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ABSTRACT
Rawls on Global Distributional Justice

Frédéric Morneau

This thesis attemps to explain the Rawlsian position about global justice, and the
distribution of wealth that he proposes. Going from A Theory of Justice, Political
Liberalism, and to The Law of Peoples. this paper will first look at what Rawls considers
international relations, and more particularly distributional justice. Is a global principle
of justice necessary, or even possible. to guide mutual relations between countries and the
assistance that they will bring to each other? The second question that this thesis studies
is closely related to the first one. Indeed. at the social level. Rawls is recognized to have
proposed a principle of justice called the difference principle, favouring relative equality
in the society. The question which then needs to be asked concemns this principle. Is

Rawls proposing a similar egalitarian principle of justice at the global scale, as at the

domestic level?

To reach this goal, several notions have to be exposed. In the first section, the
*Rawlsian background’ will be presented. Indeed, Rawls first establishes the principles
of social justice in 4 Theory of Justice. We will consider this basic position, and the brief
comment made by Rawls concerning global justice. We will then look at criticisms of his
views on the subject. Going toward The Law of Peoples, we will introduce important
notions coming from Political Liberalism. Then, The Law of Peoples aims at articulating
a more precise understanding of international justice and the redistribution of wealth
related to it. We will see that Rawls does not favour the principle of egalitarian

redistribution suggested by many. To conclude, my own view on the matter will be
introduced.
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1-Introduction

The fact is obvious: peoples composing the world face multiple inequalities of
wealth. Some states are incredibly rich while in different parts of the world, individuals
of some other countries are dving unable to assure their basic needs. This disparity is
obviously subject to reflection. There are two mainstream approaches to questions of
intemational distributive justice, both tendencies in dialectical opposition. On one side is
cosmopolitanism theories of justice; on the other is the theory of patriotism or compatriot
favouritism. The Stanford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy defines cosmopolitanism as a
theory based on the belief in a possible union between every individual inhabiting the
earth. The basis of this union must be the moral worth of the individual. Persons possess
an intrinsic worth; they have an undeniable value. Individuals should be the nucleus of
moral theories. In an international perspective, the global community has to respect this
fundamental worth of the individual by being attentive to claims of justice and respect of
human rights. Consequently, it will apply principles of justice impartially, respecting the
equal worth of every individual. No matter where they live or who they are, persons
deserve this fundamental respect. equally applied to everyone. This equal respect must

present in the political. cultural and economic spheres.

Brian Barry and David Miller discuss these two ideas in an interesting way in
International Society’. Barry presents the cosmopolitan perspective. In a general way,
he mentions that this thesis is based on the idea of the equal worth of every individual.
He gives four main characteristics to this approach. The first one is the presumption of
equality. In his view, all inequalities have to be justifiable or explained, but in a general
way. equality must be the rule. This equality must apply in the fields of rights,
opportunities. or resources. Obviously, this approach reinstates the idea of equal worth of
everv individual. The second principle that Berry presents is the one of personal
responsibility and compensation. The broad idea of this principle is that inequality can
follow a personal choice, but must be compensated for when it is the result of involuntary

circumstances. The third principle is the one of the priority of vital interests. This idea

! International Society, Diverse ethical perspectives. Edited by David R. Mapel and Terry Nadin
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- stipulates that vital interest must have absolute priority to all other considerations. For
instance. the interest of an individual dying of starvation must have priority over any
other preoccupations. The forth principle is the one of mutual advantage. According to
this principle. it is acceptable to depart from these previous principles if it is in the
advantage of every party involved. Then, this must result in better global situation by
sailing away from the first three principles of cosmopolitanism. According to Berry,

these four principles must be at the basis of a just global order.

By opposition to this vision. there is the patriotic one. According to patriotism. the
fundamental obligation to bring justice concerns primarily the members of the local
community of which one is a part. In a general understanding, and again following the
Stunford Encyclopaedia of Philosophy. the basic notions of justice must be understood in
the context of a particular community. This idea is mainly based on the fact that there
can be no universal comprehension of what morality should be. a moral cede being
specific to a community s tradition and customs. Morality in this account is exclusively a
local phenomenon. Translated at the intemational level. patriotism theories favour moral
duty to help and assist members ot the society where you belong in priority. This vision
advantages the compatriot. The major consequence of these theories is that claims for

justice made by foreigners are not considered a priority.

Responding to Barry's position. David Miller discusses the cosmopolitan
position. Miller argues that asking for an equal respect of the individuals around the
world moral is too demanding. The first major flaw is that this cosmopolitan idea may be
too utopian to be applicable. Miller prefers to argue that social principles of justice
cannot be extended to the whole world. Principles of justice must only apply to
individuals connected in a certain way, for example by national borders. In that case.
justice restricted to compatriots will result from of the sharing of the advantages and
burdens that comes with co-existence between inhabitants of a same country. This
special attachment must be recognized. and questions of justice must, in priority. be
aware of the singular bond created by the border. Furthermore. and according to Miller.

questions of justice are not easy to translate from one community to another. Considering
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the fact that justice is experienced differently depending of the groups. their claims are
not necessarily compatible. Following this relativity, the claim that justice must apply to
every individual may then seem useless. Therefore. the divergence between Barry and
Miller could be summed up by the following statement: facing problems of international
Jjustice, we have to choose who should be given priority in being helped: members of a

social group or just human beings no matter where they come from.

Without being able to associate Rawls clearly and precisely with one of these two
positions, we will see that the distinction is still relevant. Indeed. the two mentioned
perspectives will be implicitly present in the exposition of Rawls’ conception of
international justice. For that matter, this essay will explain the Rawlsian position about
global justice, and the distribution of wealth that has to follow this justice. Going from 4
Theory of Justice to The Law of Peoples. this thesis will look at how Rawls considers
international relations, and more particularly international distributional justice. Are
principles of justice necessary. or even possible. to guide mutual relations between
countries and the assistance that they will bring to each other? This first question
includes many reflections relevant to problems of international justice. Do we have to
help others countries. and if the answer is ves. how can we halp them according to

Rawls? We will study his position and then answer this first question.

The second question that this essay examines is closely related to the first one.
Indeed. at the social level. Rawls is recognized to have proposed a principle of justice
called the difference principle. favouring relative equality in the society. Then. following
a basic equality principle. the difference principle will favour a redistribution of wealth in
the society. The question which then needs to be asked concerns this principle. Is Rawls.
similarly to what he does at the domestic level. proposing a similar egalitarian principle
of justice at the global scale? Is he using an international difference principle to
rearrange inequalities? Indeed. it seems that such an equalitarian principle at the
domestic level should have a global complement. This essay seeks to give answers to
these two important questions concerning global justice. To help clarify these complex

ideas. some concrete considerations will be included in the study of these normative



concepts. These considerations could be understood as trying to bridge the gap between

on one side reality, and political philosophy on the other side.

To answer these two importants questions, several notions have to be elucidated.
In a first section, I intend to present the Rawisian background. Rawls first establishes the
principles of social justice in 4 Theory of Justice. We will see this basic position, but
also the brief comment made by Rawls concerning global justice. This first publication
has raised numerous reactions. One of those came from Charles Beitz who criticizes the
lack of importance that Rawls grants to distributive concerns in international justice.
According to Beitz, Rawls should follow his own social premises, and propose an
equivalence of the difference principle at the global scale. Basing his argumentation on
the fact that states are interdependent, but also on the value of every individual, he argues
for a just allocation of the advantages and burden that comes with the international
interdependence. Beitz will propose the resource redistribution principle, as a better way
to apply international justice than what Rawls proposes. Beitz is not the only one to
suggest this idea. Thomas Pogge recommends a similar position, also suggesting an
international redistribution of wealth. He first mentions the importance that must be
granted to the notion of the individual, both lbcally and internationally. He then criticizes
Rawlis for not giving enough importance of that notion at the international scale. Like
Beitz, he will favour egalitarian principles of justice based on the notion of the individual.

This thesis will next study Political Liberalism, a book important, among other
things. for understanding the transition from A Theory of Justice to The Law of Peoples.
The first topic studied will concern the importance that Rawls grants to the idea of a
political conception of justice.  Comprehensives doctrines, aspiring to transmit
conception of what the good life is should not be part of a liberal social theory of justice.
This priority granted to the idea of political is essential to his theory considering the
plurality of doctrines defending different visions of the good. With the idea of the
priority of the political. Rawls acknowledges in the same society a plurality of
understandings of the good. He chooses to give a political structure capable of

incorporating these various ideas in one coherent whole. Such constitution will assure



stability to a social life. Indeed, in Rawls’ view, such society will be able to be solid, and
assemble individuals around a common idea of the political life. All these elements

present in Political Liberalism will influence The Law of Peoples.

The Law of Peoples aims at exposing a more precise understanding of
international justice and the redistribution of wealth related to it. This part should make
clearer the first question that this thesis aims to answer, namely Rawls’ position
concerning global distributional justice. Similarly to what he did at the domestic level,
Rawls will choose principles guiding intemnational relations. But he will make this choice
following the interests of the peoples, and not of individuals. One of the consequences
will be that the choice of principles in not based on an equality between individuals. It
will rather be centred on the idea of independence between states. Despite this fact,
Rawils still proposes ways to favour international redistribution of wealth. His duty of
assistance will be a strategy to redistribute wealth globally, but, as we will see, it is not
nearly as egalitarian as his domestic theory was. Three guidelines will direct his duty of
assistance. The first one will grant importance to the fact that strict equality of wealth
between countries is sometimes what morality requires. However, wealthy countries
must help other states to develop a just political culture, way to eventually bring more
wealth to their countries. The second guideline suggests to give importance to the
betterment of the life of the individuals inhabiting poor countries. Following this
guideline, human capital must be prioritized. The third guideline will propose to help
poor countries to manage their own policies. so that they can eventually reach the point
where they can function independently of any help. The next section presented will
concentrate more of the idea of distributive justice among peoples. Rawls first reflects on
domestic and global equality, and compares them. He then answers criticism presented
by Beitz in his Political Theory and International Relations. Finally, Rawls concludes
this section with a direct comparison between his duty of assistance with a more

egalitarian principle of distributive justice.

Following this part. we will look at the second question studied by this essay.

Indeed. we will examine various comments that try to explain the change concerning
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equality in Rawls’ position. from the domestic to the international level. The fact that
Rawls' domestic theory is based on the idea of the individual makes it more egalitarian
that his international theory based on the idea of peoples. We will see that this choice is
in a large extent motivated by the will to respect international pluralism®. The
explanation is followed by criticism addressed to Rawls and his choice of not defending
the individual in priority at the global scale. We will also present the critical positions of
Beitz and Pogge following The Law of Peoples. We will introduce Beitz' comments on
the duty of assistance. and also his discussion the idea of a people as presented by Rawls.
As we will see, he does not agree with Rawls’ position. Pogge also criticizes Rawls in
two ways. In the first one. he mentions that a representative of the state would have to be
preoccupied by the inhabitants of that country. His criticism also addresses the problem
of possible incoherence between his conception of domestic and international justice that
Rawls must recognize. The second criticism is addressed to Rawls™ possible
misunderstanding of the global situation. Indeed. Pogge believes that Rawls is mistaken

on various accounts concerning the international reality.

To conclude. my own view on the matter will be inroduced. [ will criticize
Rawls directly. following the presentation of what [ consider to be problematic points. [
will also present what I think should be said concerning Rawls™ general ideas concerning
distributional international justice. and put them in relation to the critical comments of
Beitz and Pogge. I will then conclude the last part of this essay with a short presentation
of my ideas concerning global justice. In a short presentation. I will first introduce what [
believe could be a possible union between liberal and communitarian models. Then. I
want to insist on the fact that it seems possible to defend international theories of
distributional justice. even starting from a vision based primarily on the idea of
community. Actually. such a model seems to be an even more efficient way to favour

distributional justice at the global scale.

* As we will see, favouring international pluralism consists in granting a basic respect of the various ways
to understand and live according to a moral code.



2- Rawls in A Theory of Justice

To understand how Rawls reflects on the international relations of justice between
countries at the time of 4 Theory of Justice, we first have to briefly look at his social
conception of justice. Rawls’ understanding is based on what he calls the principles of
justice. There are two principles. taken as guidelines of the just social order. The first
principle is:

Each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive total system of _
equal basic liberties compatible with a similar system of liberties for all.?

Rawls mentions these basic liberties. They are political liberties; personal freedom in
speech. thought. to join an assembly, the possibility of having personal property, the
respect of the person. and to be free of coercion concerning what is not in the scope of the
law. All of these basic liberties must be equally applied to everyone. Also, Rawls notes
that they can not be removed from the individual for any further benefits; they have
priority over all other principles. The only way to restrain these liberties is if they
interfere with one another. Therefore, Rawls establishes the principle of equal basic
liberties as first and fundamental to base a just society; a principle of justice which has

expected priority over all the others.

The first principle being established, Rawls has to decide on the next one that will

bring us toward the foundation of a just society. His second principle is:

Social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both (a) to

the greatest benefit of the least advantaged, consistent with the just saving

prmcnple and (b) attached to oﬂ' ices and positions open to all under conditions
of fair equality of opportunity.*

By this principle. Rawls allows some inequalities to be legitimately present in a new
liberal political order. Inequalities are acceptable when they benefit the most
disadvantaged group of the society, and that way it opens the door to a further eqalitarian
redistribution of resources. Let’s note that the just saving principle addresses the problem

of justice between generations. and it assures a fair distribution of wealth coming from

* Rawls. A Theory of Justice. p.266
3 .
Ibidem



Just savings. The second principle contains two distinct parts, the difference principle

and equal opportunity principle.

The first part of the second principle is the difference principle. In a Rawlisian
society, some inequalities at the social and economic level are allowed to happen. The
purpose of the difference principle is to rearrange these inequalities to favour the least
advantaged representative individual. Indeed, economic resources will be continually
redistributed to allow the worst-off to improve their situation. By this principle, the least
favoured person will benefit from general welfare. This redistribution measure assures a
greater equality in this social context for those who are the worst off in the community.
The second part of the second principle is the equal opportunity principle. By this
principle. Rawls wants to give equal opportunity to everyone. Careers will be available
for everybody. open to talents. the better endow obviously getting a better chance to
succeed. But equal opportunity will also request background conditions that will make
the equality as opportunity something more that formal. Following the lexical order
given by Rawls. the equal opportunity principle will have priority over the difference
principle. By the difference and the opportunity principles, Rawls allows fair equal
opportunity, but also favours equality by the difference principle. In Rawls view, these

two principles of justice are required if justice is to be present in the society.

These principles must be applied in the context of society. From the start, more
precisely in the second chapter of 4 Theory of Justice, Rawls announces that the social
principles do not apply between states. The limit for his theory of justice is the society.
This is why we have called it domestic justice. Even without having strong principles of
justices between states as a focal point. Rawls still briefly considers this relation. The

fifty-eighth chapter of A Theorv of Justice gives the guidelines of political relations

between countries. Rawls mentions that to have a just international order, we need to
imagine a hypothetical situation where representatives of states would have to meet,
choosing principles guiding global relations. The states representatives should make their
choices in certain circumstances. Indeed. according to Rawls, they must ignore the exact

situation of their society. This specification is present to avoid that certain states take



unfair advantage of their precise position. The choice should be made considering that
each society lives under normal circumstances of human life’. However, the parties have
to know enough of the general human circumstances to be able to make a rational choice
about the principles of cooperation. In this situation, Rawls argues very briefly that states
would choose obvious principles of international relations®. According to him, the
fundamental principle would be one of equality of rights between states. Countries that
are behaving justly would choose to possess equal rights compared to other states.
Resulting from this fundamental equality, Rawls suggests the following agreement: the
principles of self-determination. the possibility of self-defence in the face of a military
attack. and a general agreement that the treaties have to be kept. Representatives of states
would only choose principles coordinating their mutual relations. Obviously, this vision
takes the interest of the state as central in the conception of justice; principles are chosen
according to the countries’ rather than the individuals’ priorities. Therefore, 4 Theory of
Justice mainly establishes the limits of social justice, but is relatively silent on

international issues.
3- Charles Beitz: A response to .4 Theory of Justice

Following Rawls’ presentation of the international principles of justice, Beitz
discusses the problem of global distribution of wealth. In Beitz view, it is plausible to
argue in two different ways; either the state is seif-contained and there is no imperative
need for an international theory of distributive justice, or they are mutually dependent and
such a theory is necessary. He mentions that Rawls is not very clear on the subject. It
seems that. from Rawls’ point of view, international relations exist, but they are not very

significant. only having a marginal role in people’s lives’. Following this. Rawls

* Ibidem. p.331

° In a way. we can say that Rawls, by his choice of principles at the international level, is in favour of a
certain status quo. or to preserve the actual situation. It is obvious that his egalitarian concerns are not as
present at the global level that they are at the domestic one.

" We have to note that Rawls” methodology consist in starting from simple and abstract situation to
eventually get to more complex and concrete ones. That’s what he does here, being more interested in
domestic justice in priority before getting. in his latter works, to the more complicated issue of global
Jjustice.
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prioritizes coexistence between independent countries rather than a fair cooperation at the

global level.

To attack Rawls’ global principle, Beitz first notes the possibility of an unjust
internal situation. He gives the example of the apartheid in South Africa. In such
situation, Rawls’ international principle of non-intervention seems hard to defend against
criticism. However, he notes that Rawls’ theory is meant to be applied following the
choice of the social principles of justice, in a context of just states in an ideal world.
According to Beitz, it does not follow that this respect of the states’ independence has to
be applied in the context of the non-ideal world. If we are not in the ideal world, we do
not have to comply with ideal principles. An unjust inner situation does ask for
intervention from other states. According to Beitz, Rawls’ principle of global order
should include the promotion of justice at the local level, the protection of human rights,

and the implementation of conditions favouring this just international order.

The choice concerming which principles would be chosen by states’
representatives is problematic. In Beitz view, it is clear that states would agree on treaties
favouring a form of cooperation, seemingly like the one mentioned by Rawls at the social
level. Beitz notes that states’ representatives, having to agree on global principles of
Justice. would be mainly preoccupied with the importance of relative equality of wealth
between countries. Indeed, such principles would favour an international context where
every member can possess the internal conditions necessary to implement a just
constitution. A possible equality would give enough wealth, allowing everybody to apply
Rawls’ social principles of justice. Beitz believes that such choices would have been

made rather that the one proposed by Rawls concerning international justice.

However. it is appropriate to ask why does Beitz believe that the state’s
representatives would make such a choice based on equality of resources rather than, for
example. choosing to have equal rights that guaranty independence versus other states.
Beitz answers giving the example of the social situation where interdependence between

individuals is obvious. The cooperation between persons has to come with the sharing of
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the advantages and burdens coming from this cooperation. This moral consideration is at
the basis of the idea of domestic justice. According to Beitz, the global situation has to
work in a similar way. Indeed, the international activity is trans-national. indifferent to
the countries’ borders. At the moral level, this international interdependence must bring
obligations, as it does at the domestic level. Borders do not stop moral obligation toward
others. especially if there is a relation as it is the case at the international level. Then,
states” representative choosing principles would respect the basis moral obligation of the
sharing of advantages and burdens coming from this cooperation. The notion of borders
is not a relevant element in this deliberation. Beitz then rejects the possibility of a choice

of principles based on equal rights between states®.

Beitz continues his criticism of Rawls by discussing natural resources. From his
view. states’ representatives deciding on the principles guiding the international relations
would know the general situation concerning the natural resources. Indeed, resources are
not distributed equally in the surface of the earth. People living close to abundant
resources will have more chance to live a good life that the one living without them. Life
prospects of those populations so differently situated is evidently unequal. Beitz
compares this situation to the one of natural endowment characterizing the individual in
the Rawlsian theory of social justice. At the domestic level, Rawls constructs principles
assuring that advantage coming from natural allotment, like talent or strength, should not
constitute an unfair advantage in the social situation. The natural inequalities have to be
rearranged giving a better chance for the less favoured. Obviously, it is impossible to
transfer natural resources. but Beitz proposes to find a system to redistribute the wealth
coming from these resources’. Following the redistribution, the prospects of life must be
fairly equal for everyone in the society; distributive measures are necessary to achieve
this. Similarly to the situation at the domestic level, it seems natural to suppose that

states” representatives would choose principles protecting against inequalities resulting

* As we will see. Beitz is defending a cosmopolitan perspective. Following this view, the individual must
be the centre of morality. Therefore. establishing morality around notions like states or borders appears to
be inadequate. According to Beitz. the individual must be the centre of justice considerations.

? We have to note that Beitz is not very clear of how to redistribute this weaith. He mentions that each
individual must have an equal claim of the total available resources. Concretely, this could look like the
idea proposed by Pogge of taxing countries on the base of their natural resources extraction as presented in
Moral Universalism and Global Economic Justice
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from unequal natural allotment. Considering the importance of natural resources, and the
fact that they are unequally distributed, states would choose a principle equalizing this
natural distribution and enhancing their chance for welfare. Beitz believes that this
principle is more able to promote the relative equality desired by states than the ones that
Rawls defended.

Beitz then comes back to the initial distinction between self-sufficient states and
interdependent ones. He first discusses the situation of self-sufficiency. Indeed, it might
be said that states having no contact between them also have no mutual international
rights or obligations. According to Beitz, self-sufficiency does not change the situation
of equality desired. The natural distribution of resources is still arbitrary. People are
deprived of wealth needed to assure social justice as a result of sheer luck; basic moral
principles then ask us to redistribute the wealth coming from these resources. Self-
sufficiency does not exclude moral obligations toward the needy in other societies. Even
in a situation of self-sufficiency, a redistribution of resources will have to be made Beitz

calls it the international redistribution principle.

Beitz follows this up by trying to support the international redistribution
principle rooted in a social contract view. Indeed, from the social contract perspective,
we can see a close association between cooperation and obligation. Peoples contract
together with the idea of receiving benefits from cooperation and honouring several
obligations themselves. This view can possibly give more weight to the self-sufficiency
argument: no obligation without cooperation. But Beitz is opposed to this vision. He
mentions that even though cooperation is a good way to justify obligations, it is certainly
not the only one. It is possible to justify the obligations that we have toward iess
fortunate in many other ways. One way to justify them would be, as Rawls does. to
imagine states representatives trying to agree on international orinciples of justice.
ignoring their particular situation. In Beitz view, such representatives would agree on an
international redistribution principle, and hence, justify cooperation even in an autarkic

situation.



Taking off from this hypothetical autarkic situation, Beitz now looks at the
redistribution needed under conditions of interdependence. He begins by giving an
account of the actual situation between states. From his view, interdependence between
states is obvious. particularly at the economic level. He notices that the volume of
transaction berween states is important enough to be considered in the general economic
situation. Moreover, he mentions that the context is even more remarkable considering
that economic decisions are taken following the different economical circumstances of
each state. Beitz gives the example of countries’ firms moving from state to state
according to the price of the human labour. Inter-relations between countries seems to be
the touchstone of economic growth and efficiency, and a proof of the already obvious

situation of interdependence between states.

Beitz points out that the major consequence of this interdependence is an increase
of inequalities between rich and poor states. Indeed, profits can be mutual, but the gap
between rich and poor states grows, making the relative power of the poor less important.
Hence. the economic advantages are for the most part unilateral, favouring the wealthiest
states. Using their existing power acquired by an already richer country from the natural
resources point of view, they make sure that international exchange will enrich them.
Thus. the interdependence situation is even worst than the autarkic one if we consider the
level of inequalities. Moreover, there are also important domestic consequences of this
interdependence. Indeed, Beitz underlines the fact that this international economic
interdependence makes the local government lose its power to control the economy of its
country. Local economies are in important ways dependent on the global one. Also, it is
difficult for a government to control the local effects of the international interdependence.
This context changes the economic structure of the state by creating income disparities
between members of the state. A wealthy class seems to benefit directly from this
international interdependence while often most of the peoples of the poorest societies
suffer from it. Considering these facts, the interdependence between countries appears

hard to deny.
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According to Beitz, the conditions of domestic justice are closely related to the
ones of global justice. It seems to him that a society cannot live under just conditions, if
their wealth comes from an unjust situation. A state cannot be considered just if it takes
advantage of an unjust situation at the global scale. Also, according to Beitz, an
international distributional principle would favour justice at the domestic level. A society
assured of having the basic needs of its members meet would be able next to prioritize
questions concerning human rights and just institutions. In these two different ways,

international justice appears to be a necessary condition for domestic justice.

Following these distinctions, Beitz states his position conceming distributive
justice. He presents a solution that he calls the resource redistribution principle. Beitz
follows Rawls® social vision and transposes it to a global level, arguing for an
international difference principle. From his point of view, the most important element in
the reflection on redistribution of resources is that every individual, member of the
international community, should have a fairly equal part of the total resources available,
especially in this situation of interdependence. The boundaries of the countries not
limiting the scope of interdependence, they should not be considered when it is time to
address distributional matters. Thus, representatives having to agree on principles of
justice. under the conditions previously exposed by Rawls, would select a principle
favouring a redistribution of the complete international wealth for the benefit of the less-
favoured individuals. enhancing their chance to live a good life and to experience social
justice. As in Rawls’ social principles, inequalities are still possible at the global scale,
but only to favour a greater production of wealth that will be redistributed for the benefit
of the least favoured persons. This importance on the notion of person is relevant in the

understanding of Beitz theory. On this subject, he notes:

It seems obvious that an international difference principie applies to persons
in the sense that it is the globally least advantaged representatives person
(or group of persons) whose position is to be maximized'’

Therefore. Beitz is contending for a global difference principle that he calls a resource

redistribution principle. and that applies to each individual.

'® Beitz. Political Theory and International Relations, p.152
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4- Thomas Pogge: A response to A Theory of Justice

In his book Realizing Rawls, Thomas Pogge discusses the questions of global
justice following Rawls’ presentation, as Beitz did before him. He begins by noticing
that some elements in Rawls’ general theory are important and should be present in an
international theory of justice. The first element that Pogge underlines is the
cosmopolitan character of Rawls’ social theory. Indeed, Rawls gives a lot of importance
to the value of each moral person. Every person possesses his own value in the social
context; individuals are to be regarded as fundamentally equal and free. Pogge does not
see any sufficient reason why Rawls should limit his understanding of the priority given
to the person to the narrow context of a particular society. This understanding of the
individual should lead Rawls toward an international theory of justice, making sure of the
effective equality and freedom of every person. Moral individuals live all around the
world and should be recognized. Indeed, peoples in all societies and in all times have
Rawls' two moral capabilities; a sense of justice and a conception of the good which they
are capable of revising. Hence, starting from Rawls’ understanding of the person, Pogge

is arguing for a global criterion of justice.

According to Pogge, there is another important reason why Rawls’ social theory
should be applied to the international context. Indeed, an interpretation of 4 Theory of
Justice limited to a society could be sufficient if societies were self-sufficient. In that
context. a global redistribution of resources would be arguable, but not necessary.
However. the actual context is far from being one of self-sufficiency. The situation
between states is one of interdependence. On Pogge’s view, this global inter-relation
makes obvious the need for an international theory of justice helping to redistribute
wealth. and he justifies it in a similar way to Beitz’s. Considering these elements, and
trying to fulfill the void left by Rawls’ silence on the subject, Pogge will discuss global

distributional justice.

Pursuing his preliminary inquiry, Pogge raises questions about the choice by

Rawls to select only basic principles coordinating the global relations. Pogge expresses
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bluntly his surprise; talking about the choice of the principles he mentions: ‘/t is then
astonishing that Rawls takes this global session to result in a reaffirmation of the

‘familiar’ principles of the international law’"!.

Pogge presents four objections to the
choice of such principles. The first one mentions that the simple equality of right
between states does not pay any attention to distributional considerations. To be able to
talk about equal rights, in the case in the international relations, basic material
circumstances have to allow the use of those rights. Indeed, it seems useless to talk about
rights if there is no material circumstance making these rights effective. Rights ask for a
material situation that makes them realizable, and Rawls did not consider this fact. The
second objection concerns the commitments in this intenational order. In an unequal
situation, treaties between governments are under a lot of pressure. Compliance cannot
be assured in a situation of constant inequality between the members contracting. The
third objection touches the lack of means of coercion to assure the execution of the global
treaties. According to Pogge. the result will be non-compliance and suspicion between
states. The fourth objection results from the previous one. In such a global order,
governments will act in a way that favour themselves, even if it is a unilateral advantage.
Therefore following Rawls principles, the initial situation of equal rights would
degenerate into a modus vivendi where each government acts to advance his own interest
without considering the interests of other states. From Pogge’s point of view, it is then
necessary to reject the principles chosen by Rawls. They are insufficient to assure global

justice.

Guided by the Rawlsian social model, Pogge follows the choice of principles of
justice in the society by another selection of principles, but at the international scale.
According to him. the choice of the international principles would be closely related to
the domestic one. States already in a situation of domestic justice would try to preserve
that in an international context. Indeed, in order to achieve this just local situation, states
have to possess a minimum of resources enabling them to implement this justice. Then, a
minimum of wealth is needed to make sure that everyone in their society lives under

conditions of justice. The choice of global principles of justice would have to be related

"' Thomas Pogge. Realizing Rawls, p.243-244
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to the local principles. Pogge notes that the principles of justice chosen at the domestic
level will be prioritised, but the international one will be necessary to assure that the
domestic justice could be effective. In short according to Pogge, the principles of justice
at the local level need a complement: a global principle of justice. The desired result that

Pogge is looking for would be captured to a just situation between just states.

Pogge articulates three main principles that are, he believes, a more appropriate
choice following Rawlsian premises. In his selection, Pogge believes that an emphasis
has to be made on the individuals® basic rights and liberties that Rawls defends for his
domestic principles of justice. According to Pogge, and in his first principle, an
international law should be open to distributional concerns at the economic level, and
touching the individual. As he said earlier, Pogge supposes that the domestic justice
needs minimum resources to be effective. A society cannot assure the basic needs of its
citizens without any means to do so. An international principle of justice would then
favour the meeting of certain needs of the individual at the local level, with the help of a

distributional world economy.

Pogge follows with the presentation of a second general principle. From his view,
the choice of global principles should include one favouring the settlement of
international disputes. Indeed. Pogge says that it is highly desirable to have a way to
solve global conflicts from a legal point of view'2. These procedures would have to be
internationally accepted and they would also have to possess sufficient executive power
to be recognized by the international community. The main advantage of this second
proposal is that war would not be the best solution to resolve conflicts between states; a
rule of law would be. Thus. Pogge secondly proposes a system of international law

helping in solving international conflicts.

Pogge makes a third proposal concerning the choice of principles regulating the

global order. International principles would have to assure the individual of a respect of

' Of course a situation can be at the same time legal and morally defective. However, it seems possible to
establish a rule of law as close as possible to moral imperatives. This process would assure that the rule of
law is also just.





















































































































































































































