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By far the most frequently unfulfilled human rights in our time are social and economic ones, such as everyone? right ?o a standard of living adequate for the health and well-being of oneself and one? family, including food, clothing, housing, and medical care.�� And even with regard to global deficits in civil and political human rights, which are mainly concerned with the democratic exercise of power, due process, and the rule of law, poverty plays a decisive role: Because extremely poor people are often physically and mentally stunted due to malnutrition in infancy, unable even to read and write due to lack of schooling, and much preoccupied with their family? survival, they can cause little harm or benefit to the politicians and officials who rule them. Such rulers have therefore little incentive to pay attention to the interests of the poor and will cater instead to the interests of agents more capable of reciprocation, including foreign governments, companies, and tourists.


My discussion of severe poverty in the developing countries under the title of global justice will divide into three parts. The first part is descriptive. We must have information about the phenomenon before we can adequately discuss it.


The second part is explanatory. Here I will, in the first instance, suggest some explanations for why there still is so much severe poverty in the world today. It will turn out that an important part of this explanation is the fact that we, the people in the affluent countries, have the wrong explanations of why severe poverty persists. This in turn is due in large part to a deep bias that is common in the work of economists � those on the right and those on the left. Economists focus on the local, indigenous causes of poverty and tend to ignore the important role our global economic order plays in sustaining these local causes. By giving us biased and ideological explanations of the problem, economists importantly contribute to its persistence.


The third part is normative. Here I will speak about moral responsibilities for severe poverty and about moral responsibilities for eradicating such poverty.


Part  One:  Description  of  the  World  Poverty  Problem


In describing the phenomenon of global poverty, I will concentrate on three aspects:


a) the extent of absolute poverty, how severe and widespread it is;


b) the extent of global inequality, which is a rough measure of the avoidability of poverty and of the opportunity cost to the affluent of its avoidance; and


c) the trend of the first two aspects, that is, how global poverty and inequality tend to develop over time.


Let me summarize the state of our world in regard to these three aspects.


First, poverty. <SLIDE ONE> The World Bank estimates that one fifth of all human beings � 1.2 out of 6 billion � live below the international poverty line,� which it currently defines in terms of $32.74 PPP 1993 per month or $1.08 PPP 1993 per day. ?PP� stands for ?urchasing power parity,� so people count as poor by this standard when their income per person per year has less purchasing power than $393 had in the US in 1993 or less than $466 have in the US in the year 2000.� Those living below this poverty line fall, on average, 30 percent below it.� So they live on $326 PPP 2000 per person per year on average. Now the $ PPP incomes the World Bank ascribes to people in poor countries are on average about four times higher than their actual incomes at market exchange rates.� Since virtually all the global poor live in such poor developing countries, we can then estimate that their average annual per capita income of $326 PPP 2000 corresponds to about $82 at market exchange rates. On average, the global poor can buy as much per person per year as we can buy with $326 in a rich country or with $82 in a poor country. � These are the poorest of the poor. The World Bank provides statistics also for a more generous poverty line that is twice as high: $786 PPP 1993 ($932 PPP or roughly $233 in the year 2000) per person per year. 2.8 billion people are said to live below this higher poverty line, falling 44.4 percent below it on average.� This much larger group of people � nearly half of humankind � can then, on average, buy as much per person per year as we can buy with $518 in a rich country or with $130 in a poor one.


<SLIDE TWO TOP> The consequences of such extreme poverty are foreseeable and extensively documented: 13 percent of the world? population (790 million) lack adequate nutrition, 17 percent (one billion) lack access to safe drinking water, 30 percent (over 2.4 billion) lack basic sanitation, and approximately one billion adults are illiterate.� 15 percent (more than 880 million) have no access to basic medical care.� 17 percent (approximately one billion) lack adequate shelter, and 33 percent (2 billion) have no electricity.� Fully one third of all human deaths are due to poverty-related causes, such as starvation, diarrhea, pneumonia, measles, and malaria, which could be prevented or cured cheaply through food, safe drinking water, vaccinations, rehydration packs, or medicines.� One quarter of all 5 to 14-year-olds work outside their family for wages, often under harsh conditions, in mining, textile- and carpet production, prostitution, factories, and in agriculture.�


Second, inequality. Severe poverty is, of course, nothing new. What is new, however, is the extent of global inequality. Real wealth is no longer limited to a small elite. Hundreds of millions enjoy a high standard of living with plenty of spare time, travel, education, cars, domestic appliances, computers, and so on. While average per capita annual income is about $82 in the bottom fifth (or quintile) and $131 among the bottom 46% of humankind, it is $26,000 in the so-called high-income economies consisting of 33 countries plus Hong Kong.� <SLIDE THREE> The collective income of the bottom quintile is about $100 billion annually or one third of one percent of the annual global product. The collective income of the bottom 46 % is about $367 billion annually or 1� percent of the annual global product. By contrast, the high-income economies contain 14.9 percent of world population and control 78.4 percent of the global product.� This contrast indicates what an economic reform bringing all incomes up to the World Bank? doubled poverty line would cost us members of high-income economies: just over one percent of our income.


<SLIDE TWO-BOTTOM> Global inequality is even greater in regard to property and wealth. Affluent people have on average more wealth than annual income, while the poor, on average, own significantly less than one annual income. The enormous fortunes of the super-rich in developed societies were given special emphasis in the penultimate Human Development Report: ?he world? 200 richest people more than doubled their net worth in the four years to 1998, to more than $1 trillion. The assets of the top three billionaires are more than the combined GNP of all least developed countries and their 600 million people.��


Third, trend. The last 50 years give the impression of rapid progress, punctuated by a long series of human rights declarations and treaties, new initiatives, summits, as well as detailed research into the quantification, causes, and effects of poverty. Such things are not unimportant. But they disguise the fact that real progress for the poor themselves is less impressive. Yes, life expectancy has risen markedly in most countries and infant mortality has fallen substantially due to better disease control. <SLIDE FOUR> But the number of people subsisting below the international poverty line has increased slightly since 1987, and has increased a lot when the special case of China is left aside.� <SLIDE FIVE> In the same period, the increase in the number of people living below the doubled poverty line is even more dramatic. And this despite the fact that this period has seen exceptional technological and economic progress as well as a dramatic decline in defense expenditures.� The number of malnourished people has likewise been basically flat at about 800 million � even though real prices of basic foodstuffs have fallen by 32 percent on average between 1985 and 2000.� In the 13 years since the end of the Cold War, well over 200 million people, mostly children, have died from poverty-related causes.


While the trend in poverty and malnutrition is basically flat, the trend in global inequality, and hence in the avoidability of poverty, is dramatically negative <SLIDES SIX AND SEVEN>: �The income gap between the fifth of the world�s people living in the richest countries and the fifth in the poorest was 74 to 1 in 1997, up from 60 to 1 in 1990 and 30 to 1 in 1960. [Earlier] the income gap between the top and bottom countries increased from 3 to 1 in 1820 to 7 to 1 in 1870 to 11 to 1 in 1913.�� There is a long established trend toward ever greater international income inequality � and this trend is accelerating: The figures just cited indicate an average annual growth gap of 1.66 percent for the colonial era (1820-1960), 2.34 percent for the period from 1960-90, and 3.00 percent for the period of 1990-97.�


This concludes my Part One, the description. Think for a moment about how much ordinary Americans know about these facts. As the media presented retrospectives on the 20th century, they gave ample space to its human-made horrors: <SLIDE EIGHT> six million murdered in the German holocaust, 30 million starved to death in Mao�s Great Leap Forward, 11 million wiped out by Stalin, two million killed by the Khmer Rouge, half a million hacked to death in Rwanda. When there are earthquakes, storms, and floods, we have them on the evening news, with footage of desperate parents grieving for their dead children. � What is not mentioned in the retrospectives and not shown on the evening news are the ordinary deaths from starvation and preventable diseases � some 200 million in just the few years since the end of the Cold War. Most of these 18 million dying each year are children whose parents simply cannot afford to give them access to safe water, nutritious food, vaccines, or basic medications. These deaths are not photogenic and quite disturbing, and we would rather not learn about them. So the media, ever catering to our tastes, leave them out. And the dying continues.


Part  Two:  Explanation  of  the  Persistence  of  Severe  Poverty


Economists know all the facts I have presented to you � indeed, nearly all of these data come, directly or indirectly, from the economists at the World Bank. And there are two more points of agreement: Economists are prepared to deplore these facts and thus prepared to agree that it would be much better if there were less poverty and a more equal global income distribution. And economists also agree with me that the facts I have described have social causes. That so many people subsist in life-threatening poverty is not due to their own laziness, wastefulness, greater needs, or lesser natural endowments, but due to social factors over which they have no control. If these same people had been born in Sweden or in Philadelphia or in Italy, they would lead just as long and healthy and happy lives as those who actually did have the good fortune to be born in those places. So much for points of agreement.


Now for the big disagreement, which is about: What are the relevant social causes of the persistence of poverty? There are two schools of thought. The more right-wing economists � also called libertarian or freshwater economists because they tend to live in Chicago � they argue that poverty persists because most poor countries do not follow the example of Japan and the Asian tigers (Hong Kong, Taiwan, Singapore, and South Korea). These success stories show, so say the libertarians, that the best way to expel human misery is economic growth, and the best way to achieve economic growth is to foster free enterprise with a minimum in taxes, regulations, and red tape.


The other, more left-wing school of thought, represented by Amartya Sen, also has its favorite poster-child: Kerala, a state in India. Kerala is a poor state, but its socialist government gives priority to fulfilling basic needs. And so the people of Kerala do much better in terms of health, education, and longevity than the people of other, more affluent Indian states.


I want you to focus not on the dispute between these two schools of economists, but on what both share in common. Both schools emphasize that the social causes of poverty, and hence the key to its eradication, lie in the poor countries themselves. Poverty persists because the poor countries have bad economic institutions and bad economic policies, which are generally due to the incompetence and corruption of their political leaders and public officials. This is the picture that both right-wing and left-wing economists present, and this is the view that politicians and the general public accept and repeat.


This popular view of global poverty is quite correct in what it asserts. The eradication of poverty in the developing countries indeed depends strongly on their governments and political institutions. It depends on how their economies are structured and also on whether there exists a genuine competition for political office which gives politicians an incentive to be responsive to the interests of the poor majority. But the popular explanation of global poverty is nonetheless deeply misleading, because it portrays the faulty institutions and policies and the corrupt elites prevalent in the developing countries as an exogenous fact: as a fact that explains, but does not itself stand in need of explanation. �Some developing countries manage to give themselves reasonable political institutions, but many others fail or do not even try. This is just the way things are.� An explanation that runs out at this point does not explain very much. An adequate explanation of global poverty must not merely adduce the prevalence of faulty institutions and policies and of corrupt and oppressive elites in the developing countries but must also provide an explanation for this prevalence. In order to understand the persistence of massive and severe poverty world-wide, we need an explanation for why incompetent, oppressive, and corrupt governments which are unresponsive to the needs and interests of �their� populations are so very frequent in the developing countries.


Once we ask this further question, we hit upon social causes that are external to the countries in which severe poverty occurs. I will discuss some of these external social factors in a moment. But let me first restate why the popular view is so disastrous, so biased, so ideological. As I have said, it is not wrong to claim that most poor populations are governed by corrupt elites and would be much happier and more prosperous if they had better leaders. What is disastrous is the natural conclusion people draw from this truth. Because poverty in the developing world is caused by local incompetence and corruption, therefore it is not caused by external factors and, in particular, not caused by the global economic order we impose. This inference is the crucial mistake. It overlooks that causes themselves have causes: If A hires B to shoot C, then B�s conduct causes C�s death, but it does not follow that A�s conduct does not also cause C�s death. � The inference also overlooks that causes often act together: An accident may be caused by K�s swerving into L�s lane and by L�s reading his map while driving. If either cause had been absent, the accident would not have occurred. These two simple examples show that correctly identifying a cause � B�s shooting, K�s swerving � may not give us a satisfactory causal explanation.


Getting back to global poverty, my point is then that economists working on this topic spend their energies sharply disagreeing about the causal roles of various local social factors in the reproduction of poverty. One side argues that poverty persists because poor countries have too much government: taxes, regulations, and red tape. The other side argues that poverty persists because poor countries have too little government: schools, hospitals, and infrastructure. As these issues are important, we get drawn into the debate and fail to notice what both sides take for granted: that the crucial variable for the explanation and avoidance of severe poverty is the decision-making in the developing countries: the way these countries structure their institutional order and the economic policies their governments pursue. We get drawn into believing that, with the right organization and developmental policies, any poor country can over time meet the basic needs of its people.� We find this picture all the more seductive because it reinforces our ever so dear conviction that we and our governments and the global economic order we impose are not substantial contributors to the horrendous conditions among the global poor � that the responsibility for poverty lies in the poor countries themselves. In this way, the economists� incomplete explanations of global poverty play themselves an important role in a correct and complete explanation of global poverty. So long as we citizens of the affluent countries do not understand how we are contributing to the reproduction of poverty abroad, we will not take a real interest in its eradication.


Let me now suggests some answers to the question why it is that so many poor countries do not succeed in eradicating domestic poverty by adopting the right institutional structures and the right economic policies. Obviously, this topic is highly complex, and I cannot hope to illuminate it fully here. But I think I can build a pretty compelling case even in just ten minutes or so. To do so, I will go through six important non-indigenous causal factors that must be included in any adequate explanation of the persistence of severe poverty in the developing countries.


Factor 1: What the right social institutions and economic policies are for a poor country eager to eradicate domestic poverty, and how difficult it is to implements these, crucially depends on the international rules of the game � particularly: on the design of the global economic order. Its rules are shaped through negotiations among governments and thus, not surprisingly, reflect the existing huge international differentials in bargaining power and expertise. As I am a mere philosopher, you will not be prepared to take my word for this. So let me read you a quote from the Economist, the magazine that has outdone all other news media in its defense of the WTO and in its vilification of the protesters of Seattle and Washington as enemies of the poor. The Economist reports as follows: �Rich countries cut their tariffs by less in the Uruguay Round than poor ones did. Since then, they have found new ways to close their markets, notably by imposing anti�dumping duties on imports they deem �unfairly cheap�. Rich countries are particularly protectionist in many of the sectors where developing countries are best able to compete, such as agriculture, textiles, and clothing. As a result, according to a new study by Thomas Hertel, of Purdue University, and Will Martin, of the World Bank, rich countries� average tariffs on manufacturing imports from poor countries are four times higher than those on imports from other rich countries. This imposes a big burden on poor countries. The United Nations Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) estimates that they could export $700 billion more a year by 2005 if rich countries did more to open their markets. Poor countries are also hobbled by a lack of know�how. Many had little understanding of what they signed up to in the Uruguay Round. That ignorance is now costing them dear. Michael Finger of the World Bank and Philip Schuler of the University of Maryland estimate that implementing commitments to improve trade procedures and establish technical and intellectual�property standards can cost more than a year�s development budget for the poorest countries. Moreover, in those areas where poor countries could benefit from world trade rules, they are often unable to do so. � Of the WTO�s 134 members, 29 do not even have missions at its headquarters in Geneva. Many more can barely afford to bring cases to the WTO�.��


We learn here that an adequate explanation of global poverty cannot ignore the ground rules of the world economy, which have a very substantial influence on what resources the governments of poor countries and provinces have available to them for poverty eradication and also on what complexities such governments face in figuring out what they might best do toward this purpose. In our world, this factor is far from optimal for poverty eradication: Because of their vastly inferior bargaining power, the poor countries are obliged to accept economic rules which impose especially heavy compliance costs on them, which discriminate against their exports, and which for them are very difficult and expensive to enforce against others. In light of this phenomenon, we can better understand the fact displayed in Part One: that international economic inequality is steadily increasing and at an ever accelerating rate. The affluent states use their greater bargaining power to shape the ground rules of the global economic order in favor of their own countries and populations. These skewed rules in turn allow them to procure the lion�s share of the benefits of global economic growth. This increases international economic inequality and thereby further enhances the bargaining power of the affluent states, allowing them to shape the rules even more strongly in their favor. And so on and so forth, the cycle continues.


Factor 2: Because all countries co-exist in the same global environment, conditions in the poor countries are significantly affected by what is happening beyond their borders. Among the most important negative such effects are the following: The populations of poor countries suffer from the pollution produced in the developed countries during the last 200 years � while they are, unlike us, excluded from the benefits. They suffer the effects of global warming caused by our emissions of greenhouse gases. They suffer the effects of the drug trade fueled by the huge demand for drugs in the US and Europe and of the war on drugs prosecuted by the US and European governments. They suffer from the depletion of natural resources such as crude oil and metals whose prices are much higher than they would be, if the affluent countries were prepared to moderate their consumption. They suffer from disease strains that have become resistant to ordinary drugs because of treatment practices in the developed countries. They suffer from the AIDS epidemic which affluent sex tourists are spreading around the globe with the help of patent rules that permit drug companies to suppress cheaper generic versions of medications they have patented.


Factor 3: What the right social institutions and economic policies are, for some particular poor country, depends in good part on what institutions and policies other countries are adopting. The freshwater economists are especially prone to sweep this connection under the rug when they tell their favorite stories about the rise of Japan and the Asian tigers. They want us to take home the point that, if some poor countries can grow rapidly even without natural resources, then all poor countries can. But this point is quite problematic: A moment�s reflection suffices to see that those poster-child countries could succeed so well only because other poor countries did not follow the same strategy. If other poor countries had followed the same strategy, then both exports and export prices realizable by the Asian tigers would have been much lower, resulting in much less export-stimulated growth in each of the competing poor economies.


By being mindful of Factor 3, we can learn to avoid (what I call) the some-all fallacy: If some can do it, then all can. This fallacy used to be commonplace in domestic folklore and debates. Late in the 19th century, there was an immensely popular author, Horatio Alger, who specialized on writing stories about poor farm boys who worked hard and became very rich. These stories epitomize what the rich elite of his day wanted to propagate as the genius of America, the land of opportunity in which all can fulfill their dreams. We understand better now how this was false propaganda. For clearly, what is possible for each may not be possible for all. Even if each farm boy could have become a millionaire in the world of Alger�s stories, it was still quite impossible for more than a few to succeed. Thus, even if it had been true of each farm who failed that he could have succeeded, we still cannot blame the fact that over 99 percent failed on the farm boys themselves. In the system as it was, they could not have changed this fact, either individually or collectively. � Similarly with unemployment today: It does not follow from the fact that each person willing to work can find work that all such persons can. This point, too, is today well understood. But people don�t understand that the analogous point holds also for poor countries. Here the some/all fallacy retains its grip, largely because economists invite this fallacy by ignoring Factor 3, by treating each poor country�s development problem as isolated from all the others. To be sure, there is nothing wrong with celebrating the Asian tigers who smartly exploited a hugely profitable niche in the world economy (better technology than other poor countries and lower labor costs than more affluent countries). But this celebration must not overlook the obvious: that this niche would not have been profitable if many poor states had scrambled to occupy it all at once.


Factors 1-3 affect how difficult it is for a country to eradicate domestic poverty. These factors co-determine how much wealth poor countries have available for the eradication of severe poverty and how much knowledge and expertise they need in order to craft an effective strategy. These three factors can thus be of great importance for explaining the persistence of severe poverty in poor countries whose leaders have the competence and the commitment to eradicate poverty. Many developing countries are, however, governed by elites that lack such competence and commitment.


The Horatio Alger stories can be used one more time to illustrate how there can be systemic reasons for why many of the relevant agents do not make the necessary effort. Most 19th century farm boys may have lacked stamina and initiative because, having grown up in grinding poverty, they were suffering the lasting effects of childhood malnutrition and disease or of primitive schools stifling ambition. With the governments of poor countries, the problem most often is not merely inability, but also unwillingness to reduce domestic poverty. Yet this unwillingness, the corruption endemic to many of these governments, does not show that such poverty cannot be traced back to the existing global economic order. To the contrary, the prevalence of official corruption may itself be a consequence of our economic policies, of the global economic order we impose and of the extreme international inequalities that have accumulated over two centuries. This is what Factors 4-6 will illustrate.


Factor 4. A paradigm case of corruption is bribery. Bribes play a major role in the awarding of public contracts in the developing countries, which suffer staggering losses as a result. These losses arise in part from the fact that bribes are �priced in�: Bidders on contracts must raise their price in order to get paid enough to pay the bribes. Additional losses arise as bidders can afford to be noncompetitive, knowing that the success of their bid will depend on their bribes more than on the price they offer. The greatest losses probably arise from the fact that officials focused on bribes pay little attention to whether the goods and services they purchase in their country�s behalf are of good quality or even needed at all. Much of what developing countries have imported over the years has been of no use to them � or even harmful, by promoting environmental degradation or violence (bribery is especially pervasive in the arms trade). May we then conclude that poverty in developing societies thus the fault of their own tolerance of corruption and of their own leaders� venality? This comfortable conclusion is upset by the fact that, until 1999, most developed states have not merely legally authorized their firms to bribe foreign officials, but have even allowed these firms to deduct such bribes from their taxable revenues, thereby providing financial inducements and moral support to the practice of bribing politicians and officials in the developing countries. Obviously, bribes encouraged by such rules significantly affect the loyalties of officials in developing countries and also what kinds of persons are motivated to scramble for public office in the first place. There is hope that the recently adopted Convention on Combating Bribery of Foreign Officials in International Business Transactions will make blatant bribery less frequent.� But this Convention cannot undo the pervasive culture of corruption that is now deeply entrenched in many developing countries thanks to the extensive bribery they were subjected to during their formative years.


Moreover, huge asymmetries in other incentives remain in place. The political and economic elites of a poor country interact, on the one hand, with its domestic population and, on the other hand, with foreign governments and corporations. These two constituencies differ enormously in wealth and power. The former are poorly educated and heavily preoccupied with the daily struggle for the survival of their families. The latter, by contrast, have vastly greater rewards and penalties at their disposal. Politicians with a normal interest in their own political and economic success can be expected, therefore, to cater to the interests of foreign governments and corporations rather then to the interests of their much poorer compatriots. And this, of course, is what we find: There are plenty of developing-country governments that came to power or stay in power only thanks to foreign support. And there are plenty of developing-country politicians and bureaucrats who, induced or even bribed by foreigners, work against the interests of their people: for the development of a tourist-friendly sex industry (whose forced exploitation of children and women they tolerate and profit from), for the importation of unneeded, obsolete, or overpriced products at public expense, for the permission to import hazardous products, wastes, or productive facilities, against laws protecting employees or the environment, and so on. 


Factor 4 would not have such a pernicious effect on global poverty, you will say, if the developing countries were more democratic, allowing their populations a genuine political role. I agree. But what explains the fact that most of the poor countries are so far from being genuinely democratic? This question points us toward Factors 5 and 6.


It is a very central feature of the current global institutional order that any group controlling a preponderance of the means of coercion within a country is internationally recognized as the legitimate government of this country�s territory and people � regardless of how this group came to power, of how it exercises power, and of the extent to which it may be supported or opposed by the population it rules. That such a group exercising effective power receives international recognition means not merely that we engage it in negotiations. It means also that we accept this group�s right to act for the people it rules, that we, most significantly, confer upon it the privileges freely to borrow in the country�s name (international borrowing privilege) and freely to dispose of the country�s natural resources (international resource privilege).


Factor 5: The international borrowing privilege includes the power� to impose internationally valid legal obligations upon the country at large. Any successor government that refuses to honor debts incurred by an ever so corrupt, brutal, undemocratic, unconstitutional, repressive, unpopular predecessor will be severely punished by the banks and governments of other countries; at minimum it will lose its own borrowing privilege by being excluded from the international financial markets. Such refusals are therefore quite rare, as governments, even when newly elected after a dramatic break with the past, are compelled to pay the debts of their ever so awful predecessors. The international borrowing privilege has three important negative effects on the prospects for democracy in the developing countries. It facilitates borrowing by destructive governments, which can borrow more money and can do so more cheaply than they could do if they alone, rather than the entire country, were obliged to repay. It therefore helps such governments stay in power even against near�universal popular discontent and opposition. Moreover, the international borrowing privilege imposes upon democratic successor regimes the often huge debts of their corrupt predecessors and thereby saps their capacity to implement structural reforms and other political programs, thus rendering them less successful and less stable than they would otherwise be. (It is small consolation that authoritarian regimes are sometimes weakened by being held liable for the debts of their democratic predecessors.) Finally, the international borrowing privilege provides incentives toward coup attempts: Whoever succeeds in bringing a preponderance of the means of coercion under his control gets the borrowing privilege as an additional reward.


Factor 6: The international resource privilege enjoyed by a group in power is much more than our mere acquiescence in its effective control over the resources of the country in question. In particular, it includes the power to effect legally valid transfers of ownership rights in such resources. Thus a corporation that has purchased resources from the Saudis or Suharto, or from Mobuto or Sani Abacha, has thereby become entitled to be � and actually is � recognized anywhere in the world as the legitimate owner of these resources. This is a remarkable feature of our global institutional order. A group that overpowers the guards and takes control of a warehouse may be able to give some of the merchandise to others, accepting money in exchange. But the fence who pays them becomes merely the possessor, not the owner, of the loot. Contrast this with a group that overpowers an elected government and takes control of a country. Such a group, too, can give away some of the country�s natural resources, accepting money in exchange. In this case, however, the purchaser acquires not merely possession, but all the rights and liberties of ownership, which are supposed to be � and actually are � protected and enforced by all other states� courts and police forces.


This international resource privilege has disastrous effects in many poor countries, whose resource sector often constitutes a large segment of the national economy. Whoever can take power in such a country by whatever means can maintain his rule, even against widespread popular opposition, by buying the arms and soldiers he needs with revenues from the export of natural resources (and funds borrowed abroad in the country�s name). This fact in turn provides a strong incentive toward the undemocratic acquisition and unresponsive exercise of political power in these countries. The international resource privilege also gives foreigners strong incentives to corrupt the officials of such countries who, no matter how badly they rule, continue to have resources to sell and money to spend.


These incentives have actual effects in the real world. They go a long way toward explaining the so-called Dutch Disease, the long observed negative correlation between resource wealth (defined as the size of the natural resource sector as a percentage of GNP) and economic progress. Regression analysis by two Yale economists, Leonard Wantchekon and Ricky Lam, show that this surprising correlation is mediated through bad government: Severe poverty is more persistent in resource-rich countries, because they are more prone to corrupt government, coup attempts, and civil wars.� From this analysis we need take only one further, straightforward step: It is only because of the international resource privilege that resource wealth dramatically reduces the likelihood of good government, so that poverty in the resource-rich developing countries � despite their great natural wealth � tends to decline only very slowly, if at all.


By going through six important systemic factors in some detail, I hope I have undermined a conviction that, sustained by right-wing and left-wing economists alike, most citizens in the developed countries are all too eager to believe: The causes of severe poverty are indigenous to the countries in which it occurs; and the rich societies and their governments do not substantially contribute to the persistence of severe poverty worldwide. This belief is dramatically mistaken. The non-indigenous factors I have discussed are absolutely crucial for explaining the inability and especially the unwillingness of the poor countries� leaders to pursue more effective strategies toward poverty eradication. They are absolutely crucial, therefore, for explaining why global inequality is increasing dramatically, so that income poverty and malnutrition have not declined in the last 14 years,� despite substantial technological progress, despite substantial global economic growth, despite a huge poverty reduction in China, despite the post-Cold-War �peace dividend�, and despite a 32% drop in real food prices since 1985.� Genuine progress on the poverty front requires analysis of these non-indigenous factors. And it requires modifications in these factors, which, in turn, requires a better understanding in the developed countries of how the social causes of the persistence of severe poverty lie by no means in the poor countries alone.


Part  Three:  Responsibilities  for  Severe  Poverty  and  for  its  Eradication


As we have seen in Part Two, the problem of global poverty is generally presented and perceived in the developed countries as a bad situation that occurs independently of us. This misery might as well exist on another planet freshly discovered. Our sole relation to it is our capacity to alleviate. Sure, it is good of us to give whatever aid and assistance we decide to give, but we certainly have no duty, obligation, or strong responsibility to help these poor people in their troubles. This is the way most in the developed world see the situation.


This is also the official view taken by the governments of the developed countries. Look, for example, at the World Food Summit in Rome, organized by the United Nations Food and Agriculture Organization (FAO) in November 1996. Its principal achievement was this pledge by the 186 participating governments: ?e, the Heads of State and Government, or our representatives, gathered at the World Food Summit � reaffirm the right of everyone to have access to safe and nutritious food, consistent with the right to adequate food and the fundamental right of everyone to be free from hunger. We pledge our political will and our common and national commitment to achieving food security for all and to an on�going effort to eradicate hunger in all countries, with an immediate view to reducing the number of undernourished people to half their present level no later than 2015. We consider it intolerable that more than 800 million people throughout the world, and particularly in developing countries, do not have enough food to meet their basic nutritional needs. This situation is unacceptable.��


Having joined this pledge, the US government then published its own interpretation of it: ?he attainment of any ?ight to adequate food� or ?undamental right to be free from hunger� is a goal or aspiration to be realized progressively that does not give rise to any international obligations.�� Having issued this ?nterpretation,� the US acted accordingly, for instance by issuing the following statement: ?s part of the U.S. Action Plan on Food Security, USAID commissioned a separate study of the projected cost of meeting the World Food Summit target and a strategy for reaching this goal. The study, completed in mid 1998, focused on a potential framework for ODA investments and estimated that the target could be reached with additional global ODA of $2.6 billion annually, as compared to the FAO? estimate of $6 billion annually.�� The USDA study proposes then that the developed states should back their grandiose Rome pledge by adding only $3.30 rather than $7.60 annually for each malnourished person. As it is, the hunger reduction plan adopted in Rome implicitly envisions well over 200 million deaths from hunger and preventable diseases over the 1997�2015 plan period, of which, by the way, some 80 million have already occurred. One might have thought that, even if the FAO? proposed annual increase of $6 billion were to reduce hunger faster than planned, this should be no cause for regret. Halving world hunger in 19 years, after all, is glacial progress. And an extra $6 billion is not much to ask from the high�income countries, whose combined GNP in 1998 was $22,599 billion (World Bank 1999, 231).


The dominant view in the developed countries about our moral responsibilities with regard to global poverty is also well illustrated by their official development aid (ODA). In the 1970?, governments of the affluent countries had informally accepted the UN goal of increasing development assistance to one percent of GNP, later reduced to � percent. In fact, US development assistance has consistently declined, especially after the end of the Cold War deprived many poor countries of any strategic importance. In 1998, under Clinton, US ODA was 1/10 of one percent of GNP, less than half of what it had been at the end of Ronald Reagan? presidency. Many other affluent countries show similar declines. ODA by all OECD countries together fell from 1/3 of one percent of their combined GNP in 1988 to less than 1/4 percent in 1998. <SLIDE NINE> And of these $52 billion, only 21 percent are spent on aid to the least developed countries and only 8.3 percent, or $4.2 billion are spent on meeting basic needs. This $4.2 billion is 0.02 percent of the high-income economies� GNP. It represents 1.3 cents per day from each of us affluent citizens and 0.4 cents per day for each human being subsisting below the World Bank? doubled poverty line.


There are some people in the developed countries who disagree with the dominant view that our current practice is just fine. They say that, if we can save human lives at little cost to ourselves, then we do have a moral responsibility to do so. Peter Singer became famous for making this point 30 years ago by telling the story of a healthy adult who, walking by a shallow pond, sees a small child in it about to drown. Surely, Singer says, you have a duty to save the child, even if you get your pants wet in the process. And similarly, he concludes, you have a duty to send money to poverty relief organizations that can, for each few dollars they receive, save one more child from a painful hunger death.


Now in this disagreement, I am all on Singer? side. But the far more important point is that, in this case as well, I strongly reject what both sides take for granted. Whatever the responsibilities of innocent bystanders may be, innocent bystanders is not what we are in regard to global poverty. Rather, the developed states and their citizens play an essential role in producing and reproducing this misery by imposing a global economic order that foreseeably aggravates international economic inequality and thereby perpetuates severe poverty for half of humankind. The question we face is not ?hould we help these poor people get on their feet?� The question we really face is ?hould we finally stop keeping them down?�, ?hould we stop imposing on them a global economic order which even a large majority of humankind is unable to change and which excludes the global poor from the natural wealth of this planet and from the benefits of global economic growth?�


To be sure, we cannot as individuals reform the global order so as to make it democratic or fairer to the poor. But we can try to do this together with other Americans through the domestic democratic process. We can try to reduce our contribution to upholding an unjust global order. And we can try to protect some of the poor in the developing countries from some of the harms that we also have a role in imposing upon them. Yes, such efforts are not cost-free. But we must ask ourselves to what extent the wealth we possess is not deeply tainted by the ongoing injustice of the global order, from which we benefit, and also by the horrendous crimes of the past, including genocide, colonialism, and slavery, which have played an essential role in the evolution of today? extreme economic inequality.


� � 25 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, approved and proclaimed as resolution 217 A (III) by the General Assembly of the United Nations on December 10, 1948.


� World Bank, World Development Report 2000/2001, Oxford University Press, New York 2001, pp. 17 and 23 (www.worldbank.org/poverty/wdrpoverty/report/index.htm). It is worth pointing out that such severe poverty affects one fifth of all human beings alive at any given time. This way of measuring the extent of poverty may be accused of distorting what is morally significant: People living below the international poverty line have a much lower life-expectancy. If the poor, on average, live half as long as the non-poor (which is approximately true), then fully one third, rather than one fifth, of all human lives are lived below the international poverty line. This distortion also affects many other statistics I will mention. It does not, however, affect the point that one third of all human deaths are due to poverty-related causes; this statistic does give the same weight to each human life irrespective of its duration.


� See http://stats.bls.gov/cpihome.htm.


� See tables 2 and 4, dividing the poverty gap index by the headcount index, in Shaohua Chen and Martin Ravallion, How Did the World�s Poorest Fare in the 1990s?, Working Paper, August 2000, www.worldbank.org/research/growth/paper percent20of percent20the percent20month_800.htm.


� Thus the World Bank equates China�s per capita GNP of $780 to $3,291 PPP, India�s $450 to $2,149 PPP, Indonesia�s $580 to $2,439 PPP, Nigeria�s $310 to $744 PPP, Ethiopia�s $100 to $599 PPP, the Philippines� $1020 to $3815 PPP, Vietnam�s $370 to $1755 PPP, and so on. See World Bank 2001 (note 2), pp. 274-275.


� Chen and Ravallion (note 4), Tables 3 and 4, again dividing the poverty gap index by the headcount index.


� For all four figures, see United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Human Development Report 2000, Oxford University Press, New York 2000, p. 30.


� United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Human Development Report 1999, Oxford University Press, New York 1999, p. 22.


� For both figures, see United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), Human Development Report 1998, Oxford University Press, New York 1998, p. 49.


� For details, see World Health Organisation (WHO), The World Health Report 1999, WHO Publications, Geneva 1999 (www.who.int/whr/1999), especially annex table 2. In 1998, there were 53.929 million human deaths, of which approximately 18 million were due to poverty-related causes. Compare also UNICEF, The State of the World�s Children 1998, Oxford University Press, New York 1998, and UN Food and Agricultural Organisation, www.fao.org/focus/e/sofi/child-e.htm. �Worldwide 34,000 children under age five die daily from hunger and preventable diseases� (United States Department of Agriculture, U.S. Action Plan on Food Security, March 1999 [www.fas.usda.gov:80/icd/summit/usactplan.pdf], p. iii).


� World Bank, World Development Report 1999/2000, Oxford University Press, New York 2000, p. 62 (www.worldbank.org/wdr/2000/fullreport.html). According to the International Labour Organisation �at least 120 million children between the ages of 5 and 14 work full time. The number is 250 million, or more than twice as many, if we include those for whom work is a secondary activity� (www.ilo.org/public/english/270asie/feature/child.htm).


� The global product is about $30 trillion, world population about 6 billion (World Bank 2001 [note 2], p. 275).


� World Bank 2001 (note 2), p. 275.


� UNDP 1999 (note 8), p. 3. Also: �The additional cost of achieving and maintaining universal access to basic education for all, basic health care for all, reproductive health care for all women, adequate food for all and safe water and sanitation for all is . . . less than 4 % of the combined wealth of the 225 richest people in the world� (UNDP 1998 [note 9], p. 30).


� World Bank 2001 (note 2), p. 23.


� Thanks to the end of the Cold War, the high-income economies were able to reduce their military expenditures from 4.1 percent of their combined gross domestic product (GDP) in 1985 to 2.2 percent in 1998 (UNDP 1998 [note 9], p. 197; UNDP 2000 [note 7], p. 217). Their annual �peace dividend� currently amounts to $420 billion (1.9 percent of their current aggregate GDP of over $22 trillion � UNDP 2000 [note 7], p. 209). In the same period, the same countries chose to reduce their aggregate net official development assistance (ODA) from 0.33 percent of their combined gross national products (GNPs) to 0.24 percent (UNDP 2000 [note 7], p. 218). Moreover, the allocation of these $52 billion annually is governed by political considerations (cf. Alberto Alesina and David Dollar, Who Gives Foreign Aid to Whom and Why?, NBER Working Paper 6612, June 1998, http://dsl.nber.org/papers/w6612.pdf): Only 21 percent goes to the 43 least developed countries (ibid.). And only 8.3 percent is spent on meeting basic needs, much less than the 20 percent that the high-income countries promised in the �20:20 compact� made within the OECD (UNDP 2000 [note 7], p. 79). All high-income countries together thus spend $4.3 billion annually on meeting basic needs in the developing countries � 0.02 percent of their combined GNPs or less than one cent per day for each person in the bottom quintile.


� The World Bank Food Index fell from 124 in 1985 to 84.5 in 2000. These statistic are updated in �Global Commodity Markets� published by the World Bank�s Development Prospects Group.


� UNDP 1999 (note 8), p. 3. The income gap is considerably greater if one compares individuals (or household averages) rather than country averages. One would then, in the top quintile, replace the poorest citizens of rich countries with richer persons in poorer countries and analogously, in the bottom quintile, replace the wealthiest citizens of poor countries with poorer citizens in less-poor countries. So calculated, the global quintile inequality ratio for income rose from 78 in 1988 to 113 in 1993 (Branko Milanovic, True World Income Distribution, 1988 and 1993: First Calculation Based on Household Surveys Alone, World Bank, October 1999, supplemented by several personal communications), indicating an average annual growth gap of 7.65 percent. Today, the top quintile of human beings control over 90 percent of global income and the bottom quintile about one third of one percent (see note 13 above and preceding text), which puts the global quintile inequality ratio for income around 270.


� A detailed study of the development of income inequality among persons worldwide shows the same dramatic trend: �World inequality ... has increased from a Gini of 62.5 in 1988 to 66.0 in 1993. This represents an increase of 0.7 Gini points per year. This is a very fast increase, faster than the increase experienced by the US and UK in the decade of the 1980�s. ... The bottom 5 percent of the world grew poorer, as their real incomes decreased by �, while the richest quintile grew richer. It gained 12 percent in real terms, that is it grew more than twice as much as mean world income (5.7 percent)� (Milanovic 1999 [note 18], p. 52f.).


� John Rawls�s new book, The Law of Peoples (Cambridge MA: Harvard University Press 1999) relies heavily on the assumption that peoples are masters of their own fate, that the causes of international inequality are purely domestic: �the causes of the wealth of a people and the forms it takes lie in their political culture and in the religious, philosophical, and moral traditions that support the basic structure of their political and social institutions, as well as in the industriousness and cooperative talents of its members, all supported by their political virtues. ... Crucial also is the country�s population policy� (ibid. 108). If a society does not want to be poor, it can curb its population growth or industrialize (ibid. 117f.) and, in any case, �if it is not satisfied, it can continue to increase savings, or, if this is not feasible, borrow from other members of the Society of Peoples� (ibid. 114). With the right culture and policies, even resource-poor countries like Japan can do very well. With the wrong culture and policies, resource-rich countries like Argentina may do very poorly (ibid. 108). Everyone can succeed on their own � except only, perhaps, the Arctic Eskimos (ibid. 108n34).


� Economist, September 25, 1999, 89; the cited studies are available in full as, respectively, Working Paper 7 at www.agecon.purdue.edu/gtap/wkpapr/index.htm and Working Paper 2215 at http://wbln0018.worldbank.org/research/workpapers.nsf/12e6920265e1e0d3852567e50050df1f/).


� This convention went into effect in February 1999 and as of April 2001 has been ratified by 31 states (http://www.oecd.org/daf/nocorruption/annex2.htm).


� As explicated in Wesley N. Hohfeld, Fundamental Legal Conceptions, Yale University Press, New Haven 1919, a power involves the legally recognised authority to alter the distribution of first�order liberty rights, claim rights, and duties. Having a power or powers in this sense is distinct from having power (i.e., control over physical force and/or means of coercion).


� Economists have known for some time of the negative correlation between developing countries� resource endowments and their rates of economic growth (the so�called �Dutch Disease�) � exemplified by the relatively low growth rates, over the past 40 years, of resource�rich Nigeria, Kenya, Angola, Mozambique, Zaire, Venezuela, Brazil, Saudi Arabia, Burma, and the Philippines. The causal connections accounting for this correlation, however, are only now beginning to be fully understood. Cf. Ricky Lam and Leonard Wantchekon: �Dictatorships as a Political Dutch Disease,� working paper (Yale University, January 19, 1999). This paper specifically supports the hypothesis that the causal connection between resource wealth and poor economic growth is mediated through reduced chances for democracy: �all petrostates or resource�dependent countries in Africa fail to initiate meaningful political reforms. ... besides South Africa, transition to democracy has been successful only in resource�poor countries� (31); �Our cross�country regression confirms our theoretical insights. We find that a one percentage increase in the size of the natural resource sector [relative to GDP] generates a decrease by half a percentage point in the probability of survival of democratic regimes� (35). Cf. Wantchekon, Leonard. 1999. Why do Resource Dependent Countries Have Authoritarian Governments?. Working Paper.Yale University. www.yale.edu/leitner/pdf/1999-11.pdf.


� World Bank 2001 (note 2), p. 23. The number of malnourished people is published, e.g., in the annual Human Development Reports (New York: Oxford University Press). This number has moved in the range of 790-840 million.


� The World Bank Food Index fell from 124 in 1985 to 84.5 in 2000. These statistics are updated in �Global Commodity Markets� published by the World Bank�s Development Prospects Group.


� Rome Declaration on World Food Security (http://www.fao.org/wfs/policy/english/96�3eng.htm).


� �Interpretive Statement� filed by the US Government in reference to the first paragraph of the Rome Declaration on World Food Security (http://www.fas.usda.gov:80/icd/summit/interpre.html). My emphases.


� USDA 1999 (note 10), Appendix A








