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Abstract. One way of arguing for the position that states may prioritize their own citizens
over foreigners draws attention to the ways in which states limit their citizens’ autonomy.
States routinely coerce their citizens by enfagca large set of laws. This is incompatible
with paying due respect for individual autonomy, this way of thinking proceeds, and
therefore governments should compensate for the restrictions they impose on their
citizens’ autonomy by showing special concern for their own citizens. This line of argu-
ment for governments’ prioritizing their own citizens over foreigners has faced criticism in
the recent philosophical literature. Richard J. Arneson (2005) argues that justified laws do
not impose the kinds of limitations on citizen autonomy that would deserve compensation.
Kok-Chor Tan (1993) maintains that the kind of coercion deserving of compensation is not
limited to the national context, and that even national compensation cannot ignore the
moral claims of foreigners. This paper examines these criticisms by Arneson and Tan.
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1. Introduction

It is generally accepted that we have certain positive moral duties to other
persons irrespective of whether they are our fellow citizens or citizens of even
distant foreign countries. It is also widebelieved that states may show more
concern for their own citizens than ¢dher persons. Granted that governments
ought to pay attention to the moral dutis persons have to each other, it is
morally acceptable that states prioritize their own citizens over foreigners.

One way of arguing for the position that states may prioritize their own citizens
over others draws attention to the wapswhich states limit their citizens’
autonomy. States routinely coerce their eitig by enforcing a large set of laws by
an apparatus of courts, prisons, and polstates tax their citizens, conscript their
citizens for service in their armed forces,. &this is incompatible with paying due
respect for individual autonomy, this waf thinking proceeds, and therefore
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governments should compensate for therictgins they impose on their citizens’
autonomy by showing special concern for their own citizens (see, e.g. Blake 2002,
and also Miller 1998).

This line of argument for governmentgtioritizing their own citizens over
foreigners has faced criticism in thecent philosophical literature. On the one
hand, it has been argued that the morally justified restrictions states impose on
persons’ actions do not limit reasonable and moral persons’ autonomy, that other
kinds of autonomy are not significantlylvable, and that, therefore, there is no
such reason for states to prioritize theitizens over strangers as the argument
maintains there to be (Arneson 2005). Om dther hand, it has been argued that in
the globalizing world the kind of coercion that deserves to be compensated is not
limited to the national context and, consequently, there is no sufficient reason to
prioritize compatriots over foreignersnathat, even if we accepted that states
should prioritize their own citizens, we still need to ask why coercive schemes
deserving of compensation are imposed @ phrticular group of persons and not
on another (Tan 2003).

In this paper, | will assess the question of whether states’ prioritizing their own
citizens over foreigners is morally actaiple by examining these two criticisms. |
concentrate on states’ showing spediaincern for their citizens when the
foreigners of socially or spatially désit countries are worse off than their own
citizens. These cases are morally the most problematic, have drawn the most
attention in the discussion on duties to aliststrangers, and if states may show
special concern for their own citizens whtre relevant group of foreigners is
worse off than the citizens, they plaalgi may also prioritize their own citizens
when the foreigners are faring equaligell (or better than) the citizens of the
country in question. My argument presupposesely an ordinal ordering of the
relevant groups of persons in terms of how well they are faring.

Someone might argue that we cannot assess whether states’ compensating for
the limitations of autonomy they impose on their citizens can be justified without
first knowing exactly what kind of compsation we are talking about. | however
believe that the discussion here can proceed with an abstract and intuitive under-
standing of the nature of that compation. This issue is reminiscent of the
philosophical discussion on the justifiican of legal punishment. Whether punish-
ing those who violate the law can betjfied is discussed with the rough under-
standing of the kind of punishment asiue that it should be proportionate to the
crime committed. But, to my knowledge, so far nobody has presented a clear
account of what that proportionality meandslindeed plausikel that sentencing a
person to twenty years in prison for a mit&ffic violation is not justified, and
that in that sense what the punishmenteath case would be is relevant to
determining whether legal punishment is morally justified. However, that the
punishment in the above example wouldagly be inappropriate does not mean
that punishing offenders could not be naity legitimate, but merely that the
punishment in question does not fit the @irkeminiscently of the case of legal
punishment, | take it that we can reasonably discuss the moral legitimacy of states’
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compensating for the limitations theypose on their citizens’ autonomy without

first presenting a precise account of how tfature of the compensation should be
understood in concrete cases. What dipgropriate compensation would be in
each case can be determined after addressing the more fundamental question of
whether such compensation can be legitimate at all.

2. Arneson’s argument

Richard J. Arneson’sonception of autonomy, coercion, and their mutual
compatibility is of the following kind. An autonomous person lives her life in
conformity with values and desires shi@irms after critical reflection. Autonomy
requires an environment that cooperargth self-rule by allowing scope for
choice of any of a variety of plans of lifieat would seek different valuable aims.
Autonomy is averse to coercion; the mare individual's important life choices
are influenced by coercion, the lessaaatmous the person is. A person is coerced
in the relevant sense when she is theeatl by another person and the threatened
person complies with the threat, choosing #tt that complies in order to avoid
the threatened penalty for noncompliance. Threats posing even severe penalties do
not coerce an individual who compliestlife compliance does not result from the
desire to avoid the threatened penalty. When persons obey morally justified laws
because they see good moral reasons for doing it, their autonomy is not
diminished; laws do not coerce fullgasonable and moral persons (Arneson 2005:
146-148).

Laws enforced by criminal law sanatis can limit a person’s freedom, but not
every limitation of freedom significantieduces the opportunity to be autonomous.

A grievous loss of autonomy is sufferedyiila person has innocent life aims and
state coercion wrongfully and coercively prevents her from pursuing them. The
rule of law blocks her from doing cenaihings, but opens other possible courses

of action that would not otherwise beadlable, and if the state coercion that
prevents a person from effective pursuit of her innocent aims is non-wrongful -
because the cost to oneself is outweighed by gains to others assessed by fair
principle, — the loss to personal autonomy is morally of less significance. The case
of persons who comply with laws onfgr the deterrence set in place by the
system of criminal justice is differefiom that of the fully reasonable and moral
persons; the former suffer significanteccion and significant loss of autonomy.

But this merely shows that autonomy doeshaite constant value across all of the
settings in which people’s actions miglxpand or contract it. The autonomy that

is lost in cases in which persons obeydaonly out of feaiof punishment is not
significantly valuable. Thus, the reasonable and moral are not coerced and the
unreasonable and immoral are not deserving of compensation to offset the harm
coercion causes to them. Therefore a@es$ limiting its citizens’ autonomy cannot

be a sufficient reason for its prioritizifigg own citizens over foreigners (Arneson
2005:148-149).
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3. Problemswith Arneson’s argument

This argument by Arneson is probleticafor at least four reasons. Firstly,
Arneson accepts that autonomy needs an environment that allows scope for choice
and that laws can limit one’s freedom. He however maintains that when laws
prevent a person from doing certain thitigs open up possibilities that would not
otherwise be available, and the statercamn is non-wrongful, the loss to one’s
autonomy is less significant than thless of autonomy resulting from wrongful
prevention of pursuit of innocent aims. Irs view, laws can thus after all limit the
autonomy of even reasonable and moral persons, but this is morally relatively
insignificant — or at least less signifidahan the restrictions of autonomy result-
ing from wrongful limitation of pursuit oinnocent aims — when the coercion is
non-wrongful and the limitation is compensated by benefits to one’s fellow
citizens and by gaining access to possibfitieot otherwise available. In other
words, we can accept the limitations of autonomy laws impose when they are
compensated by benefiting the persons whose autonomy is limited and their fellow
citizens. Now the question arises what is the relevant difference between this view
and the one Arneson aimsrigject with his argument.

Secondly, Arneson assumes that persons obey laws because they see good
moral reasons for doing it, or out of fear of being punished, and then maintains
that neither of these two casesselves compensation. We should however
distinguish between two different sengdéobeying laws because one sees good
moral reasons for compliance. Consjdéor example, a law that prohibits
voluntary euthanasia. A person can obegt tlaw, or act compliance with it,
because she believes that voluntary euthanasia is morally wrong and would never
want to request it. In this case, if wéeait that compensation is in this context
due when a person refrains from doing something she would autonomously want
to do, it is reasonable that the person is not deserving of any compensation for
obeying the law that prohibits voluntaryteanasia. But there can also be cases in
which persons consider voluntary eatlasia morally permissible, or are
undecided about its moral status, and would be willing to request it from persons
they know to be willing to assist thefoyt refrain from doing that because they
want to obey the existing laws. These persons’ reason for obeying the law is that
they want to respect the laws of their bgj or perhaps ultimately that of wanting
to respect their fellow citizens; it need mw¢olve any fear of being punished were
they to violate the law. Assuming thaimpensation is here due when one refrains
from doing something one would autonomouslgnt to do; it is arguable that
these persons deserve some kind of compensation for obeying the law that
prohibits voluntary euthanasia. Sayirtgat persons who would not request
voluntary euthanasia merely out ofspect for law would ultimately not want
voluntary euthanasia after all is intuitiyamplausible. This objection would also
seem to be committed to the general théisé only those desires that lead to
action are real desires. Accepting thvaduld make akrasia and self-sacrifice
conceptually impossible.
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Cases relevantly similar to the voluntary euthanasia case described above can
arise, for example, with abortion, andetldecisions whether or not to request
euthanasia, abortion, etc. are surely sigaift ones. In addition to that kinds of
choices, there are also several normally ileg®rtant decisions that are relevantly
similar to them. For example, a person’s reason for not cheating on her taxes when
she would not be willing to pay the whole sum demanded from her can well be
that she wants to obey the respective laws, not any fear of being punished were she
to violate the laws in question nor her total acceptance of the ways the tax money
are gathered and spent. There can thuseleral cases in which it is arguable that
states should compensate their citzéor limiting the citizens’ autonomy.

Thirdly, and related to what was jusaid above, Arneson’s contention that
justified laws do not limit the autonomy of fully reasonable and moral persons
presupposes that morality and reasonableness determine a single uncontroversial
system of law. There indeed are certaiquisements that all plausible theories of
rationality or reasonableness and morality arguably should fulfil. These include
requirements like those of logical consistency and, in the case of moral theories at
least, avoidance of intuitively highly prausible views such as that torturing
babies for fun is morally acceptable, etc. But the conceptions concerning what is
reasonable and what is morally right and wrong of even informed persons often
differ from each other significantly. If, faxample, we ask a Kantian, a utilitarian,
and a virtue theorist to formulate laws farr society, we can expect the results to
be similar to each other only to a certaixtent and significantly different from
each other after that (ff. Sterba 2005, sase &lelly 2005). This holds even if the
laws were formulated by proponents of ldgaan theories of justice (see, e.g.,
Arneson 1999, Cohen 1989, and Vallentyne 20B2pther words, after we have
subjected our system of law to criticism by all uncontroversial considerations of
reasonableness and morality, we will end up with the result that there often are
several optional laws that are equally gtable in terms of these considerations.
Our laws may either prohibit or allowbortion and voluntary euthanasia; our
inheritance taxes could be a bit lower or liglour traffic can be either left-sided or
right-sided, etc. Within the limits deternaith by commonly shared considerations of
reasonableness and morality there can thus be several different optional systems of
law, and there would not seem to bg aeason why autonomoiersons could not
favour some of them instead of the othes for why some of these options could
not be more beneficial to soma@uomous persons than to others.

If then autonomous persons out of mspfor law obey laws that are not the
most favourable for them among the reasonably and morally permissible options,
there can be reason for compensating tfarthe limitation of autonomy the laws
impose in their case. Even if their reasons for obeying the laws were moral reasons
in the sense that they ultimately would wemtomply with the laws out of respect
for their fellow citizens, it would arguablge too demanding to require them to
ignore their own interests in a significant number of cases in order to benefit
others if that is what accepting the system of law would happen to imply. Of
course, as Arneson points patsystem of law can also open options for persons
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they would not otherwise have, but it is mtear that these options would always
provide sufficient compensation for the limtitans of their autonomy. In any case,
if that is what these new options are considered to be, we have accepted the
reasoning from interference with autononwy compensations in the form of a
state’s prioritizing its own citizens over foreigners that Arneson wants to reject.

Fourthly, Arneson maintains that wrongful coercion results in loss of
autonomy. If we accept that such coercion deserves compensation, as Arneson
(2005:148-149) would appear to acceptd aagree that laws formulated to
prioritize their own citizens over foreigners are not morally acceptable, we end up
with the conclusion that all governmenthat have enforced such laws are
obligated to show special concern forithown citizens. That is clearly an
undesirable conclusion for those who wantej@ct the view that governments can
have special obligations to their own citizénBor these reasons, Arneson’s
argument against the view that statigiiting their citizens’ autonomy justifies
states’ showing special concern for the citizens is not plausible.

It could be objected that the last three of the above criticisms of Arneson’s
view are based on the fact that we miat know, or have not known, what is
reasonable or rational and what is raily right and wrong with sufficient
precision, whereas Argen concentrates on the case of fully reasonable and moral
persons. Therefore, this possible okt could proceedalthough Arneson’s
view was not applicable to the actual vebiit is still plausible as an ideal theory.

However, as long as the relevant kiofdpluralism about value has not been
shown to be implausible, it can well be that there are no single right answers to
guestions of reasonableness or rationality and morality even in the ideal world of
fully reasonable and moral persons. As things are, that there could be optional
justified systems of law some of which da@ more in the interest of certain fully
reasonable and moral citizens than the other options should thus be considered
possible even in the ideal case. Then ialso possible that some ideal persons
could out of respect for law be willing twbey laws that are not favourable to
them, so that they would deserve sdirel of compensation for their obedience.

In other words, my criticism of Arneson’s argument applies even if we concentrate
on the ideal world of fully reasonable and moral persons. Furthermore, it is
arguable that in connection with aspiontant problems asidése concerning our
duties to foreigners, some of whom livesevere conditions, philosophers should
not limit their work to questions of thedieal interest only. This indeed would
seem to be Arneson’s vietwo (see Arneson 2005:130-131).

A critic might also maintain thatltaough there can be optional equally
reasonable and morally acceptable systems of law usually the laws that have been
adopted in a country benefit the majority of its citizens. And, the critic could
continue, the existence of the marginal cases who are not best served by the
existing laws is not sufficient to groundyaaolaims to special treatment for own

| thank Professor Eerik Lagerspetz for pointing this out.
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citizens over foreigners above that resul@sg direct consequence of the laws for
those who do benefit from them.

However, putting now aside the fact thia¢ benefit that results from the laws
to the majority of citizens can be semncompensation provided for limitations of
their autonomy, a small group is not withaignificance, and it is not clear that
the groups of persons who are not in the best possible way served by the existing
laws actually are small. Furthermore eavif the number of persons who would
rather opt for a different system of lavaththe one adopted within a country were
not very big, that they exist suffices shhow that states’ prioritizing their own
citizens can, for the above mentioned reasons, be legitimate in certain
circumstances. It would not be enoughjustify the contention that states are
always justified in prioritizing their ownitizens over more needy foreigners, but
— pace nihilists, extreme libertarians, apdoponents of other similar views — no
sensible person would defend such view.

In addition to the one examined above, Arneson considers an argument from
state coercion to compensation in the fafma state’s prioritizing its own citizens
that does not explicitly refer to autonomy. Hintains, roughly, that when states
justifiably coerce their citizens from g wrongfully towards each other, the
limitations on citizen autonomy do not deserve compensation in the form of
special treatment (see Wason 2005:145-146). But ingatice, states do not
coerce their citizens only from acting wrdnldy towards each other (see also
Blake 2002:276 ff.), but also impose laws whose aim is that of benefiting all or
some of the citizens in ways that it would not necessarily be morally wrongful not
to engage in. When, for example, a state uses tax money to build an opera house, it
is arguable that it is not preventing ampral wrong against its citizens, at least
when other things are being equal. Bilttaxpayers need not benefit from these
kinds of uses of tax money and, theref@@trary to what Arneson maintains, the
imposition of even justified laws may deserve compensation, in addition to that
the opera house provides for friends of opera.

4. Tan’'sargument

Kok-Chor Tan addresses the argument tiedause of the coercive nature of
shared citizenship, citizens are requiredghow one another special concern. He
interprets this argument tefer to the kind of reciprocity in which the potentially
coercive and involuntary nature of sodiadtitutions grounds the requirement that
we should only impose the kinds of instituns on people that they can be reason-
ably expected to endorse, and contintres one way of acquiring this endorse-
ment is through the adoption of special obligations among fellow citizens. Tan
then maintains that if reasonable endoreset of a potentially coercive relation-
ship or state of affairs is what genesagpecial obligations among compatriots, it
would also generate similar duties@ss state boundaries (Tan 2003:441, see also
Arneson 2005:150). Therefor¢here is no reason why compatriots should be
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favoured when special treatment is take be owed as compensation for limiting
personal autonomy.

Furthermore, Tan maintains that even if we granted that the above described
kind of ideal of reciprocity is restrictet our fellow citizens on account of our
shared coercive scheme, we would still need to ask why we are imposing that
scheme on this particular group of indivals and not on another. According to
him, saying that sharing a social scheme justifies favouring fellow members is
guestion-begging in a context of global inequality, for the very act of sharing a
social scheme is already an act ofdasitism that needs to be accounted for. The
expression of partial concern, Tan contisueannot be considered in isolation
from the background conditions of justice; before we can know what one may
rightly give to one’s fellow members, we must first agree on what is rightly one’s
to give, and to establish that we need t@timto account the claims of not just the
fellow members but the claims of non-imigers as well. So, Tan concludes,
instead of presenting us with an accoahspecial obligation that may resist the
demands of global justice, this argument from the value of autonomy can support
patriotic obligation only if this favourita is compatible with the demands of
justice in the larger global context (Tan 2003:442-443).

5. Problemswith Tan’s argument

| assume that the fundamental problem Tan's second criticism refers to is
whether or not the benefits we are dmiting are rightly ours. In terms of the
question of why we should impose our coagcscheme on some particular group of
persons instead of others, it can be maintaihatithat is merely a way of assigning
the moral community’s general duties to patac agents or agencies. Tan finds this
kind of view of state implausible becauke thinks that it does not provide a
satisfactory account of patriotic ties and ollliggas as it sees them as merely instru-
mental (Tan 2003:442). However, it is possibd give intrinsic value to patriotic
ties and obligations while maintaining thiaé ultimate source of special obligations
to fellow citizens is theirparticipation in a shared coercive scheme (Goodin
1988:682).

Contrary to what Tan maintains, even if we accepted that before we can
distribute benefits among the participanfsour coercive scheme in a justified
way, we must ask whether what we aistributing is rightly ours and that in
determining this we need to take irdocount the claims ahose who are not
members in our scheme, special obligasi to compatriots can give us good
reasons for resisting the demands of global justice. That the claims of foreigners
are acknowledged does not mean thatoweld not legitimately prioritize our
compatriots in ways incompatible with the demands of global justice.

| now put aside cases in which the distant needy are beyond help, responsible
for their own plight, or could be helped @t extremely high cost only (cf., e.g.,
Kekes 2002, Horton 2004, and Kekes 2004). Consider then the (hypothetical) case
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in which we know that what we amgdanning to distthute among our fellow
citizens is justly ours. In determining that we have taken into account the claims of
others than the members of our coercgebeme too, but wheme start distribut-

ing the goods we can be justified in allocating them in ways partial to the members
of our coercive scheme even if we acdabpt we have certain moral obligations to
foreigners. In deciding how the benestsould be distributedye should take into
account the obligations we have to persons as persons both in the case of
foreigners and in that of the fellow members of our coercive scheme (see also
Blake 2002:271) plus the compensation the latter deserve for the limitations the
coercive scheme imposes on their autonomy.

When the foreigners’ plight is worse thtrat of the badly off members of our
coercive scheme to some such exteat ith overweighed by the compensation due
for the coercion our state imposes on its citizens’ autonomy, we are morally
justified in prioritizing the fellow members of our coercive scheme over more
needy foreigners. In other words, evénwe first secured that what we are
distributing among the members of our coeecscheme is justly ours and took the
moral obligations we have to foreignéndo account; special obligations to our
compatriots can give us good reasons feistang the demands of global justice.

Furthermore, but more speculatively, globalization admittedly has made several
countries even more dependent on other a@mmthan they were before and there
are some striking exampldspth historical and contemmoy, of affluent Western
countries’ activities limiting the autonomy of persons in the Third World. But
there are also several rich Western coesirsuch as those of Scandinavia, that
have many arrangements that need notfiigimtly affect the autonomy of at least
those foreigners that reside outside their borders. Consequently, even if we accepted
that compensation for limiting personalt@womy is deserved irrespective of
whether the restriction concerns thecnamy of a fellow citizen or that of a
foreigner, and took it that the arrangemehttt affect foreigners’ autonomy affect
it in relevantly similar ways that thegffect the autonomy of compatriots (cf.
Blake 2002:265, 292-293 and Miller 1998:213pta$’ prioritizing their own
citizens over foreigners would often be acceptable.

It could be taken that as their relevant kinds of effects are limited to the
national context, these arrangements simply do not raise any questions of global
justice. This brings us to a further problem. It is arguable that global justice
demands, among other things, the affluentritries to help the badly off people in
the Third World even if their arrangemenid not affect these persons’ autonomy.

Of course, the nature of global justice can be understood in several different ways,
but if we think that global justice requires that all persons have access to basic
health care and education and a dedewmel of nutrition, actions relevant to
compensating for the loss of autonomye thational arrangements of affluent
countries cause would concern mergdyne features of global justice.

Tan (2003:434) says that the ideal ablgdl justice takes distance, spatial or
social, to be morally irrelevant, and isés not clear whether he would accept this
common understanding of the nature of global justice. He could perhaps maintain
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that the problems of basic health caéycation, and nutrition to all are problems

of development ethics, not those oblghl justice. They have however been
discussed under the rubric of global justice and even those who acknowledge a
distinction between global justice andvdpment ethics have questioned what
difference, if any, exists betweenetie two domains (Hellsten 2005:379). This
confusion reflects, | believe, the presstate of discussion on questions of global
justice more widely. Although philosophdrave paid attention to questions now
discussed in connection with global justice earlier (e.g., Singer 1972), to quote
Nagel (2005:113), “concepts and theorieglobal justice are in the early stages

of formation, and it is not clear what tiheain questions are, let alone the main
possible answers.” In any case, if Tan’s argument were accepted, it would in
several cases allow us to resist the demands of global justice in the commonly
accepted sense of that term. At most, it would require us to fulfil only some of the
demands of global justice understood in that way.

Several possible objections to my above argument suggest themselves. Firstly,
it could be maintained that the conditiasfshe needy of the Third World and the
badly off persons in the affluent sowés are so strikingly different from each
other that even if we took into accouhe compensations our citizens deserve for
the limitations of autonomy the statespimse on them, prioritizing them could not
be acceptable. Secondly, it could be argtied when the conditions of the badly
off persons in foreign countries are worse than those of the ill-faring persons in
our country to some such extent taduld make prioritizing our fellow citizens
legitimate in the way that | maintaingbat it can sometimes be, the ill-faring
persons in our country are in fact worse off than badly off foreigners. This is, the
possible objection could proceed, becathse conditions of these two groups of
persons have to be relatively similar @ach other except for the fact that the
former are being coerced by our state, #redfact that they are thus coerced must
ultimately make them worse off than thedlyaoff foreigners are. Then, even if it
under these conditions were acceptabldtamsspecial concern to fellow citizens,
it would actually be shown to the most badff persons after all. Thirdly, it could
be objected that there is enough affluence in the world to account for the needs of
all persons and for the compensations eitizdeserve for the limitations the states
impose on their autonomy and, therefotleere is never reason to resist the
demands of global justice. Fourthly, someone could argue that the affluence of the
Western world is ultimately based on saive exploitation of the Third World
countries and that, therefore, taking iatcount considerations pertaining to who
justly owns the goods we are distributioguld never lead to a situation in which
prioritizing our fellow citizens over the ady of the Third World is legitimate.

Although it is plausible that, as the first possible criticism maintains, a
significant number of people in the Thidorld are much worse off than the badly
off persons of the affluent societies, tligiot incompatible with there also being
cases in which for the above presenteaboa prioritization of fellow citizens in
the affluent countries is justified. Wheme do not focus on the most desperate
areas of the Third World, the conditions of, for example, the unemployed and
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marginalized persons in the ghettos of affluent Western countries are not always
significantly worse than those of thestdint needy. Accordingly, it has been
suggested that global poverty studies dop®yt sufficient attention to the poverty

in the advanced economies (see, e.g., St.Clair 2006). That the conditions of some
persons in the affluent countries are gsieere allows for # possibility that the
affluent countries may sometimes legitimately prioritize their own citizens over
more needy foreigners.

In terms of the second possible objection, although in cases in which prioritiz-
ing fellow citizens is legitimate the diffarees between the conditions of the badly
off persons in our country and those df thore needy foreigners plausibly cannot
be dramatic, the state coercion the formaex subjected to need not make them
ultimately worse off than thiatter. The empirical issues relevant to this question
cannot be settled here, but there are alsorttical considerations that support this
conclusion. When, for example, the badlff persons of an affluent country
commit themselves to defend their country against foreign aggression and engage
in the pertinent military dut& it is arguable that they deserve compensation for
the limitations of autonomy that imposes upon them even if they are lucky enough
to never have to take part in actualrimee. Here the most significant form of
coercion can thus be only potential, bubge subjected to it would arguably still
deserve compensation for committing themselto obedience in the case of war.
Cases like these make it possible that states can in certain circumstances
legitimately prioritize their own citizens over more needy foreigners.

In terms of the third possible criticism, although there was enough affluence in
the World to account for the needs differsons and the compensations due for
limiting citizens’ autonomy that wealth is not distributed equally among the
affluent countries and may not be distitable by the governments of those
countries. When the benefits governmeants distributing are limited so that not
all legitimate claims can be fully metagts’ prioritizing their own citizens over
the distant needy can for the above-described reasons be justified.

The fourth possible objection is underethby the fact that, although it is
credible that there are nations whoseugtfice to a significant degree results from
exploitation of the Third World countries, nall of the affluent Western countries
who are willing to prioritize their own citizerover the distant needy belong to that
group of states. The colahi powers of both pastnd present have undoubtedly
gained wealth by morally questionable nm&avut there are several countries whose
current affluence would not seem to result from their taking, or having taken,
advantage of the Third World countriesr foese reasons, the possible criticisms of
my argument should not be accepted; Targsitaent to the effect that prioritization
of fellow citizens can be legitimate only iif is compatible with the demands of
global justice is not plausible.
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6. Conclusion

The argument that states may prioritize their own citizens over foreigners
because the states limit their citizenstamomy appears more plausible than the
arguments that ground this kind of smdcireatment on the mutual benefits
achievable within states or on emotioni@s between citizens. At least, that
argument is not equally vulnerable tdticisms to the effect that there could
always be more beneficial aggregationgefsons than states for certain citizens
and that there often are stronger &owal ties between the members of other
groups than the citizens of a state (&eg,, Green 2005). Therefore, the argument
drawing attention to citizen autonomy can be taken as an appealing argument for
special obligations to compatriots. In tipigper, | have considered the question of
whether it is morally legitimate for statés show special concern for their own
citizens by assessing Arneson’s (20Q4%)d Tan’s (2003) criticisms of that
argument. | maintained that these critiegsdo not succeed in showing that states’
prioritizing their own citizens over moraeedy foreigners cannot be morally
legitimate. This, of course, is not to deny that the affluent states have positive
moral obligations to the needy foreignergjeed, it is plausible that the wealthy
Western countries should do more to hibkp desperately badly off persons in the
Third World than they are now doing (bperhaps in somewhat different ways
than those currently in use (see, e.g., Jamieson 2005)). However, although
considering the view that states can never prioritize their own citizens over more
needy foreigners, or the view that they may show special concern for their own
citizens only after they have met the demands of egalitarian global justice, as a
reductio ad absurdum of global egalitarianism would be going too far, considering
the burdens the states can impose on their citizens, these two views appear quite
implausible. And as in practice advocatisuch extreme views can result in more
harm than benefit to the cause of lmdpthe needy in the Third World, even
inconclusive arguments to the effect tettes can sometimes prioritize their own
citizens over more needy foreigners nudtymately work to the benefit of all.
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