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Abstract; Marry political philosophers argue that a principle of ‘fair equaity of opporiunity’
(FEC) ought 1o extend beyond national borders. | agree Ihat there is a place for FEQ in a theory
of global justice, However, | think that the idea of cross-border FEQ i indelerminate between
three different principles. Part of my work in this paper is methodological: | identify three dif-
ferenl principles of cross-border fair equality of opportunity and | distinguish them from each
other. The other part of my work in this paper is normative: | argue thal we should endorse
only two of the three principles of cross-border fair equality of opponiunity and thal we should
reject the third. Impaniantly, [ think ihat we should rejed the one version of ransnalional fair
equality of opporiuntty that most advocates of such a principle appear to endarse.

. Introduction

e concept of [air equality of opportunity (FEQ) originates in domestic political
theory, where it is invoked to express the idea that persons’ access to privileged
positions should be based on their (natural) talents and efforts; and that race, gender,
and class (and other social [acts) should not affect such access. Bernard Williams
provides an illustration of this idea:

Suppose that in a certain society great prestige is attached Lo membership in a warrior
class, the duties of which require great physical strength. The class has in the past
been recruited from certain wealthy [amilies only; but egalitarian reformers achieve
a change in the rules, by which warriors are recruited from all sections of society, on
the results of a suitable competition. The effect of this, however, is that the wealthy
[amilies still provide virtually all the warriors, because the rest of the populace is so
under-nourished by reasen of poverty that their physical strength is inferior Lo that
of the wealthy and well nourished. The reformers protest that equality of opportu-
nity has not really been achieved; the wealthy reply that in fact it has, and that the
poor now have the opportunity of becoming warriors—it is just bad luck that their
characteristics are such that they do not pass the test.!

The reforms in this imaginary society achieve formal (non-discriminatory) equality
ol opportunity. This society no longer explicitly prohibits children of poorer [ami-
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lies [rom becoming warriors. But since being bom into a peor family undermines
one’s ability Lo compete on fair lerms, we think that such reforms fall short of what
justice requires. That is, we think that equality of opportunily cugh to be fair, and
that we should not allow social [acts like race or gender 1o alfect one's chances in
lile, but that we may allow morally relevant natural [acts, like tatent or ambition,
10 determine the distribution of goods and privileged positions. John Rawls takes
up this idea and incorporates a principle of fair equality of opportunity into his
theory of distributive justice.? Many contemporary debates about distnbutive justice
revolve around questions about what fair equality of opportunity requires.” For
example, Anne Phillips has called equality of opportunity the “default position”
for debates about liberalism, since it is an idea to which “no one could seriously
object.™ Debates about equality of opportunity are, therefore, usually debates about
the conditions under which equality of opportunity is fair, rather than debates about
whether equality of opportunity is desirable.

One recent introduction to debates about fair equality of opportunity is
the suggestion that the domain of this principle ought 1o extend beyond national
borders. Many political philosophers have endorsed some version of transnational
FEQ, including Brian Barry, Charles Beitz, Allen Buchanan, Simon Caney, Darrel
Moellendor{, Thomas Pogge, and Kok-Chor Tar.®

1 argue that there are three ways to interpret what it means io extend FEO be-
yond national borders. On my view, two versions of FEO offer plausible principles of
international justice. These principles require international institutional democracy,
international development assistance, and worldwide domestic [air equality of oppor-
tunity. However, a third version of FEC oflers an implausible principle ol international
justice. This principle requires absolute per capita equality of national wealth and
income. 1 argue that we should reject this third principle because its (re)distributive
implications would undermine national sell-determination and responsibility.®

Il. Principles of Transnational FEO

There are three ways to interpret the idea of transnational [air equality. They are
the [ollowing:

(1) International FEO: Every society should have an equal opportunity to hold
privileged positions within the institutions of international society. A principle
of fair equality of opportunity applies to international institutional activity.

(2) Global Institutional FEO: Every person should have an equal opportunity to
hold privileged positions within the institutions of internarional society. A
principle of [air equality ol opportunity applies to the activity of individuals
within the institutional structure of international society.

(3) Cosmopolitan FEQO: Each person should have an equal opportunity to hold
privileged positions throughout the world. A principle of fair equality ol op-
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portunity applies to personal activity within the insttutional structure of the
entire world.

This article consists of an extended discussion and evaluation of these three nter-
pretations of transnational fair equality ol opportunity.

lll. International FEO

The idea behind international FEO 1s that nations should have equal access to po-
sitions within international institutions. For example, Allen Buchanan argues that
the parties to Rawls's intermational original position would choose to regulate their
interactions by {what | have called) a principle of international FEQ:

Surely the parties representing peoples would choose a pninciple of global equality of
opportunity—a principle designed to ensure that their societies are not disadvantaged
as a result of their members not having fair access to desirable positions and roles in
the most important international econormic institutions.”

While Buchanan calls this idea of transnational FEO “global equality of opportu-
nity,” I think that his emphasis on the relative advantages of societies (rather than
persons) demonstrates that he is committed to {what 1 have called} international
FEO. That is, he thinks that societies—as societies—should have an equal chance
to benelit [rom international cooperation.

How do we apply the idea of FEC to questions aboul national access Lo ‘posi-
tions and roles in the most important international economic institutions? When
we apply FEO in domestic society, we try Lo ensure that the allocation of privileged
positions does not track social identities—like race or gender—but we do allow
the distribution of such goods to track natural talents and dispositions.® However,
domestic applications of FEO rely upon a distinction between one's social identity
and one's other aitributes that may seem ill-suited to international relations. Specifi-
cally, it may be unclear how to distinguish between a society's social and natural
identities and attributes.

Recall that domestic fair equality ol opportunity prohibits the distribution
of positions of privilege and power from tracking persons’ social identilies (e.g.,
their race or gender). Instead, domestic fair equality of opportunity permits in-
stitutional inequalities to arise only [rom diflerences in morally relevant natural
attributes (e.g., talents, ambitions, etc.). One worry about international FEO is
that it seems unclear whether there could be any meaningful distinction between
the natural and social auributes of a nation. While we may be able to identify na-
tions' current altributes (e.g., levels of education or economic productivity), we
may be unsure whether anything like a natural national attribute exists. Instead, it
may seem as il national attributes are, by their nature, creations of a social process
and history. However, the point of [air equality ol opportunity is to ensure that
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current diflerences m agents’ talents or ambitions do not—by themselves—result
mn institutional inequalities, but that institutional inequalities are only permited
1o result [rom diflerences in natural talents and ambutions. That is, 1l we want 1o
justify international institutional inequalities on the basis of current national tal-
ents and ambitions, we need 1o have confidence that cuirent dillerences in these
attributes onginated from natural differences in these attributes, and not merely
from histories of unequal social conditions.

For example, domestic fair equality of opportunity can be violated when
greater percentages of white children than black children get admitted 1o university
on the basis of their higher scores on College Board examinations. If the differences
in these scores are due o differences in the social conditions that the children of
dilferent races experience—rather than being due to dillerences in natural abilities—
the dilferent admission rates may violate [air equality of opportunity. (Or at least
we would want to say that a society (as a whole) violates FEO if it allows differ-
ent social conditions to affect citizens' access to social goods.) When we criticize
the American educational system for the different educational opportunities that
it offers to members ol diflerent races and classes, we are pointing out that the
system allows facts about social identity (rather than natural walents, etc.) to create
inegalitarian outcomnes,

Earlier, I worried that we might not be able to distinguish between natural
and social national attributes, or at least that we might not be able to make this
distinction as intuitively as we are able to make the distinction between the natural
and social attributes of individuals. I think thar one potential response to this worry
is to conceive ol natural national attributes as the collective natural attribuzes of
the individual members of a society. According to this view, a nation’s natural at-
tributes just are the natural attributes of its members. An important consequence
ol this {person-based) conception ol natural national attributes 1s that we can
conclude that each nation possesses equal natural attributes. This is because each
society is likely to possess a distribution ol natural talents among its population
that is {roughly) equivalent to the distribution within each other society, even while
there may be differences between the natural talents and ambitions of individual
persons, That is, while we can accept that the ‘natural lottery’ distributes natural
abilities and ambitions in different amounts to different persons, a nanon with a
non-trivial population should possess a distribution of natural attributes among
its population that is equivalent to the distribution of natural attributes among the
populations of other nations. To think otherwise would be to endorse claims about
genetic determinism (e.g., ol intelligence) that we ought Lo reject.®

What [ollows from the conclusion that nations have {roughly) equal natural
attributes? Cne thing that seems to {ollow is that international FEO cannot allow
currert inequalities in national wealth or power 10 alfect the ability of nations to
participate in international institutionai activity. If international institutional activ-
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ity is to be regulated by FEO (as international FEO requires), and il FEO tolerates
inequalities only 1f they are due to differences in natural attributes, and il nations
have (roughly) equal natural autributes, then international FEO cannot tolerate
inequalities in international institutional participation.

This is a strong commitment to equality of national access to international
institutions. However, [ do not think that international FEQ implies any ongoing
commitment to regulate international inequaliiies of wealth and income. This is
because international institutional positions are primarily political positions, The
positions that nations hold in international society—on the UN Security Council,
on the dispute settlement board at the WTO, etc.—are positions in international
institutional governance. Therelore, equality of access to international institutional
positions requires some sort of international institutional democracy. However,
international democratic governance does not directly address international in-
equaliues of wealth and income. Of course, democratic governance may (indirectly)
contribute (o a decrease in international inequality, since current conditions of
non-democratic global institutional governance likely contribute to international
inequalities of wealth and income.

Furthermore, international FEQ may also require international wealth transfers
aimed at assisting burdened societies to become equal members to international
institutions. For example, even il the World Trade Qrganization were regulated by a
principle of international democracy, some nations would be unable to allord to rent
and staff an office in Geneva and, there[ore, would be unable 1o participate as equals
in the WT(Q's governance. Since a nation’s poverty may prevent it from participating
as an equal member of international institutions, international FEO provides a reason
for wealthier societies to olfer development assistance to burdened societies.

Importantly, international FEO's support for development assistance does
not ertail an ongoing commitment to regulate international inequalities of wealth
and income. Relative international deprivation is not the problem. Rather, absolute
deprivation is a problem for international FEQC, since a nation’s ability to be an equal
participant to international institutionat governance is undermined by the lact that
it does not have enough—and not by the fact that it merely has less. To return to
the previous example, international FEO requires (among other things) that each
nation have the ability to rent office space and pay the salaries of its representa-
tives Lo international institutions. Nations need to possess some minimurm level of
national wealth in order to rent an olfice and pay its represeniatives. International
inequality, as such, does not prevent societies from paying the costs associated with
representing themselves.

I have argued that international fair equality of opportunity implies two prin-
ciples of global justice: a principle of international institutional democracy and an
international duty of assistance. Importantly, neither of these principles implies a com-
mitment to an ongoing concern [or international mequalities of wealth or income.
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IV. Global Institutional FEO

Another way to extend FEQ beyond national borders is to require persons (rather
than natzons) 10 have an equal opportunity to hold positions in global society.
There are at least two ways to express the 1dea that persons should have an equal
opporturuty to hold intemational positions. First, we could require persons to have
an equal opportunity to represent their nations in the institutions ol international
society. This is the interpretation I label ‘giobal institutional FEQ'. Second, we
could require persons to have an equal opportunity to hold all positions within
the enure world. This is the interpretation [ label ‘cosmopolitan FEQ". I turn here
to the [ormer idea and discuss the latter in the {ollowing section.

The idea of global institutional fair equality of opportunity is that persons
should have an equal right to represent their societies in nternational society. 1
think that global institutional FEQ requires both that nations have equal access (o
international institutional positions, and that persons have equal opportunities to
hold the positions in international governance that the international community
has reserved [or their nation. A citizen's claim to global institutional FEO is two-
fold: It is a claim (1) against international society [or international FEO and (2)
against her own society [or domestic FEQ. However, since neither domestic FEQ
nor international FEQ require an ongoing concern [or international inequalities of
wealth or income, global institutional FEQ does not require ongoing concern for
international inequalities of wealth or income.

Global institutional FEQO is of interest because it is one interpretarion of
what 1t means [or persons to have an equal opportunity to hold positions in the
institutions ol global society. The tdea that global justice is about regulating the
way in which the major institutions of global society distribute social goods (e.g.,
opportunities, etc.) is popular among those pohucal philosophers who advocate
a ‘globalized’ [orm of Rawls’s conception of institutional justice,' Just as Rawls
claimed that domestic fair equality of opportunity should regulate the institutions
ol the domestic ‘basic structure,’ these global egalitarians argue that a principle of
[air equality of opportunity should regulate the global ‘basic structure."! Accord-
ing to this first interpretation (i.e., global institutional FEQ), equal opportunity
1o hold positions in the global basic structure requires only that persons have an
equal opportunity Lo represent their nations in international society, I[ the “global
basic structure’ consists in the set of international institutions that govern global
commerce, eic., then global institutional FEQ captures what a ‘globalized’ version
ol Rawls's principle of fair equalily of opportunity requires. However, if we con-
ceive of the "global basic structure’ as consisting in the institutional structure of the
entire world—where this includes all the major institutions within and between
nations—then we should look to another interpretation of what it means [or persons
1o have an equal opportunity to hold positions in the global basic structure. I call
this interpretation ‘cosmopolitan FEO’,

Fair Equality of Opportunity in Global Justice

V. Cosmopolitan FEQ

Cosmopolitan FEQ requires all persons to have an equal chance to hold positions
throughout the world, so long as they possess equal natural talents and ambitions.
Whereas international FEQ focuses on the international positions available (o na-
tions, and global institutional FEQ [ocuses on the international positions available
to persons (i.e., in representing their societies in inlernational allairs), cosmopolitan
FEQ locuses on persons’ access to all the posiuons in the world. In the words of
one ol its advocates, cosmopolitan FEQ ensures that “one's place ol birth . . . should
not affect . . . one's access to opportunities.™?

The main idea of cosmopolitan FEO is that ‘nationality,’ like race or gender,
cannot justify institutional inequalities, since natonality is just one more ‘morally
irrelevant’ social [act, This account of border-crossing equality ol opportunity has
dramatic consequences for global justice. One proponent ol global FEO suggests
that it requires “a child growing up in rural Mozambique [io] be statistically as
likely as the child of a senior executive at a Swiss bank to reach the position of the
latter's parent.”"® That is, one suggestion is that global FEQ requires each person
in the world 1o have an equal opportunity to hold identical positions throughout
the world.

The requirement that all persons should have equal opportunities to hold
identical positions may be too strong, as both proponents and critics of cosmopelitan
FEQ have recognized.!* This is because the requirement of equal access to identi-
cal positions would be insensitive to cultural differences (e.g., since we have no
culture independent metric by which to say that ‘physician’ or ‘shaman’ is a more
valuable position) and would mandate both open borders and universal [luency
in a world language (i.e., in order for every person in the world be able to work in
every location in the world).!* While 1 lack the room te discuss this challenge here,
[ think that the advocate of cosmopolitan FEO can try to escape it by substituting
the idea of ‘equal opportunity to hold equivalent positions’ for the idea of ‘equal
opportunity to hold 1dentical positions,” where ‘equivalent positions' are positions
attached to equal amounts of social goods. For example, so long as a person living
in France has an equal opportunity 1o become a physician as an Inuit has 10 become
a shaman—and so long as both positions are attached to the same kind and amount
ol social goods—these two persons may have equal opportunities.'®

Since the vast majority of people hold positions within their own societies, the
immediate responsibility for achieving cosmopolitan FEQ [alls to the institutions of
domestic society. Therefore, we need to determine what domestic societies require
n order to [ullill their (immediate) obligations o cosmopelitan FEO.

I think that domestic fair equality of opportunity is one necessary condition
of cosmopolitan FEQ. Recall that [air equality of opportunity tolerates position-
based inequalities only if they originate from dillerence in persons’ natural talents
or ambitions. As 1 suggested earlier, we can assume that the distribution of natural

45



Race and Diversity in the Global Context

talents and ambilions among persons within a society is {roughly) equivalent to
the distribution of natural talents and ambitions among persons between societ-
ies. That is, the most naturally talented in one country are as talented as the most
naturally talented [rom all societies, and all of the world’s most naturally talented
are equally more talented than those who are less gifted with natural abilities, We
can say the same about persons of equivalent levels of ability and ambitien. There-
fore, domesnc fair equality of opportunity models the same kind ol competition
[or positions as does global [air equality of opportunity, since the distribution of
natural talents within a society is identical (o the distribution of natural talents in
the world as a whole.

Importantly, domestic FEO is not sufficient for cosmopolitan FEQ. While
domestic FEC ensures that the {naturally} most talented individuals from each so-
ciety have equal access to the best positions within their societies (from the point of
view of the amount and kind of social goods attached to these positions), domestic
FEO does not ensure that the most talented individuals in the world (as a whole)
have access to equally valuable (i.e., equivalent) positions. This is because the best
positions (and those of all other relanve rankings) in one society may be attached
to fewer social resources than are the best positions in another, since one society
may have more wealth than another. For example, world-wide domestic FEO may
ensure that a person in France has an equal opportunity o be a physician as an
Inuit has to become a shaman. However, since the position of “physician’ is usually
attached 1o [ar greater social goods (at least in terms ol income) than is the position
of shaman,’ worldwide domestic FEQ does not achieve cosmopolitan FEO.

In order to achieve cosmopolitan fair equality of opportunity, we need world-
wide domestic FEQ and something else. It must also be the case that each nation can
provide equal amounts of social goods to persons of the same natural abilities and
ambitions. This is what it means to say that persons in every society have an equal
opportunity hold equivalent positions. And, since (we assume that) each nation
has an equal distribution of natural talents and ambitions among its citizens, we
can conclude that each nation must have equal (per capita) social goods available
to distribute to its citizens. Therefore, another necessary condition of cosmopolitan
FEQ is that each nation in the world must possess an equal amount of per capita
wealth and income, and that wealthy nations must transfer their wealth and income
to peorer nations in order to achieve this goal. That is, wealthier societies must
provide large wealth translers to poorer societies, even alter such societies are no
longer burdened by unfortunate conditions and even alter such societies are able
to maintain the social conditions necessary for their members to lead flourishing
lives, Cosmopolitan FEQ requires not just poverty reliel but an absolute equality
ol per capita narional wealth and income.

Importantly, cosmopolitan FEQ is ntinimally egalitanan from the point of view
of individuals, since it may tolerate large inequalities in the distribution of social
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goods between the persons of the world. So long as position-based inequalities are
grounded in differences between persons’ natural talents and ambitions, they can be
acceptable from the point of view of cosmopolitan FEO. Interpersonal inequalities
(even very large interpersonal inequalities) can extst within and between nations,
so long as they are justified in this way. In contrast, cosmopolitan FEQ is maxi-
mally egaltarian from the point of view of societies, since it tolerates no significant
megqualities in levels of per capita national wealth and income. In the [ollowing
section, I argue that this maximal international egalitarianism is problematic [or
national responsibility and self-determination.

VI. Why Cosmopolitan FEO is Problematic

Cosmopolitan FEQ requires all societies to have equal amounts of per capita [inan-
cial resources. In order to achieve this goal, wealthier nauons will have to transler
their wealth to poorer nations, up until the point at which all nations have the
same arnount. This is not a ‘starting-gate’ account of distributive justice.’” It does
not require merely thal every nation get a fresh start on an ‘equal playing field’ after
which we allow international inequalities to accrue from the results of [ree national
activities. Instead, cosmopolitan FEQO tasks nations to maintain the conditions of
international equality by correcting for the inegalitarian results of free national
activity. 1 think that this ongoing commitment to strict international equality is
problematic {or national responsibility. This is because a nation’s knowledge of the
fact that it will not enjoy significant benefits from its good choices—nor bear sig-
nificant burdens [rom its bad choices—undermines national self-determination.’

Perhaps we should not be concerned about the negative ellects of cosmopoli-
tan FEO upon national sell-determination. After all, liberals think that individuals
are the ultimate units of moral concern, and, therefore, that national responsibility
and sel{-determination are only instrumentally valuable (i.e., as they benefit indi-
viduals). For example, we think that a society’s right to self-determinanon ought
to be regulated by international human rights standards, and that a society’s right
10 enjoy its own natural and social resources ought to be restricted by its obliga-
tions to provide foreign aid.'® Along these lines, one advocate ol cosmopolitan FEO
observes that the challenge cosmopolitan FEQ presents for national responsibility
and sel{-determination cannot be problematic, since national sell-determination
“should be constrained by considerations of justice.”?® Il cosmopolitan FEQ
constrains—or eliminates—national self-determination, so much the worse [or
national self-determination.

1 think that this is a question-begging response to the worry that 1 have pre-
sented. In a world of many states, national responsibility and sell-determination
play important roles in promoting persons’ freedom, since persons participale in
national projects.” Treating persons as moral equals requires protecting their right
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to bear some reasonable responsibility [or the results of national projects {1.e., by
bearing some ol the burdens and enjoying some of the benefits of national activities).
Therefore, the question that we need to answer i1s how to weigh the justice-claims
ol cosmopohtan FEO agamst the justice-claims of national responsibility and sell-
determination, and nol whether justice constrains these values,

We might think that cosmopolitan FEO could avoid undermining national
responsibility and self-determination by focusing its attention on the institutions of
global society rather than on the activity of individual nations.?? According to this
account of what cosmopolitan FEQ requures, nations need not be pre-occupied with
the administrative burden of promoting international equality.?* Rather, societies
could {ocus on their own day-to-day allairs, i.e., both in their domestic conduct and
n their international relations. Therefore, cosmopolitan FEO could be consistent
with national responsibility and sell-determination, simce the responsibility [or
ensuring international equality would fall to the global institutional order, rather
than to individual nations.

! think that this sort of response misses the point of the objection 1 have raised
against cosmopolitan FEQ. 1 do not think that cosmopolitan FEQ jecpardizes na-
tional responsibility and seif-determination by forcing nations to focus their attention
on the goal of internaticnal equality. I agree that cosmopclitan FEQ is not overly
burdensome in this administrative sense, since some international instirutional
scheme could bear the responsibility for maintaining international equality. (For
example, we could imagine some international taxation scheme that could accom-
plish this task.) Instead, strict international egalitarianisrn—of the sort required by
cosmopolitan FEO—is troubling from the point of view of national responsibility
and sell-determination because of the detrimental effect it would have on national
decision-making, even if a global institutional scheme hore the burden of ensur-
ing international equality of wealth and income. This is because nations know that
they will receive no significant monetary benefit (nor wall they bear any significant
monetary harm) for their actions. Whatever the immediate consequences of their
choices, the economic results of national activity will be evenly distributed among
the nations of the world.

Let's look at an example. Imagine that the Netherlands were considering a
national project that would have the short-term effect of increasing per capita GNP
by $1000. This is not a huge amount of money, but it would be a boon to many of
the country’s 16 million citizens and would represent a substantial 4 percent increase
10 the Netherlands’ GNP. Assume, too, that the only relevant reason for undertaking
this project is that it will create this economic benefit. This project neither promotes
nor undermines social justice, nor does it (directly at least) protect or jeopardize
other social goods {e.g,, national culture, the natural environment). Imagine, also,
that cosmopolitan FEO were in effect and the citizens of the Netherlands know
that cosmopolitan FEO is in elfect.”* They know that some international taxation
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scheme will distribute the benefit of their proposed national project equally 1o all of
the nations of the world. The consequences of this international egalitarian distribu-
tion for the proposed national project are such that the citizens of the Netherlands
will receive .25 percent of the benefil of their national project, since they represent
about .25 percent of the world’s population. This works out to about $2.50 per
person and a .01 percent increase to the Netherlands GNP. In other words, the
Netherlands has no signilicant economic reason to undertake this project, so long
as cosmopolitan FEQ is in eflect.

Notice that the problem with stnict international equality is not that nations
are necessarily greedy or that we have 1o resign ourselves to this greed as a condition
ol national productivity or economic development. Rather, the problem is that we
should make room for some account of responsibility for our choices, where this
means that different choices have the potential to result in different outcomes. When
our choices are restricted to actions that yield the same outcomes, we do not have
real options to choose between. For example, il a prisoner had a mealtime ‘choice’
between putrid gruel and rancid slop, we would not say that he had a real choice
in the natter.?® Strict international inequality is problematic because it destroys an
important space ol national pracrical reason. It undermines the ability ol nations
to act on the basis of reasons in directing their own economic policies.

Perhaps I have gone too {ar, since we may think that individuals are able to
choose freely between options attached to equal monetary rewards. And il individu-
als can do so, we might think that nations can, too. For example, imagine a society
in which a strictly egalitarian conception of domestic distributive justice is in eflfect.
Persons within this society can take whatever jobs they want and can receive difler-
ent nominal wages for doing different work. However, all wages above the national
equal wage line (1.e., the mean national wage) get taxed at 100 percent (in order to
supplement the wages of those who make less than the national mean). If the equal
wage were $50,000, then the philosophy professor who makes $60,000 would be
taxed $10,000 and the street cleaner who makes $40,000 would recewve a $10,000
supplemeni. We surely would not say that the {act that these citizens’ wages get
equalized renders them unable 1o [reely choose their careers. We believe, alter all,
that there are many good reasons [or becoming a philosophy professor other than
the anticipated wages. Among other things, we may be more attracted to academic
work or (o the clean and climate-controlled conditions under which it (usually)
occurs. That is, there may be non-monetary consequences that motivate individuals’
economic decisions. And, if it is the case that individual persons can [reely choose
professions in the absence of differemt (anticipated) monetary rewards, we might
think that nations could choose between economic policies on similar bases.

Unlortunately for the advocates of cosmopolitan FEQ, nanonal economic
policy deliberations are not analogous Lo the career considerations of individuals.
This is because national economic policies olten do not directly aim at achieving
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social goods, but, rather, aim to increase national wealth (and liule else). Of course,
asociety can use 1ts new wealth to achieve other social goods, but it can only doso if
it gets to keep the wealth it has created. And, since cosmopolitan FEO ensures that
all national economic policies have the same (or very close to the same) economic
results, there can be little reason [or a nation to choose one economic policy over
another, so long as the direct results of these national economic policies are com-
parable except {or the expected monetary outcomes. This is why strict international
inequahty undermines national self-determination and responsibility.

VII. Conclusion

Our world is deeply unjust. Among other reasons, this 1s because persons in poor
societies experience vastly inlerior opportunities than do persons in wealthy societ-
ies. The appeal of global fair equality of opportunity arises [rom the 1dea that the
world would be a better place il everyone had similar chances to enjoy a good lile.
1 have introduced three different interpretations of transnational FEQ. The first,
international FEO, requires international insntutional democracy and international
development asststance. The second, global institutional FEQ, requires inlernational
FEO and worldwide domestic FEO. The third, cosmopolitan FEQ, requires inter-
national redistributions of national wealth, aimed at creating per capita equality
of wealth among the naticns of the world. I argued that there are good reasons to
endorse the first two versions ol transnational FEO, but that there are good reasons
to reject the third.

Mark C. Navin, University of Pennsylvania
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