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Introduction

‘two striking and conflicting trends mark our carrent global social order.
The first trend is tied to the dramatic technological advancements that have
facilitated profound economic, communicative, and political integration
and mterdependence between members of the global population. These
forces of globalization have led to the emergence of, and deepening philo-
sophical interest in, the ideals of global justice and cosmopolitanism. At the
tevel of practice and institutions, there has been, in the last several decades,
the continued development and elaboration of international organizations
and norm-setting bodies that funclion to structure, organize, and regulate
global economic, technological, and political activity,

At the same time, in the face of the forces of globalization and the emer-
genee of the ideals of global justice and cosmopolitanism, we alse observe,
more recenily, 2 second trend in the rise of nationalistic, anti-globalist, mors
traditional political outloolks. [n the politics across the US, Western Europe,
and Latin America, we find growing intolerance of non-citizens, rejection
of globalist ideals and concerng, and the re-emergence of authoritarian po-
litical leaders. Many such leaders have come into power by riding waves of
populisi, nationalist, and anti-globalist sentiment. We see politicians win
elections on the basis of campaigns organized around the notion that those
who have been in power have illegitimately subordinated their countries’
best interests for those of foreigners. And we see newly elected leaders call
for the upending of a range of large-scale international efforts: a collective
defense system such as NATO,; political-economic arrangement like the Eu-
ropean Union; and financial institutions like the International Monetary
Fund, World Bank, and World Trade Organization.

Among the many issues raised by these conflicting global and nationalis-
tic tendencies are a variety of questions about the source, content, and scope
of our moral and political responsibilities. One particularly pressing ques-
tion we face in the current political climate is that of how we should conceive
of our own moral and political responsibilities to diverse classes of people:
to our children and families, to our friends and neighbors, to our fellow
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citizens, and, of course, (o those large numbers of people who “live beyond
the borders”—fellow human beings and members of the global community.

My aim in this chapter is to suggest that this question and set of concerns
about how we should conceive of our own moral and political responsibili-
ties to different people near and far is not necessarily a new one and that it
appeats in an earlier form in the classical philosophical debates of the pre-
Qin or Warring Siates era of Classical China. This is the historical period
demarcated roughly as the time between the death of Confucius in 479 B.C.
to the founding of the Qin dynasty in 221 B,

In recent years, scholars have begun to reflect on whether, and how, Clas-
sical Chinese philosophical perspectives bear on contemporary discussions
of justice. For example, Joseph Chan has argued that pre-Qin Chinese so-
cieties share with other socicties characteristics that, according to contem-
porary theorists, give rise to circumstances of social justice. In particular,
he argues that the philosophical writings of the Confucian figures Mencius
and Xunzi can be understood as a response to social justice “issues such
as poverty, differentiation of social roles and functions, inequality of in-
come and status, and the distributive role of government” (Chan 2009, 269).
Discussions such as Chan’s have, however, focused principally on social {or
domesticy justice and have not examined the possible bearing of these per-
spectives on discussions of global (or international) justice,

fn what follows, § wani direct atiention to the theoretical affinities be-
tween some Classical Chinese philosophical perspectives and contempo-
rary discussions of global justice, More specifically, [ shall suggest that the
debates between the Confucians and Mohists ~ followers of the teachings
of Confucius and Mozi, representing the two most prominent schools of
thought during the Classical period - about what we owe to others mirror
and anticipate aspects of debales in conjeinporary moral and political phi-
losophy concerning our responsibilities to other people and concerning the
proper scope of application of norros of justice. In making apparent paral-
lels between debates and sirands of thought in Classical Chinese thought,
on the one hand, and recent Western philosophieal discussions of cosmo-
politanism and global justice, on the other, my hope is that scholars in the
Chinese (and, more widely, East Asian) traditions will begin to take greater
interest in the philosophical issues of global justice.

Confucians and Mohists on Her |

My point of entry is ren 1, a central ethical notion in Classical Chinese
thought. The {erm has been iranslated variously as “benevolence,” “humane-
ness,” and “goodness.” Kwong-loi Shun writes that there are at least two dif-
ferent views concerning the root meaning of the character ren. According to
one view of ren, “the character originally referred to the quality that makes
someone a distinctive member of an aristocratic clan.” According to a dif-
ferent view, “it originally had the meaning of love, especially the kindness of
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rulers to their subjects” (Shun 2002, 53), What is important for our purposes
is not necessarily which view is correct but that, on both widely accepted
views, ren 15 used to refer to a desirable sthical ideat or quality.

Though both Confucians and Mohists treat ren as a central ethical ideal,
they offer interestingly different interpretations of . Even among Confu-
cians, there exists somewhat varying interpretations of the term. In the 4n-
alects, it is sometimes described alongside other desirable qualities, such as
wisdom and courage (Analects 9.29; 14.4; 14.28), But in the sams work, ren
is also sometimes described as involving other desirable qualities such as
feelings of love or affection for fellow human beings (4nalects 12.22). Else-
where in the work, ren is referred to as the consummation of personal ethical
excellence. For example, “A man who finds benevolence attractive cannot be
surpassed” #47E, TN (Analects 4:6; Lan 1979, 72-73).

A distinctive feature of the Confucian understanding of ren is that it
is taken to involve “graded compassion” (i.e., compassion that should be
stronger for family members than for strangers). For exampls, “The feeling
of compassion is the sprout of benevolence” HiE.2 0, 172 56 (Mencius
2A06; Van Norden 2008, 47); “Treating one’s parents as parents is benevo-
lence. ... There is nothing else to do but extend [this] to the world” B3,
oW L A, B2 R (Mencius TA15; YVan Norden 2008, 175). Against
this interpretation of ren, the Mohists — who were critical of Confucian
thought — interpreted res to mean “universal love” (i.e., equal compassion
for each human): “It is the business of the benevolent man to try to promoic
what is beneficial to the world and to eliminate what is harmful™ {0 A 2 314,
IFERBR T 2R, SR F 28 (Mozi 16, Watson 2003, 41),

The contrasting interpretations of ren by the Confucians and Mohists
manifests the decp tension that exists between the Confucian ethical view
that recommends graded love or compassion and the Mohist ethical view
that recommends universal love or compassion. | want to now elaborate on
this tension before going on to suggest that it anticipates aspscis of debates
it contemporary moral and political philosophy concerning our responsi-
bilities to other people.

Confucians on “graded love”

The role of the family and the ideal of filial piety are absolutely central in
Confucian ethics. The centrality of the family is brought out in the importance
placed on Confucian rituals such as ancestor worship and mourning prac-
tices. As David Wong has noted, the prominence of the family is one of Con-
fucianism’s most distinctive features (Wong 2008). Similarly, Yu-Wei Hsieh
writes that “one can hardly understand Chinese ethics, and to some extent
even Chinese political activities, if he cannot grasp the true import of this filial
doctrine with its practical application in Chinese society” (Hsieh 1967, 167).
Part of the reason why Confucians placed such importance on the family
is because they appreciated the role of the family in moral education and
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development. For the Confucians, one’s ethical concerns, dispositions, val-
ues, and priorities are developed out of, and shaped by, one’s family. As
Mencius says, “Among babes in arms there are none that do not know how
to love their parents. When they grow older, there are none that do not know
to revere their elder brothers” ##.2 3, MBIl Y, MR, A
BL YAl (Mengzi TA15; Vanr Norden 2008, 175). He also says that the “be-
ginning of yi 87 — translated as “meaning,” “significance,” “rightecusness,”
“rightness,” “right,” “principle,” “integrity,” and sometimes “just” or “jus-
tice” — is among the “four sprouts” that constitute the good dispositions
(xing 1) human beings are bora with (Mencius 2A0; 6A6; TA21). The Con-
fucian idea that part of the importance of the family resides in its role in
moral education and development anticipates the more recent notion found
in the communitarian view in contemporary philosophy that people’s social
identity — their sense of what’s good and valuable and worthwhile in life —
commes from their links to a particular place.

Notably, the Confucians conceived of the family not in egalitarian but
in hierarchical terms. In traditional Confucianism, wives are understood
to be subordinate to husbands, children are subordinate to their parents,
and younger siblings are subordinate to elder siblings. Individuals within
a family thus find themselves fitting into certain relationship-roles, and at-
tached to these roles are certain responsibilitics, obligations, expectations,
and benefits. For example, parents and elder siblings have responsibilities
to nurture and take care of the younger members of the family; the younger
members, in turn, are expected to be devoted and obedient.

The centrality of the family in Confucianism is connected to the specific
Confucian doctrine of graded love or compassion (sometires also referred
1o as differentiated caring), which fearlier mentioned, According to this doc-
trine, one should have greajer concern for those who are bound to one by
special relationships, such as those between ruler and minister, father and
son, husband and wife, elder and younger brother, and between friends. This
doctrine is brought out in the {ollowing famous passage from the dnalecis:

e
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The Duke of She said to Confucius, “Among my people there is one
we call ‘Upright Gong” When his father stole a sheep, he reported him
to the authorities.”

Confucius replied, “Among my people, those we consider ‘upright’
are different from this: fathers cover up for their sons, and sons cover up
for their fathers, ‘Uprightness’ is to be found in this”,

(Analecis 13:18; Slingerland 2003, 147)

From a purely impartial perspective, it seems that one is required to treat
the thieving father as any other person and so to report the person to the
authorities, However, Confucius praises the son who “covers up” for the
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thieving father in this case, suggesting that there is virtue in treating dif-
ferentially, on the basis of the special relationship that might (or might not)
obtain between one and the other person.

We find a similar example in the Mencius. In one passage {(7A35), Mencius
is presented with the following hypothetical case: Suppose that the father of
the venerated sage king Shun were to commit murder, would Shun use his
power to shield his father from prosecution? Mencius claims that Shun could
neither allow his father to stand trial nor actively block his prosecution. In-
stead, Shun would abdicate the throne and secretly flee to the coast with his
father, living out his years in happiness and without regret. Elsewhere (3A3),
Meneius approves of Shun granting his morally depraved brother a fief and
enriching him because doing so discharged Shun's filial obligation to enno-
ble his own {amily.

Roger Ames and David Hall have raised the worry that Confucianism,
with its “graduated love and responsibility” and “intense family loyalties”
might lead inevitability to provincialism and parochialism. They write that
“Chinese culture has traditionally been plagued with abuses that arise be-
cause of the fine line that keeps social order beginning at home separate from
nepotisin, personal loyalties from special privilege, deference to excellence
from elitism, appropriate respect from graft” (Hall and Ames 1987, 308).

For the Confucians, then, one has greater obligations toward those who
are bound to oneself by community, friendship, and especially kinship. Ia
addition to thess greatcr moral obligations, one should alse have stronger
emotional attachment to those to whom one bears a special relationship, !
believe the Confucian idea of “graded love” bears interesting relations to
the contemporary moral phitosophical idea of associative or special dutiss:
duties that the members of significant social groups and the participants in
glose personal relationships have toward one another,

Mohists on lmpartial concern ( fien'si T8

Against the Confucian outlook, Mozi argued that the ritual practices that
the Confucians emphasized as imnportantly tied to fulfilling one’s family
obligations were ofien pointless and economically wasteful. Mozi rejected
the Confucian doctrine of “graded love,” advocating instead the doctrine
of impartial concern or universal love (jian'ai 35F). The doctrine of impar-
tial concern holds that one ought to be concerned for the welfare of people
in a spirit of “impartial concern” that does not make distinctions between
self and other, associates and strangers, According to the doctrine of im-
partial concern, one should have equal concern for all. That is, the doe-
trine asks people to love the family members of others as much as they love
their own family members. Moreover, the docirine holds that one has equal
moral obligations to all. That is, one is morally obligated to promote the
welfare of every person, regardless of any special relation a person might
have with oneself.
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There are, of course, more and less demanding readings of the doctrine
of impartial concern. On the very demanding end of the spectrum, the doc-
trine might be interpreted to require people {o sirive to benefit strangers to
the same extent as they benefit themselves and their toved ones, There is a
good question here whether this view can be completely coherent, as there
may be certain forms of benefit that depend on the existence of differen-
tial treatment between seif and loved ones, on the one hand, and others
and strangers, on the other. On the less demanding end, the docirine might
be interpreted only to require that people refrain from harming others and
strangers to the same extent in which they avoid harms to themselves and
their loved ones. An intermediate reading, which Hui-chieh Loy has sug-
gested, holds that people ought {to seek) to help strangers with urgent needs
as much as they do associates and themselves (Loy 2013, 487).

The Mohists argued for the doctrine by appealing to considerations of
“Heaven’s Will” as well as “good consequences of the world.” That is, they
justified the doctrine of impartial concern on the grounds that it realizes
Heaven’s Will and that it furthers peace and promotes welfare of the world.
indeed, the Mohists argued that people’s failure to live up to the doctrine is
the source of the word’s social problems and conflicts. For the Mohists, it is
the tendency to act partially — the tendency to act on the basis of a greater re-
gard for their own interests and the interests of their loved ones, over that of
strangers {non-intimates) — that accounts for the widespread fact that people
benefit themselves and their loved ongs at the expense of strangers. In other
words, the partiality at the root of the Confucian outiook is the source of so-
gial ills, and the doctrine of “impartial concern” has the potential to reverss
the social ills if eacugh) people adopt it

Cosmepolitanism and giobal responsibility

I waat to now develop the suggestion that the Mohist jign'ai docirine can be
understood as a forerunner o the contemporary conceptions of cosmopol-
itanism and global justice. The English term cosmopofitanism comes from
the Greek word kosmopolites, which means citizen of the cosmos, of the
world. The core idea of cosmopolitanism is the idea that each individual is
a citizen of the world, and owes allegiance, as Martha Nussbaum has put it,
“to the worldwide community of human beings” (Nussbaum 2002, 4).
Although many contemporary theorists have put forward views that they
describe as cosmopolitan, there is some divergence in the content of these
views, as well as in their subject matter. To some people, cosmopolitan-
ism is primarily a view about sovereignty. To others, it is primarily a view
abouf culture and identity. To many philosophers, however, it is primarily
a view about justice, and in recent years, there has been a proliferation of
philosophical work on the topic of “global justice.” Global justice theorists
usually distinguish between political and moral cosmopolitanism.! Political
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cosmopolitanism is the view that political communities should not be ferri-
torially limited in their scope or that supranational political institutions are
legitimate bearers of political authority. Moral cosmopolitanism is the view
that our conception of global justice must accommodate the fundamental
belief that all human beings are of equal moral importance. What all of
these views have in common — what makes them cosmopolitan views —is the
notion that any adequate political coneeption for our time must in some way
comprehend the world as a whole.

For the cosmopolitan, it is appropriate to raise questions about justice on
a world scale, taking into account all human beings and populations in the
world. However, very few philosophers have advocated for the development
of the kind of global state that would give the idea of “world citizenship”
literal application.? Still, the thought of one as a citizen of the world is sup-
posed to make a political difference in transforming one’s understanding of
the normative significance of one’s particular interpersonal relationships
and group affiliations. For the cosmopolitan about justice, the idea of world
citizenship means that the norms of justice must ultimately be seen as gov-
erning the relations of all human beings to each other and not merely as ap-
plying within individual societies or bounded groups of other kinds. For the
cosmopolitan, we are all collectively responsible for one another: the world
itself represents a sort of single moral community.

The thought that one is fondamentally a citizen of the world may lead
one to the thought that there is no legitimate moral basis for praferring
the desires and interests of the peopls nearest (o one to those who might
need one’s help who are located far away. That is, one might think that
there may be no justifiable reason to prioritize the needs and concerns of
family and compatricts over strangers in distant parts of the world who
may be fiving in poverty and suffering from malputrition. Indeed, the con-
teraporary philosopher Peter Singer argues that what a responsible citizen
of the world should do is take seriously that ali buman needs matter.” For
Singer, people in developad countries have a responsibility ~ a demand-
ing obligaiion — o help poor people in developing countries on a general
principle of responsiveness to neediness as such, regardless of one’s rela-
tionship to the global poor. Considering the prevalence of extreme pov-
erty in the world and ihe amount of preventable suffering and death, the
affluent have a moral obligation to provide aid to the poor irrespective of
whether they are compatriots or foreigners, Radically, this would involve
some of the people in the West giving most of their wealth and incoms to
charity organizations such as Oxfam and UNICEF {o save people’s lives,
particularly those suffering from severe poverty, disease, and malnutrition
(Singer 1972: Unger 1996).%

There are inferesting parallels that can be drawn between Singer’s
utilitarian-based cosmopolitanism and Mohism, with its consequeniial-
ist orientation and commitment to the jian'ai doctrine. Indeed, one way in
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which this is brought out is in the fact that both Singer and the Mohists
defend a very demanding conception of morality.
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When silent, ponder; when speaking, instruct; when asting, work.
Make these three alternate and surely you will be a sage. You must
eliminate happiness and eliminate anger, efiminate joy and eliminate
sorrow, eliminate fondness and eliminate dislike, and use bhenevolence
and righteousness. Your hands, feet, mouth, nose, and ears undertaking
righteousness, surely you will be a sage.

(Mozi 47, Fraser 2015)

As the passage brings out, the Mohists emphasize a life of complete devo-
tion to moral duty, where this means that one may have to eliminate happi-
ness, joy, and fondness, For the Mohists, if satisfying basic material needs is
sufficient to secure our welfare, then once those needs are met, we have little
worthwhile to do but help others.

There is also much in common between the Mohist argument for the ji-
an’ai doetrine and Singer’s argument that our duties to others should not be
determined by their proximity to us. Both the Mohists, on the one hand, and
Singer, on the other, argue that simply because some people are geographi-
cally or psychologically distant from one, their needs should not matter less
1o us than those that are not distant. Iu other words, our dulies to strangers
across the globe ave just as weighty and stringent as those to our loved ones,
family members, and neighbors.

We can contrast the cosmopolitan perspective on global justice with
what 1 shall call a wraditional perspective. This perspective hﬁlds that in-
dividuals have greater moral responsibilities toward certain members of
the global population than toward others. More precisely, the traditional
view holds that the norms of justice apply primarily within bounded so-
cial groups comprising some subset of the global population. These social
groups are bounded by some shared common history, culture, language,
or ethnicity. For the traditionalist, then, there are limits to the scope of
an individual’s moral responsibilities, and an individual’s responsibilities
do not hold equally to all others in the world. Insofar as the Confucians
adhere to the docirine of “graded love,” we can think of them as being

traditionalists,

Against the tradiiionalists, the cosmopolitans hold a more expansive con-
ception of individual responsibility. Cosmopolitans oppose the notion that
there should be principled restrictions on the scope of an adequate con-
ception of justice. They oppose the traditional view that the principles of
distributive justice can properly be applied only within sufficiently cohesive
social groups: groups that share a comunon history, culture, idnguage or
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ethnicity. Insofar as the Mohists advocate instead the doctrine of impartial
concern ot universal love (jian'ai), we can think of them as being cosmopol-
itans of a sort.

{Cosmopolitanism and partialicy

One way to consider the issue between the cosmopolifan and the tradition-
alists is in terms of the following question: what kinds of normaiive rea-
sons can one have for devoling special concern to those individuals with
whom one has special relationships consisting in co-membership in a group
bounded by shared common history, culture, language, or ethnicity? For the
cosmopolitan, one’s status as a world citizen has to be seen as in some sense
fundamental, But does this mean, then, that directing special concern to
those in one’s group is necessarily morally unjustified for the cosmopolitan?

One way o answer this question assumes that if such special concern is
to be morally justified, it has to be justified on the basis of the ideal of world
citizenship itself. This is the view that Martha MNussbaum defends. MNuss-
baum writes that “[nJone of the major thinkers in the cosmopolitan tradition
denied that we can and should give special attention to our own families and
to our own ties of religious and national belonging.” According to Muss-
bawin, cosmopolitans believe “that it is right to give the local an additional
measure of coneern” and “the primary reason a cosmopolitan should have
for this is not that the local is belier per se, but rather that this is the only
sensible way to do good” (Mussbaum 2002, 135-136).

One reading of Musshaum’s thought is that if each of vs devoles cur special
attention to our own children, this is the most effective way of apportion-
ing our benevolence and more effective than i each of us directly attempts
to divide our attenticn equally among ail the children of the world. But in
devoting special attention to our own children, we must not suppose that
our own children are more worthy of attention than other children. In other
words, special altention (o particular people s morally defensible since, and
onty because, i can be justified by reference to the interests of all human
beings considered as equals. Cosmopolitanism, then, impliss that particular
human relationships and group affiliations never provide independent rea-
sons for action or suffice by themselves to generate special responsibilities
to one’s intimates and associates.

A different understanding of the cosmeopolitan view of special concern
is to hold that, in addition to one’s relationships and affiliations with par-
ticular individuals and groups, one also stands in an cthically significant
relation to other human beings in general in virtue of being a citizen of
the world. This view does not imply that one’s special relationships and
affiliations need to be justified by reference to the ideal of world citizenship
itself or that any legitimate reasons we have for promoting the interests
of the people we care specially about must be derivative from the interests
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of humanity as a whole. Instead, world citizenship is one important form of
membership among others, one imporiant source of reasons and respon-
sibilities among others. Cosmopolitanism, on {his more moderate inter-
pretation, insists only that one’s local attachments and affiliations must
always be balanced and constrained by consideration of the interests of
other people.

If we are to think of Mohists as a kind of early cosmopolitans, it 18 not
clear which of the two understandings of cosmopolitan special concern that
{ have just outlined fits in with the Mohists more closely, One the one hand,
the Mohist jign'ai docirine — that each of us should be motivated impar-
tially by equal concern for all regardless of one’s relationship to them and
that one’s behavior conforms to the standard of “segarding others as though
regarding onesclf” — shares with supposition in the first cosmopolitan in-
terpretation described above that the interesis of all human beings should
be considered as cqual and that one’s own children are 10 more worthy
of attention than other children. On the other hand, the Mohisis believed
that one’s local attachments and affiliations (such as family members and
loved ones) must always be balanced and constrained by consideration of
the interests of other people. In taking seriously the interests of those non-
intimates that are in need in this way, the Mohists have something in com-
mon with the second cosmopolitan inierpretation.

Rawis and global justice

In the previous section, described the issue between the cosmopolitan and
the traditionalist in terms of justice; Is there anything thal the members of
an individual society owe each other, as a matier of justice, that they do not
owe to non-members? Here, the concept of justice is & distribuiive notion,
concerning how benefits and burdens should be distributed to members (of
a society, of the world population according to certain normative princi-
ples. The disagreement between gosmopolitan advocates of global justice
and advocates of more traditional, anti-globalist views of justice might also
be framed in terms of the proper scope of the principies of justice in the
individual society or the world as a whole.

Since much of the terms of the contemporary global justice debate — the
debate concerning whether norms of justice apply only within an individ-
ual society or to the world as a whole — comes out of responses to John
Rawls’s 4 Theory of Justice, it will be useful to discuss briefly some of the
main ideas of Rawls’s theory. In the opening pages of 4 Theory of Justice,
Rawls claimed that “justice is the first virtue of social instifutions, as truth
is of systems of thought” {Rawls 1971, 3). In making this claim, Rawls el-
evated the concept of justice above other important political ideas such as
liberty, law, equality, power, rights, obligation, security, democracy, and
the state. For Rawls, justice is the paramount virtue of social institutions
in that whatever other virtues such institutions might possess, they are
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unaccepiable i unjust. For example, a socisty might be wealthy and stable,
but these attributes count for naught if those institutions are unjust.

The role of justice is to define “the appropriate disiribution of the benefits
and burdens of cooperation” (Rawls 1971, 4). The primary subject of justice,
according to Rawls, is the “basic structure” of society: “the way in which
major social institutions distribute fundamental rights and duties and deter-
mine the division of advaniages from soclal cooperation” {Rawls 1971 0).
One source of the idea that the principles of distributive justice should be
extended to the global ievel comes out of responses (o Rawis’s emphasis on
“the basic structure of society” as the primary subject of justive. By “the
basic structure of society,” Rawls refers to a society’ major sociai, political,
and economic institutions. One of the reasons why Rawls focused almost
exclusively on the basio structure in developing his two prineiples of justice
is because he appreciated its deep role in shaping people’s life prospects,
including how well or peorly they fare economically. Some proponents of
global justice (but, importantly, not Rawls himself) have argued that the in-
creasingly complex global economy also has a deep impact on the lives and
prospects of people worldwide and that it is therefore essential that institu-
tions and bodies that ground the rules of the economy should be regulated
by principles of justice (Pogge 2008).°

Rawls argued that distribution of wealih and income in society s unjust if
they are unduly determined by “morally arbitrary” factors, such as whether
one is born into an affluent or poor family. Some proponents of global jus-
tice have argued that there exist enormous disparities in wealih in different
societies in the world and that some of these disparities stem from factors,
such as differences in countries’ natural resource endowrmnents, which are at
least as moralty arbitrary as the factors that Bawls identified, It is also mor-
ally arbitrary whether someone happans to be born in an affluent society or
a poor one — the couniry of one’s birth is nol something morally deserved
or merited. Thus, these proponents of global justice {which do not include
Rawls himself) argue that, if it is unjust to have the distribution of income
and wealth within a socicty be unduly influenced by morally arbitrary fac-
tors, then it is also unjust to have the global economic distribution be inftu-
enced by such factors.®

i have been focusing in particular on two Rawlsian ideas that have played
important roles in the development of the cosmopoelitan position in global
justice discussion. The first idea is that the “primary subject of justice” is the
“basic structure” of an individual society, which comprises a society’s major
social, political, and economic institutions. The second idea {s that a just so-
clety cannol permit the distribution of income and wealth to be influenced
by morally arbitrary factors such as people’s native abilities or the social
circumstances into which they are born. { want to now discuss the common-
alities between these Rawlsian ideas that have been influential in developing
the cosmopolitan position on global justice, on the one hand, and ideas in
Confucian and Mohist thought, on the other. More specifically, I shall make
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two claims: (1) that the rationale for the Confucians emphasis on the family
in their ethical outiook has something in common with Rawls emphasis on
the basic structure of society in his theory of justice and (2) that the Mo-
hist jian'ai doctring has something in common with the argument, made by
some cosmopolitans, that national boundaries are morally arbitrary from
the standpoint of justice made. [ shall take these two points in turs.

First, recall that for Rawls, principles of distributive justice apply to not
the global distribution of income and wealth as a whole bui rather the ba-
sic structure of each society taken one at a time. Some cosmopolitans have
objected to Rawls by argning that something like his theory of distributive
justice should apply globally. Rawls’s main reason for focusing on the basic
structure is because its effects in shaping peopie’s fife prospects are so pro-
found. Individuals born into different social positions have different expec-
tations in life, some of them more favorable than others. Rawls appreciated
that a social system shapes deeply people’s desires, aspirations, atd expec-
tations. It shapes the kinds of persons they are and want to be.

There is a way in which the Confucian normative emphasis on the family
is broadly similar to Rawls’s emphasis on the basic structure, in that both
emphases derive from an appreciation of what is taken to be amosg the most
central social structures in shaping human lives: the family in the Confucian
case, the individual (non-global) society in Rawls’s case. That is, T believe
this Rawlsian emphasis on the application of the norms of justice to the
basic structure given the imrmense role it plays in shaping people’s lives has
something in commen with the Confucian concern with the family, as the
Confugians too applied norms of ritual propriety (/i M io the family, on the
grounds that the family played a formative role in shaping people’s desires,
aspirations, expectations, and character. Just as Rawisians believe that
the basic structure should be regulated by a conception of justice, given the
significant role it plays in shaping people’s iives, Confucians believe that the
family ought to be regulated by norms of ritual propriety, given the signifi-
cant role that it plays in shaping people’s lives.”

Second, recall that for Rawls, a just society cannot permit the distribution
of income and wealth to be influenced by morally arbitrary factors such
as people’s native abilities or the social circumstances into which they are
born. Some cosmopolitans have drawn on this Rawlsian idea of moral ar-
bitrariness to argue that national boundaries are equally arbitrary from the
standpoint of justice: as a matter of justice, the accident of where one is born
should have no effect on one’s economic prospects.

I believe Rawls’s appeal to the idea of moral arbitrariness in the indi-
vidual society — an idea that some advocates of global justice have tried to
extend to the whole as a whole — has something in common with the Mohists
Jjian'ai doctrine. Recall, that the jian'ai doctrine holds that one ought to be
concerned for the welfare of people in a spirii of “impartial concern” that
does not make distinctions between self and other, associates and strangers.
At the root of the Mohist thought that people ought to have concern for




Global justice and Classical Ching 87

their own family members as well as non-family members is a recogaition
of the moral arbitrariness of social distance. For the Mohist, every person’s
welfare matters, regardiess of any special relation a person might have with
onesell, and for many contemporary philosophers, appreciation of just this
idea has been one important path toward the development of a concern with
global justice.

Conclusion

To summarize, I have argued that the philosophical question about how we
should understand our moral and political responsibilities to different peo-
ple ts not necessarily a new one and that it has appeared in an earlier form in
the philosophical debates between the Confucians and Mohists, In striking
respects, their debates about our obligations to others mirror and anticipate
aspects of debates in conteraporary Western analytic philosophy about our
responsibilities to other people and about the proper scope of application of
norms of justice.®

Motes

I On this distinction, sce Beitz (2005),

2 One who has is Luis Cabrera, who makes a moral argument for world govern-
ment. See Cabrera (2014),

3 Singer's argument relies on two promises. The first is that affluent individuals
should contribule a much greater proportion of thely resources to aid those who
are suffering from poverty, disease, and maloutriion. The second is that all in-
dividuals have far-reaching duties to prevent harm and aileviate suffering.

4t is worth noting that wlilitarian or consequentialist cosmopolitaniam of the
sort advocated by Singer {3 nol widely defended in the global justice debate, for
many giobat theorists ground their views on non-consequentialist assumptions.
For an overview of current cosmopolitan trends, sse Caney (2010,

5 Rawls famously insisted that his principles of jusiice be applied solely to the
basic structure of an individual sociely rather than to the world as a whole.

6 My discussion of Rawls’s work may siggest that he neglected issues of global jus-
tice. It would be unfair and inaccurate to draw this conclusion, despite the fact
that he explicitly rejected the notion of applying his principles of digtributive jus-
tice globally. Instead, Rawls argued that relations among societies are governed
by the “law of peoples” (Rawls 2001). The law of peoples sets out priaciples of
justice to govern international relations, but they are not principles of distribu-
tive justice. In other words, they do not concern themselves with the distribution
of income and wealth per se bul instead presuppose the existence of separate
societies within which distributive principles do apply. In his discussion of the
law of peoples, Rawls claims that wealihier societies have a duty to assist what
he calls “burdensd societies,”

7 Intersstingly, Rawls himself did not take the family to be part of the basic struc-
ture. For discussion of the proper “site” of distributive justice, see the discus-
sion between Gerald A. Cohen (1997), Liam Murphy (1998), and Thomas Pogge
{2000). For feminisi criticisms of Rawls’s exclusion of the family from the basic
structure, see Qlkin (1994),
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8 The ideas in this article developed out of conversations that took place dur
ing the Routledge Confersnce on “Global Justice™ at Sun Yat-sen University,
Zhuhai campus, during May 19-20, 2018. I am grateful to Jun-Hyeok Kwak for
organizing this conference and to the participanis for stimulating discussion of
issues of global justice in the Bast Asian context. T also thank Hugo El Kholi for
the helpful comments he provided on an earlier draft and Michael Dufresne for
his assistance in preparing the bibliography.
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