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How much can political philosophy tell us about global fairness?



Don't try and shit higher than your arse.1 Ludwig Wittgenstein



1. Introduction



Whether the current global order is just has become a matter for substantial debate, quite independently of discussions among political philosophers. It is an important task for political philosophers to clarify for themselves what role they might usefully play in contributing to this debate and how to enter into it. It is often thought among philosophers that our theories of domestic justice are much better understood and justified than the moral ideas and principles that are being proposed to deal with the global order. Considering how to draw conclusions about the global order by relying on what we already (supposedly) know about domestic justice has often been assumed to be the role of political philosophy in the globalized world. The project assumes that political philosophers can largely distance themselves from the (evolving) moral ideas and principles that are part of global politics because they have an independent source of justification for their theories: their knowledge of domestic justice. It is thought that with this independent source of grounding for their theories, political 1



Quoted by Kreisel in Edmunds and Eidinow (2001) p.16.
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philosophers may legitimately propose theories of global justice which are strongly counterintuitive to most participants in global politics. For instance, philosophers such as Beitz have suggested that global justice requires much more redistribution of wealth than normally considered plausible whilst others, such as Nagel, have denied that there are any issues of global justice at all – even those that are subject to heated moral debate within international politics.2 In this paper I try to do the following: Firstly, to explain why these philosophers may have taken the wrong approach to global justice. To show this, I discuss and defend some methodological principles which, I argue, are implicit in much of Rawls' work. Secondly, to outline what role political philosophers might play as part of the debate over global justice and what sort of arguments they might make if they adopt the Rawlsian methodology that I defend. I will first show how Rawls' Law of Peoples begins this task. Then, as a case study, I will focus on issues of distributive fairness between countries, especially on debates about WTO policy, to see how we might continue Rawls' project.



2. From Domestic Principles Straight to Global Principles



I noted in the introduction that many philosophers believe that we can use the principles that have been developed for problems of domestic justice and apply them without a great deal of difficulty to problems of global justice.3 I think that any such approach is mistaken; it will, however, be useful for present purposes to fix on a particular instance of this position and show why it might be mistaken. The strongest version of this position, I think, begins by arguing that the relations between persons across political borders are becoming 2 3



Beitz (1979) and Nagel (2005). Usually such theorists have relied on Rawls' justice as fairness as their preferred theory of domestic justice and I will assume that all do. The most obvious include Pogge (1989) and, especially, Beitz (1979).
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relevantly similar, for purposes of discussing justice, to relations between persons who share a state. I will call this position “cosmopolitanism”; a brief sketch of the argument is as follows. Firstly, cosmopolitans claim, following Rawls, that the ideal of social justice is “society as a fair system of social cooperation between free and equal persons”.4 Thus, it seems that the basic moral ideas in Rawls' theory concern the proper regulation of “social cooperation”. A scheme of social cooperation consists in individual members of a given state following the rules of the major social, economic and political arrangements in that state. The rules of social cooperation include, for instance, the rules which distribute fundamental liberties, rights to property and so on. Secondly, cosmopolitans note that globalization has put individuals in different countries into new relations with one another. Some of these relations seem to be a subset of those which social cooperation consists of. For instance, individuals who do not share a state now communicate with each other, trade with each other and invest in one another's projects in an ongoing manner and regulated by international rules. These economic interactions seem similar to those which partly constitute social cooperation within states. Finally, cosmopolitans infer that if relations across borders are just like those which are part of social cooperation domestically, then these relations should meet the same standards that regulate domestic social cooperation. They thus suggest that economic cooperative arrangements that cross borders ought to be regulated by the correct principle for domestic distributive justice, perhaps Rawls' “difference principle.”5 I think that cosmopolitan theories of the sort just outlined, and other theories that try to draw strong conclusions about global justice relying on domestic ideals and principles, are mistaken in their whole approach to the problem of global justice. But to see why, I think we 4 5



Rawls (1999), p.9. See Rawls (1999): the “difference principle” allows economic inequalities only if they benefit the least well off members of society. It thus expresses a strong demand for a form of economic equality.
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need to consider some quiet abstract methodological issues in moral and political philosophy. I now turn to these methodological concerns and Rawls' position on them.



3. Rawls on Different Principles for Different Problems



Rawls thought of the need for moral principles, and moral philosophy, as arising out of the need to solve particular moral problems which face us. Such problems include the problem of how to distribute burdens over an individual life, how to structure the domestic institutions of a democratic society and how to regulate interactions between nations. Different principles, Rawls claimed, will be needed to solve these different problems: “the correct regulative principle for a thing,” he wrote, “depends on the nature of that thing.”6 I think what Rawls has in mind is especially a methodological claim. It is the claim that when we are trying to solve any particular moral problem we ought to be very wary of trying to use moral principles, intuitions, concepts and so on which seem, or have been shown to be, relevant to other moral problems. For instance, Rawls thinks that the proponents of utilitarian theories of social justice make a methodological mistake in the way they go about coming up with principles to a solve the moral problem of how to design social institutions. Their mistake is to try and solve the problem of social justice with the concepts and principles relevant to another problem, namely how to distribute burdens and benefits over an individual life. The alternative approach that Rawls follows is to tackle each moral problem more discretely. In particular, when trying to come up with principles to help regulate a particular activity what we are to do is to begin with our intuitions about some constraints that the principles for that problem must satisfy and work with familiar moral concepts and values that 6



Rawls (1999), p.25.
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seem relevant to that problem. For instance, consider how Rawls goes about coming up with principles of social justice. The problem we are faced with in this case, according to Rawls, is to find a fair set of rules to regulate the interactions between individuals under conditions of scarcity, competition for resources and disagreement about the best way to live. Rawls calls these rules the rules of “social cooperation.” A Theory of Justice begins with values and intuitive judgments present in our political culture which we ordinary use to evaluate our scheme of social cooperation. Rawls begins there with the intuitive idea that social cooperation ought to be arranged fairly such that all citizens are treated as free and equal. He then attempts to give content to this idea by drawing on some intuitive judgments about particular constraints that the rules of social cooperation must satisfy and showing how those judgments might be grounded in a particular interpretation of the idea of citizens being treated as free and equal. These judgments include, for instance, the claim that all citizens must be provided with freedom of religion and conscience.7 The important point for the time being is that the particular judgments and more general moral ideas Rawls draws on in coming up with his theory of justice for social cooperation are all ideas and judgments which are used and applied by us specifically to the problem of regulating social cooperation. Ideas and judgments which may seem relevant when drawing up the rules for other forms of association, such as churches, small scale cooperative schemes and so on, ought not to be used when we are considering social justice according to Rawls. What might justify Rawls' methodological approach to moral problems? Why is that when considering a particular moral problem it is important to rely on, and only on, moral
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ideas and judgments which are ordinarily drawn on to help solve that problem? Here are two plausible ways of justifying Rawls' methodology and two corresponding reasons for thinking that cosmopolitans, in particular, make mistakes in not following it. Firstly, suppose that two moral problems seem relevantly similar, even though my initial intuitions about the two cases are quite different. I might try and use principles developed for one case, and apply to them other case. But this process might well lead me astray because even if two problems appear relevantly similar along one dimension they may be different along another dimension such that they are morally very different. To know whether or not there are relevant differences I will have to consult my intuitions specifically about the problem at hand. We saw earlier that, according to Rawls, utilitarians violate his methodological precepts. Their method (at least as Rawls describes it) illustrates the problem just suggested. Utilitarians use a maximizing principle for regulating social cooperation which is similar to the maximizing principle individuals use to regulate the distribution of goods over their whole lives. In each case, at least as it seems to the utilitarian, we have a problem of distributing benefits between various parts of one entity: on the one hand, an individual's life extended over time with its various parts at any given time and, on the other, a whole society and the people that compose it. But the utilitarians, according to Rawls, overlook an important difference between the two cases. When a person decides to accept lower benefits at one point in her life for the sake of greater benefits at a later point in her life, she is compensated for the earlier costs by the greater later benefits. By contrast, when we impose costs on one member of a society for the sake of greater benefits to another member of that society, the former person is not compensated for the costs which are imposed on her.



6



But only by consulting our intuitions that are directly about the distribution of goods within a society will we see that maximizing principles do not seem plausible there by contrast with an individual life and thus become aware of the morally important differences between an individual life and a society. For instance, only by consulting our intuitions directly about the proper regulation of society will we notice the intuitive constraints on restricting one person's liberty for the sake of greater benefits shared by a number of others. I think cosmopolitans may be accused of making the sort of mistake I have described utilitarians as making. Although globalization may produce some familiar economic relations across borders, there are still many differences making morally distinctive the relations holding between citizens of an individual state and between persons who do not share state. The obvious difference is, of course, that only citizens of the same state participate in the same domestic political life and institutions. But for the importance of state boundaries to be fully visible, we must consult our ideas and intuitions that apply to global interactions. We will see later in the paper that when we do consult the relevant intuitions we see that state boundaries are plausibly of great moral importance. But there is a second, perhaps deeper, concern which might motivate Rawls' methodology and give us reasons to doubt cosmopolitan principles. Suppose we have a set of moral concepts which help us deal with some particular moral problem. The concepts might seem sufficiently abstract that we can use them to help solve some other moral problems in the same way. But the use of our understanding of the relevant concepts might be more tied to their role in solving the initial problem. Thus, we may not be able to use the concepts to play a similar role in solving other moral problems. Cosmopolitans wish to take moral concepts developed as part of a response to the problem of finding principles for social justice within a state and use them to develop principles for global interactions. They assume
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that the concepts which can play a foundational role in the theory of social justice can do the same in the theory of global justice. But it may be that these concepts cannot be transported in this way. I realize this is a subtle and vague sounding concern, so I will give a detailed example to illustrate it. Consider human rights. The idea that there are human rights can be expressed abstractly as the claim that, in Sen's words, “every person anywhere in the world, irrespective of citizenship or territorial legislation, has some basic rights, which others should respect.”8 But someone who was told only this abstract formulation would not really understand what human rights are. For instance, she would not be able understand why there is much debate about whether various purported human rights could be endorsed by people from very different cultures and moral traditions. To understand why this and other debates surround human rights, one would need to know that human rights play a particular role in our moral lives, that they help to solve a certain political problem. The problem is that the institutions and practices of global politics do not just affect the relations between states, they also affect the treatment of citizens in their domestic societies.9 Human rights provide an international standard for assessing the domestic situation of citizens across the world. These standards are relied on in global politics, for instance, to determine whether a country's treatment of its own citizens might justify intervention by another country. It is because human rights are used to play this particular role in global politics that debates arise about whether they are too parochial, since it seems that such global standards ought to be acceptable from the wide range of reasonable moral standpoints across the world. Thus, someone who does not understand the problem human rights helps us to solve 8 9



Sen (2004), p.315. Here I rely heavily on Beitz (2001).



8



and the role of human rights in solving it does not understand what human rights are at all. Furthermore, to draw conclusions about the content of particular human rights, one must bear in mind the role that human rights play. In assessing putative human rights, we have to think about how the proposed right will form part of a whole set of standards for global politics. So we've seen a second reason for thinking that our moral thinking about particular problems must begin with concepts that apply to those problems. Abstract looking moral concepts like human rights may in fact only be intelligible in light of their role as part of a response to the particular moral problems they were developed to solve. Are the concepts employed in developing principles for social cooperation like this? I shall now argue that they are. Consider some of the moral ideas Rawls uses to come up with distributive principles. The most general moral idea to which Rawls appeals is fair social cooperation between free and equal persons. But these moral ideas require interpretation if they are to be applied to concrete problems of justice. As I noted earlier, Rawls gives content to these ideas by drawing on some familiar judgments about certain features of social cooperation. For instance, he considers how these ideas of treating persons as free and equal might be used to justify “basic liberties” of religion and conscience, equality of opportunity and so on. The relevant interpretation of cooperation among “free and equal” citizens is that social cooperation ought to be seen as a whole scheme for satisfying citizens' capacities to form, revise and pursue their conception of the good. In turn, the distributive principles Rawls chooses reflect this conception of a whole scheme of social cooperation and thus the idea of treating citizens cooperating as free and equal. The regulation of economic life, on Rawls' account, is best understood only as part of a broader set of regulations, such as those providing basic liberties, all fitting together to
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serve a certain purpose: satisfying citizens' capacities to form, revise and pursue their conception of the good. Thus, to understand Rawls' idea of fair cooperation between free and equal persons and its implications, one must understand that this idea is part of a response to the problem of how to regulate not just any form of cooperation but the whole scheme of social cooperation that we find within a state including rules for liberties, distribution and so on. The cosmopolitans, as I described them earlier, try to use Rawls' principles for distribution to regulate economic relations which are not part of a whole scheme of social cooperation. To justify doing so, the cosmopolitans must be able to claim that the same values that motivate Rawls' domestic distributive principles justify the same distributive principle applied to economic relations beyond state boundaries. And it might seem that the fundamental idea Rawls appeals to, the ideal of cooperation between free and equal citizens, is sufficiently abstract to be applied in this slightly different context. But it is very unclear whether the guiding moral ideas behind Rawls' distributive principles, of fair cooperation among free and equal citizens, can be so easily applied to these economic relations in isolation from a place as part of a whole scheme of social cooperation. As we have seen, Rawls' guiding moral ideas are only given determinate content as part of developing a moral view of how a whole scheme of social cooperation should function. Thus, it is plausible to think that the cosmopolitans err in thinking the moral ideas developed and interpreted for one problem, the problem of domestic justice, can easily be used to help us with another problem, problems of global economic justice. To recap, we have seen that the cosmopolitan project is methodologically flawed. It attempts to rely on principles developed specifically to solve one moral problem (how to regulate social cooperation) to help solve another quite different one (how to regulate global
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economic interaction). Even if at first there appear to be relevant similarities between the two problems, we have seen that there are still good reasons for approaching the problem of global fairness quite separately, relying on moral ideas and intuitions that seem relevant to that particular problem. In the next section, drawing on Rawls' Law of Peoples, I begin to describe how we might go about approaching global justice in accordance with this methodological precept.



4. The “Law of Peoples” and a Specifically Global Morality



So in thinking about global justice we cannot simply extend our theories of domestic justice. And, further, we need some moral ideas and norms that apply specifically to the global realm out of which to develop our theories. Where can find these? What Rawls shows in the Law of Peoples is that there is a set of plausible moral ideas and norms that already form part of our thinking about issues of global justice for us to use in our theorizing. I'll now outline his account of some of these.10 According to Rawls, the first thing we notice when considering the intuitive morality we rely on for global problems is that these moral ideas seem to concern the relations among what Rawls calls “peoples” rather than individuals. “Peoples” according to Rawls are just groups of individuals politically organized under one state, each thought of as possessing a “moral character” in being both organized internally according to shared values of the group and capable of cooperating with other peoples for moral reasons. Of course, we don't ordinarily use the word “peoples,” at least not in Rawls' sense, when discussing global morality; we use the word “states”. But Rawls uses “peoples” just to isolate a particular 10



Rawls (2001). Of course, I cannot do justice to the full range of ideas drawn on in the “Law of Peoples”. Instead, I focus on some examples just to illustrate the methodology I have defended.
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conception of states which he thinks we rely on when we discuss global morality.11 The familiar precepts of global morality and law that Rawls has in mind include, for instance, rules requiring that peoples (states) not go to war with one another except out of self-defense and that they honor their treaties. The intuitive morality of peoples according to Rawls can be divided into two main parts. Firstly, there is a more abstract ideal that the global order ought to be a scheme of fair cooperation between peoples treated as free and equal. Secondly, there are more specific principles about how peoples ought to conduct themselves, for instance, obeying duties of non-intervention, honoring human rights and so on.12 In Rawls' discussion, the abstract ideal is interpreted in light of the more specific principles and used to justify them, according to a familiar process of reflective equilibrium. What the traditional principles of global cooperation seem to ensure is that each people is given a reasonable opportunity to maintain its own domestic order in accordance with its preferred conception of justice. For instance, the prohibition on intervention prevents, say, a liberal people from invading another territory just to make it more liberal. Thus, the prohibition on intervention ensures for each people a reasonable opportunity to organize according to its own preferred standard of justice. I say “reasonable” because there are limits on this autonomy, set by the demands of human rights, but still peoples are granted a significant degree of liberty to organize as they prefer. Furthermore, the intuitive principles of global justice seem to grant peoples these liberties just on the basis of their being peoples, that is, having a capacity to organize their domestic political affairs and to cooperate in the global sphere. Other features of peoples, such as their ethnic composition, size and so on, do not seem to play any role in determining 11
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Thus even if we don't ordinarily use the word “peoples,” we do clearly have intuitions about the appropriate treatment of what that word denotes. Rawls (2001). p.37.
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whether a given people is granted the liberties of non-intervention and so on. These other features of peoples seem to be morally irrelevant to whether we think they should be granted the rights against intervention and so on. So, the various rights we assign to peoples in the global sphere seem to ensure for peoples a reasonable opportunity to organize according to their own preferred standard of justice and peoples are granted these rights simply as peoples, irrespective of any other features they may possess such as a certain size or culture. The task for Rawls and political philosophy is to explain how these features of our intuitive precepts relate to the more abstract ideal of cooperation between peoples conceived of as free and equal. Rawls performs part of this task as follows. To interpret the freedom and equality of peoples according to Rawls, we must note that it seems very important for each people to be self-governing. Showing appropriate respect for a people or for the individuals that make up peoples seems to require us to recognize the importance to a people of its own political culture and of organizing its political institutions in line with decisions made within that political culture; we can call this the importance of “collective selfgovernance”. Following Rawls we can interpret the freedom and equality of peoples as follows: peoples are free because each has an independent capacity for collective self-governance which is worthy of respect and peoples are equal because they all possess this capacity, and with the same moral importance, irrespective their size, wealth, culture, etc. With the freedom and equality of peoples interpreted in this way, we can see how the abstract idea of fair cooperation between free and equal peoples might be used to justify particular principles of our global morality such as non-intervention: because each people is entitled to have its capacity for self-governance respected, there is strong presumption against one people
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interfering in another's domestic affairs. In my discussion of cosmopolitanism, I suggested that without paying attention to our moral ideas about the specific problems of global justice we might not notice the moral importance of political boundaries between individuals. We can now see that Rawls' discussion in his Law of Peoples vindicates this criticism of the cosmopolitans: paying close attention the morality of global interaction suggests that collective self-governance, and hence political boundaries, is of great importance. This concludes my discussion of some of the essentials of Rawls' Law of Peoples. Of course, I have not been able to give even a survey of all that work's complexities13: My aim has been to use some central ideas of Rawls' work as an example of how we can rely just on moral ideas and intuitions which apply specifically to problems of global justice in order to build a theory of global justice. At the very least then, political philosophers beginning just with our moral ideas and intuitions that apply specifically to global justice can articulate how the abstract ideals of that morality relate to the more specific precepts of it, thereby giving us more confidence in this morality. But can they do more than that? Can they help to not just show how certain parts of our existing consensus can cohere but also help address areas of controversy? In the next section, I will argue that they can, looking specifically at issues surrounding the distribution of wealth in the global sphere.



5. Moving Forward: Global Distributive Fairness



Problems involving the fair distribution of wealth are highly controversial both in domestic politics and in debates over global justice, and in both cases we would like political 13



For instance, I say nothing about human rights, which are an important element of his theory.
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philosophers to be able to contribute to this debate. Can they usefully do so? In this section I explore whether Rawls' theory of global justice, as articulated in the last section, can be used to help with this controversy. Firstly, I discuss the principles of distribution predicted by Rawls' theory for an autarkic world, which is the case Rawls discusses most thoroughly. Secondly, I consider how the theory might help us in dealing with issues of distribution in the globalized world with much greater economic interaction across borders, focusing especially on issues of fairness in international trade. We saw in the last section that our morality of global interaction, as plausibly articulated and interpreted by Rawls, includes a central and strong commitment to the value of collective self-governance to each people. As applied to an autarkic world this commitment suggests both some reasons for redistribution between peoples and also some reasons for limited such redistribution. Let us consider these in turn. A strong commitment to collective self-governance would seem to ground a duty to help peoples who are, in Rawls' terms “burdened”. “Burdened” societies, according to Rawls, are those which are unable to maintain a stable political order among themselves, whether through lack of resources, appropriate culture or otherwise. That is, they are societies that have great difficulties in governing themselves. If our morality of global interaction requires us to give strong weight to the importance to each society of being collectively self-governing, then it seems that said morality should require peoples to help societies which are struggling to exercise this capacity. Thus, there is a plausible case for a duty to assist “burdened” societies and, in some cases, fulfilling this duty will require transfers of resources. But treating collective self-government as having a fundamental importance does not require one to endorse any redistribution beyond that necessary to assist burdened societies. Once each people has enough resources to exercise its capacity to pursue its domestic
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political goals, it can make no further demands for resources that appeal to its interest in collective self-government. Further, not only does treating self-government for each people as fundamentally important not mandate redistribution beyond that required to assist burdened societies, it also entails a rejection of demands for any further redistribution (in an autarkic world). A very strong egalitarianism which required redistribution of wealth such that all peoples had the same, for example, might not respect the importance of collective self-government. This is because the political autonomy of those nations who might be required to donate their wealth might be violated. As much is illustrated by one of Rawls’ examples. He asks us to consider two countries with different savings rates and notes that if at some later time on of them is thus more wealthy it seems wrong to redistribute from that country to the other. The force of the example is that it reminds us of the importance to a people of being able to make their own choices about their economic life, such as their own savings rate, an importance which would be ignored if we tried to ensure global equality. So, following Rawls, political philosophers can use the values implicit in our morality of global interaction to make some plausible claims about suitable redistributive principles for an autarkic world. What can we say about distribution in our globalized, non-autarkic world, where there is much more ongoing economic interaction across borders? One might think that a theory which focuses on the value of collective self-government will not be very helpful in discussing the current world.14 The ongoing cooperative arrangements in our world are not the product of one-off deals between nations and hence are not regulated just by the principle that states ought to honor bargains they have struck. Furthermore, global rule making bodies such as the WTO seem to inevitably involve various ways of limiting the self-government of all participant peoples and hence, one might think, the 14
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importance of self-government will be irrelevant to evaluating their rules. I disagree with this thought and will argue that appeals to the importance of each country's capacity to selfgovern can help us evaluate the morality of cooperation between states. I'm going to focus on particular on debates surrounding the WTO. For most of WTO history the rules of trade have been mostly negotiated by and reflected the bargaining power of countries with larger domestic markets.15 These countries have greater negotiating power because the threat they can pose to other countries by closing their markets is greater and because their exit option of not trading is better. This feature of WTO rule making has been approached from very different perspectives. I will outline some of these here and consider how they might be connected with the values we use to asses global rules in other areas, in particular, the value of self-government. A first perspective on the WTO says that a set of rules which simply reflects the greater power of larger, wealthier nations is fair. An argument for this position will have to contain premises that are inconsistent with the rest of our morality of global interaction. Such an argument would have to begin with the claim that any nation of greater wealth, or with a larger domestic market, is entitled to have its interests given greater weight and hence that a bargain which reflects this greater weight is fair. We saw earlier that for purposes of considering entitlements in the global sphere, features of nations such as their wealth, size of domestic markets and so on are intuitively irrelevant. Just as no nation can deny another rights to non-intervention on the grounds that its lesser wealth makes its interests less important, similarly no nation can demand that another accept a less favorable deal in the WTO just because the size of its domestic market makes its interests less important. What is the alternative to a WTO deal arrived just through rational bargaining and reflecting power differentials? I'm going focus on Stiglitz’s recently proposal for a more 15



See, for instance, Barton et al (2005).
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morally acceptable arrangement and try to see how political philosophers might help to discuss it. Stiglitz calls his proposal the “Doha Market Access Proposal” (MAP). The proposal is that each nation should offer market access to all nations that are smaller and poorer than itself. MAP is intended to reflect a number of moral ideas that seem increasingly plausible as applied to the WTO. The central idea is that nations have a strong interest in sustaining their own development if they please and that this interest ought to be given strong weight in designing WTO policy. This interest is reflected in MAP in two main ways. Firstly, MAP involves a significant degree of liberalization allowing a large degree of foreign market access to poorer nations especially. This is to give them an opportunity to develop by exporting goods in which they have a competitive advantage. Secondly, MAP grants liberalization exemptions to poorer nations such that any given nation only has to open its markets to nations that are smaller and poorer than itself. This exemption is granted because for poorer nations there may be heavy transition costs associated with open their markets. Bearing these costs may be a significant impediment to development for these nations. What can political philosophers say about the moral basis for MAP? Stiglitz suggests that perhaps political philosophers could use the understanding of fairness proposed in Rawls' theory of domestic justice to support egalitarian global cooperation as proposed in MAP. I have argued in this paper that political philosophers can do no such thing. My argument has been that political philosophers must create their theories of global justice out of moral ideas and intuitions that apply specifically to global problems. If experience of global institutions, especially given their evolution over time, results in new moral ideas and intuitions about global problems being formed, then political philosophers must be attentive to this. Thus, the demand that interests in development be given stronger weight in the WTO,
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and its increasing intuitive plausibility to participants in debates over WTO is partly to be taken just as data for our theory of global fairness. But this doesn't mean that political philosophers are condemned to be passive observers of changes in the intuitive morality of global interaction. We can continue to try and judge whether new moral ideas and claims are plausible in light of the rest of our moral of global interaction. What about MAP then and the aim of supporting development? We saw in the last section that in an autarkic world, paying attention to the value of collective self-governance does not seem to require us to care about the wealth or development of other peoples, except as a matter of beneficence towards the truly “burdened”. But in the context of the WTO, and the globalized world generally, the importance of collective self-governance might have quite different implications. I think it plausibly does. Peoples have interests in realizing certain economic goals amongst other interests in determining their own future. Rawls' example, discussed earlier, of peoples with different savings rates illustrates this. A society with a higher savings rate has, as one of its aims as a political unit, the accumulation of greater wealth for future consumption within that society. Participants in the WTO have economic goals which require for their fulfillment interaction with other countries, for instance, developing a more specialized economy for export. WTO rules regulate a form of cooperation between peoples and the rules chosen determine what opportunities to achieve the relevant goals are given to each people. When we recognize these goals as legitimate interests of self-governing peoples, then there seems to be some reason, grounded in the strong and equal importance of each people's self-governance, to endorse WTO policies that offer equal opportunities for pursuing these ends among the member peoples.
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But even if we think WTO policy must respect the equal importance to each people of pursuing these economic ends, we can still think that policy ought to also take into consideration some important differences between peoples. Some countries would be very burdened by having to open their markets. For instance, given their high unemployment rates, developing countries might face heavy costs as their economy adjusts in light of tariff reduction.16 These countries would face much greater constraints on their economic goals if they were forced to liberalize than would, say, the USA. Thus, it seems reasonable to think a fair WTO scheme might reflect the fact that some peoples will be more burdened than others by demands for liberalization. In this way, we might arrive at a scheme such as MAP which is motivated by the importance of opportunities for development and growth through export to each people but also reflects the special needs and burdens faced by particular countries. Of course, none of this is to say that MAP is the uniquely best choice in light of our broader morality of global interaction. But I do suggest that the moral ideas motivating MAP can be seen as part of a plausible extension of that morality. What about the alternatives and objections to MAP? The major objections and alternatives to Stliglitz' proposal are developed from the idea of “reciprocity” that is commonly invoked in discussions of trade policy.17 The idea of reciprocity is that if one country allows a certain amount of access to its domestic markets, then it should be able to demand a similar amount of access to overseas markets. Rawls in fact endorses a principle very similar to that of reciprocity for the regulation of cooperative associations between peoples. Both Rawls' principle and the principle of reciprocity rest on the idea that a people should gain from cooperation with other peoples in the same proportion as it benefits them. 16 17



See Stiglitz (2005), chapters 1-3. Stiglitz (2005) p. 88 notes this concern.
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The principle of reciprocity has faced serious criticism for some time since, if it is followed strictly, no attention is paid to the fact that many of the peoples of the world are extremely poor and so requiring them to make concessions that are potentially quite costly often seems morally objectionable. Changes in the trade regime over the years have sometimes reflected this concern. For instance, part IV of the GATT stated that developed countries should not expect reciprocity from developing nations. However, even if it is sometimes tempered by considerations of charity to the desperately poor, the principle of reciprocity still plays an important role in thinking about fairness in trade and is relied upon to object to proposed regimes like to Stiglitz' MAP that ask for large benefits for developing countries whilst try to minimize any costs imposed on them. So, the idea of reciprocity is important. But what is its intuitive basis? I suggest that what intuitive support there is for the principle of reciprocity comes from its association with the idea of each people having sovereign control over a certain set of resources. But I do not think this association can be sustained: the reasons for granting a people sovereign control over a certain set of resources do not provide reasons for granting peoples rights to a proportionate return for any benefits they use those resources to bestow on other people.18 We have seen that what grounds a people's right to control its territory and make decisions about its own economy is that importance of collective self-governance to a people. The rights that peoples have over their resources are grounded in the importance of their having some sphere in which they can make decisions alone, and the assumption that exclusive control over a certain set of resources is required for them to be able to make such decisions. But this need for control over a certain of resources does not entail any entitlement to a proportional return of benefits when other peoples are benefited with some of these resources. If a people does not receive proportionate benefits in return for access to 18



The line of argument here is similar to that in an unpublished manuscript on Locke of Joshua Cohen's.
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its resources, this does not seem to be any interference with the capacity of that people to govern itself. Thus, if a people opens its markets to others and does not receive similar market access in return, this does present a threat to the former peoples' capacity to govern itself. Hence, I suggest that the principle of reciprocity has no grounding in the central values of the morality of global interaction.



6. Conclusion



We have been through a number of issues in a short space, and so I shall conclude by briefly recapping the major arguments and claims I have made. I began this paper with a challenge to those, such as the cosmopolitans, who think that political philosophers can justify strong conclusions about global justice just by relying on their theories of domestic justice. Although this is an appealing approach given our relatively well understood domestic theories, and despite the fact that it is the one non-philosophers, such as Stiglitz, expect us to take, it is not workable. Firslty, moral problems in the global sphere are quite different from domestic ones such that it may be very difficult to know which analogies between the two spheres are correct. Secondly, it is not possible to apply the moral concepts we have evolved for dealing with domestic problems to global ones. I suggested that we must instead adopt Rawls' methodology of approaching problems of global justice by relying on the moral ideas and intuitions we have developed in response to problems in that sphere. I illustrated a plausible version of this approach by outlining how Rawls' Law of Peoples tries to integrate the abstract moral ideals we have for global interaction with our more specific judgments about how that interaction should be regulated. Finally, I argued that, with a plausible theory of global justice in hand, we can try to
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address more controversial problems such as distributive justice between nations. I suggested that Rawls gives a plausible account of how we might do so for an autarkic world. But for the globalized world the implications of our theory may be less obvious. I suggested that political philosophers must attempt to work with moral ideas and demands that arise in response to moral problems such as fairness in the WTO and see how these ideas and demands might be integrated into our theory. I illustrated how such an approach might be used to defend Stiglitz' MAP proposal. In conclusion, then, political philosophers can say something of worth about global fairness. But they can only do so by paying careful attention to our existing morality of global interaction and its development over time. We can do more than observe that morality but cannot proceed in ignorant isolation from it.
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