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lobal governance ought to uphold global justice, a purpose that various

institutions and instruments of global governance acknowledge more or

less explicitly. Yet, to be effectively implemented, ethical principles of
justice must first be “translated” into concrete policy. This formative and interpre-
tive exercise—of determining what justice means and practically requires—leaves
a lot of discretion to those making the interpretations, thereby raising important
ethical dilemmas.

The moral exercise of successfully translating abstract principles into concrete
policy can be undermined by two factors. The first one is the strategic use of justice
claims by self-interested agents. The second is the democratic deficit of global gov-
ernance, which often neglects the perspectives of those most affected by it: citizens
and especially the global poor. In our recent book, Democratizing Global Justice:
Deliberating Global Goals, we discuss how states, international organizations,
NGOs, corporations, lobby groups, and the media are all flawed agents of justice,
and can, indeed, undermine global justice. We also argue that the pursuit of global
justice would benefit from the democratization of global governance, involving the
deliberative inclusion of the voices of citizens and the poor especially.

This symposium uses our book as a starting point to map out some of the
underexplored terrain on these issues. Terry Macdonald and Kate Macdonald
offer an in-depth analysis of the role played by NGOs in global justice. They

argue that our expectations of NGOs should take into account the structural
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constraints that these organizations face, as well as the potential trade-offs entailed
by a more deliberative-democratic approach like the one we encourage. While
NGOs can to some extent play a communicative role in global justice, this role
may undercut some of the other roles they play in counteracting power imbal-
ances, as well as in community- and infrastructure-building.

This symposium also provides a platform for critical debate. Eva Erman’s essay
casts a critical eye on our argument about the relationship between global justice
and democracy. We argue that deliberative-democratic processes can help specify
general principles of justice and determine what justice requires in any given con-
text. Erman is primarily concerned with methodological questions that explore
how democracy can be used as a tool for political theorists to inquire into ques-
tions of justice. She further advances this debate by proposing a three-layered view
according to which global democracy is at most a partial ideal that must be
grounded in fundamental principles of justice, but can also be a mechanism for
specifying and socially justifying principles of distributive justice in the face of rea-
sonable disagreement. Erman’s contribution points thus to the mutually constitu-
tive relationship between justice and democracy; while democracy can help us to
further refine and justify justice principles, democracy is itself anchored in and
justified by reference to the same principles.

Finally, in the last essay of the symposium, we expand the argument presented in
Democratizing Global Justice by discussing vaccine justice in the time of COVID-19.
We show that general principles of vaccine justice, both at the domestic and global
levels, need to be further specified to be made effective as policy. Considering that
as a matter of feasibility vaccines cannot be produced or rolled out to vaccinate every-
one at the same time, any domestic vaccination strategy will have to answer several
ethical questions: Who should receive the vaccine first? How should we justify the
duties to vaccinate of those who are low risk? And how should we balance duties
to assist compatriots with universal duties to help the rest of the world? Similarly,
any global strategy will need to determine why certain states have a duty to assist others,
as well as which states, among many, should be prioritized. We argue that democratic
deliberation can help answer these questions. To do so, we first compare the different
ways that vaccines were distributed to local Indigenous communities in the United
States and Australia. With these lessons in hand, we turn to what a deliberative-
democratic approach to vaccine justice would require at the level of global governance.

Taken together, the essays in this symposium help to paint a more complete

picture of what democratized global justice can look like.
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