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ucts his interiic
_iéSmt&tives of liberal peoples and representatives of decent peoples would
T , pé'n’dentiy join the same agreement. And the task assigned to the partics in
ternational original position is, importantly, disanalogous; they are not, as
iight have expected, charged with agreeing on a public criterion for the
Sscsgﬁmnt, design, and reform of the global institutional order, but charged with
.cing on a sct of rules of good conduct that cooperating peoples should
p_c}:t one another to}) obey.

sionght experiment twice to show separately that

12

Do Rawls’s Two Theoriesf-:
of Justice Fit Together:

Thomas P()gg@ Why Two Theories at All?

veloping his domestic theory, Rawls writes, “at some level there must exist
osed background system, and it is this subject for which we want a theory”
PL:272 n.9). And so he assumes throughout, if only tor purposes of “a first
ximation™ (ibid.), that the society whose insdrutional order he discusses is
contained” (T7: 401), “more or less self-sufficient” {T]: 4}, and “a closed
e isofated from other societies” (T7: 7). The citizens of such a socicty ought
Fucture it, he concludes, according to his public criterion of justice (the two
nciples with the two priority rules).

ince: the world at large is self-contained, more or less selfsutficient, and a
disystem isolated from other soctedes, it seems to fit Rawls’s stipulations —
cr_ta_%'_nly better than any national society does. So how about structuring all of
amankind in accordance with the public criterion of social justice proposed in
is domestic theory? Rawls not merely denies that we ought to do this, but even
sts that we ought not. What reasons can he offer:

s 2 first reason, Rawls can adduce his skepticism about the feasibility of a weli-
_ei_‘@éd world state: “Here 1 follow Kant’s lead in Perperual Peace (1795) in
iking that a world government . . . would either be a global despotism or else
tii_d rule over a fragile empire torn by frequent civil strife as various regions and
ples tried to gain their political freedom and autonomy” (LoP: 36).

utthis appeal to Kant is ques‘tionablc Kant writes in Perpetnal Perce that a
aralicy of independent states, “is stlt to be preferred to their amalgamation
nder single power which has overruled the rest and created a universal mon-
iy For the laws progressively lose their impact as the government increases its
nge, and a soulless despotism, after crushing the germs of goodness, will finally
péqiuto anarchy ™ This passage expresses strong reservations about a universal
onarchy achieved by conquest, Kant does not, here or elsewhere, express such

In A Theory of Justice, John Rawls oftered his account of domestic justice, meas
to provide moral guidance for the assessment, dungn, and reform of the instin,
donal order (“basic structure”) of onc society.! Twenty-eight vears larer’: ke n
published a work on international justice: The Law of Peoples, presenting it as' an
extension of his domestic theory,

Central to both texts are thought experiments involving a fictional deliberativ
torum, the original position, composed of rational deliberators, or parties. In'th
domestic case, the parties represent individual persons. As there is one rcprcsentaf:
for cach prospective cidzen, this original position is said to model the freedor
and fundamental cquality of all persons. The parties have the task, in behaéf-_{j
their respective clients and protecting their interests, to agree on a public criterio
of justice for assessing alternative feasible basic structures for a society. A veslof
grnorance conceals all distinguishing features of these prospective citizens from
the parties, who must choose a public ariterion of social justice without knowing

their clients” particular creeds, values, tastes, desires, and endowments or even th
natural and historical context of their clients’ society. On the basis of a hight
complex array of rigorous arguments, Rawls tries to demonstrate that the parties:
would sclect his liberal public criterion: the two principles of justice with the tw
priority rules {17 266-7}. ' _

In the international case, the thought experiment of the original position is
deployed rather differently. Four divergences spring to mind. The ration:
deliberators are conceived as representing peoples rather than persons, and ._tii_(‘g
international original position is thus said to model the freedom and equality of:
peoples. Representation is granted sefectively: it is granted oaly to peoples who ar.
well-ordered by having either a Hiberal or a decent domestic institutional ordél

feservations about a liberal world republic achieved through a peaceful merger of

repuiblics — though he realized, of course, that such a eransition might well be
while the remainder are not accepred as equals and are thus denied equal resp
and tolerance. The veil of ignorance is thinner, allowing the partics to know,
whether they are representing a liberal or a decent people; and Rawls therefor

osed by existing rulers.’
ven granting, without textual support, that Kant believed that any world
¢ would invariably fead to despotism or civil strife, it is quite doubtful thar his
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opinion is the best evidence one can have about whether such a just .y, ond; why should the accommodation Rawls suggests be so one-sided?
government is feasible in the twenty-first century and beyond. This is doyk i :
because the last swo hundred years have greatly expanded our historical expe
ence relevant to this question and have vastly improved our social theoiy i
especially in economics and political science. In particular we have learned frgy
the federalist systems of the United States and the Earopean Union thar — Kap
contrary view notwithstanding — a genuine division of powers, even in the vé_r'ggg
dimension, is workable and no obstacle to stability and justice. :

Moreover, had Rawis really been convinced that limits on the range of just an
effective government render a global liberal socicty infeasible, then we shoy
expect these limits to appear within his domestic theory — as the requireme
perhaps, that the society it discusses must not grow beyond a certain populati
or area, or beyond a certain percentage of the global population or land su : ssume that the accommodation of decent hierarchical societies is needed forever?

faras I can see, Rawls’s theory of internarional justice requires no concessions

from decent hierarchical societies, which get exactly the rules that best
{:with their values and interests. But it greatly compromises liberal values by
ihg normative individualism, by disregarding the basic liberties of persons
ide: well-ordered societies, by truncating the basic liberties of persons in

it societies,® and by tolerating poverty and huge inequatities worldwide.
i ;_'grc-:atly compromising liberal values, Rawls does accommodate those who
f‘c‘s’s s%ch value‘; quitt: well by smctioning the 22'1 incomc advantage and the
: s liberal countries enjoy
_ _ti";c rest of humani\md,)
ird; why does Rawls, by not envisioning more liberal global arrangements,

area. But he never considers such limitatons.

Finally, even if a justly structured world government were infeasible, this wou
not invalidate the global application of Rawls’s public criterion of social jugg;
This criterion does not prescribe a specific institutional design, but govern
the comparative assessment of alternative feasible institutional designs. Applie
globally, it would instruct us to design global political institutions that wol
secure the basic liberties of human beings as far as possible and to design:the
global economic order so that fair equality of opportunity is realized \VOl‘ldi’L.’.ld
as far as possible and so that it engenders socioeconomic inequalitics among pt,
sons only insofar as this raises the socioeconomic floor. The applicability of'th
criterion is not refuted, but rather confirmed by Rawls’s empirical bpmuiatm
If world government would lead to despotism or civil strife, then the publ
criterion would correctly reject this institutional option for its failure to secur
the basic liberties of human beings worldwide. This criterion would then fav
another global institutional design — perhaps a global federation on the mo
of the European Union, or a loose league of nations as Kant had described,
Rawls’s similar Society of Peoples, or a states system like that existing now. :

As a second reason against the applicability of his public criterion of soe
justice to the world at large, Rawls could point out that it would be wrong:
impose a global order designed according to a liberal criterion of social justi
upon decent peoples who may reject the normative individualism of this crirerion
as well as its emphasis on basic liberties.* His international theory is needed, theén:
to accommodate decent peoples whom liberals are to tolerate and welcom
equal “members in good standing of the Society of Peoples” (LoP: 59).

This argument, too, is problematic in three respects. First, why niust we “express
liberalism’s own principle of toleration for other reasonable ways of ordering
society™® by accommodating the opponents of Liberalism in Rawls’s international
theory and the interactions among societies, but not in his domestic theory ’%nd

nal such society, Kazanistan, in which normative individualism is rejected
—8). But is the mere possibility of such societies reason enougl to

1en Rawls himself deems them morally flawed —
does not treat its own members reasonably or justly as frec and equal citizens”
83) - and defends accommodation by claiming that it encourages decent
eties to reform themselves in a liberal direction (LoP: 61-2).

neégative answer would leave a different gap, as Rawls gives no evidence
h‘ere really are ~ let alone alwavs will be - nonliberal secienes that qualify
decent and also reject normative individualism. Contemporary defenses of
beral societies often stress how happy and secure individuals feel under their

“a decent hierarchical society

n _e-.authOL itarian, communal, or moralizing social institutions and how disori-
ng-and alienating they find liberal ones. Thus, justifications of decent regimes

might well take the interests of persons as moraliy fundamental. If actual decent
gimes were so justified by their supporters, or if no such regimes existed, then
 fiberal commiument to accommodate actual decent peoples would not support
dniinternational original position that represents peoples rather than persons.

he dilemma for Rawls arises more broadly. His proposed accommodation
PI'FSIEpposcs humanity’s division into mutually distinct and culturally cohesive
55){)_[&_3;_ Is this presupposition meant to reflect a moral valuadon or entrenched
ﬁflfilpj;i;al facts? Again, either possibility leads into dithiculey. The former answer
' ptoblemaric, because A Theory of Justice provides no reason for valuing
political boundaries (not even federalist ones, surprisingly). The latter answer is

the design of our national institutional order?
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problematic as well, because Rawls makes no effort to show that his conccp
a people refiects general and entrenched facts in the conremporary world. ’\(ﬁ
borders in Africa, Latin America, and Asia arc colonial constructs thar fyy
diverse communities together {Indonesia) while splitting others over two orn
states (Kurds). In Europe, borders are rapidly losing practical significance, so thy
the notion of a people seems increasingly ill-fitted to the old groups {the Diite
and the Danes) and ill-ficted also to the new and still expanding population of
European Union. In the midst of globalization, we can easily imagiize a broa:d%fﬁ
ing of this trend, leading to a world in which most borders have little .pc-)liticai_
practical significance and do not correlate with “separate languages, religions; in;
cultures™ {LoP: 112). :

The status of Rawls’s account remains then unclear. Calling his Socieny
Peoples a “realistic utopia,” does he propose it as the highest ideal for th
indcfinite future? Or is it a stopgap model meant to accommodate, so long _
they are still around, some slightly backward but still basically passable societie
ti]‘ﬂ; are best handled with tolerance and equal respect — a stopgap model 1o
superseded, in a hoped-for futurc era when nearly all sociedes will have becon
liberal, by a genuinely liberal conception of global justice? Perhaps The “Lmai_ _
Peoples is not meant to be clear on this point. The accommodation of acrua
decent socicties — whichever ones Rawls may have in mind under this label —¢
have its desired effects only if it is genuine and unconditional, only if decent:
societies feel assured that their equal place is secure indefinitely irrespective of;

justificatory power of reflective equilibrium (TT: 425, 507-8). If the thought
periment of the original position can be bent in a variery of ways to deliver
red conclusions, then it becomes rather less remarkable thar Rawls’s diverse
jnsidered judgments about social justice can be “derived” through one or other
riant of this thought experiment. The fact that all these considered fadgments
fir-into one contractualist account can confirm those judgments only insofar as
his. account exerts some discipline of fit. Failing this, the fact has no significance.
. in: geometry, the fact that given data points in a plane precisely fic some

he: present section and the next seek to show that Rawls indeed loses much
he justificatory point of his contractualist theorizing by failing to provide a
incing rationale tor the divergences between his theories, Remaining unex-

nd of his far less rigorously developed international theory in particular.

Auch arcention has already been paid to the fact that Rawls puts so much
ral-weight on the notion of a people. This notion is marred by a double
ag deness. First, it is unclear what groups are to count as peoples. Does Rawls
n_t to count any group of persons residing together within the territorial bound-
es-of a state? What about the Kurds, the Jews, the Chechens, the Maori, the
mi;and hundreds of other taditional and aboriginal nations, which often
nscend state borders or are nested within one another? Secondly, it is unclear
~each of the recognized peoples is delimited. Is this decided by passport,
ltL_ir(,, descent, choice, or any combination of these and perhaps other criteria?
n:persons belong to several peoples or to one at most? All these questions
uld- assume great importance in any attempt to realize the Society of Peoples
Rawls. envisions. And yet, he disregards them completely.

It has also been frequently noted that Rawls endorses normative individualism
mLS{E(,Al]V but rejects it internationally. This is an asymmetry insofar as, in
wls’s domestic theory, the interests of collectives (associations) are given no
{ependent weight — are considered only insofar as persons choose and identify
thethem. In his international theory, by contrast, peoples are recognized as
[ltimate units of moral concern and, more remarkably stll, individuals are #ot so
ccognized. In selecting and justifying particular rules governing state congduct,

{awls disregards the interests of pusom by focusing exclusively on the interest,

ttz_;buted to cach well-ordered people, “to preserve [its] equality and independ-
nce” (LoP: 41, of, 70) as a stable liberal or decent society { LoP: 33, 69).

This decision has important implications for the content of the agreement
thatrational representatives of well-ordered peoples would reach in the interna-
tional original position. Serving that stipulated interest, such representatives might
ﬂ_'awrec to “provisions for ensuring that in all veasonable liberal (and decent)
ties people’s basic needs are met” {LoP: 38, my emphasis). Bur, in Rawls’s
international t theory, ensuring that persons can meet their basic needs has no

their number or power {cf. LoP: 122-3).

This parallels the liberal domestic accommodation of diverse Lompu,h{m
(e.g., religious) doctrines. But there are two crucial difterences: R:mfls EXpIEssEs
no preferences within the range of reasonable comprehensive doctrines an.d. -.he
predicts that, baring state oppression, citizens will continue o hoy]d and_-t
respect doctrines throughout this range (the “fact of reasonable péuralzsm”.--_lf
36). In the international case, by contrast, Rawls holds that decent societies :arg:
morally inferior and hopes that all human beings will eventually live under fiberdl
institutions. Qught the humanity of such a happy future age share his concern to
maintain a global order fully acceprable and hospitable to decent regimes? Woulé-
it be wrong (unjust) if, with universal approval, they adopted Rawls’s two prit
ciples of justice to guide the design of their global nstitutional arrangemen
may seem wise to leave this issue unexplored for now. Bur what could possxb

justify an aflumative answer?

Why Exclude the Interests of Persons?

(1

Insisting that two theories of justice are needed, Rawls praises the divergenct
between them as demonstrating the “versatility” and “flexibility” of his Oil*filﬂ:
position { LeP: 40, 86). He fails to note that such flexibility can greatly unéumﬂ.




212 Thomas Pogpe Do Rawls’s Two Theovies of Justice Fit Together? 213
moral importance as such. It has only instrumental moral importance insofar g,
contributes to preserving the internal stability or the external equality o ing;
pendence of liberal or decent societies. So what about the basic needs of mep;
bers of other societics, here poiatediy exciuded?” Adding an eighth law to his I3
of Peoples, Rawls suggests that representatives of well- ordered peoples would agie
to extend their concern to other peoples that, but for unfavorable conditib;]
would be organized as liberal or decent socieries® — though he does not ‘*?’\?i
why they would so agree. But, as the italicized qualification confirms, his mtcm
tional theory still ignores the basic needs of human beings in benevolent absoly
isms and outlaw states ( LoP: 4, 63) which, even when they encounter unfavoral
conditions, remain in rhese categories. Assistance to such societies is not mands
ory because it would not help them be either liberal or decent. Assistanc
required only to burdencd societies — ones that, if not prevented by unfavorable
conditions that assistance would overcome, would be liberal or decent of thu
own accord. This limitation is entailed by the way Rawls constructs his inteitn
tional original position: Animated solely by the stipulated interest of well-orderey
peoples, their rational representatives have no reason to commit themselves to
dury to show concern for individuals living in benevolent absolutisms or outi‘m
ctates — not even for their basic liberties, personal security, and basic needs#n
food, water, clothing, shelter, health care, and education. e

Well-ordered peoples are required to help one another stay above the economi
minimum necessary to make a well-ordered society possible. But beyond thl
threshold, Rawls’s international theory permits indefinite economic mc,qml;m
within the Society of Peoples. This is so, because he disregards the mterests o
individuats within well-ordered societies. Had Rawls stipulated that the deliberator
in the international original position give even just a little weight to the inter
of such individuals in the absolute and/or relative socioeconomic position they,
have an opportunity to attain, then those deliberators would have favored global-
economic rules that tend to moderate rather than aggravate international economic

s of individuals, alongside the interest of each people in maintaining a
bletwell-ordered domestic regime.

Why Cut Out the Middle Tier?

't im’ turn to the most importmt structural asymmetries, which have received

escribing only the objective that should guide their design in any concrete
jrext. Whether and to what extent there should be private ownership in means
ij'oduction, for example, is to be settled pursuant to the difference principle by
mining which sctudon {satistving the first and opportunity principles) would
wender the best socioeconomic floor, Circumstances may change, of course,
dicitizens may then have reason to reorganize the basic rules of their legal and
litical system so as to maintain the security of the basic liberties or to reorgan-
z¢ the basic rules of their economic order so as to keep the difference principle
tisfied.

“ The larter, two-tier construction provides no such flexibifity. The members of
Rawls’s Society of Peoples are locked into a particular set of rules that could

inequality.”

Rawls avoids this conclusion by means of an undefended and dramatic asyn
metry: While the interests of individuals are the only ones that count inhis
domestic theory, such interests do not count at all in his international theory. He
acknowledges this point when he characterizes his international original posmon
as one “that is fair to peoples and not to individual persons™ (LoP: 17 n. 9), But
his attempt to defend the exclusion of individual interests as necessary o accom;
modate decent hierarchical societics {LoP: 82-5) fails: }ust as liberal socicties are
said to be concerned for “the well-being of their citizens” (LoP: 34), so decent
hierarchica! societies are, by definition, committed to a common good idea of
justice that involves a concern for “the human rights and the good of the people
they represent” (LoP: 69; here “people” can only be read as “persons”). Accon
modating decent societics is thus necessarily compatible with incorporating into
the international original position a concern for at least the jointly regognléﬁd

Table 12.1

Domestic Theory International Theory

ities. in the original position Parties in the original position
ho.select who select

public criterion of social justice A scheme of international rules
Rawls’s two principles and two priority rules) {Rawis’s eight laws of peoples}
Pl selects

A basic-structure design for any specific

pirical context
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0 sequences of crucial decisions made for a society would be borne by persons
10" ‘had no role in this decision — by children or later generatons, tor instance,

by persens barred from meaningful political participadon in their decent
crarchical society."” Another reason comes into play when the consequences of
acial decisions made for a society are heavily influenced by luck or other untore-
cable intervening causes. The torce of these reasons is widely recognmized with
card to the decisions of autonomous families, so why should they not be

prove too rigid to fulfill their interests as peoples under changing global cireug
scances. Perhaps there are reasons favoring a two-tier construction. It could h.ﬁ
said, for instance, that the probability of errors and corrupt judgments is reduced
when political actors are constrained by firm rules rather than by rules theya
supposed to adjust, under the guidance of a public criterion of social justice, o
changing matural, historical, cultural, and economic-technological circumstances,
But one would like to know whar these reasons are and, especially, why tlm
should be decisive in the international but not in the domestic case.

The structural disanalogy leads to important substantive differences. Conside
to what extent members of one generation should be saddied with the econom;
costs of decisions made by their predecessors. Rawls’s domestic theory rules o
some such costs completely, through the first and opportunity principlcs:'z};{
members of society, no matter how irresponsibly their parents may have bel aved
have an equal claim to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic liberties and tofa
equality of opportunity. Beyond this, Rawls’s domestic theory gives a flexibly
response: Social institutions may allow persons to be penalized for their parents
Ligh fersility or failure to save only if and insofar as such sclective penalizatios -
mainly through the greater incentives it gives parents to behave responsibly
tends to raise the socioeconomic floor. The degree of such selective penalizatio
embodicd in social rules may then need to be adjusted over time $o as to track:
changes in parental dispositions. Social rules or institutions are viewed as mer
means, to be designed and redesigned so as optimally to serve the ends specifiet _'

applicable to societal decisions as well? And even where neither of these reasons
q?pﬁcs, our domestgic institutions often mitigate even self-caused hardships and
disadvantages, for example through the tax system or the personal bankruptey
aw.(A person who is seriously hurt through his own reckless conduct, For
ample, can claim some of his medical expenses as an itemized deduction and, i
ioiwas. blinded by the accident, he can also claim a somewhat higher 5mndsud
dedicdon in future years.) As we have seen, Rawls’s domestic theory gives general
sipport to such mitigation of costs that poor households must bear as a result of
eir- decisions and provides guidance for how such mitigation should be soruc-
ured:-in light of empirical knowledge about the actual impact of moral hazards.
Vhy:should the international analogue to such mitigation be incompatible with
clf-governance or otherwise unacceptable?

The second thought deepens and corrects the first. How great the costs of an
mfortunate decision are, and what sorts of burdens it might entail, depend
mportantly on the farger institutional context in which this decision is made.
Society can be organized to recognize and enforce slavery or debt bondage. If
t is, then unfortunate decisions by parents can result in their children growing
1p:as slaves or virrual slaves, chained to looms or labering in underground mines.
Or:society can be so organized that no parental decisions can deprive children of
qual access to the national health and “education systems and hence of the
portunity to compete for employment on nearly equal terms later in life. This
contrast shows that the burdens wvpically arising from unfortunate decisions are
uch larger under some designs of the institudonal ovder than under others,
-even when the latter involve no quangifiable burden sharing or regrettable loss in
‘family auronomy.

in Rawls’s criterion.

Internationalty, the same issue arises with regard to socicties that have
low rate of savings or high birth rate. In this case, however, Rawls asks direct
what the rules should be and asserts that the costs of decisions made by forme
members of a society should be borne entirely by its present members. To impose
any of these costs on other socictics “secms unacceptable” (LoP: 117-18). Bue,
again, Rawls gives no reason why a different response should be appropriate i
the internarional case. The difference in moral content is a byproduct of ait
unexplained variation in the parties’ task description, which prevents them from:
adopting a flexible solution thar would be sensitive to empirical information
about how much loss through moral hazard would actually occur under global
cconomic institutions designed to have a moderating effect on international

The same holds also for the international realm, where collective self-
- govunanu is not scen as diminished, for instance, by the fact that international
cndmg rules do not enable states to put up their children as loan collateral, Here
a:more relevant contrast: The international order can be so structured that the
thles of the world economy reflect the bargaining power of the various states,
tfectively preventing poorer socicties from achieving rates of economic growth
hatr-arc casily available to richer ones — or this order can be structured so that,
gardicss of the distribution of power, it maineains fair and open markets that
crually make it casier for poorer than for richer socicties to achieve high rates of
___ifmomic growth, Even if {the first thought notwithstanding) we accept the
principle that each national population cught to bear the “full consequences™ of

inequalicy.

In pressing this point, I am neither dismissing Rawls’s concern for the mor
significance of collective self governance, nor denying that this plausibly requites:’
the seif-governing collective to receive a d1sploport;on‘1tc share of the benefits”
and burdens deriving from its decisions. Rather, I am adding two thoughts.

First, even in Rawls’s ideal world of exclusively well-ordered and seif-gover ning
peoples, there may still be reasons to favor somse burden sharing so that Lspeuailv
poorer societies bear not the full consequences of their unfortunate decisions but
only a disproportionate share thereof. One such reason comes into play when tl}t
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11't€rnation;11 case. Thus he writes that any “unjustified distributive effects”
cooperative organizations need to be corrected (LoP: 43, 115) and suggests
:gthn international parties, going bevond his official cight laws of p(,opic_s

decisions its society had made, we can still opt for either of these two contrastng
institutional designs. The way we design the global order thus co-determin i
what the full consequences of national decisions are. The latter dcsign}_j\fhéi}
combined with the principle of full consequences, would clearly engender mugh would-agree to fair standards of trade to keep the market free and competitive”

less deprivation and inequality than the former would.

The structural difference between the tasks Rawls assigns to the pntlcs 1
his domestic and international original positions is associated with two distine
conceptions of economic justice. When we reflect upon social rules directly:
Rawls does in the international case, it may scem plausible to let participar
themselves negotiate the terms of their economic interactions: “2. Peoples aré 15
ohserve treaties and undertakings. 3. Peoples are equal and are parties to the
agreements that bind them.” o biock the danger of excessive poverty arising
from such libertarian rule making, Rawls adds the rule that “8. TPeoples have
duty to assist other peoples tiving under unfavorable conditions that prevent thei
having a just or decent political and social regime” (LoP: 37).

However, Rawls himself finds strong reason to reject such a mildly conser mu,d
libertarianism in the domestic case. When a socicty’s economic order arises hc)m
free bargaining among its members, the rich can use their grearer bargaining
power to shape and reshape this order in their own favor and can thus expand
their advantage by capturing a disproportionate share of the sodial produu As

Buthow are we to judge whether distributive effects are unjustified or trading
ngements unfair? To answer this question, Rawls would need a principle for
qisessing and adjusting the global cconomic order in light ot its distribusive
ﬁc;c"ts in the way his difference principle assesses and adjusts the domestic economic
ordéer: But Rawls specifically rejects any such principle without “a rarget and a
ﬂ‘{bff point” i the international case, countenancing only the duty of assistance

hi :h secures the poorest well-ordered societies no more than an economic
"ﬁooi defined in absolute terms (Lol 115-19). He also rejeces any international
logm to a democratic process, which allows a majority of citizens in a liberal
_uctv 1o restructure its economic order i it tavors the rich too much. The global
conomic order of Rawls’s utopia is thus shaped by free bargaining among soci-
ties, unconstrained by any principle that would check the ability of the stonger
icties to use their greater bargaining power to shape the terms of international
steraction in their favor in ways that further enhance their advantage.

Rawls writes cloquently:
Is Each Society Master of its Own Fate?
suppose we begin with the initially attractive idea that social circumssances and _
people’s relationships to one another should develop over time in accordance with R‘ﬁ\'\flé-_ decides against any principle for preserving international background jus-
free agreements fairly arrived at and fully honered. Straightaway we need an account ; X = =

of when agreements are free and the social circumstances under which they arc': :
veached are fair. In addition, while these conditions may be fair at an caglier dme,
the accumulated results of many separate and ostensibly fair agreements, togethér
with social trends and historical contingencies, are likely in the course of tme
alter citizens’ relationships and opportunities so that the conditions for free and fair

:L believe, because he falls for whar may be the most harmful dogma ever
iceived: explanatory nationalism, the idea that the causes of severe poverty and
Fother human deprivations are domestic to the societies in which they occur,'!
h_i_é[-idcn is of crucial importance for cnabling the citizens of today’s affluent
ountries to live comforrably in the face of the horrendous poverty and hardships
sufféred in the poorer socicties. If the suffering of the poor abroad is due to local
ises, then our only moral question is the one Rawls asks: whether and how
uchiwe ought to “assist” them. Thinking further along these lines, we may
d;jiit that we should help the poor abroad more than we do. Bur explanatory
nationalism spares us the question whether and how our rich countries, especially
fough the global institutional arrangements we design and impose, are contrib-
ting to their deprivations, And explanatory natonalism preempts the need for a
principle of global distributive justice, which would guide the design of the rules
f the wo1ld economy in light of their distributive effects, by assuring us thar
1cse rules do not have significant distributive effects.

If'it were explicitly formulated as an empivical assertion, explanatory nationalism
ul'd be incredible on its face. In our world (and in Rawls’s utopia}, conventions
nd treaties are negotiated about trade, mmvestments, loans, patents, copyrights,
_ad‘c_:marks, double taxation, labor standards, environmental protection, use of

agreements no longer hold. (PL: 205-6}

He warns of “the tendency . r background justice to be eroded even when -
individuals act fairly: the ov uall Lmult of separate and independent transactions is
away from and not toward background justice. We might say: in this case thc
invisible hand guides things in the wrong direction and favors an ollgopolzsm
configuration of accumulations that succeeds in maintaining unjustified inequai
ities and restrictions on fair oppormunity” (PL: 267). In the domestic case, Rawls
demands that the rules of economic interaction must not be shaped by fre
bargaining, but must rather be designed and adjusted {(pursuant to the second:
principle of justice} to preserve background justice and to minimize menm'

hardship.
At times Rawls scems to recognize that allowing the terms of economic intef

action to be shaped by frec bargaining poses a threat to background justice alsoiit




218 Thomas Pogge Do Rawls’s Two Theories of Justice Fir Taogether? 219

d much more if thev had not been so exasperated by rhe teacher’s sexise
du

. Alal()gous possibilities obtain with respecr to divergent national devel lopment
;cg'touc,s And there is a further important point, Poor socicties secking to raise
tandard of living had to compete over access to the same heavily protected
wrkets of the affluent countries. These protections — including tariffs, quotas,
ati-dumping duties, export credits and huge subsidies to domestic producers,
a"’zzdtath(,;(,d into the World Trade Omammuon treaty — are so bhtanth

seabed resources, and much else. How could it possibly be true that #e t(_&gjh ¢
modifications of any or all of these elements of the global institutional Oldgr
would appreciably affect what life is like in the poorer socictes? :

Bur then explanarory nationalism isn’t explicitly formulated as an cmpiricy]
assertion. It is spread by suggestion, by highlighting and debating domest;
causes while disregarding external factors. Thus, the debates in du’dopmcg;
economics are mostly about the merits and demerits of various ways in whigy
poor countries can design their economic institutions and policies, with Hong
Kong and Kerala held up as competing exemplars. And other academic dlsuphges
also sport smart debates about which demestic factors - climate, natural environ:
ment, resources, food habits, discases, history, culture, social institutions, ec
nomic policies, leadership personalities, or whatever — are decisive for nationg]
success.”” There are no careful investigations of the causal impact of global inst
tutional factors. It is hard to find even a flat denial of such causal impact! Iy
discussions of the causes of human misery, these factors ave simply left aside, like
the moons of Jupiter, as if it were obvious that they could not possibly be ph‘)mg

ms;es_ and are bcg,mmng to wcal\(,n the hold of cxplanatory ﬂ:lthllﬂllSl]l.In China’s
cess in the last 25 vears shows then ar most that other poor countries could
: ad such success, instead of China ~ not that ail of them could have had
i suau,sa together. To mirror the point within my analogy, one might add o
tory that teaching materials are artificially kepr in short supply with students
ced to compete over books, computer terminals, consultations, and classroom
atsin a way that ensures that no more than a few of them can possibly attain

a role. il mastery of the subject matter.

Rawls is typical in this disregard: Often overly impressed by the great diversity of national development trajector-
'\plamtow nationalists are also prone to another illusion: that the relevans
country-specific factors are homegrown. Rawls is once more typical. When soci-
fail to thrive, he writes, “the problem is commoniy the nature of the public
hitical culture and the religious and philosophical traditions thar underlie irs
zlsut'uzmns The grear social evils in poorer societies are likel v 10 be oppressive
__nmgnt and corrupt elites.”™ Yes, corruption and oppression are indeed
eatr-evils that importantly contribute to the persistent misery of many national
'opulaﬂ()ns But here we must ask further how a political culture of cor ruption or
ppression is formed and sustained. Perhaps Rawls means to suggest that such a
tire.is to be blamed on the local “religious and philosophical traditions.”" But
¢is the distinct possibility thar the domestic factors he cites are themselves
i 1ﬁnandv shaped and sustained by external factors.
ave debunked two faflacies that enhance the seductive appeal of explanatory
omalism and may have helped attract Rawls to this dogma: Great diversity of
ional development trajectories notwithstanding, it is quitc possible that global
t1ﬂ1{10m§ tactors play a crucial causal role in sustaining severe poverty and
other:deprivations, And corruption and oppression, inflicting horrendous harms
SO ‘many poor countrics, need not be homegrown, but may themselves be
portantly fuelled and sustained by external torces, and by global institutional
ctors in particular. These possibilities do not defeat explanatory nationalism, but
indicate how it can be defeared: by showing that these possibilities actually

the causes of the wealth of a people and the forms it takes lic in their political -
culture and in the religious, philosophical, and moral traditions that support the
tasic structure of their polivcal and social institutions, as well as i the industrious-
ness and cooperative talents of its members, all supported by their political vir-
tues. ... The crucial elements that make the ditference are the political calrure, the
political virtues and civic society of the country, its members’ probity and indus
triousness, their capacity for innovation, and much clse. Crucial also is the countr’s -

population policy. {LeP: 108)

iy

If a sociery does not want to be poor, it can curb its population growth:i
industrialize { Lol 117-18); and anyway, “it it is not satisfied, it can continue:to
increase savings, or, if this is not feasible, borrow from other members of the
Socicty of Peoples” {LoP: 114). i
The causal factors Rawls highlights are surely important. This is evident t;om
the diversity in the economic and political development of societies that were i ;
equally poor shape a few decades ago. This great diversity of trajectories seems 10
support explanatory natonalism, because the success of some formerly miscrable
societies vividly illustrates that the global institutional context cannot be what
condemns their unsuccesstul peers to failure. '
But reconsider the argument in a less ideologically charged context. Suppo‘:
there is great diversity in the performance of the students in a class. This LL1ta11}1\=
shows that local (student-specific) factors play an important role in exp]ainéng btqm
student performance. But it does not show that “global” factors are unimportant 0 show this concisely, for both possibilities simultaneously, let us concentrate
to eftective learning. Tt is quite possible thar the class would have performed global institutional factors thar sustain severe deprivations in the poor coun-
much betrer in a less noisy classroom or that its women students would have :by promoting oppressive and corrupt government within them. The most
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alved in the modest global institurional reforms needed to achieve a global
sder-that would avoid human rights deficits insofar as this is reasonably possible.
"&_thiS in turn would dramatically reduce the avoidable misery in the poorer
of humankind — now confined o well under 2 percent of the global product
: here 831 million are chronically undernourished, 1197 million lack access to
: water, and 2747 million lack access to basic sanitation, and 2000 million fack
ess to essential drugs.'” Insofar as explanatory nationalism blocks such reforms,
exvery harmtul dogma. Today, nearly one-third of all human deaths are from
5;{6&3%1’(3]3%&‘1 causes, some 580,000 daily or 18 million each vear, including 10.6
illion children under five.'” This continuous death roli matches that of the
cember 2004 tsunami every few days, and it matches, every three vears, the
entire death toll of World War 11, concentration camps and gulags included.
be sure, these human right deficits would also be avoided in Rawls’s Society
of Peoples (though they might persist outside of it in benevolent absolutisms and
titlaw states). This commonality has spawned the claim that my view differs from
v only minor ways.”” But this claim overlooks the fact that we differ greatly in
“moral agsessment of the present world. Rawls might criticize some of the rich
bnf al societies today for falling short in discharging their positive duties of
stance to burdencd societies, which, with more assistance, would be liberal or
_Lé_n{. I criticize the rich liberal societies {and the ruling elites of many poor
..Li'i'_lz_tl'iCS} tor massively violating their negative duties not to harm by imposing a
global institutional order that foreseeably causes avoidable human suftering of
maginabie proportions, 1 see our imposition of this order as the largest, though
-ne_x-:_thc gravest, crime against humanity cver committed.

important such factors are the international resource, borrowing, treaty, and‘gu
privilcgcs.“’ Those who exercise effective power inn a COUNLY - I‘Cg&rdlcss of _1.]%
they acquired or exercise it — are internationaliy recognized as entitled to sell 1y
countrv’s resources and to dispose of the proceeds of such sales, 1o borrow inth
c{)unm;f’s name and thereby to impose debt service obligations upon it, to'sigy
treatie,; on the country’s behalf and thus to bind its present and future populy
tion, and to use stare revenues Lo buy the means of internal repression. f[f.h_és'
privileges, enshrined in the present global institutional order, do enormous hi‘*_ﬁg :
in the poor countries, especially in those with a large natural resource :geq'g
They permit even the most hated, brutal, oppressive, corrupt, undemocratic, an
unconstitational regime to entrench itself. Such a regime can violently repress.th
people’s efforts toward good governance with weapons it buys (ﬁ'om our \fg-_n
and pays for by sclling us the people’s resources and by mortgaging their futur

to our banks. N :

Greatly enhancing the rewards of effective power, the same privileges also
cncourag;e coup attempts and civil wars that olten provoke opportunisti_c (}Uts_it.ic
mifitary intervensions, And in many {especially resource-rich) countries, {he,.
priviiegcs make it all but impossible, even for democraticaily elected and: weli-
meaning leaders, to rein in the embezziement of state revenues: Any attempt 1o :
hold military officers to the law is fraught with danger, because these offic
know well that a coup can restore and enhance their access to state funds, whidh
will continue to be replenished through loans and resource sale revenues whicl
will continue to be exchangeable for military equipment. i

The overly generous privileges just discussed are not innoccnt' CITOrS (?f‘ NSt
tional design, but hugely important to the wealth and convenience of the cor
porations, citizens, and governments of the rich L‘OLll.l'El'iCS. Our lifestyle ab.soiui.cl
depends on our appropriation of natural resources from the poor countrics. An

Do the Asymmetries Get Rawls
the Result He Wants?

we would pay vastly more for such resources if we were not entitled to buy the%l
from clearly illegitimate rulers or if these countries had governments that acted:is
the best interests of the populations they rule.

At the beginning of this section 1 wrote that explanatory nationalism ;}1;13% ot
the most harmful dogma ever conceived. This must have scemed hyperbolic. -tht:._
consider what would happen if explanatory nationalism were explicitly repudiated
in the affluent countries; if we investigated and understood the full causal impac
of our decisions about the design of the global institutional order. We would
then need to think about this global order in moral terms, asking oz,u*selﬂj_
whether it is permissible for the affluent states (in collaboration with the 1‘—L11§.D.‘.§
“elites” of many poor countries) to impose a global institutional order designed
so that it foreseeably reproduces avoidable human rights deficits on a truly ho

‘e:have seen that Rawls greatly helps his case against egatitarian and cosmopo-
tan critics of his eight rules (LoP: 37} through three important and unexplained
artares from his domestic theorv. By conceiving his international theory
sraciionally, as seeking rules of good conduct, he sidelines what he correctly
¢_1__§tiﬁes, within the domestic context, as the most important moral topic: the
é'c_s_i:g'n of the institutional order, which crucially shapes the character of the

levant actors as well as the options and incentives they face. It is undeni-
able that, today and in the foreseeable future, there is a global insttutional order
hat importantly affects the options and incentives societies and their rulers face in
icivrelations with one another and even atfects profoundly the domestic institu-
0 :15; and cultures of especially the smaller and weaker societies. By allowing this
global order ro be shaped and adjusted through free bargaining among states,
Rawls: puts it almost entirely beyond moral assessment.

rendous scale, }i@'
M - - - AL r H LY

We would conclude that this global order is gravely unjust and -l:hﬂt thos% ¥ o

cooperate in its impositon are harming, those whose human rights avcnda__g

remain unfulfilled. This would lead us to accept the minor opportunity costs
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iih: this constraint, each well-ordered people is more likely o avoid becoming
dqj{:udcnt on other socicties’ compliance with their duty of assistance. And this
constraint also makes it less likely for a well-ordered peopie to be exposed to
sorraption from abroad that could destabilize its domestic order. When a people
m_ﬁch poorer than others, its politicians and officials are likely to find that they
‘i_y?_é'l}]c}re to gain from catering to the interests of rich foreign governments and
o p_'{)l'ﬁtions than from advancing the interests of their own much poorer com-
pa_ti'__i_dts. Such corruption of politicians and officials may lead a people to fail short
ts own conception of justice or decency — or even to cease being liberal or
ent altogether. For these three reasons, the parties in Rawls’s international
iginal position would agree to constrain the treaty making of well-ordered
ieties o rule out a global economic order that would tend to aggravate and
inforce international economic inequalities.”
Jr-may be objected that, in Rawls’s ideal world, rich and powertul societies
would: never seck to shape the rules of international economic interaction for
their disproportionate advantage or fail to comply with their duties of assistance,
id nio one would try to corrupt politicians and burcaucrats in poor societies.
Rawls would not have made this objection. He meant his Society of Peoples to be
one that could actually endure on this earth - a reglistic utopia.

While Rawls’s domestic theory gives weight enly to individuals and their inge
ests, his international theory gives 720 weight to individuals and their interests.
be sure, the recognized interest of each well-ordered people — tao preserve. i
equality and independence as 2 stable liberal or decent socicty -~ may accord with
the interest of its members to live in a well-ordered society whose equality-an,
independence are preserved. But individuals have other interests thar are relcvéfi
o formulating rules for the good conduct of states. For example, individuals 11—(_1_“5;,q
an inferest in avoiding severe poverty, which they may well sutfer even if thej

people as a whole has a sufficient economic base for maintaining itself as a liluu;-;:{}.-
or decent society. And the citizens of a society also have an interest in being able
to avoid very large discrepancics between their own socioeconomic level and. thay
prevailing in more affiuent societies.

Rawls’s domestic theory is three-ticred and, through the middle tier, systema
ically incorporates scnsitivity 1o empirical information about the distribut.ioﬁ;].
effects of alternative feasible institutional arrangements. His criterion of social’
justice specifies the objective of domestic social institutions and guides systemati
reflection about which basic stucture design is, in the given circumstances, best
suited to this objective. His international theory, by contrast, is two-tiered and g
does not systematically incorporate informaton about the empirical (statistical)
cffects of alternative formulations of the “Law of Peoples.” :

Can these three unexplained departures from his domestic theory help Rawls:

support his eight laws as the formulation that representatives of liberal and decent . Conclusion

peoples would agiee upon behind their veil of ignorance? Perhaps so. Yet all h(,
actually offers in the text is the bald assurance that “the representatives of well:
ordered peoples simply reflect on the advantages of these principles of equality:
among peoples and sce no reason to depart from them or to propose alternatives’
{(LoP: 41, cf. 69). , i

In fact, such representatives Ao have reasons to consider alternatives. They must
consider the possibility that explanatory nationalism is false. And if decisions.
about how to design the rules of the world economy do have distributive effects
then it is to be expected that each society will wy to shape these rules to its oWl
advantage. Given that wealthier societies enjoy advantages in bargaining power
and expertise, they are likely to be able to achieve agreements that (even without
hlatant unfairness as manifested in the current rules) secure for themselves.the:
lion’s share of the benefits of international economic interaction. This could iui
to a self-reinforcing trend toward ever-increasing international inequalities in per

Iy disagreements with Rawls’s views on international justice are deep and long-
stnding. Stll, T am most grateful to him for having worked so hard, under most
’zdvusu conditions, to give us a final and full ardeulation of these views. I am also
ery glad that he formally incorporated the duty of assistance into his Law of
Peaples, This dury, suitably specified, supports a critique of most of the more
'afﬂ'ucnt societies today tor doing far too little toward enabling poorer socictics
10 be well ordered. Given the magnitude of their faiture and indifference, this
; rique might well qualify those wealthier societies as “outlaw states” in Rawls’s
cnse.

Seill, this important insight should not obscure the even more important point,
which. Rawls would deny. We are not merely helping too little, but also harming
0'(__)’_-;1111(:11: by imposing a global institutional order under which, foreseecably and
-aii_'()icéably, nearly half of humankind continue to live in abject poverty and some
capita incomes.”” 300 million have died from poverty-related causes since the end of the Cold War.

Despite Rawls’s emphatic rejection of any principle of international distributiv
justice without *a target and a cutoft point” {(LoP: 115-19), rational representa
ives of well-ordered peoples would agree on a duty not to shape global institu:
tional arrangements that exert such a centrifugal force. With this constraint, each
well-ordered people has better prospects of being comfortably afove the minimg
economic threshold thar allows it to maintain itself as a liberal or decent society:

Notes

: (;iting Rawls’s works in the text, T use TF for his A Theory of Justice, Cambridge, MA:
. Harvard University Press, 1999 (1971); PL for his Pelitical Liberalisns, New York, NY:




224 Thomas Pogge

ta

i

~1

I3t

I

b
b2
31

Do Rawis’s Two Theories of Justice Fit Tagether?

Columbia University Press, 1996 (1993); and LoP for his The Law af Peoples, (,.uub»—;db{_
MA: Harvard University Dress, 1999,

Immanuel Kant, “Perpetual Peace,” in Kant'’s Political Writings, ed. Hans Reiss, (Am»
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995, p. 113

“For states in their relation to one another, there cannot be any reasonable way ()L}t o

Piamond, Guas, Gerns, and Steel: The Fates of Human Socierizs, New York, NY: Norton,
1999; Lawrence E. Harrison and Samuel P, Huntington, eds., Culrnre Matters: How
i—ér!uw Shape Human Pragress, New York, NY: Basic Books, 20()1‘

.F.{__)i_‘. example, World Bank chicf cconomist Nick Stern stated in a receat speech, “Cut-
ring Agricultural Subsidies” {globalenvision.org /library,/6,/309), that in 2002 the rich
fountries spent about $300 billion on export subsidies for agricultural products alone,

their lawless condition which entails only war except that they, like individual hunig,

beings, should give up their savage (lawless) freedom, adjust themselves o public soughly six times their total development 2id that vear. He said that cows receive annual

coercive laws, and thus establish a continuously growing international state {mm’ : gﬁbsidics of about §2,700 in Japan and $900 in Europe - tar above the annual income
gentium), which will ultimately include all the nations of the world. But under thejr of most human beings. He also cited protectionist anti-dumping actions, burcaucratic

idea of the law of nations they absolutely do not wish to do this, and so reject gy apphaatzons of safety and sanitation standards, and textile tariffs and quoras as barriers

practice what is correct in theory. If all is not to be lost, there can be, then, in place 'y {6 developing country exports: “Every textile job in an industrialized couniry saved by
the positive idea of a world republic, only the negative surrogate of an aliiance which these barriers cosis about 35 jobs in these industries in Jow-income countries.”
Rawls, “The Law of Peoples,” Collecred Papers, p. 559,

Thereby echoing Michael Walzer, who says: “it is not the sign for some collective

averts war, endures, spreads, and checks the force of that hostle inclination away
from taw, though such an alliance is in conszant peril of its breaking loose again” {ibid:
p. 105).
Nozmative individualism is the view thar, in settling moral questions, only the interess
of individual human beings should count. '
John Rawls, “The Law of Peoples™ (1993 essay version, reprinted], in his C::Hwte;{-
Papers, Cambridge, MA: Harvard University DPress, 1999, p. 530.

Decent hierarchical socicties, though they solicit the views of social groups thmuﬁl

:'L’fc’l“‘xilUCH‘lcllt or radical incapacity for a political community o produce an authoritarian
- regime. Indeed, the history, culture, and religion of the community may be such that
wthontAJ jan regimes come, as it were, naturally, reflecting a widely shared world view
r way of life™ {Michael Walzer, “The Moral Standing of States,” Philosophy and Public
:Af‘&nm 9 [1980]: 20929, at 224-5).

T have discussed the resource and borrowing privileges, documented their effects, and
“decent consultation hicrarchy,” lack democratic procedures (Lot 71-3} and nia

sketched plausible avenues of institutional reform in World Poverty and Human Rights
sections V, 4.9, 6.2-4, 8.2.1). T also discuss there (section 5.3) how the culrure of
corruption, now deeply entrenched in many poor countries, has been decisively

also, perhaps pursuant to a state religion, impose substantial and unequal restrictions (313_
freedom of expression and liberty of conscience { Lol 74).

This pointed exclusion is fully deliberate. It was stated in Rawls, “The Law of 190191“5 promoted during their formative years by extensive bribery of their officials. The indus-

-

Collected Papers, p. 541, n. 5 (“provisions for ensuring chat in all reasonably dﬁ‘dUP‘»d' ‘trialized countries allowed their maitinational corporations to deduct such bribes from
liberal socicties people’s basic needs are met”), and I had questioned it in “An Egalitar-
jan Law of Deoples,” Philosophy and Public Affnirs, 23 (1994): 195-224, at 209. :

Sec LoP, p. 37. The cighth law, postulating this duty of assistance, was not listed in the'

‘their taxable revenues, thereby providing francial incentives and moral approval for
sich bribery. For an insider’s account of how the global rules facilitate and encourage
Corruption, see Ravmond Baker, Capimalism'’s Achilles Heel, New York, NY: John Wiley
“and Sons, 2005,

“See UNDY, Human Development Report 2004, New York, NY: UNDP, 2004, pp. 129-
"3_'0, and for the last figure www be.nih.gov/about /summary hymlb. T lack the space here

carier essay, “The Law of Peoples,” Collected Papers, p. 540, n. 5, : _
[ have raised this point in Section 11T of “An Egalitarian Law of Peoples,” and so have
other commentators since. But we are stifl missing a plausible defense of Rawls on this
point. '
Such socictics are said to reach our to all their members through o “conssitation:

£ substantiate my belief thar most of these deficits are reasonably avoidable through
: 1cl_ativdv minor modifications of the global institutional order. See World Poverty and
Bierawchy or its cquivalent” { Lo 61); members can articulate their views within their:: Hruman Rights, chs. 6 and 8, and “Severe Poverty as a Human Righes Violation,” in
'?I‘homas Pogge, ed., Freedom from Poverty as o Human Right: Why Owes What 1o the
Verry Poor?, Oxtord: Oxtord University Dress, 2005,

' .;Sé't: WHO, World Health Report 2004, Geneva: WHQO, 2004, pp. 120-5, and UNICEF,
“The State of the World’s Children 2005, New York, NY: UNICEF, 2005, inside front cover.
'_'§cc, for cxample, Alan Patten, “Should We Stop Thinking About Poverty in Terms of
‘Helping the Poor?,” Etbics and International Affairs, 19 (2005); 19-28, at 24.

e is hard to denyv that global rules shaped by and for the industrialized countries

respective “associations, corporations, and cstates” (LoP: 68), which may then p;ﬁ“{ :
thern on to higher levels. Dissent is permiited and “government and judicial officials are
required to give a respectful reply” (LoP: 61). Still, such a reply may be indigestible for:
dissenters who do not share the “state religion [which], on some questions, {is] the®
ultimate authority within society and may contrel government policy on certain import:
ant matters” (Lof% 74). In any case, receiving a reply, however respecttul, goes no way
roward a meaningful role in political decision making.

For the introduction of this term and farther discussion, see my Weorld Poverty mm’_'__
Huwan Rights: Cosmopolitan Responsibilities and Reforms, Cambridge: Polity Press,
2002, sect. 5.3,
Some notable recent contributons are David Landes, The Wealth and Poverty Of_'
Natigns: Wiy Some Are So Rich and Smne So Poor, New York, NY: Norton, 1998; Jared

cxerted such a centrifugal influence in the post-coloniat period when “the income gap
‘berween the fifth of the world’s people living in the richest countries and the fifth in the
‘poorest was 74 to L in 1997, up from 60 to 1 in 1990 and 30 1o 1 in 19607 {UNDD,
:Hzmwm Development Report 1999, New York, NY: Oxford University Press, 1999, p. 3).
i Sc' “An Egalitarfan Law of Peoples,” Secton IV,
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I contend that this scenario is realistic — it could and may exist, I say it is also

- - Rawls’s Law of Peoples
utopian and highly desirable because it joins reasonableness and justice with condi- S
tions enabling citiz

ens to realize their fundamental intereses,

John Rawls, The Law of Pegpies, p, 7
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