog-
nizing the special obligations of thoss in wealthy nations. inctuding: the

United States, regarding the global risks associatsd with -:hmt_glg gl_mng_-;.
In Chapter § Philip 8. Gelub and Jean-Paul Ma;.a.uhal deformine Th”at
overcoming the ‘planctary prisoner’s dilemma’ ::f:f cliriiite ::I.-mng,q: FeQUIFES
a cosmopolitan Tesponse. Golub and Marschal's aim i 'lu L'f.'lﬂiﬂh,lulE_fF
the theoretical debale by focusing on the issus f:rf dl*.-'ll‘lbyLlnfuﬂl justics
amonig states and soiial classes, Siates have varying capabilitics and d.ﬁ'_
ferent historical respomsibilities in the context of climate change. 4 reality
that derives from their historical role in the globul political eEQIOMY,

As Gohib and Maréchal point out, tins issue featured prormuncntly

in the failure of the Deécembir 2000 Copenhagen a_:_-::nni'«:renm Lo u}-;ti1]:ul15h

the foundations for a much stronger global climate ¢hange regmil, .ﬂfu
the same time, however, the tise of a large ¢lass of consumers in t:%‘rlcl;'_g-

ing economies requires 4 serivus appraisal of the role of socal classes i

climate change, The purpose of new thearizing on this issue should be to

help find wavs toovercome the f_-unn'adicti‘m bclweenl plabal ].T“Ium nlcg:cli;
and the present reality of the ségmentation of the Iﬂ'['ETTl‘dLll‘JIl'-iJ. system
it discreet national anits. The guestion for Golub and .M m_"cch,al is hieywe
trust-building mechanisms can be developed for effective ETlEcrniJ‘h:.}nE:T.
cooperation. Focusing en the roles of American and Chinese g;'u:lan?_n_ruse
pas emissions, their chapter examings the intel]ectll.l_al el nﬂ.r:_Imlzl'wi.:-d'i_ﬂJ-
lenge to imagining new forms of ‘ordered pluralist cooperition” leading
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to convergence around commoen agendss that are in the overall human
interest. Cosmopaolitanism informs their suggestions for how to réspond
ko this challengo.

In Chapter 9 Paul Harris proposes a way lorward for the intetnational
climate change regime that acknowledges the responsibilities and duties
of developed states while also explicitly acknowledging and acting upon
the responsitulities of all aflluent people, regardless of nationality, His
aim is 10 explore the role of justice in the world’s responses to climate
change, and m particular to deseribe an allernative stratepy for tackling
climate change that iy more principled and practical than the prevailing
approach, and which may be much more politically scceptable to gov-
ernments and citizens than are existing responses to the problem. This
dlternntive sirategy is premised on cosmepolitanism. A cosmopolitan
ethic. and s practical implementation in the form of global justice.
offers both governments and people & path to sustainability and success-
ful mutigation of the adverse impacts of climate change. Harns's argu-
ment m tavor of & more cosmepolitan spproach to dealing with climale
change is not meant to bean idealistic exereise or an act of mplaring the
wortld to mecept that all people will guickly beconis good global citizens
or that states can be abandoned in Faver of cosmopolitan action alone.
Rather, his argument is an attemipt to show that the most practical and
politically viablé approach to élimate change is In fact one that actualizes
cosmopolitan cthics. Harris believes that, by placing persans, including
their rights, needs and duties, at the centre of climate diplamacy and dis-
course, more just, effeetive and politically viable policies are more likely
o be realized,

CONCILUSION

The world’s responses to ¢limate change may benefit greatly from taking 4
more cosmaopolitan perspective beeause it is a global problem with global
causes and consequences. As Held puts it, ‘cosmopolitanism constitutes
the political basis and political philosophy of living in a glabal "y 7
The idea that states can continue to control what happens within Lheir
borders is no longer vatid because ‘some of the most fundamental forces
and processes that determing the nature of life chances within and across
political communities are now beyond the reach of individual nation-
states”.” Climate change is one contemporary phenomenon that creates
“overlapping communities of fawe” refuiring fiew cosmopolitan nstitu-
tions. ™ Where cosmopolitan justice is especially important is in locating
obligation— to step harming the environment ot whick others depend and
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tor take steps to-aid those who suffer [rom harm to the ﬁmfi'r'u_m_m':!it — n
the shoulders not only of governments but also of capable individuals. As
Aufield points out, ‘the global nature of many environmental problems
calls for a global, cosmopolitan ethic, and for its recognitlon on lh{:‘ part of
agents who thereby aceept the role of global citizesns and membership of an
embryonie global community”™ Cosmopolitan justics, and t];le.umml?&d
obligations, might theréftre at mimimum supplement the u'a_tﬂ:ti-frr_:tur stalist
view of climate governance. although it should not dilute the common but
differentated responsibilities of states. This has significemt im_ph:;aimna
for reshaping climate change policies and the climate ragime more gener-
ally — in line with cosmopolitan and environmentally friendly objeclives
~ without ienoring the reality of continuing state dominange of related
insgitutions and policy responses,
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