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Welcome to a Probing the Boundaries Project

Environmental Justice and Global Citizenship is an inter-disciplinary and
multi-disciplinary research project which aims to explore the role of
ecology and environmental ideas in the context of contemporary society,
international politics and global economics, and to begin to assess the
implications for our understandings of fairness, justice and global
citizenship.

The project will develop a focus on four interlocking areas;

Area 1: will examine the changing relationship between nature, culture,
and society and will look at the impact of environmental thinking and
ethics on issues such as animal/species welfare and rights, conservation
and preservation, sustainable resources, food and feeding, space and air
space, present and future needs, human ‘rights', and our obligations to
future generations.

Area 2 will examine the ethical and political impact of environmental
thinking, looking at its emergence and role in political contexts, the factors
which influence the formation of environmental policy, what (if any) is the
place of economic methods and considerations, differing perspectives on
the interpretation of scientific data, and the ability of national and
international communities to successfully implement environmental
policies.

Area 3 will examine the international nature of environmental issues and
look at the problem solving processes which are or might be employed
particularly in light of globalisation. Themes will include how
environmental negotiation works in the context of international relations,
the responsibilities of multinational companies, the feasibility of
establishing environmental ‘laws’, and the future of ecological ‘business’.

Area 4 will examine the themes of justice, community and citizenship,
looking at the tensions present in ecological debates, the influence of
cultural values, the meaning of ethical business practice, the assessment of
what counts as environmental equality, inequality, and justice, and our
responsibilities toward the world in which we live.

Dr Robert Fisher
Inter-Disciplinary.Net
http://www.inter-disciplinary.net
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Introduction

The chapters in this volume will hopefully contribute to a
cooperative and sustainable future. The chapters deal with injustice, risks,
vulnerability, trust and hope, and with lessons to be learned from each
other’s mistakes and successes.

Much of the infrastructure and consumption patterns of ‘highly
developed’ countries are based on unsustainably high levels of resource
use. From a sustainable development perspective, ‘developed countries’
may be viewed not only as unsustainable, but paradoxically also less
‘developed’ than we often portray them. High rates of consumption in the
developed world should, however, imply technological capability to attain
a more sustainable level of development. Many citizens in developed
countries are more than willing to contribute to sustainable and peaceful
development, and they need their countries to shift toward more resource-
friendly regulations and infrastructure solutions in order to achieve
sustainable patterns of production and consumption.

Less developed countries often must make choices for
infrastructural development that will greatly impact future resource use.
Resource-intensive, resource-friendly and high-risk technologies are
available options on the world market, and some of these countries might
look to today’s countries with wealth and power when selecting
technology or making resource management policy. Some developed
countries recognize they are trapped in a resource-intensive, high-risk
infrastructure; additionally, many understand the importance that less-
developed countries get this message. When the developed world
acknowledges its unsustainable patterns, the signal to ‘avoid repeating our
mistakes’ will gain the necessary credibility. This message is not credible
if today’s wealthy countries refuse to admit that they have serious
challenges related to sustainable resource use and development.

At the same time, however, global change does not always occur
quickly. Today’s developed countries may require some patience from the
rest of the world. ‘Limits to growth’ at a global ecology level was framed
as a relatively new concept 30-40 years ago. Hence, today’s wealthy
countries developed their societal infrastructure in a time when resource-
efficiency was not an aim in and of itself. Natural resources were one out
of many input factors, and often an inexpensive one, so there seemed to be
no incentives to develop resource-friendly alternatives. More than 30 years
after the first UN conference on ‘the human environment’ in Stockholm —
which put resource limits to growth high on the agenda — mainstream
infrastructural solutions in most wealthy countries are still unnecessarily
resource-intensive. This situation must change, but it is also important to
acknowledge that relative changes toward resource-friendly infrastructure
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solutions will take time. Wealthy developed countries cannot, however,
expect patience from the rest of the world if they do not show substantive
commitment to sustainable infrastructural development.

Global citizens can learn from experiences from all over the
world that resource-intensive infrastructure solutions and production
patterns are often not sustainable. We can also learn that a one-sided focus
on economic efficiency often leads to solutions that are not socially
acceptable or which lead to unemployment and unhealthy environments.
And we can remind ourselves that human welfare and integrity should in
fact be the goal of all development. We should expect that the means
employed to reach this goal are themselves humane and community-
oriented. We can learn about cooperative market solutions that are often
even more efficient than the competitive ones because of the synergy
effects released by cooperative, people-friendly solutions. And we can
learn about the forces for change that can be released if wealthy global
citizens use their voting and purchasing powers to support and demand
resource-friendly and sustainable production solutions and infrastructure
development.

All actors that have acknowledged the need to develop in a more
sustainable direction can learn very much from each other’s efforts. There
are many inspiring research projects and experimental projects for
sustainable development going on in a variety of development contexts
and settings. Learning about each other’s efforts offers constructive
encouragement. Research partnerships for sustainable development — as
exemplified by this volume — are one of many paths toward cooperative
and sustainable development in both ‘over-developed’ and ‘developing’
countries.

Future as Fairness: Ecological Justice and Global Citizenship
takes the reader on a journey which explores reasons for taking
responsibility — and reasons for hope. The chapters have a common place
of origin at The Second Global Conference on Ecological Justice and
Global Citizenship in Copenhagen February 2003. The chapters deal with
several aspects of environmental and ecological justice and global
citizenship: problems generated by unsustainable development paths from
the past, challenges in the present, as well as actors taking responsibility
for the past, present and future to support the building of alliances for
future change. Even though many aspects are dealt with in most chapters,
we organized the chapters into three thematic sections: ‘Facing the
Challenges’, ‘Taking Responsibility” and ‘Building Alliances’.

The first chapter in Part | is about facing the challenges of
ecological citizenship. In “‘Ecological Citizenship and Global Justice: Two
Paths Converging?” Andrew Dobson connects readers to debates on
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citizenship, cosmopolitanism, environmental sustainability and social
justice. Dobson’s chapter also provides a bibliography of some important
contributions to these debates. Dobson identifies the global ‘environmental
space’ as the origin of citizenly obligations and the challenges facing each
global citizen are linked to one’s ‘ecological footprints’ in this
environmental space.

To take citizenly responsibility requires a certain degree of
empowerment and also beliefs about the situation which imply that one’s
actions matter. While many groups and societies may lack these
prerequisites, each has the potential and capacity for empowerment.
Powerlessness and a lack of meaningful alternatives are often linked to
previous development paths. In the post-communist societies whole
regions need to recognize past development paths as disastrous for the
environment and public health. In ‘Environment and Health in Post-
Communist Societies: Public Concerns, Attitudes and Behaviour’ Ivan
Ivanov, Angela G. Mertig and Roberto Bertollini take a closer look at this
situation and analyze potentials for moving toward more sustainable
development paths. They find that in societies where large groups are
negatively affected by environmental and societal problems it may prove
difficult to establish necessary hope and agency. However, they find that
introducing health-related variables in explanatory models can
significantly change our understanding of development effects and
impacts. Hope for improved health for oneself, one’s children, and
grandchildren might thus provide a bridge from apathy to agency.

In their chapter ‘America’s Nuclear Waste: Tribal Sovereignty,
Injustice, and Technological Conflict’, J.D. Wulfhorst and Jennifer Kamm
explore the legal frameworks affecting a core conceptual challenge of
environmental and social justice revolving around nuclear waste storage.
This chapter argues: What is just is not always fair. And what is just is not
always ecologically sustainable. Previous development has set some
societies on unsustainable paths. Top-down criticisms of the choices made
by these societies do not necessarily lead to progress and change. This
chapter illustrates how past injustice to a cultural group, can affect
contemporary attempts to negotiate political agreements. Without attempts
to heal past wounds, our search for other development paths remains
undirected.

In the next chapter Achim Schliiter describes a parallel situation,
but this time in a producer town in Scotland. ‘Views from a Producer
Town: Public Perceptions, Technology and the Distribution of
Environmental Risks’ shows us how high risks may become socially
constructed as acceptable as long as those risks are linked to the
production of prosperity for the society. Parallel processes of reduced
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production of prosperity and increased environmental risks create a new
situation for the members of society. Facing the challenges might direct
the society toward more sustainable development paths with lower
perceived risk. However, Schliiter’s study also shows that an increasing
skepticism toward yesterday’s risky technologies does not imply
skepticism toward potential risks of tomorrow. Instead, the members of a
local community appear proud to host clean high-tech businesses involved
in “‘genetic modification (GM)’ research.

Genetic madification of organisms, according to some, might be
perceived as a sign of a whole civilization heading for a development path
with new and unfamiliar risks. Does humanity need to take such risks in
order to feed the people of the earth? Do the GM scientists underestimate
the risks involved? In ‘GM Scientists and the Politics of the Risk Society’
Peter Robbins, Elisa Pieri and Guy Cook share some of the more private
thoughts of GM scientists as well as laypersons’ thoughts about GM and
the associated risks. Their research reveals distrust on both sides of these
groups, but also points toward a significant potential for constructive
dialogue between scientists and interested publics.

Transitioning from Part | to Part 1l offers several alternative
perspectives on ‘Taking Responsibility’. This set of chapters includes
critical analyses from global governance to the ecological footprint of a
single dwelling.

Using the trade in toxic waste as an example, Lucy H. Ford’s
chapter ‘The Power of Technocracy: A Critical Analysis of the Global
Environmental Governance of the Toxic Waste Trade’ shows how
technocratic solutions fail to address the root causes of environmental
problems. The chapter illustrates a struggle between different ways to take
responsibility, voiced by technocrats and a growing environmental justice
movement respectively, and shows how the latter’s voice may promote
more long-term, socially just and sustainable solutions to the global toxics
crisis.

Road transportation is an activity that by definition usually makes
ecological responsibility difficult. In “Tradable Fuel Permits: Toward a
Sustainable Road Transport System’ Evy Crals, Mark Keppens and Lode
Vereeck present a possible tool for authorities and citizens who want to
take responsibility for cutting emissions from road transport. Tradable fuel
permits are presented as a socially fair, economically efficient and
environmentally effective way to meet the present and future challenges of
protecting the climate and our common atmosphere.

One possible way to take global responsibility in one’s own life
and affairs is to use the Earth Charter as a checklist. In ‘“The Quest for “A
Beautiful Act”: Meeting Human and Ecological Rights in Creating the
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Sustainable Built Environment’ Bob Fowles suggests how the Earth
Charter may be used to develop criteria for an ecological, ethical and
sustainable architecture. He identifies those rights in the Earth Charter that
are of relevance to the built environment and gives examples of how a
checklist for a holistically sustainable architecture might be used to
evaluate building projects. He also illustrates how building users can assert
the right of participation in all stages of the design, construction and
management process.

In “The Environmental Impact of Housing: Local and Global
Ecological Footprint of a House’ Roselle Miko and Shirley Thompson
explore the potentials for sustainable building practices from the point of
view of an actual building project. What happens if an individual house
builder wants to take ecological responsibility? Is it easy to find
responsible solutions? Are these solutions affordable? Miko and
Thompson show that ecological, societal and economical win-win
solutions might prevail when people consciously choose to tread more
lightly on the Earth.

Following Part 11, Part 111 stresses the art of ‘Building Alliances’,
and provides several cases to enable readers to envision a cooperative and
sustainable future.

In ‘Forestry and lllegal Logging: Law, Technology and the
Environment in Natural Resource Management’ Paul Toyne gives a
picture of the global timber trade, where illegally logged timber constitutes
a significant share of the world market. Toyne’s chapter demonstrates how
different actors can join forces in a common struggle to prevent illegal
logging, and offers practical advice on the building of alliances between
all stakeholders.

Local environmental empowerment is also an important part of
the journey toward a sustainable future. In *Solid Waste Management in
Jamaica: Household and Institutional Perspectives’ Ruby Pap deals with
both problems and potentials related to popular beliefs and practices in
solid waste management. Her case study shows that new technology alone
is often not enough to solve waste-related problems. These issues often
require a need to build trust and to empower people and find a more
ecologically sustainable mix of traditional practices to combine with the
use of new technological solutions.

In ‘Norwegians as Global Neighbours and Global Citizens’,
Anne K. Haugestad relays an optimistic picture of some wealthy
consumers’ willingness and interest to take part in efforts to promote
cooperative and sustainable development. Haugestad suggests that an
image of the market’s ‘invisible heart’ might empower wealthy consumers
to make more globally responsible consumption choices.
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This volume concludes with a chapter that takes a journey
through the history of globalization. In ‘Globalisation from a Complexity
Perspective: Explored not as an Abomination but as Irresistible Human
Enterprise’, Robert Woog and Vladimir Dimitrov deal with how the
globalized scope of some people’s actions affects other people’s lives
negatively. They identify three “attractors’ which have shaped history until
now — ‘nourishment’, ‘identity’, and *will to power’. To these they add a
fourth attractor — ‘good will and hope’. They link some of the reasons for
hope to the empowerment of people’s abilities and motivations for self-
organization. With reference to complexity theory they suggest that such
empowerment might lead to a development which no one can control, but
which can help steer us toward desirable and sustainable directions.

Human enterprise is the explicit theme of the final chapter.
Implicitly, human enterprise and its consequences is the theme of the
whole volume as well as the international debates on sustainable
development.

After the report from the World Commission on Environment and
Development, Our Common Future, was published in 1987, there have
been numerous attempts to operationalize the challenges posed to the
world society by the Brundtland Commission. Two of the most interesting
ideas are linked to the concepts of a global ‘environmental space’ and
‘ecological footprints’. In the opening chapter Dobson links these two
approaches in an inventive way and establishes the material source of
transnational citizenly obligations: Those who have larger ecological
footprints than a sustainable global average have a citizenly obligation to
reduce their footprints and compensate those affected by their unsustain-
able resource use. Dobson labels this “distributive cosmopolitanism’.

Reducing one’s ecological footprint toward a sustainable global
average might serve as a meaningful enterprise to individual global
citizens. In her chapter Haugestad reports on how some Norwegian
‘citizen-consumers’ respond to such a challenge. Miko and Thompson’s
chapter on the ‘eco-home’ also explicitly address the challenge to reduce
one’s ecological footprint through responsible decisions.

Construction activity is a necessary enterprise in every human
society, as well as in many animal societies. Fowles’ chapter on
sustainable architecture and Miko and Thompson’s chapter on an actual
construction project show potential for short-term and long-term reduction
of ecological impacts from construction activity. They also thematize how
this kind of approach might improve the social qualities of building
projects, thus creating win-win situations where the ecological impact is
reduced and welfare is increased.
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Waste seems to be a necessary byproduct of human enterprise.
Some enterprises create waste which will remain a problem for hundreds
of generations to come, as exemplified in Wulfhorst and Kamm’s chapter.
The international society has taken steps to prevent trade in toxic waste,
but as shown in Ford’s chapter this aim is not easily achieved through a
one-sided technocratic approach. Pap’s chapter takes the waste question
down to the very local level. The waste generated in households might not
seem ‘toxic’ when perceived as household events, but management of
waste from hundreds and thousands of households requires us to consider
local communities, the environment, and other collective aspects of life to
prevent severe and unsustainable outcomes.

Greenhouse gas emissions from millions of private cars is
another kind of ‘waste generation’ that might seem insignificant to the
individual, but when taken together, the emissions contribute to global
warming and climate change. In their chapter on tradable fuel permits,
Crals, Keppens and Vereeck present a system that might deliver reductions
in greenhouse gas emissions without severe reductions in individuals’
privilege to mobility.

The constant invention of new technologies is another aspect of
enterprise. It is an empirical question that has to be answered from case to
case whether such inventiveness leads to improved welfare for humanity
in general, or primarily for some people who make profit from the
inventions. In their chapter on America’s nuclear waste, Wulfhorst and
Kamm ask: “have we already gone too far with our technology?” The
same question is implicit in Schliter’s chapter on industrial risks in a
producer town, lvanov, Mertig and Bertollini’s chapter on environmental
health, and Robbins, Pieri and Cook’s chapter on GM technology.

But even if some technologies have been and still are going too
far on paths of uncertain risk, this does not imply that technological
progress should be deemed impossible. One way forward is the opening
up of scientific risk assessments to public scrutiny. Schliiter’s chapter on
traditional industrial risks and Robbins, Pieri and Cook’s chapter on
potential risks emerging from GM technology, illustrate this kind of new
dialogue between scientific and popular perceptions of risk.

Several studies reported here stress the need for respectful and
candid dialogue in order to make better and more sustainable decisions for
the future. Pap’s chapter points to potentials emerging from better
dialogue between complex institutional levels in solid waste management
from the national policy makers to local government waste managers, to
local communities. Solid waste, especially more dangerous waste
generated from new materials, must be handled with proper technology,
but equal attention must be paid to building and maintaining genuine local
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capacity to maintain new technology, as well as establishing trust related
to that technology in local communities. New technology can also be
combined with traditional waste handling such as sorting and composting.
Increased focus on dialogue, shared responsibility and appropriate
technology is the common lesson within global reach illustrated by Pap’s
study, but connecting all of the works herein.

Dialogue, shared responsibility and appropriate technology is
also the complex and interconnected lesson to be learned from Toyne’s
chapter on illegal logging. The chapter can also be read as a ‘success story
in the making’ in that it may inform and support citizen action toward a
reduction of the illegal practice. Illegal logging will occur as long as there
is a market for illegally logged timber. Toyne’s chapter and the
international alliances he tells about give reasons to hope that this market
will vanish.

Climate change and energy consumption are themes that run
through several chapters in this volume. Dobson argues that, “If global
warming is principally caused by wealthy countries, and if global warming
is at least a part cause of unpredictable weather, then monies should be
transferred as a matter of compensatory justice rather than as aid or
charity.” Crals, Keppens and Vereeck state that, “To make sure that the
further increases in temperatures are limited to maximum 0,1°C each
decennium, the industrial countries have to limit their greenhouse gas
emissions ... by the year 2010 with at least 30-55% with regard to the level
of 1990.” And Miko and Thompson tell us that, “Awareness of the many
associated injustices created by energy overconsumption challenged us to
reduce energy-use in the eco-home by: using super-insulation amounts,
proper air and vapour barriers, and efficient lighting fixtures.”

‘Common but differentiated responsibilities’ is one of the guiding
principles in the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change
(UNFCCC). ‘Future as fairness’, ‘ecological justice’ and global
citizenship’ are potential answers to the question how to respond to
common but differentiated responsibilities. ‘Future as fairness’ alludes to
John Rawls’ famous principle ‘justice as fairness’. In her chapter
Haugestad suggests a global ecological version of this principle: “A global
vision of the future can be regarded as fair if this is a future that all global
citizens will choose ‘behind a veil of ignorance’, i.e. without knowing his
or her own preferences and geographic and societal positioning in this
future.”

The atmosphere’s sink capacity is the prototypical ‘global
common’. And even if one disputes the ‘end of pipe’ problems linked to
climate change, the related ‘beginning of pipe’ problems remain, such as
control over natural resources. At the beginning of the ‘climate change
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pipe’ we find oil (with all its related conflicts) and other fossil fuels. And
‘along the pipe’ we find individual drivers with their claims to free
mobility and individual households with their energy solutions. But we
also find societies and individuals negatively affected at disproportionate
levels by the extraction, transportation and refining of fossil fuels —
leaking pipelines, risky and polluting mining and industries, and unhealthy
employment. These latter issues are typical ‘environmental justice’
concerns. In the first chapter in Part I, Dobson makes a distinction
between ‘environmental citizenship’ and ‘ecological citizenship’.
‘Environmental citizenship® (and ‘environmental justice’) is about
claiming the right to a healthy environment, and is highly relevant to the
chapters that make up Part I. This kind of rights-claiming can, and usually
does, take place within the nation-state. ‘Ecological citizenship® (and
‘ecological justice’) on the other hand, is linked to the global environ-
mental space and is thus by necessity a global citizenship.

‘Environmental justice’ concerns are often voiced as ‘not in my
backyard’, while “ecological justice’ concerns necessarily imply ‘not in
anybody’s backyard’. Most ‘environmental justice’ issues are, however,
structurally linked to ecological justice, even if they are perceived as
isolated instances of environmental rights-claiming. For environmental
justice groups, a constructive path forward is to identify linkages between
cases of environmental injustice. If they do not do this, these groups risk
pushing environmental hazards back and forth between communities
without solving the problems related to unsustainable infrastructural
solutions and paths of high-risk developments.

‘Global citizenship’ is usually linked to universal human rights
and obligations. By linking global citizenship to ecological justice the
“future as fairness’ approach promotes ecologically responsible global
citizenship expressed as resource-friendly production and consumption
and compensatory justice toward those affected by environmental and
ecological injustice. The concepts of ‘ecological justice’ and ‘global
citizenship’ further suggest privilege as an important principle for
distribution of responsibilities. Those disproportionately privileged by
unequal distribution of natural resources and unsustainable development
paths are usually not responsible for the historical origin of the current
situation. But ecological justice — the fair sharing of the global
environmental space, such as the atmosphere’s sink capacity — obliges
privileged global citizens to take responsibility to change global
development paths toward fair distribution of natural and environmental
resources in the future.

‘Future as fairness’ might in fact become the source of a new
generation of human enterprise, rooted in ecologically conscious and
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human-centred entrepreneurial spirit. When people are confronted with the
potential consequences of their choices, fairness might prevail. The
Internet provides a new vehicle for confrontations with the global reach of
one’s actions, and actors at all levels can choose to open their eyes and
their hearts to the consequences of their decisions — for the sake of our
common future.

It has been a great pleasure to work with the contributors to this
volume. We believe this collective work represents a unique and
cooperative effort to carve a more sustainable future.

We would also like to thank the Series Editor, Rob Fisher, for
providing clear directions and a safe harbour for our journey.

August 2003
Nesodden, Norway and Moscow, Idaho
Anne K. Haugestad and J.D. Wulfhorst
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Ecological Citizenship and Global Justice:
Two Paths Converging?

Andrew Dobson

1. Introduction

Global justice and environmental citizenship (or ecological
citizenship as | shall henceforth call it, with an explanation of the
difference to come shortly) are both social objectives that will be widely
regarded as worth aiming for. Few people will say that global injustice is a
good thing, or that citizens shouldn’t care much about environmental
sustainability. But what is the relationship between them? Are they really
‘two paths converging’ as the title of this chapter suggests? Or do they pull
in different directions? In what follows | am going to try to get rid of the
chapter title’s question mark, and to show that ecological citizenship and
global justice are intimately linked — to show, indeed, that when they are
properly understood, they entail each other.

Two problems (at least) stand in the way of this objective. First,
there are those who claim that ‘citizenship’ and ‘the environment’ cannot
be sensibly talked of in the same breath. I shall explain shortly why this
claim is made, and offer some reasons for refuting it. Second, even if
something like ecological citizenship exists, can it be linked to global
justice? I shall explain later why 1 think it can.

2. Environmental and Ecological Citizenship

First, though, let me say why | prefer to talk of ‘ecological’ rather
than ‘environmental’ citizenship, in this context at least. Elsewhere,® |
have explained at length that ‘citizenship’ and ‘the environment’ most
easily and obviously come together (discursively at any rate) in the context
of liberal understandings of citizenship. For the liberal tradition (broadly
understood), citizenship is about rights-claiming within a given and
bounded political territory, usually the nation-state. In this tradition,
moreover, the idea of citizenship virtue is almost completely absent. Now
I take environmental citizenship to be the kind of citizenship that emerges
from within this liberal framework. In other words, environmental
citizenship is about the claiming of environmental rights within bounded
political territories. It should already be apparent why this way of linking
‘citizenship’ and ‘the environment” will not produce the tight relationship
between (ecological) citizenship and global justice that | am seeking. This
is because there is a tension, to say the least, between the national focus of
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traditional understandings of citizenship, and the global focus of the kind
of justice with which we are concerned. | shall say more about this below.

In Citizenship and the Environment | have developed an
alternative to both liberal and civic conceptions of citizenship that | have
called “post-cosmopolitan’. This deals in the currency of obligation rather
than rights (and takes a non-reciprocal view of the relationship between
the two, which is to say that in a globalizing world some people owe
obligations of justice without being owed anything in return); it has the
idea of citizenship virtue at its heart (and regards care and compassion as
legitimate citizenship virtues, contrary to traditional conceptions of
citizenship virtue); it regards the private arena as a legitimate site of
citizenship activity (whereas citizenship is normally regarded as
exclusively related to the public arena); and it takes a post-national view
of the realm in which citizenship rights and obligations are played out.
Now if environmental citizenship is comfortably expressed in the liberal
and civic republican idiom, ecological citizenship is best expressed
through the concepts provided by post-cosmopolitanism. From now on |
shall refer only to ecological citizenship, and I will focus on the (non-)
territorial theme raised at the end of the last sentence. If we are to link
ecological citizenship and global justice effectively, the post-national
aspects of the former are clearly of special importance.

3. Citizenship beyond the State

So let me take the first of my questions, above, first — particularly
in relation to the tension between dominant state-centred understandings
of citizenship, and the way, on the other hand, that environmental
problems ‘overflow’ the boundaries of nation states. So it has become de
rigueur to point out that many environmental problems are international
problems — global warming, ozone depletion, acid rain — and that they are
constitutively international in the sense that they do not, cannot, and will
never respect national boundaries in their effects.

Most mainstream accounts of citizenship regard it as a matter of
playing out reciprocal rights and responsibilities between the individual
citizen and the state. The most common point of critical reference here is
the ‘Westphalian model’ of states and their mutual relations (after the
1648 Treaty of Westphalia), summed up as “territorial sovereignty, the
formal equality of states, non-intervention in the domestic affairs of other
recognized states and state consent as the basis of international legal
obligation”.?

Given the Westphalian model of political geography it is
plausible to claim that this is an exhaustive account of what citizenship
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consists in. Yet this “Westphalian moment’ is not only questionable in its
own terms (has the sovereignty, integrity and equality on which it is based
ever been more than formal?), but it is clearly a historically quite specific
moment, sandwiched between situations which are more complex and
confused than putative post-1648 arrangements would have us believe. It
is no coincidence that the term ‘new medievalism’ has been applied to the
contemporary states’ system.

What does this mean for citizenship? More particularly, what
does it mean for ecological citizenship given — as | say — that environ-
mental problems ‘overflow’ the state?

To a large degree, of course, the answer depends on what we
think citizenship is. If it is, by definition, about the political relationship
between citizens and the state, then all attempts at political relocation
beyond (or beneath) the state will fail. Yet the development of the
concept® suggests that we can talk of it in respect of social configurations
other than the state: the city, for example, and, today, supranational
organisations such as the European Union. This suggests that linking
citizenship with the state, uniquely, is a mistake.

Yet the ‘spatial imaginary’ suggested by even transnational
political communities such as the European Union is still a bounded
political imaginary. From this point of view it is only possible to speak of
citizenship within those boundaries. This is important from an
environmental point of view, because while the obligations of the putative
ecological citizen are in part to do with the nation-state, their nature, and
to whom they are owed, take us beyond and between states.

Perhaps the most thoroughgoing contemporary attempt to take
citizenship beyond and even between states goes by the name of
‘cosmopolitan citizenship’, a notion that trades on the possibility of political
communities being defined in other than territorial terms. One of its most
articulate exponents, Andrew Linklater, is well aware of the conceptual
problems associated with it:

Appealing to cosmopolitan citizenship may inspire
fellow nationals to honour obligations to peoples
elsewhere, but this distorts the notion of citizenship in
their [i.e. opponents’] view. From their standpoint, to be
a citizen is to have concrete rights against, and duties to,
a specific sovereign state rather than voluntary and
inexact duties to the rest of humanity ... Traditional
approaches argue that appeals to cosmopolitan
citizenship amount to little more than an exercise in
moral exhortation while the nation-state is the dominant
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form of political community. Their contention is that the
idea of world citizenship may have considerable moral
force, but, on any strict definition of citizenship, the
term is self-evidently and unalterably oxymoronic.*

In other words, “critics of world citizenship protest that its
exhortatory and rhetorical purposes are entirely divorced from the
Aristotelian idea of active involvement in the democratic public sphere”.®
Not so, says Linklater. For him, “involvement in the democratic public
sphere” can take many forms, and one of them is political argumentation.
In Linklater’s view, the “central aim” of cosmopolitan citizenship is the
liberal one of ensuring that “dialogue and consent” replace force as the
means by which disputes are settled in the international arena.® He goes on

to claim that,

[I1t requires political action to build communication
communities in which outsiders, and especially the most
vulnerable among them, have the power to ‘refuse and
negotiate offers’ and to contest unjust social structures.’

Linklater calls this a ‘dialogic’ approach to citizenship, according
to which the central idea of involvement in the public sphere is not
abandoned, but rather recast in the non-territorial context of an incipient
discursive democracy. This seems genuinely non-territorial, in the same
sense that an epistemic community, or a community of the diaspora, is
non-territorial.

Ecological citizenship is an example of cosmopolitan citizenship
in this dialogic sense. The public sphere in this context is the dialogic
sphere in which debates regarding environmental values and objectives
take place. The discursive focus for the debate is the idea of ‘sustainable
development” — an idea endorsed by virtually everyone, but whose
meaning is continually, even perhaps ‘essentially’, contested.® In this
context, the ecological citizen ‘does’ citizenship by articulating,
defending, and practising, particular answers to general sustainability
questions such as, what is to be sustained?, for whose benefit?, and for
how long? This is citizenship because it conforms to a broadly accepted
notion of what citizenship consists in, at least in part: active involvement
in the public sphere.

By deploying the dialogical idea, then, Linklater hopes to have
headed off one kind of territorial-based criticism of cosmopolitan
citizenship. But there is another. It is clear from the long quotation above
that Linklater is sensitive to the charge that not only the context of
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citizenship, but its duties, too, are quite precise — that “to be a citizen is to
have concrete rights against, and duties to, a specific sovereign state rather
than voluntary and inexact duties to the rest of humanity”.

This refers us to a second difficulty in talking about the
environmental ‘project’ in terms of citizenship: are the obligations
associated with this project, obligations of citizenship properly speaking?

Linklater goes on:

[T]he argument is that, if it is to have any real meaning,
cosmopolitan citizenship must involve rather more than
moral commitments not to exploit the weaknesses of
others — more than the ethical resolution to treat all other
human beings with care and compassion.’

To resist this criticism, the discursive, or dialogical, moment in
cosmopolitan citizenship is once again enlisted. Linklater’s contention is
that the commitment to dialogue and discussion is more “political” than
more “voluntary and inexact” commitments. So he says that while,

[W]orld citizenship may embody commitments to treat
the vulnerable with compassion ... it must also embrace
the principle of engaging others as equals within wider
communities of discourse.™

Quite why “engaging others as equals within wider communities
of discourse” is “political”, unlike “the ethical resolution to treat all other
human beings with care and compassion”, though, is not clear to me. They
both share the key citizenship idea of active involvement in the public
sphere, so the only difference can be that the activity of ‘discourse’ is
somehow more political than the activity of care and compassion. But this
is open to the feminist objection that we should pause before consigning
apparently ‘private’ practices and virtues to the category of the non-
political. From this point of view, the determination to regard care and
compassion as non-political virtues is ideological rather than analytical. It
may be that Linklater is giving too much ground to his critics by seeking
to ‘shore up’ the world citizen’s commitment to treat the vulnerable with
care and compassion with the somehow more political — and therefore
more citizenly — principle of dialogical equality.
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4. What makes Obligations ‘Citizenly’?

But | say all that in parentheses, because | want to make a
different point about obligation. It seems to me that the only way to sort
out these difficulties is by developing a comprehensive analytics of
obligation so as to see what it is that distinguishes the duties we might
have towards ‘humanity in general’ and the duties we have as citizens. We
would then be in a position to say whether cosmopolitan and ecological
citizenships are citizenships at all. Although beyond the scope of this
chapter, a full analytics of citizenship obligations would have to take into
account at least three dimensions of obligation: their source (why are we
obliged?), their nature (obligation to do what?), and their object (to whom
or to what are obligations owed?). Usually it is assumed that the nature of
citizenship obligations distinguishes them from other types of obligation,
but my contention is that we should focus on the source of obligation
instead.

One way into this is by referring to some very suggestive work
by Judith Lichtenberg. Attempting to articulate a cosmopolitan view of
international morality, Lichtenberg distinguishes between ‘moral’ and
‘historical’ arguments. The moral view has it that,

A owes something positive to B ... not in virtue of any
causal role he has had in B’s situation or any prior
relationship or agreement, but just because, for example,
he is able to benefit B or alleviate his plight.**

An example of this is the Good Samaritan. The Good Samaritan
was not responsible in any way for the poor man’s plight, but felt moved
to help him anyway. The Good Samaritan was not acting as a citizen, but,
as Jesus says significantly, as a ‘neighbour’ when he bound the wounds of
the man attacked by thieves on the way to Jericho.™

In contrast, the historical view suggests that,

[W]hat A owes to B he owes in virtue of some
antecedent action, undertaking, agreement, relationship,
or the like."®

This gives rise to obligations that can more properly be regarded
as obligations of justice rather than of charity. They are “political’ rather
than merely ‘moral’. These obligations are therefore nearer to citizenship
than to neighbourliness or friendliness. They are nearer, in other words, to
the Good Citizen than to the Good Samaritan.
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5. Transnational Environmental Obligations

Lichtenberg’s ‘historical’ source of obligation is far-reaching in
its implications for a globalised world, in which ‘relationships’ are forged
across the planet at an ever-increasing rate,"* creating ‘historical’
obligations whose existence it would have been quite proper to deny until
now. Lichtenberg describes this phenomenon in her own way as follows:

My claim is that history has involved the gradual (or
perhaps not so gradual) transformation of the earth from
a collection of many relatively open worlds to one
closed one.*

Perceptively, from an environmental point of view, Lichtenberg
goes on to comment that,

Some of the relationships in virtue of which the earth
now constitutes one world are so pervasive and far-
reaching that they are difficult to pinpoint or to measure.
There are also actions that may have harmful
consequences without any direct involvement between
agents and those affected. For these reasons it is easy to
ignore them as sources of obligation.™

It is increasingly pointed out, for example, that many so-called
‘natural’ disasters may in fact have anthropogenic origins. Climate
scientists are fairly confident that, although the disaggregated impacts of
global warming are very hard to predict, we are likely to experience an
increased incidence of extreme weather events — so called ‘strange
weather’. When floods devastate large areas of developing countries, we
congratulate ourselves for the generous quantities of aid we offer to
alleviate the suffering. From the “closed earth’ point of view, though, the
campaigning issue is not so much about how generous aid should be, but
whether ‘aid’ is the appropriate category at all. If global warming is
principally caused by wealthy countries, and if global warming is at least a
part cause of strange weather, then monies should be transferred as a
matter of compensatory justice rather than as aid or charity.

What prompts the idea of obligation in this instance is the
recognition that our actions affect the life chances of distant strangers. But
to call these obligations ‘historical’ in Lichtenberg’s sense is to
misunderstand their nature in a globalised world. Recall that for
Lichtenberg the historical view has it that “what A owes to B he owes in
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virtue of some antecedent action, undertaking, agreement, relationship, or
the like”. In a globalising world the notion of ‘antecedence’ wears thin, as
both space and time tend towards collapse. Thus, in postmodern parlance,
inhabitants of globalising nations are always already acting on others, as
when, for example, our use of fossil fuels causes the release of gases that
contribute to global warming. It is this recognition that calls forth the
virtues and practices of citizenship. Note once again that the distinction
between the Good Samaritan and the Good Citizen is preserved. The
obligations associated with the former are those that it would be simply
desirable to fulfil, in some broadly virtuous, benevolent and
supererogatory sense; those of the latter are obligations that it would be
wrong not to fulfil.

While this is a citizenship with international and intergenerational
dimensions, it is not itself universalisable. This is a citizenship for those,
precisely, with the capacity to ‘always already’ act on others. In a crucial
insight, the Indian environmentalist Vandana Shiva points out not only
that the fruits of global free trade are shared unequally around the planet,
but that the very possibility of being global is disproportionately
distributed. She writes that,

The construction of the global environment narrows the
South’s options while increasing the North’s. Through
its global reach, the North exists in the South, but the
South exists only within itself, since it has no global
reach. Thus the South can only exist locally, while only
the North exists globally."

The North has the capacity to impose its own local view on the
global environment — a capacity that is denied the South. Towards the end
of 2001, practically unnoticed amid the sound and fury of the international
attack on Afghanistan, 171 countries met in Marrakesh, Morocco, to
finalise the operations rulebook for the Kyoto agreement on limiting
global warming emissions. Thirty-eight industrialised countries signed the
Marrakesh agreement — but 39 had set out on the long road that began in
Kyoto. One of the original participants, the United States, dropped out
along the way. When George W. Bush’s administration pulled out of the
talks, critics dubbed the administration ‘isolationist’. But it was never that.
It was, rather, unilateralist — and unilateralism is, as Vandana Shiva points
out, an option only available to the rich and powerful. It may be no
coincidence that the power most capable of unilateral action — of existing
globally as well as locally — chose the environment (perhaps the most
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global topic there is) as the arena in which to exert its own very specific
and local version of ‘the good life’.

This is not reciprocity, then, and nor is it even interdependence,
in any broadly accepted sense of the term. Shiva comments that,

There are no reflexive relationships. The G-7 can
demand a forest convention that imposes international
obligations on the Third World to plant trees. But the
Third World cannot demand that the industrialized
countries reduce the use of fossil fuels and energy. The
‘global’ has been so structured, that the North (as the
globalized local) has all rights and no responsibility, and
the South has no rights, but all responsibility.*®

The obligations of ecological citizenship sketched here are
therefore obligations for ‘industrialised’ countries and their inhabitants, in
recognition of the responsibilities produced by the political and social
economy of globalisation — responsibilities that are all too often
unilaterally ignored.

So (1) we’ve chipped away at the argument that ecological
citizenship is a misnomer because citizenship definitionally has to do with
membership of a nation-state. Cosmopolitanism and post-cosmopolitanism
suggest the possibility of an unbounded citizenship. And (2) I’'ve
suggested that the obligations associated with the unbounded nature of
ecological citizenship can be regarded as obligations of citizenship. This is
because their source is relations of actual harm and these give rise to
obligations founded in justice. The question mark is therefore toppling. |
want, finally, to return to the issue of the ‘political space’ of ecological
citizenship. 1 am unhappy with the idea of the cosmopolis in
cosmopolitanism, mostly because | think it is very hard for people to
identify with ‘the whole of humanity’, and therefore very hard to mobilise
people behind the idea that they should meet their transnational
obligations.
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6. The Material — not Mental — Source of Transnational
Environmental Obligation

I should say at this point that there is no one single and
undisputed version of cosmopolitanism, and that other versions might be
regarded as less susceptible to the sort of criticism hinted at at the end of
the last paragraph. | have so far referred mostly to Andrew Linklater’s
version of cosmopolitanism — what we might refer to, given its organising
characteristics, as ‘dialogic cosmopolitanism’. A common criticism of this
stance is that it requires too much of a suspension of disbelief; that
‘commitment to open dialogue’ is a hopelessly weak candidate for social
glue-dom in comparison with more ‘primordial attachments’ of family,
history and culture. There is another version, though, which | shall call
‘distributive cosmopolitanism’, that comes closer to the kind of thing we
need to bring ecological citizenship and global justice together. In taking
justice, rather than dialogue, to be the principal cosmopolitan concern,
distributive cosmopolitanism makes more immediate links between duties
to distant strangers and justice than dialogic cosmopolitanism is able to do
(at first blush, at any rate).

But how persuasive are this other cosmopolitanism’s reasons for
actually doing justice? The source of obligation for distributive cosmo-
politanism is a theory of ‘moral personality’ according to which “people’s
entitlements are independent of their culture, race and nationality”.*® The
corollary of this is that there is something about all people — their
autonomy or their possession of rights, for example — that entitles them to
an in principle equal share of whatever is being distributed. This is a step
beyond dialogic cosmopolitanism in two senses. First it entails a
specifically political type of obligation as opposed to a more broadly
moral type, and this opens the door to a potentially more convincing
conception of citizenship beyond the state. Second, it deals in the currency
of justice rather than compassion, and the obligations connected with the
former are less revocable than those related to the latter.

What is common to both dialogic and distributive cosmo-
politanism, though, is a thin and non-material account of the ties that bind
members of the cosmopolitan community together. For the former it is
‘common humanity’, expressed through the ‘ethical commitment to open
dialogue’. For the latter it is again ‘common humanity’, but expressed this
time through the undifferentiated possession of certain characteristics that
entitle their possessors to just treatment. What we need, in contrast, in
order to link ecological citizenship and global justice more closely is a
thickly material account of the ties that bind, created not by mental
activity, but by the material production and reproduction of daily life in an
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unequal and asymmetrically globalising world. In this conception, the
political space of obligation is not fixed as taking the form of the state, or
the nation, or the European Union or the globe, but is rather ‘produced’ by
the activities of individuals and groups with the capacity to spread and
impose themselves in geographical, diachronic and — especially important