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| hope that it will not seem too self-indulgent ibegin by very briefly situating this
paper in the context of my work in this area magaggally (as, alternatively, it might
be presumptuous to assume that you are all alriadyiar with it). Much of that
work has been concerned to articulate an accoupblitical obligation in terms of
what have become known as ‘associative obligation&ssociative dutieS(Horton,
1992, 2006, 2007(a) and 2007(b)), although | haveonfess that | do not seem to
have won many converts to this viewhe context of much of that work has been, in
particular, a critique of philosophical anarchisna view that denies that most of us
have any political obligations specifically to opolity — and especially of the
arguments of A. John Simmons, probably the modbgbphically sophisticated and
tenacious defender of that position (Simmons, 1872901). Here, though, | want to
set aside the debate with philosophical anarchisoohsider another kind of criticism
that has been levelled against the idea of assaeiatuties generally, and of
associative political obligations in particular:ishis what has become known,
following Samuel Scheffler, to whom | am greatlyddébted in this paper, as ‘the

distributive objection’ (Scheffler, 2001: Chs. Jdssin).

This conference provides a particularly approprateasion for such an engagement,
concerned as it is with the twin themes of polltichligation and global justice. For
the principal proponents of the distributive obj@et to associative political
obligations or duties tend to be theorists of glqbstice (e.g. Caney, 2005 & 2008;

Pogge, 2002; Tan, 2004). Although, as | shall arlzuer, one can be genuinely



concerned about global suffering and poverty withwecessarily rejecting the claim
that there are also robust, independent associalilgations, it is generally true that
the stronger the conception of global egalitariamighe more any associative
obligations, and especially associative politicalies, are likely to be seen as at best
secondary and derivative, if they are thought teehany validity at all. In what
follows, therefore, | shall somewhat loosely ch&gese those who advance the
distributive objection as global justice theoristdile referring to those who embrace
a strong version of global egalitarianism, suchaaglobal difference principle, as

global egalitarians.

It is perhaps worth noting that although, in adufitito their scepticism towards
associative obligations, there are some commoeslaf approach between the kind
of philosophical anarchism embraced by Simmonsmogonents of the distributive
objection, such as a conception of morality donadaty universal abstract
principles, they are generally lines of criticisthat are not easily combinable
(Scheffler, 2001: Ch. 4; Seglow, 2009). For, whereailosophical anarchists are
firmly inclined towards a form of voluntarism aboamhy moral duties that are not
based on negative rights to non-interference, digfienof the distributive objection
typically endorse a strong theory of positive rgghfhus, for example, for Simmons
background morality is conceived largely in ternisaonatural right to liberty and
negative duties that renders problematic any pasiights that are not grounded in a
promise or some other form of voluntary agreem@&. contrast, global justice
theorists are usually committed to some more @& tBsnanding positive rights and
the corresponding duties that are seen flow framh ¢bmmitment, while defenders of

a strong form of substantive egalitarianism areegsarily committed to such morally



demanding positive duties. So, although philosagdh@marchists and global justice
theorists are both inclined to reject the claint tthere are any robust, independent
associative political duties, and perhaps any &atee duties all, they do so for quite

different reasons that tend to pull in oppositections.

The structure of the paper is fairly straightfordiam the first section, | begin by
saying a little about associative duties in genaral associative political duties in
particular. (You may already have noticed that itcwrather randomly between
duties and obligations, and | should make it cleam the start that nothing in my
argument hinges on any supposed distinction betvadsigations and duties.) In
doing so, | cannot set out a detailed account e@hassociative duties in general, or
of associative political obligations in particuland so far as possible | shall mostly
be agnostic between differing theoretical explametiof them The purpose is only
to fix in broad terms th&ind of view that | want to defend and against which th
distributive objection is levelled. In the secomatt®on, | then set out the distributive
objection. Again, | shall mostly be concerned wgdneric features of this objection,
although | distinguish between stronger and weaieesions of it. In the process |
shall also say a little more about its connectionthieories of global distributive
justice. In the third part | argue that the antagiwnbetween defenders of a moderate,
but still robust, conception of associative poétiduties and at least the proponents of
weaker forms of the distributive objection can h&gated in various ways. The point
here is not to deny that there is often a perdis&rsion between them, but to suggest
how they can to some degree be accommodated vaithiew that is willing to accept
the legitimacy of both. In the fourth part | makefew remarks in defence of

associative political duties against more radiocaimnfs of the distributive objection as



advanced by egalitarian theorists of global justadthough | am aware that | do little

more than scratch the surface.

To anticipate and clarify the basic direction o #drgument, the view that | wish to
articulate and defend is not one in which the digimor have no legitimate moral
claims against the wealthy, or, even, one in whitdse claimsalwayshave a lower
priority than our associative duties. But the positthat | am particularly concerned
to resist in this paper is the obverse of this. ISeant to insist on the independent
claims that our associative duties have on us, aweln when they are admitted, to
deny that they must necessarily be seen as subsertd what are taken to be
principles of global distributive justice. We hai#o independent sources of moral
claims on us, with no set of priority rules thapkxn how one set of claims must
always take precedence over the other. Both mattet;neither one can be silenced
or consigned to permanent inferiority by the oth@®f course, in context we
frequently have good reasons for leaning towardsrather than the other, but these
are matters of practical judgement, and often thereroom for rationally

irreconcilable differences about they are to baheatd or weighed against each other.

I
The principal source of the general idea of asswelauties is eloquently expressed

by Samuel Scheffler when he writes:

[O]rdinary moral opinion...continues to see assoe@tduties as central
components of moral experience. In so doing, ibgecses some claims upon
us whose source lies neither in our own choicesmtre needs of others, but

rather in the complex and constantly evolving celteion of social and



historical relations into which we enter the momeet are born. For we are,
after all, born to parents we did not choose ama& twe did not choose; and
we land in some region we did not choose of a semdd we did not choose.
And, from the moment of our birth and sometimesngopclaims are made on
us and for us and to us.... And if, in due coursejmject our own wills into
this mix — straining against some ties and enhgnathers, sometimes
severing old bonds and acquiring new ones — thdiateof common moral
opinion seems to be that we can never wipe the ®atirely clean. Our
specific historical and social identities, as tlieyelop and evolve over time,
continue to call forth claims with which we mustken, claims that cannot
without distortion be construed as contractualharacter, and which are not

reduced to silence by general considerations af (8eheffler, 2001: 64).

This is a picture that | assume we can all recegmibatever our attitude is to it.
There are, though, a number of points here thatpamaaps, worth spelling out just a
little more, although as remarked earlier | cano®texpected to do so in any detalil

here.

Fundamentally, the idea of associative obligatiehsderived from a feature of
ordinary moral thought that, as Scheffler surelgr@ctly remarks, is very widespread,
whether or not it is equally widely endorsed byl@éophers. This is that there is a
dimension of our moral life that is neither to bedarstood as based on universal
moral principles, such as equality or human rights, as resulting from voluntary
transactions or commitments, such as promises this ad# allegiance. Instead, they
derive from patterns of relationships with someitét group of people. What is

distinctive about associative duties when viewedmsndependent source of moral



claims on us (and entitlements) is that they defigm an appreciation of our social
embeddedness within different forms of relationshipat Scheffler refers to above
as ‘our specific historical and social identitieBhese relationships are either entirely
unchosen, such as those with parents and, for aiast, with fellow citizens, or are
in some significant part not entirely explicabletenms of any choice that may have
been involved in the process of acquiring themhsag relations with colleagues and
even friends, and that are also not fully explieabl terms of universal moral
principles, such as meeting human needs or maxigisiility*. These relationships
are often of great importance to us, some beingngntioe most valuable features of
our lives, and are typically thought to make matemands on us. Moreover, we
commonly think that it is often enough to cite theslationships as justifications of
our actions; and they play a particularly importesie in justifying partiality in our
behaviour, explaining why we favour those peopl®wstand in a special relationship
to us. For instance, they justify (or are commahiyught to) why | helped this man,
who is my father, rather than some other man whyg have needed or benefitted
from (and even in some sense, perhaps, deservedietpymore: we would think it
distinctly odd if, on being told that this man iy father, we were then asked why we
thought that was a good reason for ever treatimgrhore favourably. And even if the
relationship with my father breaks down such | cdaméold that | owe him nothing
by virtue of his being my father, this is someththgt typically needs to be explained,

in a way that my not helping just anyone who caiidilarly benefit from it does not.

It is thought by some, however, that the claim tthegre are associativgolitical
duties is especially problematic and less firmlgugrded in common moral thought.

Yet, although our relationship with compatriots ddgferent in some significant



respects from that with our immediate family, mobviously in the absence of the
face-to-face character of the latter, it still sseavident that the idea that we have
duties to other members of our polity that we dbowe to others is widespread and
powerful. Most clearly this seems to be involvedtlre duty that people in some
circumstances believe themselves to be under totheir lives to defend their
country. It can also be convincingly argued thathsa sense of commonality and the
duties associated with it play an important roleunderpinning institutions like the
welfare state (Miller, 1995). The quality of ournemunal political life matters to us
in a variety of ways and for a number of reasonsary case, the view that citizens
have special obligations to the polity of which ythere members — what in the
literature has become known, following Simmons,‘the particularity condition’
(Simmons, 1979) — is agreed to be widespread eyethdse, like Simmons, who

think that it is misplaced.

There is perhaps one final clarificatory point thaeds to be made. This concerns the
relationship between the rather broad account sbaative duties that | am
countenancing and the more restricted conceptiotnaditional theories of political
obligation, where it is typically understood narfg\@as no more than the obligation to
obey the law. While | certainly agree about thedfamental importance of the law
and coercive institutions in mediating the relasioip of citizens, | also think that an
excessive concern with ‘obedience’ and an exclusoes on the law can be
misleading (Parekh, 1993). So, on my account, wihigetraditional concerns of the
problem of political obligation continue to figuprominently, as | think they must,
they are to be interpreted as part of wider conorpif the associative duties that we

have as members of our polity. Inevitably, there gquite a few aspects of this brief



account that would need further discussion andheefient in any fuller treatment of
associative duties in general and of associatiViéiqad duties in particular, but | hope

that what | have said is just about adequate ®ptirpose at hand.

[l
What, then, is the so-called distributive objectamd how is it relevant to associative
duties? Again, Scheffler explains very well howstlebjection bears on associative
duties, and especially on associative politicaledui.e. duties to compatriots), when
he writes:
The distributive objection challenges the ideat theembers of affluent
societies have special responsibilities to thegoaiates that they do not have
to other people. The objection need not deny thate are important
differences of character and motivation betweenseh who take such
responsibilities seriously and those who act dutcrmdely self-interested
motives. Nevertheless, it insists that specigboasibilities serve to validate a
natural tendency to partiality or favouritism withgroups, and the effect of
this form of validation is to confer unfair advages on the members of
wealthy groups while placing other people at arfamndisadvantage
(Scheffler, 2001: 85)
At its simplest, the distributive objection holdsat associative duties are a mask for
unfairness and inappropriate favouritism or pdtsialwhether or not they are

maintained in good faith or as simply a transpaeswtse for selfishness.

This complaint if developed specifically with respéo associative political duties in

fairly affluent countries is that, if given indepknt weight, such duties detract from



our universal duties to bring about a just distiitnu of resources across all human
beings. For, if we have a countervailing duty, dayrelieve relative poverty in our
own country, this will likely mean that there wille less resources, and perhaps
significantly less resources, to redistribute tosthin other countries where people are
considerably worse off than even the relatively rpoo our own. This is unfair
because the fact that someone is a member of arietys@ather than another is
irrelevant to their basic human needs, and infitealkes them no more deserving of
or entitled to a higher level of resources, welfarewhatever is taken to be the
currency of distributive justice (although for teake of simplicity | shall henceforth

only refer to resources).

Thus, while some theories of global justice arenofmea wider range of reasons for
justifying cross-national inequalities than areeny most tend to be sceptical of the
relevance of belonging to a particular polggr se and some global egalitarians in
particular are fiercely hostile to it. As we sha#e later, these global egalitarians
simply reject the significance of political membeps to distributive questions
entirely, often seeking to ridicule the claim thia¢y could be. However, even those
who are not strongly attached to any particulaoth@f global distributive justice are
still likely to feel that the distributive objectiohassomeforce, and indeed it is
certainly not my intention to deny that there ismsthing seriously morally
unsatisfactory about a world in which in the ridghesuntries a vast amount of
resources are simply wasted or utilised for utténlyial purposes, while millions of
people suffer from gross malnutrition, easily clealliseases and so on. It is not
difficult to agree with Thomas Nagel when he writkat: “The collective pursuit of

prosperity and justice for themselves by the aizef a nation remains under a



shadow while it goes on in a world like ours, wharminority of nations are islands
of relative decency in a sea of tyranny and cruglpoverty’ (Nagel: 1991: 179).
However, and this leads into my next section, aegpthis claim need not be

incompatible with also accepting the force of asgoe political duties.

"
| now, therefore, move on to consider whether there@ necessary antagonism
between defenders of associative political oblagyegiand proponents of weaker forms
of the distributive objection, such that embracomge requires the rejection of the
other. In suggesting that there need not be, | andenying that there are still likely
to be some tensions and conflicts between whataglpistice is thought to require,
even on these more modest accounts, and what asgealuties may mandate or
permit. But | do not subscribe to the view thatréhiss something amiss if there are
sometimes conflicts between the various moral c@mnations that have purchase on
us, and even if there are no clear priority rutsdways prioritising between them.
However, that is not to say that it is not betfeweé can alleviate the most severe
conflicts where this is possible without distorting undermining the legitimacy of
these sometimes rival claims. Nor is it to denyt thamany cases where there is a
conflict, the balance of reasons may clearly poowards to one set of concerns

having priority over the other. Moral conflicts aret always difficult to resolve.

A first, simple point to be made here is that disttive concerns do not exhaust the
content of associative political duties. That @hg have a particular duty, say, to
participate in the political affairs of their owmuntry need not conflict in any way

with principles of global justice. Only if one takéhe latter to require a world state
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(or to be so demanding that there would be no teftefor political involvement in
one’s own country) would one be even remotely i to think that there must be a
conflict here. In fact, it is quite hard to imagiaevorld in which one would have no
political duties to one’s political community, wieaer form that political community
might take, although it is fair to say that thesghthbe thought explicable in terms
other than those of associative duties. But, mytdoere is only the fairly modest one
that there nameedfor theorists of global justice to deny that thareany associative
political duties; and as Il go on to explain theray even be good reason for them to

acknowledge a significant if secondary role fortsdaties.

This is because, even with respect to distributivecerns, it is possible to advance
the claim that associative political duties cansacias to support global justice. For,
as Richard Vernon has persuasively argued in anyedsunpublished book,
Cosmopolitan Regardjiven the world as it is and is likely to be ftbe foreseeable
future, the only political agencies that can realffectively bring about global justice
are states or multi-national institutions whoseetiieness is entirely dependent upon
their backing by states. If this is the case, it ptausibly be argued that it is vitally
important that citizens recognise associative dutietheir own political community
in order that they support their state’s role inmoting global justice. In the absence
of an effective international taxation agency, ésample, the redistribution of funds
needed to bring about global justice are only liked be realisable though state
governments, and realistically this requires, fostance, that citizens accept the
legitimacy of their taxation by their governmentowkver, whether or not one is
entirely convinced by Vernon's argument, and | hamy really presented the

conclusions rather than the argument, my initialteotion that in some areas there
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need be no conflict between many associative palitluties and the requirements of

global justice remains untouched.

A second point concerns the nature or content afynessociative duties. So far, |
have accepted Scheffler's understanding that thesendeed duties in the sense of
strict moral requirements; and of course they oftem (Seglow, 2009). However,
many of what might be called associatdigiesare rather more like permissions than
strict moral duties (although it would be a mistaikkemy view, to think of them as,
therefore, merely superogatory). For instance uinardinary understanding of them,
in many circumstances they allow us to favour oun damily, friends or compatriots
but do not in any strong sense require us to doisahey are highly indeterminate
and open-ended about how far we @guiredto favour those people with whom we
are in associative relationships. What | mean kg/iff) for example, that even keenest
defenders of associative duties might not wantagotbat someone who weighs their
duties to the world’s destitute much higher rekatio her own family than is the norm
necessarily acts wrongly. Of course, there is fosthof us something wrong with a
Mrs Jellybe, whom Dickens memorably portrays Bfeak Houseas being so
concerned with poor children in Africa that she poenensively neglects her own.
However, a parent who takes the view that it ipprapriate to lavish vast material
resources on her child, in the form for instancexgensive toys or designer clothing,
which most moderately wealthy parents tend to devottheir children, surely does
nothing wrong; and nor does a parent who does aat W stack up an inheritance for
their child but prefers to give the money to agesa@oncerned with reducing poverty
in poor countries: money is a poor measure of galéove and concern. Indeed, it is

just as consistent for the defender of associatitees to admire such behaviour as it
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is for the enthusiast of global justice. And, etyyadven the theorist of global justice
is likely to think that it is permissible for a st to devote more attention to her child
than to other children (although they may wish iieegan alternative justification for

it than one in terms of associative duties). S@irggwhile the theorist of global

justice and the defender of associative duties welldisagree about the point up to
which favouring one’s own children is permissibilleey need not do so, and even
when they do disagree it is pertinent that in daogeither is necessarily committed

to rejecting the legitimacy of the other’s concerns

It might, though, be conceded that this is truefamhilial duties but be denied in
relation to associative political duties. And itedoappear to be the case that some
political duties, and particularly those encompdssethin the rather narrow
traditional conception of political obligation agibg about obedience to the law,
cannot be understood as permissions. Some poldid#s, therefore, are quite strict
and specific in what they require of us (Klosko98p However, two points are
relevant here. First, political obligation in theditional sense does not obviously
conflict with the idea of global distributive juséi. The claim that we are all under a
general obligation to obey the laws of our statesdoot of itself appear to have any
specific implications for global justice. And, aBuded to earlier, if a state were
actually pursuing policies that promoted globaltigesthen such political obligations
could also work in favour of global justice. Seclnadot all political duties are as
determinate or strict as this: there are many Guatf’ ways in which we can
discharge our responsibilities as members of olitypd his takes us back to our
earlier point about many associative duties, indgdsome associative political

duties, being more open-ended and/or less strict.
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A third, related point, but distinct from the sedproncerns the limits of associative
duties. Even the most determined advocate of aspeiduties will want to insist on
their inherent limits, and even if there is no @eccriterion or agreement about
exactly where these limits lie, some things arartyeunacceptable. No defender of
associative duties would claim that they make inpssible for, let alone require,
people to do absolutely anything to promote theraggts of their family, friends or
fellow citizens. That would be absurd. Nor are wst jtalking about prohibitions on
murder and such like. In a political context, fesample, public officials (at least in
societies where a there is no legitimate nepotystidical culture) are not entitled to
favour their own relatives in awarding governmenttcacts or in making other
official decisions. Associative duties have an peledent source, but they do not
exist entirely apart from the rest of morality. Rat they inhabit our moral life in the
context of other relevant considerations, whichemfshape and discipline them;
although, to repeat the point, this does not méan associative duties are either
entirely explicable in terms of these other morahsiderations, or are necessarily
alwayssubservient to them. Sometimes it is associatiteslihat shape other parts

of morality.

Finally, it is worth noting that there are othegwaments as to why rich countries
should do much more to assist poorer ones, whiclaciéepted should have
considerable moral leverage. Here, | shall mentioly two; both familiar enough in
the literature (e.g. Pogge, 2002). The first ish&storical argument that stresses the
benefits that rich countries have often reapeduitinoa history of colonialism and

exploitation. This argument draws attention to tbke of rich states in the causal
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explanation of why some states are rich and ofbeos. While this is neither likely to

be the only explanation, nor to be uncontentioisuch an argument is accepted it
provides a strong reason in terms of reparatiorpést wrongs for rich states to do
more. And a similar argument can be built arourediaim that the current system of
world trade is fundamentally unfair, only here we aot talking about compensation
for wrongs that we have done in the past, or ndt those, but righting wrongs that

we continue to do. Again this claim is far from ontroversial, but the point is that
there are arguments that would push in the samectdin as the distributive

objection, but that do not fundamentally challerthe idea that we also have
associative political duties. Indeed, interestingbpth these arguments might be
thought to be best expressed in terms of assoeiptlitical duties in that the wrongs
that need correcting are in both cases perpetrajeadr through states; so, the
argument might continue, we all have a duty, spesdlfy as members of the agency
responsible for or the beneficiary of the wrongs,commit to whatever remedial

action is appropriate.

Taken together, these considerations, and thegeatainly not exhaustive, all support
the view that it is possible to combine fairly rebwiews about associative duties
with a concern for global poverty and deprivatidinis possible to be genuinely
committed to both without necessarily rejecting ong¢he other. This is not to claim
that all the tensions between them can be elimihatand this is where | disagree
with some global justice theorists, like K.-C. T@ran, 2004), who have sought to
allow associative political duties, but only at thréce of their always being subsidiary

to the principles of global distributive justicebut then difficult moral choices are
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something with which we should be familiar and thate to be negotiated practically

as best we can.

In the final substantive part of the paper | wamefby to address the challenge of the
distributive objection in its more virulent forrmain particular as advanced by those
| have termed ‘global egalitarians’, although soohg¢hem at least might prefer the
term cosmopolitaris One argument on which | specifically want to fecand that is
much favoured by some global egalitarians, is thercthat distributive distinctions
based on membership of a political community mustnhorally arbitrary. Thus
Charles Jones says of what he calls ‘compatriaiifatism’ that it is ‘clearly lacking
any general, defensible rationale’ (Jones, 1998).18nd Simon Canéy on whom |
shall focus my comments, provides a belligerertemeé example of the dismissive
approach when he writes that:
the thesis that the borders of some, or all,gyles of distributive justice are
defined by the borders of the state needs to shbw state membership is
morally relevant.... For it is hard to see how statmbership could have the
type of normative significance ascribed to it....\4fhistate someone belongs
to, is in very many cases a matter of luck. l imatter of fortune whether one
is born into Berkshire or Bihar and it seems highgrverse to argue that such
facts should affect what people are entitled tdwyWbne might ask, should
being born into one state have such a tremendopaadt on people’s prospects

in life’ (Caney, 1998: 505)?
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Well, perversely or not — although | am somewhatsobed by the fact that if it is
perverse, it is a perversity probably shared whin hajority of the human race — let
me try to respond to what is clearly intended abedorical question. In doing so, |

want to make three points.

First, virtually everything about us is arbitranythe sense deployed by Caney. When
| was born; which parents | was born of; whethevas born healthy, intelligent,
charming, or none of these; that | was born ataall so on, are all arbitrary in the
sense that they are contingent facts about mecthdtl have been otherwiseThey
are also arbitrary in the sense that | cannot mkteadeserve any good or ill fortune
that | may have had specifically with respect testly and this is an important point in
that the temptation to argue that we do somehowrdesour good fortune is one that
ought to be firmly resistédHowever, even once that temptation is resisted,even

if, as here, we are dealing with has become knowmbeute luck’, nothing in
particular necessarily follows. Some people ar&yumr fortunate and others unlucky

or unfortunate: that’s just a fact. And this leatsto my second point

This is that it is far from obvious, even allowititat these differences are arbitrary,
that it is somehow our duty to try to reconstrun tvorld so as to eliminate all their
adverse consequences. Global egalitarianism igiabthe position that falls out from
acknowledging the contingency of many featuresuwfarcumstances that affect our
life chances. Nor, it should be added, does it Bimiall out from some
uncontroversial principle of moral equality. Agaih,is clearly impossible here to
examine in any detail various arguments for gladgdlitarianism, which are many

and varied, but one point that can legitimatelyntede is that global egalitarianism
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does indeed stand in need of the support of sugunants. Moreover, any
justification if it has any implications for thealeworld will have to pay attention not
only to the realms of ideal theory, but to what Hre likely consequences are of
trying to implement such an ideal in a situationevehthe vast majority of the people
who would need to be supportive if it is to be efifee simply do not subscribe to
such a view or anything like it. And, surely, pal#i philosophy should have
something to say about political agency in suclomtext. But | shall have a little

more to say in this vein later.

Thirdly, states are, or at least can be, politmainmunities. A polity is nojust an
arbitrary set of geographical borders, althougltairse the geographical borders of
states often are arbitrary. There is a commonitifthe sense that members share a
common set of institutions and laws, a form of gow@ent and often to some degree
a broader culture and history, to which they atteallne and which play an important
role in structuring their lives. The polity, whdns functioning effectively, is a source
of stability and security, and also for many of ¢iizens a rich source of identity.
Moreover, it is not just a matter of sharing thedfés of membership, but also the
burdens, which in extreme circumstances can indidexpectation of a willingness
to make the ultimate sacrifice. These featuresvarat distinguish members of a
particular polity from those who are not. The psectontent of what it means to be a
member of a political community will naturally vaty some degree according to the
nature of the particular polity. It, therefore, seeto me to be one of the sillier forms
of reductivism or trivialisation to pretend thatligoal communities are no more than

an arbitrary arrangement of borders.
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There is also at the heart of my disagreement thidlorists like Caney a difference
about what political philosophy should be aboutugiCaney says that what he calls
‘the statist scope thesis’:
takes it as given that there should be a systestatés. It then argues that
there are distributive principles that apply syl those included within the
state. This line of reasoning is troubling in antner of respects. First, before
we accept this kind of argument we need an arguaeto why there should
be states in the first place...Since such momentmumative implications
(are said to) follow from statehood it is incumben the proponents of the
Statist Scope Thedis provide a defence of the state’ (Caney, 2008650
But, why, it may be asked in return, is it necegdarjustify the state in the first
place? That is what we have; and even though adwalristates has not been in
existence forever, and may well at some point ptaced by something else at some
point in the future, it is far from obvious thatetlstate is not a sufficiently well-
entrenched part of the current political landsdapéts existence to be taken as given.
Secondly, if the existence state needs to be iedtitvhy pick only on the state? Why
not seek the justification of anything and evenythi Can we choose to imagine
whatever world we like? Indeed, if one wants tcaigng this route, why should there
be people? What's thargumen®? Thirdly, does this, though, mean that we are
succumbing to an inherent conservatism (Caney, :2808)? | do not think that it
does. We have to make some assumptions about fiiegbovorld for political
philosophy to get off the ground at all. It is alasine qua norof politics, if not
political philosophy, that we have to at least tstesm where we are. And if our
interest is in changing the world, as global egabins claim they want to, then is it

not utopian in the worst sense simply to think teammething like the state can be
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theorised out of existence, without a proper carsition of how this is to be
accomplished or the likely consequences in realitgttempting it? Moreover, even
if I am wrong about this, and the charge of corsgsm is thought to stick, why is
that necessarily anbjection any more, say, than it would be to assert thabajl
egalitarianism is inherently radical? Finally, aatdthis point | find it hard to restrain
my aspiration, therare plenty of arguments in favour of the state as enfof
political organisation. | gestured earlier to sachargument in terms of the value that
a state may have for its members, but similar atiteroarguments have been
developed in far greater detail. Such arguments maymay not be thought
persuasive, but it is just disingenuous to preténad none have ever been seriously

advanced.

\Y

In this paper | have sought to evaluate in genterahs the distributive objection to
associative political obligations. In part that kesdion has taken the form of a
rejection of the claim that being seriously coneernwith global suffering and
deprivation is incompatible with a commitment tochust conception of associative
political obligations. This does not mean that ¢hare no hard judgements that need
to be made in weighing these demands on us. Bilgaotseems clear to me that if one
accepts that there are any positive duties of ¢loiséice, to alleviate severe suffering
for example, then the demands of associative dimigs are not sufficient to justify
the pathetic level of resources that rich counteigsently devote to reducing poverty
and illness in much poorer countries. This is wosdy that there is a precise metric
that can be brought into play to assess exactly tmoxwh is enough, but no one who

thinks that there is a duty to address such suffecould possibly honestly believe
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that more should not be done in this regard. Fangleso need have no significant
impact on our associative political duties; ommight be added, on any of our other
associative duties. But, note that | have expreisisdn the conditional form. For |
have not sought to defend the claim that we do lgtofeal duties of this sort: that is
another argument. However, for those who think thare are no positive duties at
all to alleviate global suffering and deprivatitine distributive objection will have no

force and the discussion undertaken here is largaipt entirely, otiose.

The other part of my response, specifically to ¢hehom | have labelled global
egalitarians, has been more robust. And hereribigossible entirely to bracket the
merits of the claims of global equality. Howevehave still largely sought to avoid
criticising the idea of global egalitarianisper se.Again, to consider the merits of
global egalitarianism as a moral demand would megamother paper, or more likely a
book. Instead, what | have attempted is to saitla by way of vindicating the claims
of associative political duties against their dissal by global egalitarians. If that
defence is at all effective and one wants to comtito be a global egalitarian then one
is likely to experience a deep and fundamentalid@nbetween acknowledging our
associative duties and the demands of global dgu&lhave no suggestions about
how to deal with the conflict that arises from tteasion: it may simply be that this is
one of those conflicts that have to be lived wihg that we negotiate in practice as
best we can. What | do want to insist on, thoughthat for those of us for whom
associative political duties are a meaningful ang@artant part of our lives, which |
venture to suggest is most of us, they are notveowthelmed by the juggernaut of
global justice that we have to deny them a sigaiftqglace in the moral geography of

our world.
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! Ronald Dworkin appears to have been responsiblediming the term ‘associative
obligations’. He defines them as ‘special respahsés social practice attaches to
membership in some biological or social group, tike responsibilities of families or
friends or neighbours’ (Dworkin, 1986: 195-6).

2 Extensive and thoughtful critiques of my views t&nfound in Simmons, 2001: Ch.
7; Higgins, 2004: 142-155; Mokrosinska, 2007: Chadd Vernon, 2007.

% Margaret Gilbert offers a particularly elaborated asophisticated explanation in
terms of her account of ‘joint commitments’ (Gilbe2006). See also: Hardimon,
1994; Jeske, 1996; Mason, 1997; and Honohan, 2001.

* This is not to deny that some philosophers havelsibio explain many associative
duties in voluntarist terms or as derivative fromiversal principles, but it is
(stipulatively) a defining feature of the conceptiof associative duties that are of
concern here that they cannot be entirely explainaither of these ways.

® | mostly avoid the term ‘cosmopolitan’ in the cexit of the distributive objection, as
it seems to me to carry a good deal of extra baggatip it.

® In fairness to Caney, he makes a large numbeoiofgvery briefly, and | here only
consider a couple of them.

" | simply leave aside whatever complex questioas tifis way of expressing matters
raises about personal identity.

8 It seems to me that any attempt to justify exégtifistributions in terms of some
notion of desert is not only doomed to fail, buayd into the hands of global
egalitarians. For the underlying assumption of sgtiims seems to be that if
distributions are not justified by desert then timeyst be unjustified in the sense of
illegitimate. That is an assumption | would wantésist.
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