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This volume discusses principles of global justice, their normative
grounds, and the social institutions they require.
Over the last few decades an increasing number of philosophers and
political theorists have attended to these morally urgent, politically
confounding and philosophically challenging topics. Many of these scholars
came together September 11–13, 2003, for an international symposium
where first versions of most of the present chapters were discussed. A few
additional chapters were solicited to provide a broad and critical range of
perspectives on these issues.
The Oslo Symposium took Thomas Pogge’s recent work in this area as
its starting point, in recognition of his long-standing academic contributions
to this topic and of the seminars on moral and political philosophy he has
taught since 1991 under the auspices of the Norwegian Research Council.
Pogge’s opening remarks — “What is Global Justice?” — follow below,
before brief synopses of the various contributions.
We are deeply grateful to all who made the conference possible,
productive, and enjoyable: to Hilde Frafjord Johnson, Norway’s Minister of
International Development, whose opening speech is included in this
volume; to Tom Eide of the Ethics Program of the University of Oslo, who
conceived the idea and, in close collaboration with his colleagues Rolv
Mikkel Blakar and Kristin Dobinson, secured the funding and organized the
Symposium; to the Norwegian Research Council and its National Ethics
Network which, on this and many other occasions, have done so much to
strengthen moral and political philosophy in Norway; and to the
participating scholars and students whose contributions coalesced to produce
three days of engaging discussions as well as this volume. We also want to
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express our heartfelt thanks to Gillian O’Loghlin, Mike Bowern and Ling
Tong who spent many long days helping us convert a bunch of unruly
typescripts into the camera-ready copy required by the publisher.
The Symposium opened on the second anniversary of the destruction of
the World Trade Center, and with the distressing news from Minister
Johnson that her wonderful Swedish colleague Anna Lindh had not survived
the stab wounds she had sustained the previous day. Deeply mindful of these
realities, we sought to think clearly, critically, and concretely about how
justice can be strengthened in a world so disfigured by violence and severe
poverty.
What is global justice?
A literature search on “global justice” finds this to be a newly prominent
expression — there are more books and essays on it in this millennium
already than in the preceding one, at least as far as computers can tell. Of
course, some of the broad topics currently debated under the heading of
“global justice” have been discussed for centuries, back to the beginnings of
civilization. But they were discussed under different labels, such as
“international justice,” “international ethics,” and “the law of nations.” This
shift in terminology is significant.
Different users of a new expression may have diverse motives and ideas,
and there may then be a personal element in the following account of the
reflections that figured in its emergence.
We can begin with two distinctions. The first is between two different
ways of looking at the events of our social world. On the one hand, we can
see such events interactionally: as actions, and effects of actions performed
by individual and collective agents. On the other hand, we can see them
institutionally: as effects of how our social world is structured — of our laws
and conventions, practices and social institutions. These two ways of
viewing entail different descriptions and explanations of social phenomena,
and they also lead to two different kinds of moral analysis or moral
diagnostics.
Take some morally salient event, for example, the fact that some
particular child suffers from malnutrition, that some woman is unemployed,
or that a man was hurt in a traffic accident. We can causally trace such
events back to the conduct of individual and collective agents, including the
person who is suffering the harm. Doing so involves making counterfactual
statements about how things would or might have gone differently if this or
that agent had acted in some other way. We can then sort through these
counterfactual statements in order to determine whether any of the causally
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relevant agents ought to have acted differently and thus is partly or wholly at
fault for the regrettable event. This will involve us in examining whether any
such agents could have foreseen that their conduct would lead to the
regrettable event and could also reasonably have averted the harm without
causing substantial costs to themselves or third parties. Inquiries of this kind
might be referred to as interactional moral analysis or interactional moral
diagnostics (Pogge 1995).
Regrettable events can also be traced back to standing features of the
society or social system in which they occur: to its culture, for example, or to
its institutional order. In this vein, one might causally trace child
malnutrition back to high import duties on foodstuffs, unemployment to a
restrictive monetary policy, and traffic accidents to the lack of regular motor
vehicle safety inspections. Doing so involves making counterfactual
statements about how things would or might have gone differently if this or
that set of social rules had been different. We can then sort through these
counterfactual statements in order to determine whether the causally relevant
rules ought to have been different and whether anyone is responsible for
defects in these rules that are partly or wholly to blame for the regrettable
events. This will involve us in examining whether those responsible for the
design of the relevant rules — for instance, members of the parliament —
could have foreseen that they would lead to harm and could reasonably have
reformulated the rules without causing substantial harm elsewhere. We
might refer to inquiries of this kind as institutional moral analysis or
institutional moral diagnostics.
The second distinction is that between intranational and international
relations. These were traditionally seen as constituting distinct worlds, the
former inhabited by persons, households, corporations and associations
within one territorially bounded society, the latter inhabited by a small
number of actors: sovereign states. National governments provided the link
between these two worlds. On the inside such a government was a uniquely
important actor within the state, interacting with persons, households,
corporations and associations, and dominating these other actors by virtue of
its special power and authority — its so-called internal sovereignty. On the
outside, the government was the state, recognized as entitled to act in its
name, to make binding agreements in its behalf, and so on — its so-called
external sovereignty. Though linked in this way, the two worlds were seen as
separate, and normative assessments unquestioningly took this separation for
granted, sharply distinguishing two separate domains of moral theorizing:
justice within a state, and international ethics.
Interactional moral analysis presumably emerged quite early in the
evolution of moral thought. Institutional moral analysis is more demanding,
presupposing an understanding of the conventional nature of social rules as
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well as of their, often statistical, comparative effects. Even a mere eighty
years ago, the poor and unemployed were still often seen as lazy and
delinquent merely on the grounds that others of equally humble birth had
risen from dishwasher to millionaire. Many people then did not understand
the structural constraints on social mobility: that the pathways to riches were
limited and that the structure of prevailing markets for capital and labor
unavoidably produced certain threshold rates of unemployment and poverty.
Nor did they understand that existing rates of unemployment and poverty
could be influenced through intelligent redesign of the rules. Today, after
Keynes and after the US New Deal and various similar national
transformations, these matters are quite well understood, and governments
are held responsible for their decisions regarding institutional design and for
the effects of such decisions on the fulfillment or frustration of human needs.
This understanding has been — belatedly, yet very admirably — articulated
in philosophy through John Rawls’s classic A Theory of Justice. In this
grand work, Rawls has firmly established social institutions as a separate
domain of moral assessment and has marked this domain terminologically
by associating it with the terms justice and social justice. This terminological
innovation has taken hold, by and large, at least in Anglophone philosophy.
So the term justice is now predominantly used in the moral assessment of
social rules (laws, practices, social conventions and institutions) and only
rarely in the moral assessment of the conduct and character of individual and
collective agents. In the wake of Rawls, then, the distinction between
institutional and interactional moral analysis has come to be marked as a
distinction between justice and ethics.
We are quite familiar today with the focus of Rawls’s book: with
institutional moral analysis applied to the internal organization of one state.
What is still missing, however, or just beginning to emerge in the last few
years, is institutional moral analysis extended to the realm of international
relations. This timelag is hardly surprising, seeing that the realm of
international relations is traditionally conceived as so much smaller and
more surveyable than the vast and highly complex inner workings of a
modern national society. We do not need institutional moral analysis, it
seems, for a world of a few dozen relevant actors in which, when bad things
happen, it is usually pretty clear whose conduct is at fault.
The enduring grip of this traditional framework is nicely displayed by
Rawls’s late book on international relations — The Law of Peoples — which
was published only five years ago and fully 28 years after A Theory of
Justice. The earlier book exemplifies institutional moral analysis applied to
the intranational realm: Rawls offers there a proposal for the comparative
moral assessment of alternative ways in which a society’s social order might
be designed. The later book exemplifies interactional moral analysis applied
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to the international realm: Rawls offers there a proposal for what the rules
governing state conduct should be. Institutional moral analysis — the idea of
a comparative assessment of alternative such rule systems in light of the
morally significant effects each would have — is absent from the later
theory.
For Rawls buffs, let it be noted that the asymmetry is nicely apparent in
the structure of the two theories. Rawls’s international theory is two-tiered: it
has an original-position thought experiment on one level and then a list of
rules applying directly to the conduct of states on the other. His domestic
theory is three-tiered: it has an original-position thought experiment on
Level One, then the two principles of justice (Rawls’s standard for assessing
the comparative effects of alternative social institutions) on Level Two, and
finally, on Level Three, concrete institutional arrangements which not only
provide rules for the conduct of individual and collective agents, but
importantly include so-called constitutive rules: rules that create and define
certain agents, roles, and relationships rather than merely guide preexisting
actors within a preexisting option space. Rawls thus complements his
domestic theory of justice with an international theory (not of justice but) of
ethics.
The concept of global justice breaks down the traditional separation of
intranational and international relations and extends institutional moral
analysis to the whole field. What motivates this dramatic reorientation? One
important motive is the realization that the traditional conception of the
world of international relations as inhabited only by states is untenable. We
all know that this conception is rapidly losing its explanatory adequacy
through the emergence and increasing stature of other agents on the
international stage, such as multinational corporations, international
organizations, regional associations, and NGOs. More important for our
topic, however, is the realization that the moral adequacy of this traditional
conception has always been lacking. It has never been plausible that the
interests of states — that is, the interests of governments — should furnish
the only considerations that are morally relevant in international relations.
Consider for example a long-term contract concerning the exportation of
natural resources which the government of some African country concludes
with a rich Western state or one of its corporations. Within the traditional
philosophical framework, it is self-evident that such an agreement must be
honored: “People are to observe treaties and undertakings” says Rawls’s
second principle of state conduct, and the third one adds: “Peoples are equal
and are parties to the agreements that bind them” (Rawls 1999). But here is
the reality. The African government is corrupt and oppressive, and its
continuation in power depends largely on the military. The sales it conducts
impose environmental harms and hazards on the indigenous population. Yet,


6 Introduction
most of these people do not benefit, because the revenues are partly
siphoned off by the small political elite and partly spent on arms needed for
military repression. (These arms are supplied by other rich Western states in
accordance with other contracts executed, without coercion, between them
and the African government.)
There is an obvious question here: by what right can a free and fair
agreement between a military strongman in Africa and some foreign
government or corporation entitle these two parties to deprive the inhabitants
of that African country of their natural resources and to despoil their
environment?
This question is invisible so long as we think of international relations as
a separate realm in which each state is identified with its government.
Conversely, once we see the question, the old philosophical framework
becomes manifestly untenable. We cannot fail to recognize that it is a very
substantial disadvantage of the existing international order that it recognizes
rulers, merely because they exercise effective power within a state, as
entitled to confer legally valid property rights in this state’s resources and to
borrow money in its name. Such recognition accords international borrowing
and resource privileges to many governments that are unworthy of the name.
These privileges are impoverishing, because their exercise often dispossesses
a country’s people who are excluded from political participation as well as
from the benefits of their government’s borrowing or resource sales. These
privileges are moreover oppressive because they often give dictatorial rulers
access to the funds they need to keep themselves in power even against nearuniversal
popular opposition. And these privileges are disruptive because
they provide strong incentives toward the undemocratic acquisition and
exercise of political power, resulting in the kinds of coups and civil wars that
are so common in the developing countries.
The concept of global justice thus breaks down the traditional separation
of intranational and international relations and extends institutional moral
analysis to the whole field. It makes visible how we citizens of affluent
countries are potentially implicated in the horrors so many must endure in
the so-called less developed countries, potentially implicated in the violence
and hunger inflicted upon them.
The old framework was comfortable: we share responsibility for the
institutional order of our own society and for any harms this order may
inflict upon our fellow citizens. And we also share responsibility for our
government’s acting honorably abroad by complying with reasonable
international laws and conventions, especially those relating to warfare, and
by honoring its contracts and treaties. In this traditional framework, we
generally bear no responsibility for the violence and poverty inflicted upon
foreigners within the black box of their own state.
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The new philosophical framework, associated with the expression
“global justice,” may not be so comfortable. Central to this framework is the
causal impact of the design of the global institutional order upon the
conditions under which human beings worldwide are living. Since the end of
the Cold War, major components of this global order — such as the global
trading system and the rules governing military interventions — have been
substantially redesigned while other components — such as the international
resource and borrowing privileges discussed earlier — have been left in
place. There were many alternative ways in which the global institutional
order could have been shaped and reshaped when, after the end of the Cold
War, the North Atlantic powers found themselves in control. And the
question is then: how would other paths of globalization have been different
in their effects upon people worldwide, in their effects upon the incidence of
violence, oppression, and extreme poverty, for example? And how, in light
of such a comparative-impact assessment, is the existing global order to be
judged in moral terms?
The global institutional order is causally related to the incidence of
morally significant harms in two main ways. First, its rules may affect
people quite directly. Consider, for example, the current WTO treaty system
which permits the affluent countries to protect their markets against cheap
imports (agricultural products, textiles, steel, and so on) through quotas,
tariffs, anti-dumping duties, export credits, and subsidies to domestic
producers. Such protectionist measures reduce the export opportunities of
firms in the developing countries by constraining their exports into the
affluent countries and also, in the case of subsidies, by allowing less efficient
rich-country producers to undersell more efficient poor-country producers in
world markets. In the absence of these constraints, the developing countries
could realize an additional $700 billion annually in export revenues
(UNCTAD 1999), which is over ten times the annual amount of all official
development assistance worldwide. This particular aspect of the existing
WTO treaty system may thus have a rather large impact on the incidence of
severe poverty in the developing countries, understanding “impact” here in a
counterfactually comparative way: if the WTO treaty system did not allow
the protectionist measures in question, there would be a great deal less
poverty in the world today. This example illustrates the more direct impact
of the global institutional order on the living conditions of people
worldwide.
The rules of the global institutional order may also affect people
indirectly, by co-shaping the national institutional order under which they
live. The international resource and borrowing privileges accorded to
despotic rulers provide an obvious example. By enabling tyrannical rulers
and juntas to entrench themselves in power and by giving potential such
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oppressors a strong incentive to try to take power by force, these privileges
facilitate and foster oppressive and corrupt government in many developing
countries where the resource sector is a large part of the national economy
and where ordinary citizens have few means to resist their oppression.
Much more could and should be said about these two examples. But the
point here is not to demonstrate injustice, but merely to illustrate what
institutional moral analysis applied to the global institutional order would
look like.
Now, insofar as the current global institutional order does turn out to
entail substantially more violence and severe poverty than would exist under
a better designed alternative order, we might go on to ask who bears
responsibility for this order having been shaped the way it was shaped and
whether these responsible parties could have foreseen and could reasonably
have avoided that excess in violence and severe poverty.
The dominant role in shaping the post-Cold-War global institutional
order was played by the governments of the more powerful developed
countries, the so-called G-7 in particular. In shaping that order, these
governments have given much weight to the interests of their domestic
business elites and rather little weight to the interests of the poor and
vulnerable populations of the poor countries. The resulting global
institutional order is arguably unjust insofar as the incidence of violence and
severe poverty occurring under it is much greater than would have been the
case under an alternative order whose design would have given greater
weight to the interests of the poor and vulnerable. Insofar as the G-7
countries are reasonably democratic, their citizens share responsibility for
the global order their governments have wrought as well as for the
comparative impact of this order upon human lives. At least this is the kind
of moral diagnosis that would move center-stage if normative debates about
international relations were to shift from the international ethics to the
global justice paradigm, if institutional moral analysis were extended beyond
the state.
To conclude, consider two objections that someone still heavily invested
in the old international-ethics framework might want to put forward against
the new philosophical paradigm.
Objection One holds that the global institutional order is immune from
moral criticism insofar as it has been freely consented to also by the poorer
and less powerful states. The objector would allow that, in some cases, the
consent given to the WTO treaty system, for example, was perhaps
problematic. He would be willing to entertain the possibility that some weak
states were negotiating under considerable duress and also lacked the
expertise to work out whether the asymmetrical market access rules they
were being offered were better or worse for them than remaining outside the
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WTO. Our objector might even be willing to consider that perhaps the
bargaining power of states entering the negotiations was inappropriately
affected by historical crimes, such as colonialism. Still, the objector would
insist, insofar as states have freely and competently consented to common
rules, these rules are morally acceptable. Volenti non fit iniuria.
The proponent of the new global-justice framework could reject this
reasoning on three mutually independent grounds. First, the consent in
question was given by governments. Such government consent cannot be
considered consent by the governed unless the government in question is
minimally representative of the interests of those it rules. Many governments
in the poor countries lack such minimal representativeness. And their
consent to the WTO treaty system or, more generally, to the present global
institutional order cannot then shield this order from moral criticism on
behalf of those they governed. The consent of the Mobutos, Sani Abachas,
Mugabes, Suhartos, and SLORCs of the developing world, however freely
and competently given, could not have given away the rights of their badly
oppressed subjects.
Second, the proponent of global justice could point out that a
government, even if it is minimally representative of the people it rules,
cannot through its freely and competently given consent give away the
inalienable rights of its subjects. What these inalienable rights are is
controversial to some extent. But it is widely accepted that persons cannot
give up their rights not to be tortured or enslaved and their rights to the most
basic necessities of human survival. Insofar as the current global institutional
order foreseeably causes such inalienable rights to be more widely
unfulfilled than would be reasonably avoidable, this order cannot be
defended by appeal to the direct or indirect consent of those whose
inalienable rights are now unfulfilled.
Third, even if persons could give up even their most fundamental rights
and could authorize their government to give up these rights on their behalf,
such persons would have to be of some minimal age. Severe poverty and
violence in our world disproportionately affect children. Neither children,
nor their parents or governments can validly consent to the imposition upon
these children of an institutional order under which their most fundamental
rights are foreseeably and avoidably unfulfilled.
Objection One therefore fails. A global institutional order that —
foreseeably and avoidably — produces a large excess of violence and severe
poverty, such an order cannot be justified by even the unanimous consent of
all governments.
Objection Two holds that it is the very point and purpose of governments
to represent and promote the interests of their people. It is therefore entirely
appropriate and permissible for rich countries’ governments to do their
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utmost to shape the global institutional order in the best interest of their
citizens.
There is evidently some truth in this objection. Surely a government is
not required to give equal weight to the interests of all human beings
worldwide, but rather is permitted to be partial by showing special concern
for the interests of its own people, present and future. But such permissible
partiality has its limits.
There are obvious ethical or interactional limits to a government’s
partiality: insofar as it is impermissible for us citizens to kill innocent people
in order to advance our own interests, it is likewise impermissible for our
government to do the same on our behalf.
The limits on permissible government partiality with regard to the
shaping of the global institutional order are less familiar but no less
only in the context of a “level playing field,” broadly conceived as including
fair rules impartially administered. This idea is familiar and widely accepted
in many contexts: it is perfectly all right for persons to concentrate on
promoting the interests of themselves or of their group, sports team, or
relatives, provided they do so in the context of a fair competition. Because
such a fair setting is a moral precondition for permissible partiality, such
partiality cannot permissibly extend to the subversion of the level playing
field. To the contrary, those who are partial in favor of their own group
must, as a condition of the permissibility of such partiality, also be
impartially concerned for preserving the fairness of the larger social setting.
In a domestic setting, for example, it is entirely permissible for you to
concentrate your time and money on securing a good education for your own
children, at the expense of other children whose education you might also
promote. Yet it would be morally wrong for you to seek to promote your
children’s prospects by using your political influence to oppose equal access
to education for children whose gender, color, or class differs from that of
your own children. In short: partiality of concern is alright within a
minimally fair setting, but not alright when it seeks to undermine the
minimal fairness of this setting itself. The minimal fairness of the terms of
the competition must not itself become an object of this competition. And
the justice limit, the institutional limit, to a government’s partiality in favor
of its own citizens is then that its partial conduct must not undermine the
minimal fairness of the global institutional order. An appeal to permissible
partiality cannot justify the imposition, by the most powerful governments
on the rest of the world, of an unjust global institutional order under which a
majority of humankind are foreseeably and avoidably deprived of anything
resembling a fair start in life.
indisputable (F ø llesdal 1991, 1997). Quite generally, partiality is legitimate
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This concludes the sketch of the philosophical framework associated with
the increasingly prominent expression “global justice.” Distinctive of this
framework is the focus on the causal and moral analysis of the global
institutional order against the background of its feasible alternatives. Within
this general global-justice approach, distinct conceptions of global justice
will differ in the specific criteria of global justice they propose. But such
criteria will coincide in their emphasis on the question of how well our
global institutional order is doing, compared to its feasible alternatives, in
regard to the fundamental human interests that matter from a moral point of
view. Extending institutional moral analysis beyond the state, this question
focuses attention on how the massive incidence of extreme poverty and
violence in the world today might be reduced not merely through better
government behavior, internally and internationally, but also, and much
more effectively, through global institutional reforms that would, among
other things, elevate such government behavior by modifying the options
governments have and the incentives they face.
The importance of this global-justice approach reaches well beyond
philosophy. It is crucial for enabling ordinary citizens — in the developed
countries especially — to come to an adequate understanding of their moral
situation and responsibilities. And it is very helpful also for pushing social
scientists, and development economists especially, to overcome their bias
toward explanatory nationalism, their tendency to explain poverty and
hunger in terms of causal factors that are domestic to the societies in which
they occur. However valid and useful, such nationalist explanations must be
complemented by substantial inquiries into the comparative effects of global
institutional factors upon the incidence of severe poverty worldwide. It is
very satisfying that the development of the global-justice approach for once
shows the owl of Minerva spreading its wings well before the falling of
dusk, that philosophy can give an important conceptual impulse to
economics, political science, and politics. What effect this impulse will have,
however, remains to be seen.
Synopses
The volume addresses four main topics regarding global justice: the
grounds for moral claims about the global institutional order, substantive
normative principles for a legitimate such order, the role of legal human
rights standards, and ideas for reshaping global social institutions so as to
render them less unjust.
Andreas Føllesdal and Thomas Pogge
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Grounds
Rainer Forst lays the challenge of providing sound arguments about
global justice. Certain moral approaches to the problems of severe poverty
and underdevelopment miss the real normative issues. They ignore the
economic-political institutional reality of past and present injustice, thereby
veiling rather than exposing the situation of global injustice. Humanitarian
arguments of duties of the able to assist the deprived ignore the pervasive
issues of economic exploitation and political powerlessness. Humanist
arguments for securing a minimum of basic needs also miss the political and
institutional root causes of poverty. A human rights focus recognizes the
impact of institutions, though it tends to hold the domestic government
responsible rather than addressing the global basic structure underlying the
plight of the poor. Justice would seem to require more fundamental changes,
beyond alleviating poverty and securing human rights. The global poor
suffer not only from lack of means of subsistence, but from institutional
injustice in the form of multiple domination and powerlessness.
Alison M. Jaggar hones the challenge further, insisting that issues of
global justice must also inform our understanding of the injustice suffered by
poor women in poor countries. It is not only their local culture that
constrains their autonomy and makes them vulnerable to violence and
exploitation. The global basic structure — the international political
economy and strategies of global politics — also contributes significantly to
the poverty and abuses suffered by poor women. Indeed, insofar as
democratically elected Western powers bear responsibility for enforcing an
unjust global order, it remains an open question whether the West is best for
poor women in poor countries.
The challenge of global justice is thus before us. If there is a
transnational order correctly regarded as a basic structure of justice it must
be adequately justified to those subject to that order. The current system is
very much in need of justification and should strive for the establishment of
relations in which such justifications can really take place, among persons
treated as agents, not to be subjected to structures of power they cannot
influence. Which claims by the global poor must be met, what principles of
justice do these claims support, and how might the institutions of a global
basic structure satisfy these requirements?
The contributors of this volume explore and address this challenge in
several ways.
Geert Demuijnck holds that insofar as people accept even minimal
positive duties towards their unlucky compatriots, they should accept similar
duties towards unlucky foreigners. There are plausible arguments in favor of
implementing social justice by means of social security systems and the like
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at the national level. However, he argues that there are no convincing
arguments for giving compatriots preference that would stop such
institutions of social and economic rights at state borders.
Thomas Mertens lays out central features of three competing theories of
international or global justice: Kant, Rawls and Pogge. They differ
profoundly in how they distinguish among territorial layers of justice,
especially between justice on the domestic, national level and justice on the
international and global scale. Kant and Rawls, in different ways, argue that
what justice requires differs across these layers, domestic requirements being
stronger and more demanding than international requirements. Pogge agrees
with Rawls’s claim that the primary object of justice should be the “basic
structure of society,” but holds that a global basic structure exists and should
be regulated by standards of justice. Mertens addresses a variety of
objections to such cosmopolitanism, including empirical, conceptual and
moral concerns. Regarding the latter, he argues that improved understanding
of the causes of poverty under conditions of economic and political
globalization may help bring us close enough to the faraway poor as to
consider their lives as our moral responsibilities.
When, then, are we responsible for addressing the acute deprivations of
others beyond state borders? One widely held view is that we are responsible
for addressing or preventing acute deprivations insofar as we have
contributed to them or are contributing to bringing them about. Christian
Barry refers to this principle as the 'contribution principle,' and examines its
plausibility and practical significance. Barry notes that while this principle is
commonly invoked in global policy debates, the basis for the distinction
between contributing to acute deprivations rather than merely failing to
prevent them (or being altogether irrelevant to them) is rarely defined. He
shows that, surprisingly, the idea of contribution cannot plausibly be
interpreted in terms of purely empirical concepts of causation or in terms of
a contrast between what happens through someone’s agency as opposed to
what would occur "in the course of nature." Determinations of whether an
agent has contributed to another persons' deprivation depends, he argues, on
prior evaluation of her conduct — such as whether her causal relevance to it
results from her discontinuing assistance to that person or involves the
failure to discharge a debt.
Barry argues that while it is not the only principle that can plausibly seen
as relevant for identifying responsible agents, the contribution principle has
many features that recommend it. He further supports this claim by
examining and rejecting two common objections to the contribution
principle — that it is a principle of "corrective" justice which does not help
agents who are working out what to do in the future, and that it would
absolve all but a few well-off agents from taking action to remedy acute
Andreas Føllesdal and Thomas Pogge
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deprivation because conclusive evidence of their contribution to it is lacking.
He concludes that, to the contrary, a conscientious application of the
contribution principle would likely call for changes in conduct, policies, and
in the structure of global institutional arrangements — changes that would
significantly advance the cause of alleviating acute deprivation.
Ser-Min Shei argues that the persistence of world poverty is a failure for
which humankind as a whole is morally responsible, by having had full
control over the ongoing global order which engenders world poverty. Each
of us, the global poor included, bears this responsibility by simply being a
member of humankind. In addition to our positive duty of mutual aid, we
therefore share a negative duty to eradicate world poverty and to compensate
the global poor for their loss and suffering. But because of their difficult
situation, he points out, the current global poor must bear much less of this
burden than the rich and powerful. On the basis of a detailed account of
‘harm’ involving collectivities and groups, he agrees with Pogge that the
global poor are harmed by the ongoing unjust global order imposed by the
relatively affluent. He disputes Pogge’s further claim that the relatively
affluent individuals have harmed, and are harming, the global poor unduly,
in virtue of supporting and/or participating in the ongoing global economic
order.
Principles
What principles of justice should the global basic structure satisfy?
Stefan Gosepath considers, only to discount, the “Principle of
Subsidiarity” as a fundamental principle for political order. Subsidiarity is
often thought to guarantee a plurality and hierarchy of state and sub-state
institutions or entities against an overly powerful supra-national political
union. The principle appears to hold that authority should preferably be
placed with smaller social institutions or entities rather than with larger ones
— thus reducing the need for global transfers and other distributive
arrangements. Gosepath argues that while subsidiarity is an essential and
often neglected principle of justice, it does not deserve as prominent a status
as Catholic social teaching and the European Union treaties would have us
believe. The Principle of Subsidiarity is subordinate to more general
principles of justice, such as those of distributive justice. In particular, it is
unjustified to place obligations of social and economic assistance with
smaller institutions, such as the family — or with poor states in a global
basic structure.
Alessandro Pinzani insists that citizens should be able to demand a
justification of economic power as well as of legal and political power —
especially since all three can devastate individuals’ lives. We should not
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separate power in different spheres of human action, each with their own
rules and principles, but instead consider the complex network of power that
provides some with the capacity to determine other people’s actions and
behavior in a broad sense. Important power is wielded when manipulating
others’ opportunity spaces. All exercises of such power require justification.
In particular, he argues that the problem of world poverty requires a double
solution: we should first eradicate the immediate consequences of poverty,
namely, death and suffering. Then, secondly, we should address the main
causes of poverty by reducing the power gap between rich and poor,
internationally and domestically.
Véronique Zanetti contrasts and discusses two distinct kinds of principles
for global justice. The claim can either be to a minimal standard for each
individual, or to equality regarding some index — be it chances,
opportunities or resources. She argues, against both Rawls and Pogge, that a
minimal standard is insufficient to realize global justice. A “pragmatic”
renunciation of the “ideal” standard of global equality is at best an attempt at
accommodating those who reject Rawlsian premises. Defending
international redistribution on the basis of rich individuals’ responsibility for
unjust institutions may be sound. Yet this argument from “corrective justice”
undermines the premises of the normative theory itself, leading to charges of
double moral standards. The question Pogge addresses to Rawls must be
answered by all contending theories: can we justify to the global poor to
require the difference principle for the national level, while abandoning it for
pragmatic reasons on the global level?
Alexander Cappelen provides an answer to Zanetti’s challenge. He
considers how a liberal egalitarian theory of international justice in principle
can take account of national autonomy, and how legitimate claims to
national autonomy might justify some international inequalities. Nations
may be held responsible to some extent for the inequalities that result from
factors under their control. However well such arguments hold in theory,
they do not support present practice. Cappelen argues that the most
important inequalities in the world today — those suffered by the poor of the
poorest countries — can only to a very limited extent be attributed to
differences in national preferences. Furthermore, the poorest countries in the
world do not satisfy the minimal conditions for holding citizens responsible
for national polices. Allowing some national responsibility for economic
policies in principle does thus not allow us to hold these countries
responsible for their own poverty. Even though certain types of international
inequalities might be justifiable, the present global inequalities are not.


16
Human rights
International legal human rights are often regarded as central and
plausible principles of global justice. Several contributors address the role
and justification of human rights standards.
Henrik Syse presents and discusses the natural-law tradition from which
the more recent human rights theories emerged. They share a critical
potential against unjust aspects of existing social orders, and both insist that
human relationships must rest on moral commitments rather than selfinterest
alone. He argues that human rights doctrines secularize the naturallaw
idea, seeking to avoid controversial premises concerning the harmonious
order of the cosmos as created by God. The method of avoidance has come
at a cost, holds Syse. Important for the topic of global justice, the natural-law
tradition has long addressed other duty bearers than government officials,
and offers more in the way of sources of motivational support than theories
of human rights that strive to avoid metaphysical commitments.
Regina Kreide and Andreas F llesdal both respond to these challenges to
human rights stemming from alleged global normative pluralism. Regina
Kreide rejects the skeptical assumption that the fact of incommensurable
interpretations of human rights and power struggles implies that there is no
normative standard for judging the legitimacy of legal human rights. On the
other hand, Kreide rebuts the “moralistic” claim that human rights can be
directly deduced from moral principles. She discusses two procedural
models of right justification, the “Deliberative Model” and the “Model of
Fair Bargaining” which, despite certain similarities, differ in a major aspect.
The Deliberative Model presupposes a “hierarchy of reasons” where Kantian
moral arguments always trump non-moral arguments and moral and legal
human rights are identical. Kreide argues that this approach universalizes
human rights at the cost of narrowing the support for an agreement,
excluding competing moral theories as well as arguments that appeal to
specific cultural practices. Moreover, making a direct link between moral
and legal human rights threatens to delegitimize the genuine idea of moral
rights by making them seem too like instruments of political power. The
“Model of Fair Bargaining” she lays out overcomes these problems as it is
based on fair procedures that do not presuppose further inherent standards of
moral evaluation. Nevertheless, it does not give up the idea of agreement
about moral human rights: they can possess “performativity” in political
negotiations; the author illustrates this idea by examining the process that led
to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.
Andreas F llesdal addresses the issue of whether human rights are
“Western” in ways that undermine their use as standards for global and
domestic justice. In what has come to be known as the “Asian Values”
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debate, he identifies several objections of this sort in the Bangkok
Declaration. Drawing on Confucian, Hindu, and Islamic sources, he argues
that very many theories of human rights and moral traditions condemn the
behavior which human rights serve to protect against. Most of the objections
fail to hold against a wide range of human rights theories spelling out their
basis and content. The remaining objections do not repudiate human rights
norms — at most they support some accounts and specifications of rights
over others. Human rights can hardly be dismissed as an objectionable
exercise in Western ideological imperialism.
Leif Wenar offers a practical conception of human rights that specifies
the ways in which state officials must and must not act toward their own
citizens. Violations of these human rights can morally permit — and in some
cases morally require — interference by the international community.
Historically, this conception of human rights only emerged after World War
II. Before then state officials violated, coerced, and neglected those within
their territories with almost total impunity, appealing to the Westphalian
ideal of state sovereignty to immunize themselves from external criticism
and intervention. For Wenar the theorist’s task is to develop a theory that
rationalizes, corrects, and extends the accounts of human rights in the
various declarations and conventions — to extrapolate from what political
leaders have actually accepted to what all individuals could reasonably
accept. Such corrections must adjust the biases in these texts owing to their
political genesis, seeking a unified account across competing human rights
claims and other rights; and expanding the perspective to further agents than
state governments. Wenar submits that the guiding question about human
rights, practically conceived, is this: what are the considerations that state
officials must and must not take into account, such that failures count as
failure of legitimate state action permitting or requiring outside intervention?
When their government fails to secure their human rights, individuals have a
right that outside agents act to remedy the breach and prevent further
infractions.
Wilfried Hinsch and Markus Stepanians attempt to spell out the
conceptual commitments involved in speaking of a “right” not to suffer
severe poverty. According to what they call the “classical” theory of rights
as it is exemplified in the work of Wesley N. Hohfeld, for A to have a right
is to stand in an interpersonal relation with at least one other person B. If so,
a complete specification of a right not to suffer severe poverty requires the
identification of the relevant duty-bearers. However, since such a right could
not reasonably be conceived as a right everybody holds against everybody
else but only against some others, the problem arises as how to identify the
relevant group of duty-bearers. That is, the proposal to regard severe poverty
as a human rights violation gives rise to what Hinsch and Stepanians call
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“the allocation problem.” To solve it is to say who the potential violators are.
The authors suggest that doing so is a prerequisite of giving the idea of
severe poverty as a human rights violation any substance beyond mere
rhetoric.
Social institutions
The final set of contributions address some of the institutional changes
required by global justice.
Thomas Pogge advances four critical reflections in regard to the first and
most prominent of the widely celebrated UN Millennium Development
Goals. Though retaining the idea of “halving extreme poverty by 2015,”
MDG-1 in fact sets a much less ambitious target than had been agreed to at
the 1996 World Food Summit in Rome: that the number of poor should be
reduced by 19 percent, rather than 50 percent. Tracking the $1/day poverty
headcount, the World Bank uses a method that is internally unreliable and
may paint far too rosy a picture of the evolution of extreme poverty.
Shrinking the problem of extreme poverty, which now causes some 18
million deaths annually, by 19 percent over 15 years is grotesquely underambitious
in view of resources available and the magnitude of the
catastrophe. And this go-slow approach is, finally, rendered even more
appalling by the contributions made to the persistence of severe poverty by
the affluent countries and the global economic order they impose. An
apparently generous gesture toward the global poor helps conceal these
contributions.
Jean-Christophe Merle opposes two paradigms of global justice: just
exchange and distributive justice, correlated with two different accounts of
the causes of world poverty. The first paradigm is exemplified by John
Rawls’s The Law of Peoples, the second by Thomas Pogge’s “An egalitarian
law of peoples.” Pogge presents his proposal of a Global Resources
Dividend (GRD), proportioned to resource consumption, as modest (the levy
amounts to only 1 percent of the global social product), expressing the hope
that it can avoid the need for a powerful world government and thus be
acceptable to Rawls and other opponents of global distributive justice.
Tracing some of the massive institutional implications of global distributive
justice, Merle argues that such modesty is ultimately incompatible with
global distributive justice, which may be conceivable in the absence of a
world government but cannot be implemented without one. In particular, he
argues that corruption, which Pogge presents as a crucial cause of persistent
poverty, cannot be stamped out without international interventions in
domestic political and social affairs. And if, on account of such
encroachments upon national sovereignty, the distributive-justice paradigm
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is in any case unacceptable to its opponents, then, Merle argues, it might as
well set forth stronger distributive demands than Pogge’s GRD envisions.
Andrew Kuper argues that normative political theory regarding
international business must go beyond ethical or legal codes that can be
adopted by corporations. Corporate agency and moral psychology must be
taken seriously not merely as aspects of a kind of applied ethics but as a
central problem of political philosophy and development theory. Theorists
are still prone to understanding political authority in terms of territorially
defined units. Instead, he argues that we must understand the empirical
capabilities and opportunities of non-state actors, so as to allocate
obligations that states cannot meet or that these actors are better at meeting.
In particular, Kuper suggests that other actors than states should be given
standing before the International Court of Justice, such as NGOs like
Amnesty International and Human Rights Watch that may in a certain sense
“represent” some basic interests against state governments. He also presents
and discusses the UN Global Compact, an attempt at enticing multinational
companies to voluntary subscribe to certain principles concerning human
rights and environmental protection. The very inclusive strategy pursued by
the UN has unfortunately served to water down the principles of the
Compact when compared to initiatives to combat illegitimately traded
diamonds and Transparency International, which targeted key corporations.

