
to
be

the
bestthatcan

be
advanced,but

itw
ould

be
interesting

to
canvass

the
aiternatives.See

N
orm

an
B

ow
ie’s

attem
ptto

do
this

in
T

ow
ards

a
N

ew
Theory

ofD
istributiveJustice

(A
m

herst,M
A

,1971),pp. 114ff.
25.‘Ihis,roughly,is

R
obert

N
ozick’s

view
in

A
narchy,

State,
and

U
topia

(N
ew

Y
ork,1974),chapter

7.
26.1

do
notclaim

to
have

resolved
the

probiem
thatunderlies

this
objec

tion,although
1

believe
thatm

y
rem

arks
pointin

the
rightdirection.Itshould

he
noticed,how

ever,thatw
hatis

atissue
here

isreally
ageneralprobiem

forany
theory

thataddresses
itselfto

institutionalstructures
rather

than
to

particular
transactions.O

ne
can

alw
ays

askw
hyinstitutionalrequirem

ents
should

apply
in

fuil
force

to
persons

w
ho

m
ake

rhinim
al

use
of

the
institutions

they
find

them
selves

in.‘This
point

em
erged

from
discussions

1
have

had
w

ith
Thom

as
Scanlon.

27.Fora
suggestive

accountofa
sim

ilarprobiem
,see

M
ichaelW

alzer,“The
O

hligation
to

D
isobey,”

O
bligations:E

ssays
on

D
isobedience,

W
ar,and

C
itizenshp

(C
am

bridge,M
A

,1970),pp. 3—
23.

28.O
n

the
probiem

ofthe
second

best,see
B

rian
B

arry,PoiiticaiA
rgum

ent
(L

ondon,
1965),pp. 261—

62.
29.JoelFeinberg,“D

uty
and

O
bligation

in
the

N
onidealW

orld,“Journal
ofPhilosophy

70
(10

M
ay

1973):263—
75.

30.
For

exam
ple,

the
IJN

C
harter,

articles
2(4)

and
1(3),

and
article

1
of

the
“D

eclaration
of

Principles
ofInternational

C
ooperation...”

approved
by

the
G

eneral
A

ssem
bly

on
24

O
ctober

1970.
B

oth
are

reprinted
in

B
asic

D
oeum

ents
in

InternationaiL
aw

,ed.Jan
B

row
nlie,2nd

ed.(O
xford,1972),pp.

1—
31

and
32—

40.
31.See

G
ene

Sharp,
The

Politics
ofN

onviolentA
ction

(B
oston,1973).

3. T
H

O
M

A
S

N
A

G
E

L

N
agel

defines
“radical

inequality”
as

characteristic
of

situations
in

w
hich

the
poorest

party
is

in
direst

need
(i.e.,lacking

in
even

the
barest

essential
goods),

and
claim

s
that

this
kind

of
inequality

raises
issues

beyond
those

posed
by

inequality
per

se.
H

is
concern

is
to

develop
an

argurnent for
w

hy
radical

inequality
betw

een
the

w
orld’s

affluentand
its

starving
m

ultitudes
is

unjust—
an

argum
ent

that
is

independent
of

the
claim

that
the

affluent
have,

through
colonization

for
instance,

played
a

role
in

causing
the

relevant
poverty.

For
N

agel,
the

m
ere

existence
of

radical
inequality

in
the

w
orld

is
a

m
ark

ofcontinuing
injustice:

E
ven

if
the

rich
countries

(and
theircitizens)

have
done

nothing
w

rong,the
giobal

political
and

econornic
system

that
allow

s
radical

inequality
to

persist
is

m
orally

objectionable.

P
o

v
erly

an
d

F
ood:

W
hy

C
h

arity
Is

N
ot

E
n
o
u
g

h
F

irstpublished
in

Food
Policy:The

R
esponsibility

ofthe
U

nited
States

in
the

L
ife

and
D

eath
C

hoices,
e
i

Peter
G

.B
row

n
and

H
enry

Shue
(N

ew
York.

TheFree
Press,

1977),
54—

62.R
eprinted

w
ith

theperm
ission

ofThe
Free

Press,
a

D
ivision

ofSim
on

&
SchusterA

duitPublishing
G

roup.
C

opyright©
1
9
?7b
y

The
Free

Press.A
lirights

reserved.

A
lthough

the
w

orld
food

situation
raises

acute
problem

s
ofdistributive

justicc,they
are

not
com

parable
to

problem
s

abouthow
to

distribute
a

definite
quantity

of
food

that
is

aiready
on

hand
to

num
erous

hungry
victim

s
o

fa
naturalcalam

ity
B

ecause
ofthe

signiflcanteffects
o
fd

istri
bution

on
production,and

the
im

possibility
ofseparating

the
d
istrib

u
tion

offood
from

thatofw
ealth

in
general,there

is
no

isolahle
question

ofjustice
aboutredistribution

offood
from

the
haves

to
the

have-nots.
In

a
sense,

therefore,
the

ethical
aspects

of
this

topic
can

be
discussed

only
as

part
ofthe

generalproblcm
ofglobal

econom
ic

inequality.In
a
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m
oney

econom
y,anything

can
be

exchanged
for

anything
else,and

the
issue

ofthe
distribution

offood
isinseparable

from
thatofthe

distribu
tion

oftransistors
or

pow
er

plants.
N

evertheless
there

is
a

reason
forthinking

aboutthe
largerquestion

in
term

s
of

food.
Food

is
basic.

It
is

the
last

thing
an

individual
can

afford
to

give
up,ifhe

can
afford

nothing
else,and

this
m

eans
thatin

the
currentw

orld
situation

w
e

are
notdealing

w
ith

an
abstractprobiem

of
inequality,butw

ith
som

ething
m

ore
specific

and
acute.Ifeveryone

in
the

w
orld

had
atleasta

m
inim

ally
adequate

standard
ofliving,there

w
ould

stiilbe
ethical

problem
s

about
th

]ustice
ofbig

differences
in

w
ealth

above
thatm

inim
um

—
as

there
are,forexam

ple,aboutthe
distribution

ofw
ealth

w
ithin

the
U

nited
States. B

utw
hateverm

ay
be

said
aboutthis

generalprobiem
,the

inequalities
thatappearin

the
distribution

offood
on

a
w

orldw
ide

scale
are

ofa
very

differentkind,and
raise

a
different

issue.‘They
are,to

be
sure,basically

inequalities
in

w
ealth

ratherthan
in

food;,butinequalities
in

w
ealth

and
incom

e
thatresuitin

starvation
or

severe
m

ainutrition
for

som
e

are
in

a
different

m
oral

class
from

those
inequalities

higher
on

the
scale

that
resuit

in
luxuries

and
m

ultiple
dw

ellings
for

som
e

and
m

arginalpoverty
for

others.W
hen

the
subject

is
enough

to
eatrather

than
a

yacht,the
difference

betw
een

haves
and

have-nots
goes

beyond
the

generalprobiem
ofequality

and
distributive

justice.Itis
an

extrem
e

case,involving
extrem

e
needs.

1
shall

use
the

term
“radical

inequality”
to

describe
this

situation.
A

radicalinequality
exists

w
hen

the
bottom

levelis
one

ofdirestneed,
the

top
levelone

ofgreatcom
fortoreven

luxury,and
the

totalsupply
is

large
enough

to
raise

the
bottom

above
the

levelofextrem
e

need
w

ithout
bringing

significant
deprivation

to
those

above—
specificafly,w

ithout
reducing

m
ostpeople

to
aplace

som
ew

hatabove
the

currentbottom
,or

otherw
ise

radically
reducing

theirstandard
ofliving.T

he
term

therefore
describes

not
m

erely
the

size
ofthe

gap
betw

een
top

and
bottom

but
also

the
available

total
and

the
levelofthe

bottom
.The

distribution
of

the
w

orld’s
food

supply
is

a
case

ofradicalinequality
because

in
a

situ
ation

of
adequate

productive
capacity

for
the

w
orld’s

population
over

the
predictable

short
term

,
econom

ic
inequalities

m
ean

that
under

a
m

arketsystem
m

illions
ofpeople

w
illhe

undernourished
from

infancy
and

their
health

and
life

expectancy
severely

dam
aged.

The
point

ofseparating
outthis

kind
ofcase

for
specialtreatm

ent
is

to
forestail

or
at

leastw
eaken

the
force

of
a

question
that

tcnds
to

arise
w

heneverthe
rectification

ofinequalities
is

discussed:the
question

“W
here

do
you

draw
the

line?”W
hen

itis
observed

thatpeople
in

the
U

.S.and
N

orthern
E

urope
have

a
high

standard
ofliving

and
people

in
South

A
sia

are
starving

or
m

alnourished,
and

that
there

is
som

e—
thing

w
rong

w
ith

this,
one

reaction
is

anxiety
about

the
prospect

of
bringing

everyone
to

a
com

m
on

levelonly
a

bithigher
than

that
ofan

Indian
peasant.

N
ow

there
m

ay
be

an
argum

ent
thatjustice

requires
such

a
solution,but

it
is

not
one

that
1

am
prepared

to
endorse,

and
the

issue
does

not
have

to
be

decided
in

order
to

dealw
ith

situations
ofradicalinequality

It
does

nottake
a

strongly
egalitarian

principle
to

indicate
that

som
ething

is
w

rong
in

these
cases,and

that
itw

ould
be

an
im

provem
entto

raise
the

bottom
even

ifthe
resulting

distribution
w

ere
stiilvery

unequal.
B

ut
even

if
one

decides
that

radical
inequality

is
unacceptable,

that
does

notteilus
w

hat
to

do
about

it.Ifthose
w

ho
are

w
elloffhad

sz’olen
their

riches
from

those
w

ho
are

poor,then
redistribution

w
ould

be
nothing

m
ore

than
the

uncontroversialrectification
ofpastw

rongs.
B

ut
it

is
not

so
sim

ple
as

that.To
be

sure,there
has

been
substantial

colonial
exploitation

ofpoor
countries

by
rich

ones,in
trade,in

labor
and

in
developm

ent.B
uta

greatdealofthe
difference

in
w

ealth
betw

een
developed

and
underdeveloped

countries
is

independent
of

this
and

depends
on

a
big

head
s
ta

rt
in

technology,
organization,

and
capital

accum
ulation,

w
hich

w
ould

have
existed

even
w

ithout
colonialism

.
W

hile
this

claim
m

ay
be

disputed,
it

seem
s

im
portant

to
arrive

at
a

view
of

the
situation

on
the

assum
ption

that
it

is
true.

O
ne

w
ould

concede
too

m
uch

if
one

tried
to

base
an

argum
ent

for
the

injustice
of

radical
inequality

entirely
on

the
claim

that
the

inequality
arose

through
w

rongdoing.E
ven

ifit
did

not,there
is

stiilsom
ething

w
rong

w
ith

the
resuit,and

w
ith

the
system

thatallow
s

itto
continue.There

is
som

ething
w

rong,in
otherw

ords,w
ith

an
internationalm

arketeconom
y

in
w

hich
m

any
people

are
m

alnourished
w

hile
m

any
others

live
high,

w
hen

there
is

enough
productive

capacity
to

feed
everyone

adequately.
‘Ihere

is
som

ething
w

rong
even

ifnobody
is

stealing
from

anyone
else,

and
even

ifthe
inequalities

resuit
autom

atically
from

the
influence

of
supply

and
dem

and,w
hich

can
produce

inequalities
ofw

ealth
thatresuit

in
inequalities

ofdistribution.
Such

a
view

challenges
the

idea
that

individuals,
com

panies,
or

nations
have

abasic
rightto

accum
ulate

w
ealth

and
property

and
to

trade
w

ith
others

on
w

hateverterm
s

are
m

utually
acceptable,letting

the
chips

failw
here

they
m

ay.Itchaflenges
the

idea
thatif,by

industrialand
other



52
G

L
O

B
A

L
JU

S
T

IC
E

:
S

E
M

IN
A

L
E

SSA
Y

S
T

H
O

M
A

S
N

A
G

E
L

5
3

developm
ent, the

U
.S., the

U
SSR

, E
urope, and

Japan
becom

e
w

ealthy

enough
so

that com
petition

betw
een

thcm
bids

the
price

of grain
up

out

of the
range

that India
and

other poor
countries

can
afford, then

there
is

no
m

oral objection
to

this
outcom

e
because

no
one

has
done

anything

w
rong. The

position
1

w
ant

to
defend

is
that

even
if

it
doesn’t

involve

anyone’s
doing

anything
w

rong, the
system

that
perm

its
this

outcom
e

is
stiil

m
orally

objectionable. It
is

true
that

the
m

oral
principles

that

tel
us

not to
harm

other
people, by

killing
or

injuring
them

or
stealing

the
food

outof their
m

ouths, are
extrem

ely
im

portant. B
ut they

do
not

exhaust the
m

oral
conditions

on
personal interaction.

It m
ay

seem
that the

natural suggestion
to

m
ake

at this
point is

that

the
w

orst effects
of m

arket inequaiities
should

be
dealt w

ith
by

charity:

charity
of

the
rich, nations

tow
ard

the
poor. Ihis

is
a

fam
iliar

rem
edy,

and
seem

s
particularly

appropriate
w

hen
the

inequality
of

w
ealth

is

paralleled
by

an
inequality

of
pow

er.
In

such
circum

stances
the

only

m
otive

available
for

parting
the

w
ealthy

from
their

possessions
seem

s

to
be

generosity, if indeed
that is

available. Perhaps
appeal

can
even

be

m
ade

to
som

ething
stronger, a

duty
of charity

w
hich

com
es

into
force

w
hen

one
can

help
others

in
serious

distress
w

ithout
excessive

cost
to

oneself.
C

ertainly
m

ost
people

w
ould

acknow
ledge

an
obiigation

to

throw
a

life
preserver to

a
drow

ning
m

an, even
if theyw

ouldn’t risk
their

lives
to

save
som

eone
from

a
burning

building.W
here

in
betw

een
these

extrem
es

the
duty

of
aid

to
others

gives
out

is
not

clear. Peter
Singer’

has
advocated

rectification
of inequality

along
these

lines. G
overnm

ents

and
individuals

are
som

etim
es

m
otivated

in
varying

degrees
to

engage

in
charitable

aid, and
such

policies
are

w
orth

encouraging.
N

evertheless
1

think
itis

im
portant to

reject charity
as

a
satisfactory

solution
to

the
probiem

. It
is

im
portant

to
reject

it
in

this
context, not

only
because

of the
lim

its
on

w
hat

it can
achieve

but because
ofw

hat
it

presupposes. U
ntil recently

voluntary
charity

w
as

the
m

ajor instrum
ent

ofredistribution
w

ithin
countries, and

it stili has
its

advocates. It
is

not

threatening
to

those
asked

to
give, for tw

o
reasons. First, it is left to

them

to
determ

ine
w

hen
the

sacrifice
they

are
m

aking
for

others
has

reached

a
point

at w
hich

any
fltrther

sacrifice
w

ould
be

supererogatory. Second,

it
does

not
question

their
basic

entitlem
ent

to
w

hat
they

are
asked

to

donate.’Ihe
legitim

acy
of their ow

nership, and
of the

processes
byw

hich

it cam
e

about, is
not

challenged. It
is

m
erely

urged
that, because

of the

severe
need

of
others,

those
w

ho
are

w
ell

off
should

voluntarily
part

w
ith

som
e

of the
w

ealth
to

w
hich

they
are

m
orally

quite
entitled. For

this
reason

people
are

especially
happy

to
donate

help
to

the
victim

s
of

a
flood,tornado,or

earthquake,since
the

needs
created

by
such

natural
disasters

cannot
possibly

be
taken

to
cast

doubt
on

the
legitim

acy
of

possession
ofthose

w
ho

have
not

suffered
a

com
parable

calam
ity

The
inequaiity

in
these

cases,
how

ever
radical,

has
not

in
any

sense
been

produced
by

a
set

of
social

institutions,
and

a
request

for
rectification

by
charity

cannottherefore
be

construed
as

an
im

plicit
criticism

of the
legitim

acy
ofexisting

w
ealth.

R
adical

econom
ic

inequalities,how
ever, are

not
like

the
results

of
natural

catastrophes.W
hen

they
persist

and
tend

to
reproduce

th
em

selves
over

generations,
then

the
system

of
political

and
econom

ic
institutions

that
provides

a
vehicle

for
their

operation
needs

to
be

exam
ined

critically. A
n

appealto
charity

as
a

solution,w
ith

its
im

plied
refiisalto

challenge
the

legitim
acy

ofthe
system

ofpropertyunderw
hich

the
donors

of
charity

hold
title

to
their

possessions,
tends

to
obscure

this
need.T

hatis
w

hy
charity

has
been

largely
superseded

in
dom

estic
political

arrangem
ents,atleast for

the
m

ostbasic
requirem

ents
ofiife,

byvarious
schem

es
ofredistributive

taxation, public
benefits,and

m
an

datory
socialinsurance.

The
central

claim
1

w
ant

to
m

ake
is

that
any

system
of

property
national

or
international,

is
an

institution
w

ith
m

oral
characteristics:

claim
s

of right
or

entitlem
ent

m
ade

under
it,claim

s
as

to
w

hat
is

ours
to

use
as

w
e

w
ish,carry

only
as

m
uch

m
oral

w
eight

as
the

legitim
acy

of
the

institution
w

iil
bear.

A
n

institution
of

property
is

defined
by

the
m

echanism
s

of
acquisition,

exchange,
inheritance,

taxation,
and

transfer
that

determ
ine

w
hen

som
eone

has,
loses,

or
acquires

title
to

som
ething.

M
oral

criticism
of

these
m

echanism
s

m
ay

cast
doubt

on
the

m
oral

im
portance

ofthe
fact

that
som

ething
belongs

to
som

eone
under

thatinstitution
ofproperty—

w
ithout challenging

the
claim

that
itdoes

so
belong.
2

i’Ih
e

possibility
of

such
criticism

is
not

lim
ited

to
any

particular
point

ofview
.A

w
elfare

state
w

illbe
found

illegitim
ate

by
a

libertarian
because

ite.xpropriates
the

w
elloifin

order
to

support those
w

ho
have

not earned
orbeen

given
enough

to
live

adequately.A
laissez-faire

system
w

ill be
found

illegitim
ate

by
som

eone
ofm

ore
egalitarian

sym
pathies,

because
it

perm
its

prosperity
to

depend
too

m
uch

on
the

fortunes
of

birth,background, and
talent.M

y
ow

n
view

s
are

ofthis
second

kind.1
believe

that
the

provision
by

sovereign
states

of
a

social
m

inim
um

for
their

citizens
is

justified
by

the
fact

that
m

orally
arbitrarv

factors
can

1
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exert
so

pow
erful

a
negative

influence
on

people’s
lives

in
the

absence
of such

a
policy. For

this
reason

a
procedurally

orderly
system

in
w

hich
no

one
cheats,

coerces, or
steals

from
anyone

else
can

stiil
he

m
orally

objectionable
because

of
radical

inequalities
that

system
aticallY

arise
under it, caused

in
part by

m
orally

arbitrary
differences

betw
een

people
in

natural
endow

m
ents,

fam
ily

jnfluence,
or

access
to

resources.
A

society
that fails

to
com

bat these
influences

perm
its

the
existence

ofan
illegitim

ate
system

of property
w

hose
legal

conditions
of

entitlem
ent

are
m

orally
questionable.T

he
appropriate

rem
edy

is
not an

exhortation
to

charity; but
a

revision
of the

system
of property

rights
to

rem
ove

its
objectionable

features. ‘Ihere
are

m
ore

and
less

radical w
ays

of accom
plishing

this, but
som

e
form

of
redistributive

social
w

elfare
is

g
en

er
ally

accepted
as

a
built-in

feature
of the

operation
of m

odern
national

econom
ies.

It
then

defines
new

conditions
for

legitim
ate

ow
nership,

acquisition, and
exchange.

A
redistributive

tax
m

ay
be

regarded
by

som
e

libertarians
as

a
form

of enforced
charity

(O
thers

w
ould

call
it

th
eft.)

B
u
t

fro
m

th
e

p
o
in

t
o
f

view
1

am
advocating

it
is

an
attem

pt
to

build
into

the
conditions

of
exchange, accum

ulation, and
possession

certain
safeguards

that prevent
them

from
being

unjust. W
ithin

the
U

nited
States, for

exam
ple, a

sys
tem

that
perm

itted
one-fourth

of
the

population
to

starve
w

hile
the

rest w
ere

w
ell off w

ould
he

regarded
as

unacceptable
even

ifthis
resuit

arose
w

ithout coercion
or theft, by

nonfraudulent econom
ic

transactions.
T

he
possibility

of such
a

resuit w
ould

generally
be

taken
to

underm
ine

the
legitim

acy
of

the
system

,
and

therefore
indirectly

the
legitim

acy
of possessions

held
under

it. It w
ouldnt

m
ean

that
they

w
ere

not legal
possessions, but

only
that

they
w

ere
not

m
orally

legitim
ate.

Property,
in

other w
ords, is

nota
value-free

institution. L
ike

political institutionS
(system

s
ofvoting, authority, representatiofl)

or judicial institutionS,
it

can
possess

or
lack

legitim
acy,

d
ep

en
d
in

g
on

h
o
w

itis
organized. A

nd
the

pure
w

orkings
of m

arket exchange, governed
entirely

by
supply

and
dem

and, do
not

constitute
a

legitim
ate

institution
of

property
if

they
p
e
rm

it
certain

kinds
of

outcom
es.

(Just
as

a
system

of
m

ajority
rule

w
ould

he
illegitim

ate, no
m

atter how
im

partially
applied

ifit contained
no

safeguards
against

the
persecution

ofunpopular
m

inorities.)
D

espite
the

vast
differences

in
scale

and
in

the
political

form
of

the
probiem

, 1
think

these
considerations

can
he

applied
to

the
assess

m
ent

ofthe
international

econom
ic

order
as

w
ell. O

ne
question

about
the

aoolication
of

this
view

is
w

hat
constitutes

a
single

institutiofl
of

property
in

the
relevant

sense.W
hy

are
ali

the
inhabitants

ofthe
U

S,
for

exam
ple,participants

in
one

system
that

can
therefore

be
criticized

if
it

allow
s

excessive
inequalities?

A
nd

w
hatw

ould
it

m
ean

to
call

the
w

orld
econom

y
such

a
system

?
If

the
w

orld
contained

countries
that

could
nottrade

orinteractw
ith

one
another,inequalities

betw
een

them
could

notbe
used

to
criticize

the
“w

orld
econom

ic
system

.”
B

utw
hen

a
setofinstitutions

governs
and

authorizes
the

econom
ic

transactions
of

even
a

very
large

population,they
becom

e
to

that
extent

a
com

m
unity

and
the

effects
ofthe

institutions
require

scrutiny.Ifthe
institutions

are
econom

ic,theygovern
the

lives
and

require
the

adherence
ofpractically

everyone
in

their
geographicalrange,and

ifthey
play

an
essentialpart

in
creating

greatw
ealth

in
som

e
areas

butnot
in

others,then
they

can
be

said
to

contribute
to

the
production

ofradical inequality
even

ifthey
do

notproduce
the

poverty
that

is
its

other
aspect.Ifthere

are
possible

alternative
arrangem

ents
that

w
ould

reduce
the

inequality
w

ithout
drastically

harm
ing

productivity
then

such
a

system
is

illegitim
ate.

It
seem

s
fairly

clear
that

there
is

a
w

orld
econom

y
and

that
it

is
illegitim

ate
in

thisw
ay.Internationally,itis

essentially
a

m
arketeconom

y,
w

ith
conspicuous

deviation
tow

ard
m

onopoly
in

som
e

areas
but

no
significant

international
taxation,

certainly
none

designed
to

ensure
distributive

justice.
‘Ihat

kind
of

thing
goes

on,
to

varying
degrees,

w
ithin

the
boundaries

ofstates.B
utinternationally

there
is

no
check

to
the

developm
entofastronom

ical differences
in

purchasing
pow

er,w
ith

disastrous
results

forthe
poorcountries

w
hen

the
rich

countries
com

pete
in

the
m

arketfora
Iim

ited
w

orld
grain

crop
and

drive
prices

outofreach
ofthe

poor.T
hese

inequalities
are

largely
due

to
factors

ofdevelopm
ent,

resources,population,
and

history
that

are
m

orally
arbitrary

as
far

as
the

people
involved

are
concerned.

T
o

a
lim

ited
extent

the
situation

can
be

m
itigated

by
charity

in
the

form
offoreign

aid,but
it

is
not

an
idealsolution.Som

e
internalconditions

on
the

international
econom

y
and

internationalm
arkets,to

m
ake

the
w

hole
system

ofproperty
m

ore
legitim

ate,w
ould

be
far

preferable.
3

‘The
probiem

,
of

course,is
that

no
one

is
in

a
position

to
im

pose
such

conditions.Itw
illnotbe

done
unless

the
w

ealthy
countries

decide
thatan

im
provem

entin
the

econom
ic

condition
ofthe

restof the
w

orld
isto

their
advantage,

or
at

least
that

it
w

ill
not

c
o
st

them
m

uch.This
is

a
risk

y
p
ro

p
o
s
itio

n
.‘W

hile
redistributive

system
s

do
not

sim
ply

take
a
w

a
y

fro
m

the
top

w
hatthey

give
to

the
bottom

—
since

the
econom

y
is

notlike
a

jar
of

alreadv
h2Ic

p
r
c
,
c
—

’
-

1
1

i1
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effect
on

the
position

of
the

w
ealthy

from
any

reform
that

raises
the

buying
pow

er
of the

poor. W
here

there
are

serious
problem

s
of scarcity

in
resources,

these
effects

are
likely

to
he

adverse.
M

oreover,
even

if
it

w
ere

generally
recognized

that
an

international
system

of
taxation

w
ould

benefit everyone, it w
ould

stiil require
forcible

im
position

because
otherw

ise
no

nation
could

be
confident that others

w
ould

contribute
if

thcy
did. T

his
is

the
standard

probiem
of coordination

and
sovereignty

fam
iliar

since
H

obbes
analyzed

itin
the

L
eviathan.

B
ut

even
though

nothing
of thiskind

is
likely

to
occur

w
ithout

a
strong

international system
, it provides

a
different view

of the
probiem

.
O

ne
cannot

take
as

beyond
challenge

the
fact

that
each

nation
ow

ns
w

hat
it

produces
and

w
hat

it
can

buy
on

the
open

m
arket,

and
that

therefore
w

hat w
e

have
is

ours
to

decide
w

hat
to

do
w

ith. L
egally

this
is

true,
and

even
if w

e
are

m
oved

by
the

plight
of the

poor
to

transfer
som

e
of

our
w

ealth
to

them
,

it
is

entirely
a

m
atter

of
decision

for
us,

about
how

to
allocate

our
w

ealth.
U

ntil
another

system
of

property
is

developed,
m

oreover,
this

w
ill

he
the

m
ain

m
ethod

of
com

bating
radical inequality

at
the

international level. B
ut

itis
usefiil

to
keep

the
illegitim

acy
of

the
system

in
m

m
d, if

orily
for

the
force

it
adds

to
the

charitable
argum

ents
for

foreign
aid.

O
ne

consequence
of the

view
that radical inequality

is
an

injustice
arising

from
the

econom
ic

system
is that aid

should
be

truly
hum

anitar
jan. B

y
this

1
m

ean
that

it should
he

directed
at the

im
poverished

purely
in

virtue
of their

hum
anity

and
not in

virtue
of their

special relation
to

the
donor. E

veryone
at the

bottom
deserves

help. Perhaps
som

e
form

s
of

aid
are

appropriately
influenced

by
such

factors. B
ut aid

thatsim
ply

lif’ts
people

off the
absolute

bottom
and

helps
them

to
a

m
inim

ally
adequate

diet
addresses

a
need

so
general

and
basic

that
it

is
an

inappropriate
vehicle

for
the

expression
of political preference. ‘Iherefore

a
feature

of
recent U

.S. aid
policy

that
has

caused
controversy

seem
s

clearly
objec

tionable: the
preference

given
to

m
ilitary

aliies
in

the
allocation

ofdirect
aid

under
P.L

. 480. C
ongress

w
as

understandably
m

otivated
to

im
pose

a
requirem

ent that
at least 70

percent
of food

aid
under T

itle
1

of P.L
.

480
go

to
the

m
ost

seriously
affected

countries, independently
oftheir

alliances
w

ith
us. A

ctuaily, if
the

program
w

ere
truly

hum
anitarian,

it

w
ould

disregardpolitics
entirely.’This

is
notbecause

the
som

ew
hatbet

ter—
offcountries

that are
our

allies
do

not need
food

aid
and

cannot use
it to

serve
basic

hum
an

needs. It
is just that the

inhabitants
of the

m
ost

seriously
affected

countries
need

it
m

ore, and
ifa

policy
is

to
he

purely

hum
anitarian

it
m

ustbe
directed

atpeople
in

virtue
oftheir

hum
anity

alone,and
notin

virtue
oftheir

politics.A
hum

anitarian
food

aid
policy

w
ould

therefore
base

allocation
solely

on
nutritional

needs.
Ihe

trouble
is

that
no

aid
can

be
entirely

nonpoliticalin
its

effects.
A

id
of

any
kind

perm
its

the
transfer

of
resources

from
that

sector
to

another
and

is
therefore

equivalentto
m

onetary
aid.Food

aid
to

either
a

friendly
or

an
unfriendly

nation
perm

its
it

to
spend

m
ore

on
arm

s
than

it
could

otherw
ise.‘Ihere

is
no

aid
w

ithout
som

e
side

effects
of

this
sort.N

evertheless,the
provision

of certain
basic

hum
an

needs
can

he
given

priority
over

political
and

even
strategic

considerations,
as

it
is

in
w

arfare.‘The
law

s
o
fw

ar
4

prohibit
attacks

on
m

edical
personnel

and
hospitais,

destruction
of

crops,
and

blockades
aim

ed
at

starving
out

the
enem

y
popu1ation.

Such
m

easures
m

ight
be

m
ilitarily

useftil,
but

they
are

prohibited
as

inhum
ane.

1
suggest

that
the

reverse
side

of this
coin

is
that

positive
aid,if

it
is

to
be

fully
hum

ane,should
not

he
influenced

by
political

factors
w

hen
it

concerns
basic

and
universal

hum
an

needs—
even

w
hen,

as
is

alm
ost

inevitable,
it

has
politically

relevant
effects.

A
final

point
to

consider
is

the
one

raised
by

G
arrett

H
ardin

in
supportofw

hathe
calls

the
“lifeboatethic.”

5
H

e
argues

thatfood
aid

to
the

poorest countries
w

illdo
harm

ratherthan
good,because

by
reduc

ing
the

death
rate

w
itliout

altering
the

birth
rate

itw
illresuitin

larger
populations

and
ensure

a
larger-scale

collapse
at

a
later

date,w
hen

the
w

orld’s
productive

capacities
are

exhausted.‘Ihis
m

eans
that

the
m

ost
beneficialpolicy

tow
ard

the
poor

countries
coincides

rem
arkably

w
ith

the
interest

of the
rich—

nam
ely

not
to

give
any

aid
at

ali.
W

e
should

he
suspicious

ofa
resuit thatcoincides

so
perfectlyw

ith
our

econom
ic

self-interest.
C

ertainly
population

control
and

internal
agricultural

developm
ent

are
the

m
ost im

portant
factors

in
im

proving
the

situation
ofthe

poorestcountries
overthe

long
term

.B
utthe

im
m

e
diate

probiem
stiil

exists,and
transfers

are
the

only
w

ay
ofpreventing

starvation
and

m
ainutrition

form
illions

ofpeople
overthe

nextten
years.

T
hose

people
have

aiready
been

born,and
a

very
pow

erfulreason
w

ould
he

nceded
to

deny
them

food
resources

that
are

definitely
available.

The
reason

offered
by

H
ardin

is
not

pow
erfiul

enough,
for

it
depends

on
a

conjecture
aboutw

hatw
illhappen

in
the

future.W
e

are
therefore

w
eighing

the
certainty

of
a

present
disaster

against
the

possibility
of

a
greater

future
disaster—

a
possibility

to
w

hich
no

definite
likelihood

can
he

assirneciW
1,Ip

i-1-.
r
I
p
,
;
’
-
’
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not
uniform

,
population

grow
th

often
dim

inishes
follow

ing
a

rise
in

the
standard

ofliving,
for

good
reason.

Since
the

catastrophic
results

predicted
by

H
ardin

are
notinevitable,and

can
be

com
bated

directly,it
w

ould
be

w
rong

to
refuse

to
avertcertain

disasterin
the

presenton
the

assum
ption

that
this

w
as

the
only

w
ay

to
prevent

greater
and

equally
certain

disaster
in

the
future.

Som
etim

es
a

present
sacrifice

m
ust

be
m

ade
to

forestaileven
the

uncertain
prospectofa

far
greater

evilin
the

future.
B

ut
this

is
true

only
if

the
tw

o
evils

are
of

different
orders

of
m

agnitude.
In

the
case

at
hand,the.present

sacrifice
is

too
great

to
be

subjectto
such

calculations.
W

hile
foreign

aid
is

not
the

best
m

ethod
of

dealing
w

ith
rad

i
cal

inequality—
being

com
parable

to
private

charity
on

the
dom

estic
scene—

it
is

the
only

m
ethod

now
available.

It
does

not
require

a
strongly

egalitarian
m

oral
position

to
feel

that
the

U
.S.,w

ith
a

gross
national

product
of

a
trillion

dollars
and

a
defense

budgetw
hich

is
9

percent
of

that,
should

be
spending

m
ore

than
its

current
tw

o-fifths
of

1
percent

of
G

N
P

on
nonm

ilitary
foreign

aid,given
the

w
orld

as
it

is.T
he

w
orst-off

countries
are

so
poor

and
unable

to
com

pete
in

the
w

orld
com

m
odity

m
arketthatw

ithouttransfers
m

illions
ofindividuals

in
them

w
illgrow

up
m

alnourished,w
ith

shortand
w

retched
life

spans.
W

e
can

afford
to

give
substantiaily

m
ore

than
w

e
do

w
ithoutreducing

ourselves
to

starvation.
W

hether
the

rich
should

give
m

ore
than

is
needed

to
com

bat
radi—

calinequality—
w

hether
they

should
take

a
m

ore
general

equality
as

their
goal—

is
a

question
1

shall
n
o
t

address.
It

seem
s

in
any

case
th

at
charity

is
a

poor
in

stru
m

en
tfor

the
achievem

ent
o
fsubstantial

equality
and

th
at

alternative
in

stitu
tio

n
al

arrangem
ents

w
ould

be
required.

II
is

m
oreover

unrealistic
to

ask
the

w
ell-off

to
m

ake
substantial

sacrifices
voluntarily

in
order

to
im

prove
the

standard
o
fliv

in
g

o
f

others
w

ho
are

m
erely

m
uch

less
w

ell
off,w

ithoutbeing
w

retchedly
poor.R

edistribu—
tion

of
this

kind
requires

a
universal

involuntary
system

that
can

be
enforced,and

thatdoes
notdepend

on
the

sum
ofindividualdecisions.

Perhaps
som

eday
such

a
system

w
ill

exist.B
uttill

then,there
is

m
uch

to
be

done
to

am
eliorate

the
w

orst
effects

ofthose
radicalinequalities

that
are

produced
by

the
unim

peded
operation

of
the

international
m

arket
econom

y.
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