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Abstract: Although both the global governance from above and the alter-globalization movements from below begin to converge in regulating volatile financial capitalism and re-embedding a market in the society, there is still a big gap between them. While the former tends to focus on stabilization of financial markets by targeting tax havens and mobilizing neoliberal benchmarking system, the latter aims at the transformation of the global financial capitalism itself by bringing ‘the part of those who have no part’ back in through currency transaction tax or international solidarity levy. This paper examines the potentialities of the global justice movement and its limits by focusing on resisting hegemonic block and its variations.


Introduction

During the 1990s, as the development of the neoliberal globalization led to the polarization of the global society, the alter-globalization movement (or the global justice movement) got the impetus by taking forms of the protest against the WTO ministerial meeting at Seattle in January 1999. The alter-globalization movement tried to ameliorate the serious socio-economic condition, which had been brought by the excessive de-regulation, by regulating the financial turmoil by introducing the global solidarity levy (the Currency transaction tax).
　	After global financial crisis in 2008, it seems that the advanced capitalist countries began to modify their neo-liberal policies toward neo-Keynesian direction by expanding public expenditures and re-regulating financial capitals. As the　continuing socio-economic polarization and recession suggests, it seems that the capitalist crisis has never been overcome and it is just postponed by temporal remedies. However it is certain that the golden era of Anglo-American neo-liberalism ended.   We can notice the partial convergence between reformist policies initiated by the elites-led global governance from above and radical changes advocated by the popular alter-globalization movements from below. This represents the defensive move trying to defend societies against forces of the markets-led great mill and re-embedding markets in societies, which is one shot of Karl Polanyi’s double-movements(Polanyi, 2001 [orig. 1944]:136). This move could be interpreted as restructuring processes of socio-economic global governance that is enforced by the terminal crisis of the fluctuating world system or the end of its financial expansion phase(Arrighi, 1994:264).
　	While the alter-globalization movement pressures the neo-liberal global governance to reform itself by meeting their needs, it plays an important role to promote deepening of democracy at the global level. On the one hand, economic policies and transactions in one country sometimes affect the people’s lives at a distance very negatively due to skewed economic globalization. On the other hand, the affected people do not have qualifications for participating in decision-making process of economic policies and cannot exert any influence on policies and transactions there. In order to reduce such a democratic deficit, global justice movements try to bring in ‘the principle of affected interests(Dahl, 1990:49-52, Goodin, 2008:136-54)’ at the global level. In other words, the global justice movement is trying to make the existing financial governance more accountable in global terms(Germain, 2004). 　　
　	Although the ‘demos’ of democracy hitherto has implied the citizen belonging to the nation, it is now difficult to think of democracy only at the national level due to deepening of globalization and the interconnectedness of the people across the national border. In the case where the speculative financial investments determined by a few elites lead to the global economic turmoil and affect the people worldwide, it is imperative for the people to regulate speculative activities and democratize the system by applying the principle such that the people, who might be affected by the decision-making, have rights to participate in its process. In other words, the alter-globalization movement aims at deepening the democracy at the global level through regulating fluctuating financial activities.
 	Although elites-led global governance reform and the alter-globalization movement converge at the point of regulating excessive liquidity of capital, there is still a big gap between them. While the former just tries to stabilize volatile financial markets through technocratic reforms, the latter aims at global distributive justice through promoting global solidarity levy. In addition, there are geographical and national differentiations in terms of degrees of regulation. As each nation or region responds to the global diffusion of neo-liberal policies in various ways, it also regulates economies in various ways. That differentiation reflects differences in terms of the strength of the neo-liberal hegemonic power block and its counter-hegemonic alter-globalization movement. This article examines the political dynamics of re-regulation process and its implications in the context of global justice/politics by paying an attention to differentiations of responding to the global financial crisis.

1. Hegemonic Move to Regulate Finance: Stabilization of Financial Markets and Harmonization of Tax

It is certain that the global financial crisis set in motion much more strict regulation regarding international financial activities. For example, G20 leaders at their London summit on April in 2009 agreed they would crackdown on tax havens by naming and shaming countries that fail to comply with internationally agreed standards. In addition to the strengthening surveillance on tax heavens, they agreed to re-establish the Financial Stability Forum (FSF) with a ‘broadened mandate to promote financial stability’. It is being renamed as the ‘Financial Stability Board’ (FSB) by expanding its membership to include all G20. On June in the same year, G8 Finance Ministers at Lecce, Italy, also pledged to work harder towards a global financial regulatory framework in recognition that breadth and intensity of the prolonged downturn have revealed fundamental weakness of the global economic and financial systems(Mathiason, 2009).
　	However it is well known that the hegemonic move to regulate finance is not new. Ironically, it has started since the beginning of de-regulation of financial activities. It has is origin in the 1974-75 economic crisis of the advanced capitalist states. The Basel committee on Banking Committee (BIS Committee) was formed in response to the messy liquidation of Cologne-based bank (Herstatt) in 1974 and published a set of minimal capital requirements for banks, which is also known as the 1988 Basel Accord (Basel I). However these regulations aimed at promoting the US-led financial liberalization through imposing institutional requirements upon each state and bank. Responding to the Mexico monetary crisis, Asian monetary crisis, and Russia monetary crisis, this kind of regulative financial framework has been restructured by strengthening the international standards regime along the logic of the regulatory neo-liberalism(Walter, 2008:8-28).
　	In that context, the FSF was created by the G7 in response to the 1999 Asian financial crisis in order to assess the vulnerabilities affecting the financial system, identify ways to address these, improve information exchange and co-ordination among authorities responsible for financial stability. An ad hoc Working Group on Offshore Financial Centres, which FSF established, released a report on offshore centers (OFCs) in 2000(FSF, 2000). According to the report, problematic OFCs (OFCs that are unable or refuse to adhere to international supervisory standards, resulting in weak supervisory practices or little or no cooperation and transparency) allow financial market participants to engage in regulatory arbitrage and constitute weak links in the supervision of an increasingly integrated financial system. As the “loopholes” presented by some OFCs hinder efforts to improve the global supervisory financial system through the implementation of international standards more broadly, FSF tried to identify problematic OFCs by classifying OFCs to three groups. The first group would be jurisdictions generally viewed as co-operative jurisdictions with a high quality of supervision, which largely adhere to international standards. The second group of OFCs would be jurisdictions generally seen as having procedures for supervision and co-operation in place, but where actual performance falls below international standards, and there is substantial room for improvement. A third group of OFCs would be jurisdictions generally seen as having a low quality of supervision, and/or being non-co-operative with onshore supervisors, and with little or no attempt being made to adhere to international standards. In order to reduce global financial instability and to eliminate potential systemic threat to the financial system, FSF directs at improving OFCs’ adherence to international standards by identifying and naming problematic OFCs. This is one of typical techniques of neo-liberal governing at a distance by setting benchmarking and imposing players to adhere to its standards.
  	OECD also began to wrestle with the issue of problematic OFCs (tax havens) in order to harmonize corporate tax regimes since the mid-1990s(Avi-Yonah, 2009). OECD published its report, “Harmful Competition: An Emerging Global Issue”, in 1998 and promoted the work on the three fronts: 1) identifying and eliminating harmful features of preferential tax regimes in OECD countries 2) Identifying tax havens and seeking their commitments to the principles of transparency and effective exchange of information and 3) encouraging other non-OECD economies to associate with this work(OECD, 1998, OECD, 2000). In addition, the Financial Action Task Force on Money-Laundering (FATF) was establishes after the G7 Summit (the Arch Summit) in order to grapple with money laundering and terrorist financing(Hülsse, 2007). In 1990, it released the 40 Recommendations providing a complete set of counter-measures against money laundering, covering the criminal justice system and law enforcement, the financial system and its regulation, and international co-operation(FATF, 2003). Following the 1998 Russian financial crisis that money laundering activities aggravated, FATF began to release a ‘blacklist’ of countries that are negligent in their response and attitude to money laundering annually(FATF, 2005)[footnoteRef:-1]. By naming and shaming non-compliant countries and areas through this blacklist, FATF tried to institutionalize the Anti Money-Laundering regime(Heng and McDonagh, 2008, Sharman, 2008). [-1:  According to the first report (2000) by FATF, the list of the Non-Cooperative Countries and Territories (NCCTs) list is comprised of the following jurisdictions:  Bahamas, Cayman Islands, Cook Islands, Dominica, Israel, Lebanon, Liechtenstein, Marshall Islands, Nauru, Niue, Panama, Philippines, Russian Federation, Saint Kitts and Nevis, Saint Vincent and the Grenadines. 
In the second report (2001), further eight countries were designated as non-cooperative: Egypt, Grenada, Guatemala, Hungary, Indonesia, Burma, Nigeria and Ukraine.] 

 	In addition, it is noteworthy that global financial regime has strengthened its surveillance over ‘terrorist’ financing. The UN General Assembly adopted the International Convention for the Suppression of the Financing of Terrorism in 1999 and the UN Security Council also adopted its resolutions 1269 (1999), 1368 (2001), and 1373(2001) that prevent and suppress the financing of terrorist acts(Bantekas, 2003). FATF also issued the 8 Special Recommendations on Terrorist Financing in October 2001 and issued a ninth Special Recommendation on Terrorist Financing in October 2004, following the September 11 terrorist attacks in the United States(FATF, 2004). FATF tried to promote criminalizing the financing of terrorism and associated money laundering, freezing and confiscating terrorist assets along these guidelines. In this way, the Anti Money-Laundering regime has been integrated into the US-led War on Terror taking the form of ‘the Combating of the Financing of Terrorism’. In other words, the global financial governance and the international security governance began to converge on the  securitization of problematic OFCs and money laundering issues.
　	Although the Bush government promoted the securitization of financial governance through war on terror, it strengthened laissez-faire policy toward financial governance and neglected the multilateral international framework, which ironically led to the ineffectiveness of the Anti Money-Laundering regime. In addition, there were different views regarding OFCs. While some do not think that OFCs themselves are wrong and that only problematic OFCs must be suppressed, others think that the making of OFCs always lead to the issue of problematic OFCs such as tax haven. The former tried to avoid the strict regulation of the financial markets; the latter tends to strengthen its financial regulations. Due to this kind of divergence between the US and the EU, OFCs remained virtually intact(Clunan, 2006:595, Vlcek, 2008:162). In short, it was difficult to strengthen financial regulations strictly during the golden era of neo-liberalism when the financial expansion still continued.
　	In general, OFC are countries or jurisdictions that provide financial services such as low income tax or tax free conditions to nonresidents in order to induce money into their own countries on a scale that is incommensurate with the size and the financing of its domestic economy. The history of OFCs began at Delaware around the mid-19th century but its full-scale development began in accordance with the emergence of Euro markets at the end of the 1950s. Offshore financial markets developed rapidly following the shift from the fixed exchange rate system to the floating exchange rate system and the recycling expansion of oil dollars during the 1970s. In addition, the shift from Fordism to the Post-Fordism accelerated financialization of economies with the development of financial engineering, which led to more expansion of OFCs during the 1990s. 
 	The history of OFCs shows the discontinuous developmental path of financial capitalism. As Ronen Palan pointed out, “the history of offshore is not in fact continuous but discontinuous, characterized by breaks and mutations: the offshore economy plays different roles, and interacts in a variety of ways with its environment throughout its existence. This implies that there was never a single, or even a predominant cause for the rise of offshore.(Palan, 2003:9)” In short, main causes of the expansion of offshore have changed responding to the actual historical conjunctures because financial activities cannot be free from sovereignty. 
 	However, generally speaking, it can be said that the offshore world is a by-product of contradictions between the sovereign states system and global financial capitalism. Most of countries try to maintain their comparative advantage in terms of amounts of capital by providing relatively more favorable conditions for financial capital. So it is quite difficult for global financial governance to harmonize tax regimes. The failure of harmonizing tax would lead to the formation of the problematic OFCs such as tax havens, which might weaken regulating power of sovereign states and could destabilize financial system itself. In short, the mobile financial capital, which some sovereign countries or jurisdictions provide special conditions for, would sometimes bring about excessive liquidity and finally destabilize the infrastructure of the international system.
 	It is often pointed out that this new kind of distorted financialization of economies would lead to disconnect between the real economy and finance. However, as Christian Marazzi pointed out, the binary relation between the real economy and finance became blurred rather than disconnected in the context of the new economy. The crucial financialization began with the diversion of savings from household economics to stocks and securities and with the shift of the financing from the banking sector to the securities sector following the crisis of the Fordist regime (Marazzi, 2008:21). This diversion plays a crucial role to integrate our socio-economic lives into fluctuating financial economy, which led to increasing of insecurities for everyday life of the people. The recent financialization involves a multitude of social subjects and economic agents and making it increasingly difficult to clearly distinguish the financial economy from the real economy(Vercellone, 2010:87). In addition, it becomes difficult to distinguish financial rent from profit.  In other words, the financialization based on the development of financial rent becomes a practice of bio-power by causing much more uncertainties and insecurities for workers with more flexible labor system(Lucarelli, 2010).
	In sum, although the neo-liberal governmentality tries to regulate problematic OFCs by introducing benchmarking and monitoring system(Larner and Walters, 2004), it always fails due to the contradictions inherent in the combination between the Westphalian system and global capitalism. As the neo-liberal governmentality tends to resonate with the state of exception(Tosa, 2009), the failure of the global financial governance sometimes leads to the expansion of problematic OFCs (the outlaw space). Be way of these OFCs, the excessive financial instrumentalization (including securitization) of pensions and loans finally brought about the global financial crisis affecting the people’s lives very seriously. In Kevin Phillips’s words, “sophisticated financial institutions discovered gold in tying together five hundred or five thousand loans, mortgages, or whatever, and then selling fresh securities based and valued on the new assemblage”(Phillips, 2008:ⅷ). These securities, issued in pricey amounts, were cut into slices according to the degrees of risk. However that uncontrollable risk was spread out all over the world, which led to the global financial crisis. Responding to this crisis, the emerging global justice movement tries to reform the neo-liberal governmentality itself by regulating financial activities in the different way. 


2. Counter-hegemonic financial regulations: International solidarity levy and global justice.

While the established financial regimes tries to regulate financial activities from above along the logic of the neo-liberal governmentality, the counter-hegemonic social movements try to regulate financial activities from below by introducing currency transaction tax and promoting global redistributions of resources along the logic of the global justice. Among the latter movements, ATTAC (Action for a Tobin Tax to Aid Citizens) is the most famous one, which was established under Ignacio Ramonet’s initiative in France in 1998. The waves of alter-globalization movements including ATTAC led to resistance activities in the streets against the WTO conference at Seattle in 1999, the IMF-WB conference at Washington D.C. in 2000, and the G8 summit conference at Genoa in 2001. In addition, it is well known that the worldwide flexible network movement of movements such as WSF has developed since 2001.
	As the global justice movement has been in formation during the 1990s, it also tries to institutionalize currency transaction tax (the Tobin Tax)(Patomäki, 2001). For example, the Network Institute for Global Democratizaion was built to promote democratizaion through taxing of financial speculations and so on in Finland in 1997 and the Tobin Tax Network and the Tax Justice Network were formed in UK during the beginning of the 2000s. It is important to clarify that James Tobin’s original idea is not the same as the currency transaction development levy, which these NGOs try to institutionalize. While the Tobin Tax, as it is well known, was first proposed in 1973 with the aim of discouraging speculation in the financial markets and therefore reducing volatility, the currency transaction development levy is a financing instrument for development in the Global South. Regarding the latter, the High Level Panel on Financing for Development, which the UN Secretary General Kofi Annan appointed, situated the currency transaction development levy as an innovative financial resource for achieving the Millennium Development Goals in its report in 2001(High-Level-Panel-on-Financing-for-Development, 2001:20-21). This kind of idea was originally proposed in the 1994 UNDP report(UNDP, 1994:89), which is well known for providing a new concept such as human security. Later on, this proposal was adopted at the UN and other multilateral frameworks and is now gradually institutionalized responding to the pressure from NGOs and the Global South. Furthermore, France and other major countries began to adopt this kind of idea and to promote institutionalization of the currency transaction development levy. 
	At the International UN Conference on Financing for Development in Monterrey, Mexico in 2002, the international community adopted the Monterrey Consensus, in which the need for innovative sources of finance provided that those sources do not unduly burden developing countries. Following the Monterrey Consensus, France presented an idea of the international solidarity levy in “the Landau report”(Landau, 2004) and the shared political leadership of the Presidents of Brazil, Chile and France in 2004 to launch the initiative “Action against Hunger and Poverty” and to promote the concept of “New Innovative Sources of Development Finance” marked a turning point for institutionalization of the currency transaction development levy. In the same year, on the initiative of the President of Brazil, joined by the Presidents of Chile, France and Spain, “Report of the Technical Group on Innovative Financing Mechanisms” was published. The report presented a range of innovative financing mechanism options. Following the constitutive Paris conference in February 2006, the consideration of the sources of innovative financing and their implementation are conducted within the framework of the Leading Group on solidarity levies that bring together 55 member countries. On the initiative of Brazil and France, the Leading Group is now promoting the institutionalization of the international solidarity levies by introducing air-ticket solidarity levy and so on[footnoteRef:0]. [0:  At the Paris Conference on Innovative Development Financing in 2006, 44 countries joined the “Leading Group on Solidarity Levies to Fund Development”.  That is made up of 55 member countries in 2010; Algeria, Bangladesh, Belgium, Benin, Brazil, Burkina Faso, Cambodia, Cameroon, Cape Verde, Central African Republic, Chile, Congo, Cote d’Ivoire, Cyprus, Djibouti, Ethiopia, European Commission, Finland, France, Gabon, Germany, Great Britain, Guatemala, Guinea, Haiti, India, Italy, Japan, Jordan, Lebanon, Liberia, Luxembourg, Madagascar, Mali, Mauritania, Mauritius, Mexico, Morocco, Mozambique, Namibia, Nicaragua, Niger, Nigeria, Poland, Romania, Sao Tome and Principe, Saudi Arabia, Senegal, Sierra Leone, South Africa, South Korea, Spain, Togo, and Uruguay.] 

	Responding to the pressures from the alter-globalization movements, France and Brazil seem to form the counter-hegemonic block against the Anglo-American hegemony by using a platform of the Leading Group. Although it goes without saying that the US has continued to resist against this kind of counter-hegemonic trend, it becomes difficult for the US not to cooperate with the multilateral framework regulating OFCs in the context where offshore deals deepened the global financial crisis in addition to a change of leadership from Bush to Obama. So the condition becomes more favorable even for financial elites to strengthen regulations of financial activities. For example, Finance Minister of Germany Peer Steinbrück has announced an additional item such as the introduction of an international tax on financial transactions for the Pittsburgh G20 Summit agenda in 2009(Steinbrück, 2009). Later on,  even Lord Turner, chairman of the Financial Services Authority, backed tax on speculations to prevent excessive profiteering(Inman, 2009). The idea of the global financial transaction tax is now beginning to gain international currency even at the level of the top financial elites of the global governance.

3. Implications of the Global Justice Movement for the Great Transformation.

As the name of the global justice movement suggests, one of key words for the counter-hegemony is ‘global justice’. The concept of global justice is based upon the cosmopolitan ideal that all human beings have qualifications for enjoying human rights equally and that they have obligations to respect others’ rights(Mandle, 2006:ⅹ). According to the idea of global justice, we have responsibilities for others beyond national borders and there must be an alternative that would achieve a more just world by replacing the present neo-liberal global governance. In that sense, the issue of the tax haven, which might be perceived just as instability of financial markets from the hegemonic perspectives, could be interpreted as one of global injustices. While there is great discrepancy in life-expectancy from around 40 years old in the least developed developing countries (LDDCs) to around 80 years old in the developed countries(UNDP, 2007:229-32). Some of the people in the LDDCs try to migrate to the developed countries in order to get more life chances, but the fortress of the developed countries block their migration at the borders. On the other hand, the financial power can easily reach the tax haven by going across the borders to accumulate more capital. 
The aim of the global justice movement is to correct this kind of global injustice beyond the moral boundaries structured by the Westphalia system. The emergence of the counter-hegemonic block incorporating a part of the global justice movement indicates the de-territorialization of the political responsibilities as well as the hegemonic crisis. In other words, the global justice movement is now forming cosmopolitan identities beyond national boundaries by sharing critical perspectives toward unjust realities of the global politics.
It is noteworthy that the alter-globalization movement, in particular direct actions in streets, emerged responding to the dysfunction of party politics at each country. As capitalists, entrepreneurs and workers formed the Keynesian coalition and the resolution of labor conflicts resolution was institutionalized, the phrase such as ‘the end of class politics’ became dominant and the total characteristics of the party politics leaned toward pro-capitalist directions. It was not until afterward that the Keynesian coalition dissolved with the rise of the neo-liberalism. Although the new class politics (the politics of exclusion with flexible labor system) emerged, the party system could not respond to the new realities yet. This kind of dysfunction of party politics led to the emergence of the direct actions oriented alter-globalization movement. In sum, the global justice movement is now trying to fulfill a democratic deficit at the national level as well as the global level.
However, it is far away from realities to say that the global justice movement operates anywhere in the same way. If we look at the global justice movement in detail, we can find out regional variations and differences there. According to the cross-national analysis, while the global justice movement, with its involvement of unions and “Old Left” issues, emerged as more visible in Southern Europe, in the Northern European countries a (somewhat less visible) global justice movement is more influenced by “new social movements”, with weaker links to trade unions(della Porta, 2007:240). In contrast to relatively highly developed European global justice movement, Americans tend to hold less favorable attitudes toward global justice protesters. In particular, the shift towards elected authoritarianism in U.S. politics after 9/11 affected the movement negatively(Hadden and Tarrows, 2007).
The global justice movement in Asian regions looks more fragmented and weaker than that in other regions.  Generally speaking, not only the state but also the civil soceity shows its passive attitude toward the counter-hegemonic movement in Asia. The weakness of the global justice movement reflects the current situation there. The hegemonic shift from the West to the East as well as the backlash from de-territorial neo-liberal capitalism to state capitalism after the global financial crisis props up the developmental states and its developmentalism in the East(Bremmer, 2009). In that context, it is difficult for the global justice movement to develop he post-material value and the idea of the post-development there, particularly in China and India entering the phase of the full-scale peripheral Fordism. Although we can notice some counter-hegemonic move such as the Chiang Mai initiative by Asian countries, it tries to create a network of bilateral swap arrangements among ASEAN+3 countries to address short-term liquidity difficulties in the region and to supplement the existing international financial arrangements rather than to transform the global financial order. It seems unlikely that only the hegemonic shift from the West to the East affects the transformation process of the global financial order in the near future. In order to promote the transformation, the rise of the global justice movement in the East must be needed. 

Concluding Remarks

It is the counter-revolutionary association such as the Mont-Pèlerin Society organized by F. Hayek and other ‘liberalists’ in 1947 that has promoted the diffusion of the idea and policy of neo-liberalism during the Cold War era. By taking advantage of the crisis of Fordist capitalism during the 1970s, the neo-liberal counter-revolutionary movement replaced the Keynesian regimes. Chile was the first test case for the neo-liberal experiment and later UK, US, and other developed countries followed it. In addition to the financial expansion phase of the world capitalism, the technological innovation of financial engineering with new information technology accelerated neo-liberal restructuring of global capitalism along the shift from the Fordism to the Post-Fordism. Then the financial market continued to expand rapidly, which was forming a flat world (smooth space) by combining various kinds of financial markets.
	However it is the logic of territoriality that became an obstacle for creating a smooth financial space. As the logic of territoriality would bring about differences in terms of tax and interest among nations, that geographical differentiations might lead to distorted distribution of resources at the global level. The issue of tax haven is one of the problems that this kind of distorted financial expansion might cause. 
	Responding to the inherent contradictions between the logic of territoriality and the logic of global capitalism, two kinds of reformist motion to regulate the distorted financial markets are emerging. The former is financial regulation through FSF and FATF, which aims at financial stability by strengthening surveillance and checking problematic OFCs through benchmarking system. This type of regulation, however, seems to be just a stopgap measure and cannot solve systematic contradictions. The latter one, which is represented by the global justice movement, is more radical one that tries to regulate financial activities by imposing international solidarity levy upon it. Its aim is to transform the global economic order by using currency transaction tax and air-ticket tax for achieving MDGs rather than maintain financial stability. As mentioned above, the latter one also plays a role to promote global democracy by fulfilling the democratic deficit at the global level as well as the national level. In short, the global justice movement deepens the democracy at the global scale by applying the principle such that the people who might be affected by the decision-making have rights to participate in its process.
	The global justice movement brings about an egalitarian moment that causes equality to have a real social effect at the global politics. That is the democratic move to bring in what Rancière calls ‘the part who have no part’ or ‘the count of the uncounted’. According to Rancière, the politics is “an activity antagonistic to policing (an order of bodies that defines the allocation of ways of doing, ways of being, and ways of saying): whatever breaks with the tangible configuration whereby parties and parts of lacks of them are defined by a presupposition that, by definition, has no place in that configuration---that of the part of those who have no part”(Rancière, 1995:52-53). So it can be said that the global justice movement plays a role to bring the politics back in by questioning an unjust gap between ‘the counted’ and ‘the uncounted’, or a gap between the place where the demos exists and a place where it does not. In other words, while the global financial order is trying to create a flat world along the logic of the neo-liberal and post-Fordist capitalism by imposing strong individualism (the principle of individual responsibility) upon societies, the global justice movement tries to revive social solidarity among ‘the uncounted’ by trying to achieve the unachieved human rights or infilling the human rights gap.
	Responding to the de-territorialization of the political responsibility, that movement also expands its social solidarity (collective identity) beyond the national boundaries. According to Iris Marion Young’s social connection model of responsibility, individuals bear responsibility for structural injustice because they contribute by their actions to the processes that produce unjust outcomes(Young, 2007:175). In the same way, financial elites who utilize OFCs and their collaborators bear responsibility for economic injustice because they contribute by speculative activities to the socio-economic polarization and crisis. As Thomas Pogge also pointed out, by helping to impose the present global institutional order, we are participating in the largest human rights violation in human history such as global poverty and hunger. In order to understand the global injustice appropriately, we should ask the basic question again: why is global economic inequality increasing so rapidly that, despite an impressive rise in human affluence overall, hundreds of millions still live precariously on the brink of survival?(Pogge, 2008:16) As far as we are involving in harming the global poor by indirectly maintaining the present global economic order, it can be said that we have responsibilities to contribute efforts toward institutional reform including redistribution tax scheme like the international solidarity levy. 
Following the global financial crisis, it seems to be more difficult to eradicate the global poverty (at least, achieving the MDGs) in line with inequality trends. However the financial crisis also provides an opportunity to strengthen financial regulations including global tax on speculative financial transactions for MDGs and public finances in the South. It is the global justice movement that is now playing a crucial role to promote such an institutional reform by resurrecting social solidarity among the global poor. This reminds us of the historical fact that the social problems were invented and the social solidarity was formed during the late 19th century at the national level(Donzelot, 1984). In short, the global justice movement or the global tax justice movement, which is emerging by responding to the global financial crisis, seems to indicate the revival of social solidarity at another level. The possibility to re-appropriate what finance controls depends upon the democratic movements that try to bring ‘the part of those who have no part’ back in through new formation of social solidarity. Although the East Wind is becoming stronger, regrettably, the South Wind, which aims at the great transformation through solidarity movement, is not strong enough yet.
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