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In;the:ﬁr‘sit, part,bﬂthearﬁ ‘e‘,the;com,ept, of associative duties and their justiﬁgatidnf: :
istinctive from general moral duties are analyzed. The second part_considers -
ative duties to fellow citizens and distinguishing 'feat‘u'resv,Jof,ktho,se.dﬁutri_és‘,-‘sg"(’;li:;fap‘'si

procity, mutuality and equal status. In the final part the author deals with specific

Ses. oncerning refugees and fstfess’ews;arguments¢asfto, Why the associative duties of co-

ens should overcome duties to refugees, as well as the failures of those arguments,

the status of refugees is differer rom the status of other non-citizens,
immigrants, due to thelackofmstl tional representation and protection.

5 Qrélity,;gssqcigﬁyé.‘kdp;ti;sﬁ, ciyié duties, ijustiﬁfcatijoh,’jéﬁ;géés’., S

/KS‘SOCIAT’:IVE,DUTIE_S. o

» arents ’Shduld:take-;care, df,theif c}“i'il‘ydryeh,,"tﬁéirfheallth,“t‘heirr‘ upbrmgmg, theIr "
0 /sleatiand i
e of their old parents. A friend should help his/her friend in trouble. We

ld keep our promises. We ubélievéy’»tha‘;; it is .a\-._:glo'ba"lzﬁmgral imperative to

the citizens ofrlchand poor countries. What all these cases have in
common is the duty to act in a certain way, but here we still discuss different -
es of duties, especially if we take into account that there are also some con-

' _in some casesiip“erforrn_i?‘rig:tone'fjduty "m‘e,a,r,is }_negleéting‘

From the perspective o eyérydéy m'olriéllty,,it{
owards a close person or associative duties
ties, that is, duties to help peopl

most often assumed that du-
ke the priority over the gen-
in trouble should be
stranger to us when

dbutwedo not have to help a distan

t perso

THE MORAL JUSTIFICATION OF CIVIC DUTIES, o

tional, physical and intellectual development, just like children should take e




this person ‘ﬁrids' himself/herse
ally help this person, too, if we can

friends, or, co-patriots and co
Contractual duties as explicit
and general moral duties the ¢
‘moral principles, through the that a certain situatio
brings such-and-such duties, and nof through an ‘explicit acknowledgement th
a person will follow particular provisions and rules, . S :

- The next important differe

are often missing when we spe

relationships which come from affj

moral duties, which makes moral a
- achieving the goal of fulfilline

er'this to be our primary duty in th - el
From the standpoint of general moral duties, common sense. morality;
' according to which local duties, that is; duties towards people we are relate
have priority over those towards strangers or unknown persons——is not a mor

diéﬁncﬁyenééé ,'se,e, Schefﬂef, S. J2001. Boundaries a‘ ‘7
sponsibility in Liberal Thought. Oxford: Oxford Unive
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holdingf~fof»»,genéral :'diifics; based aon-compréﬁén- ;
ot entail that local duties: are obstacles for the ;
However, the standpoint of general moral duties

“their- mlituala:'faVouring needs ol the members of a distant ‘
associative duties and dj ccur due to
affiliation to a political : S8
relations. dchlop?r‘~r1frbfally~_:valua'blea speci;
at it is civic relations. that is, relatio;
special political duties. Just like associa

~ THREE TYPES OF JUSJTIFICAITIONFOR‘;ASSOCIATIV»E DUTIES
Let us set aside the dispute about whether or not. political duties are associa-
ive duties and whether associative duties can be reduced to more general duties
or duties of other Kinds2 Since we are interested in: the Justification of duty
mong cit question here is how can associative duties be justi-
cations can be ‘divided into three groups: ‘valuably-

: Valuablyédepéndent" :

Pronoun ‘My?7> ; 5
. introduced in: Bader, V. 2005 “Reasonable Impartial
Compatriots: A Criticism of Liberal N; ationalism's Main F laws.” Ethical
tice, 8, 87-88 My interpretation is an attempt to expand Bader’s r;
Bader includes into the exter

ity and Priority for
Theory and Moral Prac-
concise determination of
on what I include in the v
ive duties are externally
ide the relationship, whereas -
er-—"reciprocity”’ of therelas ¢
or “fustice and fairness”

tionship (D. - Miller), “equal worth®:
(S. Caney). They are necesss he legitimacy of ci
relations between citizens themselves. ~~  © -

conditions of internal moral justification



et t , s valuable, because they
- stem from our identity, devotio te. we speak about the ex-
~ plaining of duties and partialities whict I '
tion itself, without~.,any*need.‘to Jjustify th -independent moral perspec-
tive. However, very few theoretici ns defend such justification in its pure form
and most defenders of associative duties take into account the moral content;
that is, moral values which stem from association, . ;
Instruméntalf‘]"ustz'fzcation~ acknowledges the value of duties from association
because they enable the realization of general goals, that is, because of the ex-
ternal good that comes from those duties. Although there is no doubt that people
engage into numerous groups €xpecting gain, this position would be too restric-
tive and exclude various forms of association as worthless. Thus David Miller
differs relations which have an instrumental value from those with an intrinsi
‘ yalucs,»f?:vAifriendship is valuable itself, in h, for example, a union
existing only to play lottery together and increase the. chances of winning. In
this second case we speak about an instrumental value when relations of mutual
duty are lost. Our relationships in a-union of this kind are limited to-achieving a
certain goal while independently of this goal we are not ',interested‘finf.these: peo
ple. On the other hand, in a friendship ‘we have compassion, we help: others,
spend time with them, trust them, ete.; that means we ry to build a relationship
intertwined with Sduties oo e e L
. Finally, the position which attempts to surpass difficulties of non-critical as-
sociativism and instrumentalism is the non-reductionist justification of duties of
association based on moral restrictions. This perspective does not consider as-
sociative duties morally valuable only if they are compatible with general im-

ty coming -3.ffoin::{‘specia‘l"{r'e'lationsffbet\veen, subjects or their

interaction should be limited by external moral standards. Also, those relation-
“ships can develop special morally - valuable internal duties themselves. The
duties stemming from belonging to the mafia or SS units are thus not ‘morally
valuable because they are unjustified from an exteérnal perspective. Also, we

at ‘charac’t;e’ristigs of
ing when necessary, equal respect, and similar, shoulc
vic 're_lationships, but i

of special associati:

- D2005 f“lieasonable P
Practice; 8, 65. :
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embers in an. unequal posnr n unwanted consequence of associative du-

es is that th‘ey".trump;duties 4 outs,iders orﬂinthe’fcase of p'olitieal, .aSS'OCiative
uties they trump duties to anyone ‘who is not a member of our state. The cur-
nt international order reflects the consequences of giving an adxlantage to'as=
ciative duties. The domlnance of states belonging to the group of global pow-

'S, margrnahzatron of small countries, neocolonialism, explortatlon polluted en-
ronment in underdeveloped countries which due to competition are ﬁnanc1ally' S
ble to protect the environment, etc., are all witnesses of the domlnance of par- e
ty and national ‘egoism. Citizens lead by relations of co-belc con-
as’leg1 imate to give pnorlty to gains and 1nterests of their own co c1t12ens 1nv e
omparlson to crtrzens of states in a substantlally worse posrtlon ‘ iy
However, there is no contradlctlon between adhering to- general dutles men-
ed by an anti-associativist and g1v1ng advantage to associative duties as Iongr
1tlzens are capable to evaluate and assess if the position of non-citizens re- .
es duties to be directed at them at the expense of dutles towards co- -citizens.
Just like in the case of the duty;of an: 1nd1v1dua1 associations have a moral'res
sponsrbrhty if they do not respond:to urgent needs of strangers or non- -members
situations ‘when persons or ; iations have means and pos51b1ht1es to do so.
Iso, an ass001at1v1st would claim: that in the course of time, at a local level, o
ere can be developed new moral ) valuable relatlons with collections of new
dutres Just like partlahty towards;one s own children is better than indifference
or the absence of any partrahty, it is better if there are local, that is, limited c1vrc7
duties; it is better to have democratic rlghts in only one country than not to have
‘these rights at all ,just like a state in. ‘which there is a red15tr1but1on is. better than ,
state without any redlstrrbutlon whatsoever. S o iead

. Therefore when it comes to the legltlmacy of 01t12ensh1p, ne1ther the 1nstru-
mentalist conceptlon accordmg to which citizens accept a certain: order exclu- :
sively due to personal gains, nor he one ‘which ‘would announce some spe01a1 i
( uahty of relatronshrps between c1t1zens—e - the onn',": tlon by a '_ornmon

3, _vantage, and it has a well known and ‘widely discussed consequence when peo-
ple v1ew the principles’ of Justice as. temporary, that is, as those which can be
dismissed in situations when subjects decided that for the1r advantage itis better :
 not to, follow these pr1n01ples,-, (and consequently, not to fulfil civic duties if per-
_sonal gains cease to - exist) The second concept1on ‘would lead to blur differ-

~ ences between patriotism nalism, it would lack standards accordlng to
'thrch it could be determ hlch‘. dutres ameng citizens are legitimate, as
well asa. lack of criteria for ssessment of duties towards €0- crtlzens when con-

- fronted with duties towards foreigners. From the perspectrve of the critical or
morally encumbere uld be said that in order to Justlfy duties
gvnatlons should be valuab. mmunltles Where relatlonshlps must not be

for. Just1ﬁed pohtleal dutles The ﬁrst conceptlon is based on a mutual ad-
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on members and must fulﬁl condrtrons :

of minimal or democratic: recrprocrt" se conditions are necessary to answer
the question “What do citizens owe on "' nother"” that i is, to legitimate . duties
among members of a pol1tlcal commumty and between citizen: and commumty,

oppressive to members as well as fc

RECIPROCITY AND CIVIC DUTIES

, As has been sard legrtrmate assocratrve dut1es have to be grounded on reci-
fproc1ty, whereas recrprocrty in its broad bas1c sense means that certain dutres
which I have towards you are equal to those you have towards me. This is dif-
ferent from the. relat1onsh1p between the teacher and student, or- parental rela—‘
ftlonshrps whrch are examples of asymmetrrcal relat1ons in wh1ch a person. or
- group has prerogatrves qver others The relation of recrproc1ty, however cannot
- be assigned exclusively to the pohtrcal sphere As Margaret Moore argued co-
~operativity as a reciprocal fair relation: exists on an interpersonal level as well
1 babysit someone's child, because they babysrt my child in other occasion.” In
this case, the relevant is fairness, which means persons. should not be overbur-
dened or be encumbered un1laterally Also, of crucial importance is previously
enacted common practice. Cooperatrve duties. are established over. time, in the
course of common activity. Only in the course of practice duties are formed IfI
: babysrt someone’s child knowing that it is the first and the last time I am going
to do it, it is an act of altruism, but not an act resulted from duty. ¢ This estab-
llshed trust is of great 1mportance for formlng civic, duties, and citizens will act o
~out of duty only if they consider that their position is not going to alter for the ;
worse, and only if they assume that other citizens have duties as well whrch are.
not necessarrly 1dentrcal wrth the1rs but have to be Justrﬁable by delrberatron 0
 Strict reciprocity can be. applred to civil and polrtrcal rights, because it is as-
sumed that those rights have to be shared by all citizens equally, and it is 1lleg1t-
’imate if some have the. rrghts the other: member of society . lack ‘However, the
application of this. recrprocrty is highly problematic wi ‘
tion. Some theoret1cal posrtlons endorse strict. recrproc1ty argurng that the state ;

5 Moore M 2009 “Is Patrrotlsm an Assocratrve Duty"” Ethzcs l3 390
s Moore claxms that recrprocrty of citizens; nevertheless, does not form associative dutres in th
sense ascribed by Schefiler, according to which associative duties are grounded on well-being and
- are derived: from the very relationship. Diities froin reciprocity; as‘a substantial part of ¢ivic du-
ties; rest on external moral ‘principles, unlike associative: duties: which have moral reason in. the:
very relationships ‘among.persons. There could be-a recrprocal relationship:even among person '
that are not mterested in one another, (\/[oore M. 2009, op. eit, 389-391 ) ‘A similar standpomt .
that duties from recrprocrty ‘could niot be consrdered ds‘associative duties:-is endorsed in: Owens,
D.2012; “The Value of Duty.? Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society: Supplementary Volute.
LXXXVI; 199-215. However,:my: account is inclined:to’ the. republ1can view, according to which-
rec1procal civie dut1es are 1ntr1ns1cally good as long as they ensure freedom, self’-government and
the equal” status of crtlzens values that cannot be redu ed erther to mdrvrdual beneﬁt or to.

“.aggregate goods:
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should d1str1bute burdens:andcbeneﬁts among members of society evenly, and
d1v1duals should‘ ain according to their contribution. In this way, taxation of
income, although, burdensom - for the taxpaylng individual, ‘haggmultiple bene- -
fits for society since it provrdes material resources for projects of common in-
erest including mterest of the taxpayer itself. He benefits dlrectly‘or 1nd1rectly
tom the principle that: everyone is obhged to set aside a share from-
come for pubhc goods and common services. Therefore, personal loss
owed if there is agreement on the degree and: fair d1v1s1on of burden * fron
rsonal detriment there ensues: certain goods and 1f everyone is 'bllged ‘to
cept an: appropriate share of the burden.” - B
‘However, the cases of deviation from strlct recrproolty can be 1nstant1ated
vhere contrlbutlon and benefit are not even approximately equal. So-called gas-
iters or guest workers, or persons with work permits make ‘an appreciable,
ntr1butlon to society. However, -they often do not receive certain benefits -
wvailable to other citizens such as: Votlng rlghts employment rlghts or guaran-
d medical care. This is a case of an infringement of the principle of mutual
eneﬁt as moral legitimacy for demanding of rights, since contrrbutron«, 0 socie-
ty is not valued adequately. Concerning financial distribution, ‘guest Workers
an be in an equal position to the inhabitants of the country i Wthh they galn
eir income, nevertheless the restriction of pohtroal and social g
m persons with full cmzenshrp disparate.® Haemaiaa e
The second objection warns of the consequences resultlng from stric re01proel-
red1str1butlon Disabled persons, acording to the Ppattern of proportional contri-
and. bene it, should not: have any opportunrty to use common goods; in as
1 as they do not contnbute to the productlon of those goods. This privation of
enefit would affect the long-term unemployed, as well as ‘households supported
tax credits.? The general convigtion is, however, that those persons should not -
be exempt from I’edIStI‘lbLIUOI] and a strict parity of contribution and benef it would
¢ inhuman, it would s1gmﬁoantly aggravate the pOSlthl’l of the affected and Would
have a negative 1nﬂuence on their acceptance as equal citizens,® -
Unlike the previous model; non-strict or loose recrprocrcy “-can be con51d-
; d as a crucral constrtuent of somal lnstrtutlons in the Rawlsran sense C1V1c :

§ For the purposes of this' d1scuss1o is'no relevant- whether any testriction of rlghts is legiti-
ate ot illegitimate; ‘but-this case is’ 1mportant as an: rllustratlon of drvergence from the stnct
pliance of'r reciprogity to individual rights and duities.
2 Tax credrts are an: allowance for households

o GOOdIIl R E 1988 “What is So Specral about Our Fello 'C‘untrym
677-678. L

1 The distinction of stnct and loose recrprom
95..0n Nattonallty Oxford Clarendon Press, 66




duties become legitimized when cooperativity proceeds under conditions of the
institutional practice of recip c1ty existence of principles of fair-
ness and acceptance of those iples by ens.”? The principle of loose
reciprocity entails that social duties ar than self-interest based duties, in
which the aim of fulfilment is instru [ Cooperativity implicitly or explicit-
‘ly relying on fairness is part of th stributive arrangement: in economic

- sphere there are those that achieve a lot, and those that are physically, mentally =

or socially incapable: of contributing. However, loose reciprocity as socially sus-
tained sohdanty seeks to form conditions in which there are no total losers. At
this point another justification of rec1procrty can be found—not based on: selfs
interest: it is possible that an achiever has never benefitted from redistribution
'schemes ‘however he could assume that he is not deprrved if he holds that fair
and impartial principles of recrprocrty are established and: ensured from which
 he himself cannot be excluded. Of course, the questlon ‘here is not what form the
redistributive scheme will have and which allotment is optimal—this is a differ-
ent problem regarding the overall configuration of society, the legal system,
- ctiltural background and level of economic development. The basrc claim is that7
non-strict or loose reciprocity is 1nd1spensab1e for demands of Justrce
_Also; certain reciprocity schemes are 1ndlspensab1e for the possibility of mu-
,tuahty of citizens in the sense of their “‘common fate” interconnection, in which
: pol1trea1 and social actions are comprehended as consohdated ina cooperatlve‘
~scheme. Some authors have pointed to shortcomings of “common fate”
‘ asconstrtuent of commonahty Accordrng to Bader, 1nterdependence cannot

ice Versa) and consequenﬂy they are affiliated by the common fat
: ding to this example, it can be argued that, ‘because the slave is kep
a relationship of dependence he has a moral duty to breach this dependence ar
cease to be in a cooperative relationship with the master. The members
a family can be dependent on dominant money earning head of the family, an
accordingly be in a submissive state; yet we would not approve the assumptio
 that this interconnection entails moral duties. Moreover, common fate does n
“give any explanation as to why we should: be partral to our co-citizens on
the reason that they inhabit the same geographical or political territory and o
actions are 1nterconnected in some way. Our activities can also be interwo /
- with actlvrtres of the members of other states bt it does not mean an obhgatro
gn the same rights and status to citizens and non-citizens.
: ncerning Bader’s example;, the next question may be asked in What s
a relationship between the slave and the slaveholder, or between predomir

12 We might apree with Barry when he argues that reciprocity cannot be a stand-alone princip
- and it requires a concept of justice. In order for reciprocity to be plausible, we have to incorpora

it into-a-broader theory of Justrce Compare Barry B 1995: Justice as Impamallly Oxtor
Clarendon Press, 50, r e Lty S ,

13 Bader, V.. 2005 op. 01t 91 92
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is obedren r\.famlly members i 'asieommon fate?. Whether L
‘mere mechanical mterdepend ce, in which the agr
als on 1nterdependence is not important a : _
The abovementioned cas- -
- the wrong reasons. The.
Xam are not a model for -
frelatlons among c1t1zens, and consc1ous Ss of the 1nterdependence of citizens
_is not the awareness of- dependenc 0 predomma t person ‘or group, but con- .
sciousness of mteroonnectedness in : partial® cooperative scheme
based on equal r1ght , whose outcome is a common good. 1 In this case persons
: usness of 1nterdependence for good reasons can endorse

dut1es, but to its scope. If, as we have argued, the reciprocity of civie duties can i
e generated only through - morally justified nterdependence th1s 1eg1t1matef :
tuahty can ex1st between membe 0 :

. - an ac epte 1 system of d1str1but1on (they, in
a: globahzed economy, can share izens her countries), but
through a spec1f1c redistributive scheme. Fair dlStI‘lbUthC arrangements are
‘ :when people reach agreement on rules they have to follow according

, o their preferences anc interests, while redistributive schemes origin,

: ens dehberatlons on. prmcrples of justice in society. Also, as it has been sald,i .
' recrprocrty of political and civil
on-citizens. In addition, the
, izens with privileges or ex-
USive;:rights :from~0thers; makes 1 giti  the duties highly contentious,
and it can be stated that the c1tlzens doe i ' : :

dutres which are the produet ofac
justified only if they have a VOhll’l‘ : ,
tions, 1t is assumed that dutles derlved om oppresswe and compulsorlly 1m-,'

, ectlons and utual dependence could not estabhsh any. order

iships of - interdependence by themselves: are n
mmunity; but common ‘practice ‘and establishing of institutions, which i
“conﬂrct—regulatlon“ and “conflict-resolution‘ are indispensable. (Bader, V..2005; op. cit,, 91) iS
1 Bader holds a s1rn11ar Vrew when he: refers 1o thre iti ns'of exrstence of partrcular c1v1c‘ w

for dec1s1on-mak1ng 2. hberal democratlc culture,
ust d1str1but10n (Bader V 2005; op 01t 94—95)
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a d}.thése,'~jwho} are the obj ec‘t,“(’)f oppres-

 posed relationships cannot be us ’
10t : stem carried oppression. The debate on
‘the problem of voluntary and involunta

sion do not have moral duties towar -
“duties is extensive and complex; so 5
I will outline only the similarities and distinctive features of duties of friendship
' and civic duties, the former of which is often emphasized: as the paradigm of
voluntary duties. Mutual acceptance and the equality of participants in relation-
ship are common features of friendship; and it can be considered as a desirable
characteristic of r’elationship’s;fihz1afp01i,tica1acommur_iity"as well, as opposed to
hierarchical and authoritative relationships. The critics of the analogy of duties
of friendship and civil duties, however, stress that the former duties based on
“free will and consent are substantially different from duties in a political com-
munity, which include legal compulsion and carry elements of coercion. Appar-
ently, :thcffmostly; non-voluntary: characfer of citizenship,f(;equudingxnaturalisa’-.
tion) makes this analogy of duties dubious. It is not suprising. that numerous
theoreticians attempt to resolve the discrepancy between ‘non-voluntary citizen-
ship, or coercion to be a citizen and having obligations towards state, and legit-
imacy of civic duties which should rest on non-compulsory mutuality.’® All this
makes the reconciliation of liberalism and non-voluntary aspects of civil duties
itttk e s s e B
Being in the associative 'relationship, a considerable numbers of citizen
have not ‘an opportunity to-choose constitutional: arrangements and principles of
~cooperation, and while in the case of immigrants the acceptance of .already
- adopted conventions is taken for granted, it is not the case with all new genera-
~ tions of the citizens: who had not ‘an initial opportunity of choosing th
_ framework in which they had :to live. Individuals and groups may  fin
' themselves in the condition of unéqual treatment of themselves as well as o
other individuals and groups. The claim that the duty of the state is to act impat
* tially towards their members is not universally embraced, but the social task is
“to realize that duty in the ‘course of political process, to achieve impartial an
non-oppresive legal and political order.'” Thus, while -in friendship non
domination as basis of duties is inseparable from being a friend, and it emerge
along with becoming a friend, in the relationship between state and citizens,
well as in the relationships between citizens, this non-domination has to b
established in the course of historical political processes. Also, this const

19 Ongthe distinction of voluntary: and involuntary duties -and its" liberal” overcoming
Scheffler, S. 2001; op. cit.; 82-96; Seglow, J. 2010. “Associative Duties and Global Justi
Journal of Moral Philosophy, 7, 54-73; Mason, A. 2000. Community,: Solidarity;.and Belongin,
" Levels-of Community-and Normative Significance. Cambridge: Cambridge University: Pres

.17 These forms of reinforeing impartiality can varyi*;they may:require a political representati
“through parties; or grass-roots democracy; the supremacy of judicial review, plurality of organiz
tions in civil society, while the most effective reinforcement of impartiality-appeared.to be t
combination of all those forms. : SR s e e
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ynal arrangement has to be cult1vated perlodlcally actlvely supported and
held in order to ensure its non-partlahty and fairness.’® : ‘

ica ly for ed political process of constltutmg the 1mpart1a1 coop—.a“‘ o
s cOnne ted with the next distinctiveness: of pohtlcal dut1es— g
drspensabrhty of justification of civil duties in public deliberation; as well as
iving reasons:for prioritizing those duties over general dutles (other things -
ing equal) The fulfilment of some other assoma’uve duties, such as
arenthood; is taken for granted, without a- nee ‘give reason Why parents
ould be ;‘oblig'edito f'takej;careaof,;the,ir'childre . Friendship also does not need
justification of its duties; the existence: of positive relations: of trust, honesty
between friends: is sufficient. On-the other hand,
eto _]U.Stlfy the non-equal treatment- of fellow 01tlzens and non-crtrzens or
ompatriots; immigtants and refugees’ respectwely e
~ As’it has been mentioned at the begmmng of the artlcle very connectedness,
fﬁhatlon"*e‘mcludmg that in the political sphere, affects duties by giving them

minorities in any coun-
perpetrator or victim; it -

i Vrolat1on on hurnan ‘rights or d1scr1m1nat10n ‘again
try, but it is our specral responsrbﬂlty if our citizet
s appalhng if somebody is starving, but iti
ening in our country, ‘before our eyes itis unJu
ocio-economical differences, but if our oun
jualities; we have a responsrblhty to ask what ki
{conomrc system: enable these 1nequaht1es =
As with other types of assocratlve duties; duties to fellow 01tlzens could be‘_

. amongzthose with high ine-
ocial, legal p011t1ca1 and

ocal and that the latter ones inevitably trump the former. Also, citizens have
gative duties- towards non-citizens, so it is not Justlﬁable to violate the basic :

hts of strangers in- order to avoid the violation of the rights of fellow citizens.
AV01d1ng harm to the non-citizen should have the same weight as avoiding. the -
harm of fellow-citizen. It would be wrong to act to prevent the death of fellow
0, the deaths of non- c1trzens would be

as Justlﬁable = =
. ‘In contrast w1th th1s the posmve dutles,

1 'cSome authors argue for the relevance of citizen’s dutles to protect and 1mprove hberal 1nst1tu-
1s; that is, duties ‘which citizens shoud fulfill in order to maintain. liberalsociety: along with
justice:and non-domination. See: Lazar, S. 2012 “A-Liberal Defence of (Some) Dutles 1o Com-. :
patrlots 2 Journal oprphed thlosophy, vol: 27,3, 8 9 Vi e

ersons in civil society -

ection, making them concrete and ascrlbmg to:them a more: substantial G
oral weight.” Also, we feel that we. are more obliged to fulfil duties if fulfile
nt is feasible, that is to say, in our domam of ability. We negatively evaluate .

ur»par'tlcular concern if it is hap- ~
ere are remarkable global

uperseded if the situation requires impartial approach, that is, if the 1mportancej - ‘
the case is such that duty to non-citizen has primacy. Assrgmng amoral value
associative duties does not imply that global duties are less srgmﬂcant than -
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citizens. Itis generally accep " 0se Who have to dec1de about the
- welfare and social rights of ou 0 zens, that is, members, of every state
should autonomously take care of their common ‘welfare. On a transnational

level, security, autonomy and freedom have to be ensured; as well as’ fair and

mutually: accepted conditions of trade-off; of Pprotection of basic rrghts etc. Par- |

- tiality towards co-citizens has asa consequence a better: treatrnent of co-citizens

in relation to non-citizens; this is Jjustifiable by common sense, regarding that

_ every state redistribute the goods produced by their citizens: -according to needs

of the same citizens.: Also every state assigns to citizens certain’ political’ and
~social rights, advocates: rlghts of their own citizens abroad, but not citizens ¢

~ other countries, etc.”” Although indifference to. suffering, misfortune or the bad

position of non-citizens is morally wrong, it is considered that the domlnant

duty towards them is negat1ve—avo1dance of hurt, but not care and 1mprov1ng
well “being; - s : e S e

. This assumpt1on Wrdely accepted and adm1ss1b1e frorn a commonsense p01n

of view, could be morally justified if non- citizens are members of at least mini

mally 1nst1tutlonally well-ordered communities. But what if this condition is no

fulfilled, if non-citizens, such as refugees; are outside any. community and with:

. out any: poss1b111ty of realization of the posrtlve duties?: Robert Goodm 1n a con:

- v1nc1ng Way reﬂects on. th"\ problem' Nl L s

- strongly, to the d1sadvantage of those: who have no advocate in the system;

- and it would not be wrong [...] for any state to agree to give refugees a home

Both these thmgs follow from the fact that the state’s special responsrblhty

- to its own citizens is, at root, derived from the same: con31deratrons that un-
o oderlie its: general duty to the refugee a0 e

i \«ccordlngly, the reason Wthh incites stat *I:to protect the 1nterests an
 claims of their members is that everyone have to have an assigned Tepresenta-
' tive or protector.- ‘Goodin concludes that, since refugees do not have a stat
. protector; or institutions having assigned respons1b1hty, all: states are: obhged 10
: rbe protectors and advocates of excluded person 2 :

19 “This partlallty, however is not unconditional, because we have responSIblhty for the alloc
tion of resources to-a foreign. country when it 1s hit by a major drsaster like an earthquake .- whe
otherw1se such: resurees would be used for, ¢
that in such cases ‘model of prlorlty of urgenc t
bution of our scarce resources; other things being edua ,

~fiable. (Miller,D. 205, op. cit., 75.) : :
“2.Goodin, R:E.'1988; op. 01t 684-685: : e e e
2l Tbid 683—684 {Goodin’s argument: is Vahd 1f we! accept besrdes assrgnment responsrbrh '
B other sources:of: assoc1at1ve dutres of CItlzens such as the abovementroned 1ecrproc1ty, commo
cooperatlve practrce ete: s : : S
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i :
not- umversally embraced ‘nor even w1de1y
intellectual elites find reasons to ju t1fy the

unequal treatment of members and non- members of the state in thr

! oyment a
ecent wages for CO~ c1tlzens etc. However the de01s1ve factor in the ‘onﬂlct‘,'

'th—the urgent and extremely bad pos1tlon of -
efugees has th1s decrslve welgh' Also ona factual level this strategy com-
ely falls in as much a ]

,and prlncrples 'ofr conduct domrnant m therr new countrres n Secondly'” the
: ultural argumen ' s

we ompatrlots based on common pohtlcal
’ esponsibility. The unequal treatment of a
igroup of refugees exclusrvely 0 the basrs of cultural afﬁhatlon that 1s on then‘, :

ples:of'j Justlce e find
2 0On drfferences in dutres to. co-patrrots and co- ationals, where on y the: former are compatl- :
ble w1th Jjustified: assocratlve dutles see Moore M 2009
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by ,
: thcir:vpositfion;:they car
- refugees do not have

play positive duties towards them such as sp

g ad /antages to co-citizens indicat
annot be set as opposed to duties t
of duties of co-citizens and negative
e members of communities boung
and cannot bear responsibility for
1grants forlgzvolunt'ary aliens. And as
which cot ippor '

d that: citizens of the oth

rights from thei
~ Asit has be
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- of this restriction whereas
- relation to duties to refugees.
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