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Content and aims
As wesaw in Chapter 2, Rawls'rheory oljustice has tilree centrat features:

t. qn d' tount ol hor ro (hink abou' ju\u, e: rn rhe orl inal po.i,;on.
behind the veil of ignolance.

2 An ".' uJnr o lr. r"larion.lr:p Lerwepa rh. rndrvrdu,,l,nJ rl..
cornmunity: the individual is prior to the cornmunity

3 An account ol lhe principles oijustice wlrich individuals rhoose in the
original posiaion: ihc Iiberty principle. the cqual oppo.tunity pdnciple,
and the difTeren(e p.nrciple. The lalLe. dirtributes rcsources lor thc
bcnofit ol thc worst on

No!v. ir tbe 19705 and 1980s. a mrrnbe. rf philos.rpltr'rs ciricised Ra\r-ts

i|?orv C.rllnunitarians. rw. oa'rh.rr lfr sh.ll bok ?t in this cb..rrr
i'J.k issue rnaialr' krLh 1. rd.4. libei lnr in!B, lirarrr r,r rilaii stu.li i,t .' ,.

rext alapL..r i4!k 15nr. \!iiir 3
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We shall focus on Sandel and Walzer because lhcir arguments agalltst
Rawlsian libemlism a.e most relevanato lhe.eniairrde. ofthc course.

Sande['s criticism of Rawls
Saodel's i portant book liberalisn ant{ the Limits oUus.i.e was Published
h IS82 and revised in 1998. and launched the.ommunira.ian school ltis
a reaction to Rawls thcory sprrifi.alll. Accoding !o Sandel. Favrls theory
is flalved in ns understandilrg ofrhc irdMdualsell. of the relalionship
b€tween individual and comnunity. and tlrcrcby ol the role .nd iunction
ofjustice and righis h the communiry $re shall examine all three asp€cts

ofSandel's critique in rurn.

Sandel\ critique of the contemporary liberal view of the self

Sandel's critique

Saqdel makcs two inlerelated c.itical points on the Rawisian libeml view
ol rl'" \alt

1 First. as SaDdelsees il. Ra\./ls tEory rests on a.r nnplausibk'
understanding ol rhe sell i\hereby the selfis entircly prio. to its cnds,
\hi,h J.r,-'6rs rlJr $'r. I n" ,ndly\" orr *1.1. w- r,d rb" "Ll, I ,

..",\..11 $\i,'h i !.1 J,.,r' lromrhcm.A,,or4ingro\an4'l,r.i.i
problematic lor scveral rcasons Fo. a stet. that is not hor lve pelceive
oul:elves. When i talk about me, I do not see mysclf as a discmbodied
seli I sec nlyscll as somi:onc who is iocated in ti,nc and spa.e. as !\ell
as in a delwork ofdcep rclati{rnships which are inrp,:r.tant to me tn
addition, and cont.ary to lvhar Rawls srlggests, I identify $'ith my
ends: they a.e par. oi who t am (and they would not be patt ofwh.r t
am if I uore cntirely prior to them).

2. Second. Sandel a€ues that not only is the seli is constnuted by its
endsi in fnct. it does nol choose its ends. In l}lat respect, Rawls'
voluntaristic conception ofthe sellis llawed. Rather than asking. as

Rawls and, indeed, liberals in geneial, do, the quertion Whom do I
lvish to bc, or become?, we should be asking thequestion'Who am l?'

In a nutihell. Sandel believes that Rawli concepiion ofthe sdfcannot
make sense ol many [amiliar phenomenarl moml life. Fo. example, it
cannot make sellse ofLhe fact that we can deeply identily with a potiti.al
cause, for example. or a partiaular rela(iAnship. and that we rar feel
shaken to tlre core when that politicalcause or relationsh4t fails. What
lrc feel;in tlr{,-se rases, is not sinrply thatour ends havc not been achkrved,
that ou. goxls have not been met. RailEr we feel thar rve ha've lniled.
Simila.ly, ac.o.ding to Sand(:I. thc libiralconciiption otthe scll does

not make sense of what liappcn! !!hc sc teel io.napari b) dillerent
commitnrenls ro our fantiu: lo oLrr fricn{ls. and tu ou. corlntrv for if we
could shrtrll choosc l!nll anurg thos. comnritn,rnts wc s!uld be atrk) to
choose. relativelv painlesslv tuhich are the most irrpoilani: !!c $ould nol

\b
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S"ndFI's poinr is ool merety th"r. as d malreroffa,l. RdwL'.onLepdon
ol the person is im.plausiblei it is also that such conception is highly non
neutral, which in turns casts doubt on the plausibility ot the claim that
tiberdlism of the kind proposed by Rawls is neutmlbeN,r'een conceptions of
d€ good. This is because. ifdre selfp.esupposed by Rawlsian liberalism is

an autonomous and mtional chooser ofits ends. then it world seem ihal a -
liheral polity is one which wiII privilege conceptions ofihe good so cbosen.

rather than thosewhich a.e adhered to unrefleclively by individuals.

fte liberdlreply to Sandol

1. OnSandels first point RarLs.toes nof deny that we a.e constitul ed b!, o'rr
ends. thar,,ve see ourseh,es as individuals lvilh conceptions olthe go.d
\rlnch a.e ar inportanl paft olour identiv His claim is tlutwe have the

capacity 1lr r€lise ou!€r!ds: forsu.e. it may betharwe arc notcapable ol
thinking oiouneh€s withourends at all (and indeed. fiai is plausible) .

bu ve are ce(ainly capabie olthinking of ouNelves as having diilerenr
ends h five years. thal is. of thinking oloulseives as evohilg pe.sorls ove.
timc. Oicourse. some individuals do not thini ol die,nsel\'es in such a

\{ray: they do flot enlisaftc having a drffeieot concepiion ol the good Lom
. tbc onc they have now. But il is nelel1helass ttut that under appropriatr

ciroErstanc{5. tl;y should be alrle to do so. To gire a concrete example:
an ult-a ortho.Jox Jcwish woman may_not be able to imagine tnat her lile
could have kken, or could nolv rake. a difercnt path. But th:]t is likely
to be becaose ofher social conditioning. the education, o.lack tnereol
she has rcceived, etc. Ttre gst of Ra(li view. h lacr, is this: what nraircri
about people is ttEr they are able so ro revise thei. ends. This oeed not
presqbor a metaph)sical conceplion ol tlte per:on as det"chcd fronr her
pnds d, dll,irnF. d,'J ol,h (o r, !'i,.,\, m -r.lr nr'.

2. On Sandel s second poir(: Sandelclairns that we do no! choose our.
.nds. Now Rai,,/ls and his lollowers donot deny tllat !.rhen we ilhi)ose
a conception ol the good. ou. clioi.e is very much intiuen.ed by soclal
and f;nilial factor. lr would be absurd to deny ihat. Uut all they say is

. that we can.eflectively approach such decisionrand stn,r*tack ftnm
the conditions under which $c mal{c theni. For example. sorneone may
be awarc thalshe chose to be a medical doctor in pad becausc she
co[e\ lrom a mldi dl lamrl\. uur \hp rdy dl o b" arvdre rh 'l 

.l! , , rl,l
have gone dolvn anotirer rouie. She can have rcasons ior thinkn€ that
her choice to be a doctor is a good and worthy orre, independenrty ol
the fact that she was born in a medical family

lo ( oncludn. lor hbFrd]- i1 gcncEl d nd RJwls in pdni.uld hun dn b-inps arc
capable of thinkinA of themselv€s as distinct fmm their curfer*€nds.ard of
r rviring their end-. ln r1, r. th ,r po.i!on m+cs rno,e \"ns of d; imnordn, F

ol beifl8 committed to certain ideals: fo. commiunent is not thc same thing as

JLnd "XFgidrF So \Jndal Fid,o 1,6 1,, r,r ie hL5. l.ir1 rl,d huro"r i,-,.rg
do not have tlut capacity. or to :rgue ftareven though they are calEble ol
revising tEir ends, they should rlot tlr cncolragL{ ro doso. And sometimes.
dlis is wlrat he scems to say. thai individuals should not be so €ncourag!(l
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Sandel's claims about the relationship between the individual and
the community

Sandel's position

A..ardingroS,nd.l lrbprili\rnBoa\wrongin itsundFrsdndrn8ol rhp
reiaiionship betweer the individual and the community. On his view.
libcrals Lnderplay, and undermine, the impoftnce ofthe community. ln
fact. he maker seveml different clairns along those lines.

1 . Fint, according to Sandel. tlte tibe.al individml is self-interested and selt
seekin& and regards communal aLaachment in a purely instrumentai \!ay
as whal lurthers his own intercsts. Saridel here invokes in support of his
c.iticism Ranls'view ahat society is a scheme ol sociat cooperatio n whosil
mernbe$ p.oduce bcnefits ior and impose burdenson. oneanother the
aim ofjrstice being to d.cide how to alloca(e rhose burdens and LenefiIs
A\ Sdnd"l ar g rFs. sor icr) so undFrro',1 L \Fq diflcre r l, om marr
olher richer fuller conceptxrns of the communal life.

2. Second. the liberal individualdoes not accept olrligarions which he has
not \,olu8tarily placed on himselt Su.h is the gist olthe socialcontracl
lradition. irr w,hich \ve e bound ro obey a ftle ro the extent rhar wc
consent ro it. That viellt accordin8 ro Sandel. extends to rhe p.ivrre
\pn"rp. pn i.uldrlv Io rhc rFdlm of,Jmilial relarion.i-i$. and oop\ , ro'

make sense in thal context. For exanrplc. we donot.hoose whether or
notwe havc obligations ro our parents: we simpty lEve them. period.
Likewise, we cannot lcgitimately watk out of our .elatiofl-ship with, and
contrnilment to, ou. childrcn.

3. Third. the liberal individuai rerreats into rhe privare sphere, and is not
thouglt to attach importance ro communal, and political. ways of lile.
Thus. thc liberal individual is not in any way obliged to take nte.est ill
ihe political and soeial matters oltneaommuiiry. Agaii. acco.din| to
Sandel, this is a.(,ery impoverisheil conceptio or rhe .elarionsh ip rhar
iies the individual to his or her com;unity.

The liberalreply to Sandel

Eeiore oir nting thc liberal reply to Sandel s criticisns. it is inrportant
L' s-- lhd( rho\c, ririlism\ lrp rn $ irh hrv ririi ism ot Lr" R"wl.r,r " lr
Accordjng to Sartdel, it is precisely because rhe Rawlsian setf is derached
fron its ends. whichit regards as something we choose, rhar it trea6
conmunal atidchments ln tnsirumeniii ways, thaa it iegards its otriigarions
to othe{s a: commitments which ir can choose to walk away lrom, and thar
it need not pay jiterest to rhe xommunal life. h Sandel nght. though? The
following three points are worth noting.

I . For a start, at first sight, the device oi the sociat contract s€ems to
ut porl Sdndel s firsr ald $.ond pornts. For in >o.iai , o u?. I rhaon

individuals aome together and agree ro srbject rhernselves ro a political n

du'h^.i,): i,, \o ld. d\ thp) , onrrd.r {irU on- dnorhFr. rh"} r.,lunrJcl)
undeftke to comply wth the laws. Moreover. in rhe social cohrracr
tiadidon. individuals lorrt a comrmniiy because ir is in rheir interes( to
do so. Ir I{obbes' and Locke s theory of polticat autho.iry: it is prccisely
b€causc we cannot survive in rhc srate ofnature. whe.e rhere is lo
srare lo rulc over us. rhat $e.onrad to obey a so!e&rj8n.

llowevef Saiil.l! r.orlri ii ,fr.rsr3ied As.\!e sirr i the lrevio!1s (lr.Irrel
Radh so.ial conl..ci is teiy diile.eot irril: li.,bl,es'and l.o.kes. Li rle
littte.e llx:!rie:i .i:.'s !)!rEaii']rs tu) lnlLH i.onka.tors .l€ine ko!r ihe
conxa.r ii lr.irir .i!- r,! rnLilr r.triir!l! !ritb !he ir.i.ripli5,ilu:ii.' \C/
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3.

Secause they arejusl To reiterate, the point of the mntract is to ger
atjult principles. C,enerally. ir js 5imply not rrue rharRawtsandhis
lollowers ruleout non-voluntary obligations such as rhose one has to
ongsflderty parents. Libe.als accept thar lve may have such obtigations,
but (hey woutd deny that those obligations are such as to lead us to
sacrin e even our most irnportanr ends. There js a limit hsho( nr whar
we are undcr a duty to do fo. othcrs To be sure. Sandcl mighr press his
case and iflsist ihat lve are under a .tury to sacriffce oursetv€s for our
children, orour courrt.l,. But fie quesrion is how far he and. indced.
other communitarians would be lvilling ro go. Would he be witLing ro
say.loc exa.rple, thara parenr is under a nrora I obtigation ro risk cedain
death lor the $ke olrescuing his child-? perhaps hewoutd. Be rh3r as il
,..r lr-Ji\Jbrp-r, b.r$.nn I.J. I "IJ kdst . tren. p.1r ,ir^ no ro

the existen.c oinon volunt3ry obligarions but. rathq ro theirconrenr

Second it is no rue lirar connnLrnal artachrren$ are onl]
irsnxmentally important for liberals In A Theory otJusrice. Rau4s
*plicitly says thar individuals rio form associaiions (.etigious.
.uiiLrral. err). as parr of their con..ption ol the good. Socjer]. in rhat
sen$. is a union olsocial unions Rega.di.g potiricaland commufal
ptuli.ipation more specificallv libcrals in eene.ata'd Rawts rt
t,. l! uld J.' epr rlrJ, lne-,,.'r". rL, idl I nn"F h" inpo,ror.,. " I r, tr I

ro rl- IlghL ro \o'a an i run I. I ,r.,,.
S(ill.llawls point is ihar alihough one nrusr parricipare polilicalty
o. i,rrlPr JndJlrr Lil, o r-. ,n. ,r or.-l pri. ,r^trt,.pL'r" ,j..,
undeistanding ofthe good, ihar undersiandinS should nor be prornored
by the nate as rhe anly one rhar is vd abte. To rcircnie. ttre srate,
ior Ralvls. should Lre neutral bctweel colrceptions ofrhe good As \ye
\\ 'll .aa 5.on 5:,ndpl d.eJ nor rl nk rndr d,e srrr!. ,h,r,t.l oe ne,,r ,t

irisiead. it should piomolc rhe corniunitys way o ite. And rh,r is a
n,J.r dth,"r11 h",\-.n,tro.,,r.'tr:n[,,.
Ihird.dl,hougl'rh" o.i"l.on.r. i.a. H\r,r,rninFr rlr i,,p.\\t.
thi,rkirg.it would be a mistake to infe.rhat rhis device is rec.ssa.ity
irrlividualistic. Rawls assumes rhar rhc parties i rlre oriSinatposition
are nr.lividuals lvho represenr families. Bur as Alien Buchturan argues
in his Ass€ssing the Conxrtulitarian Critiquc ofLiberalisni. tlare js
nothing which precledos hitn f.om rhinking that the parries rart ats.j
rep.es€d communities. ln fact, Rall,ts does rake thar vicy/ in his larer
wo*s. panicutariy The Law ofpeoples.

Activities

1- oullane for yourself Sardel's ac.ounr ofthe relarionship between ilre individuatand
rhecommunity.

2 Do)0u)9,- r.h,"c i ".,t,.pt,.hJ,..p 5o...,, oFr,., I b. .,re rle 0l rne
r n|oirJfte ot rcmmLnelara 1,mg;rr /

Sandel's criticiim of Iiberalism,s emphasis on rights
and iustice

As $lj have.jusr see . Sandet does nor tl)jnk ihat rhe stare stx)ui(l bc
reriral ber\lecn coorcprionr of the g(rxl: instead ir sh.rutd ponolc rhc
(nnmlnitls \ra) ollilc This p.int 5telis tioni Sr rdcls a..orrrrr5.,f the

.qlir 'r is jl-$ naft .f. lafe:,..1.In l])rr:rr ii!tirr. and irrttce h -r rLxsti.ti
a,r (,irir,g.i.:.',:1.i :jir:rrilf,:..,..:jr,,,.r,.,.)L)j,}rt ,r rcr.t:i! r,r, 11l

,t.
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Sandelt critique of rights discourse

Sandel's criticism at this point takes the following form:

l Fi$t rights fail ro p.omote conrmuniiy values. Consider rhe righi
to freedom of speech- Ifit is give. lhc kind ofprotection which it
enjo)s in, say. tl1e Uniled States, ir violatcs importanr community
values such as repugnance about pornography. For anyone involr€d
in lhe pomog.aphy industry can then oppose any attempt to curb
pomography, on the g.ounds that such anempts constjrures violarions
ofdle.rgnr ro l[cdom or spFei h Bur \,rndr rt $p a,a,ur.rmu i,) wi\h
to protect ou. chiidren from pornographic mateial? whar ifwe, as a
comrnunity. believe that pornography degradas Romen and should be .

censorcd? Wh} shoLrld lve nor do so? lvhy does tlie individual righr ro
publish and exp.ess lvlutever one wants shonld be given such prio.ity?

2. Second,.igh6 p.omote an i0dividualistic, in facr aselfish and egotisric
ethos. This is because rights,cliscourse focuses onwho has rights.
individually. without mnsidering individuals in a wide. social conrext
ln particula. riglrts discourse allolvs those who have rights to impose
dcmands on others at the .xpense of.icher less conLonrational
relationships. If i si1) mFellas a lighrs.bea.er I anr mo.e likely ro lvarr
to assed lly rights a! the firsr opporiuniql instead ofadop rg a more
conciliatory app.oach. Ifl see rhat orhers prima.ily per€eive themselves .

as righls-ben.el5.I an more likely to take a deiensivesrand. and to
asse[ my nghb. in lesponse b the demands rhey niglrr makeo re.

3. Third.:ights. andjustice in gene.al. can onLy lre seen a5 a relrcdy ro
social conflicts Bur if we v/ere u n ited as a cornmunity. and il \vc had
a shared understtulding of rhe vrlues we wanr to pu$ue and rhe \{ays
we wturl to rreat each othor, riglrts andjustice would not b€ necessary
The corequestion. then, is how ao develop those underslandings. not
how to deal wilh rhe fact thar 6e do noi have them. We should aim at .

bringrg,J"u,'..orlJ in 1f.irI \, $il' no,.ppo,o r\ol-o'., rg.'1.
J.jJir n o,l,p|\. ,d.l,.r rhdn . o'r , n ,re. d\ liL6rdli du. u I Jrp'u\ ..g

rights whcnever we are dissatislied with the wo.ld.

The liberal reply to Sandel

Liberals. ivho are indeed committed to rights, have replied to Sandel as
rollows.

1 . For a slart. it is not rue rhat r ighrs fail to p.omore comnlllnity values.
In fact, political .ights emble individuals to ser up communilies. and ro
work out community values. Afre. all. it is through thc alfirmation ol
tlre rightlopolitical participation that nationat communiries have been
able to cfatul statehood, and that citizens-nnce corrsritured in a sLare.

can shape the affairs of tlEir poliricat communities.

1. ^pmld. ro Lp, on n,rt, J ro riqht,. ,, our-p r, ompariblp $. lr
acknowledgi'rg the impoftance of having caring .etarionshi!s \\irh
otlrer people. ln fact. it is enrirely compatible !yi!h drc rlaim rha!
people are cared fo. and .eceive help within these relarionships, of
which landlial relationslrips a.e a paradigmatic example, w(hour righrs
even being invoked. Being comntitred to rights means bein8 comnriued
Io lhe ciaim thal in cases uhere thrise relationshtrs (1. not oblaia in the
lirst instance. or break dotrrn. peopl€ a.e l.eated in drccnt ways. and
cio.l.mand to L.s. rrcal.d T:rk.r rhe.ase of.hildre,ls righrs 1.]\rr
tllai.hlli1.(Ji ha1,e rigirrr r. a. r:.i. rLotlr.iii. .nd 1!ciica!.a l. r. !s !.,eil
rs riehts not lc L! lbuse.l rlrii rr.rl.ireil. d.ei .ot inear, ih:l! rlre rn:rar
.t,....,.,
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What ir mcars i5 rhar. in cajes where parants lait rhejr chitdren. as
lhFJ someLime. do. rha lJIFr shoutdbpabletogpt,edress SimitJlr.
lo sdv tllat husbdnds dnd wtre\ ha!F r r8hts .gdirh, oI" dlorh{ b n;,
1rr deny that nrarriage shoutd bc characrerised by love, aflecrion. anil
mutual support, Rathei. ir is to say that l.hen rhe marriage breaks
down. spouses have mear6 ofred.ess. Acco,ding ro rhe liberat reply.
the communitarian critique loses irs bite oncc ir is recogn'sed rhar ir has
!ery liLtle to say on rhese cas€s where relarior)ships do break down.

3. Third, to complain rharjusrice and rights a.e only remediat implies that
a community rvhcre peopte di$gree \!iLh one another is detecrive. B!t
!\,hy should that bc&e case? The.taim makes sense ontv ifone h.s tn
mi,rlJnro.url\po'omrlun ) (her, ,onnrr. r. p.).i .udno _, .p.
He.e ii pa)s to noie dral even in a communit\. ma.ked bv lrienilshio
typ.r, fraternal.ela onships betrveen irrrlivid;ats. dirug.""n 

"no 
*iti

arise. and principlcs ior lhe resotution of rhos€ disagreemenrs vr'ilt bc
needed Cilizens rii still disaB.ee about. for exampl€. rhe belt wat ro
aliocate .esoffces amongst themsetves. They lvilt atso diragrce on lery
.omplex issues sllch as cloning, abortion, immigrarion. and so on That
ihcre are such disagreemen(s need nor suggesr rltal rhe connnu.lry
in qu.stio" is nawcd. Unless one thinks rhar dive$i[ no matter holv
rninimal is alwals bad and lo be regrerred, it is hard to see u4ty thc facr,hrrju{i,, i. r.r "oJi probt. 'l..,,i,

l. OLrtlire ior youretf Sandehcrirakm5 oi lb-"r.triqhts drscour5e

2. Assess tlre libcJalrepy

3. Think abo!t thir folto\r,in9 qu.siion. Sandelsuppoies thar a Rawtsian tiberatcoutd
noi sdvocaterenric on5 oftrndilidlitlr gtri5 5uch as,lor exafillre, $el:onror5tii! of

.0ornDg.aphlcnralerial.tjrhriri!h?lvhaLwoutdan naividuitiir] on rhhisj!e if (ire

' Po rol/

Walzer's critique of Rawlsian liberalism
Michael \\ialzcrs Spreier orusri? Oubtished in t98:J) is ano[]er impodant
corrmunita.ian tcxr. Whe.eas Sandci focuses on rhe in.lividualistic sr.ind in
contempo.ary liberaiism. Watzer is rore inrerested in;
d. l,ow ro rmk abourju\rj, e ano

b. how to distritruie goods.

tr A t hpot t ol Juitft. Rd\ t\ ct4nt5 lhdl rn" pnnciptp\ of iu\ln e dppt)
universally. to all individuah arespective of lheir culrure. For in so far
as the parrles in rhc original posirion do not know inportant facrs atro(!
$.m.ah. .. rh.y dr nor I no\1, $ hi. h .xtLUre ttr.n, .um- ,,orn. A- d relulL. rh, tnn.it,l,,rl.I,lloo-e,r-ror rnnu"n,,dbi ttri. L,,) i-ujdgh.i
Ralvls is not alone, amorg liLe.al5. h rhinking that principles oajustice
t r iJ, rt l . $h., h rlto,,rp .ddor.$ ngt,rr dno rF.ou,,,^ o.o,,g.i inai,,a,;.

.ipply to alt individuals arld aI nat.s. no trratter rheir slxxrificculture (At
lcast tlris is whar lr tj!lks i A l.heaty olJustjce-ns\\e siEil see in secricn
3 4. in his late.uo.k. he scems 10 movc close. to \Valzer s positiorr.) Walze.
d,rrres rha! this i! rhc cas€. iuorcovcr RawL, and conren rporari. Ibelal!

un' '^A. i.l J'.h-.,.r,,,"rr,,o. I
i,!i.|lJ:.]p]el.reSPelo'€,.]ini..'JqcoJ!

'1"301, " . .. ..
s:,. .i .re:.i ir: _ffis 

e:.ds rr Lrrrl '1! r,r il : n,:i,-. rr c.l|;i;r :i .]tr:rIe.
1r !r:,:: :.rr r|:, L:r|\et:rlrii..rr,.i::i.i,. i, :r

)a'
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Walzert particularistic conception of justice

Walzer's view

According to Walzer, ajust sociely is noL one which (reats its members

according to some universal principles: a given society isjustif its .
substantive life is lived in a certain way tha! is. in a way faithful lo

the shared understanding of its members'. (p.3t3). As he also puts it.

justice is rooted in lhe distinc! u ndcrstandings of places, honots,jobs

things ofalt sorts, that constitute 3 shared way of life. To ove.ride those

rnd.jsrrodinb\ i . ,"1$")(i ro d, r '.[ ,rrl]" rt 314 ).

This conception oijuslice is pa.ticlrlaristic because i! is (ied to lhe

panicula. nderstatrdings ofjobs, goods. etc t)i the irxlividual members

of a given soci{rtv And the reason. in Ium. \\hl Walzcr lhinks tharjustice

is particirldistic is this: we a.€ onc an.r(lter's equitl. and ia Pa.ti.ular are

producers ofsocial meanings. To respeci one another as equal produccn

af:uch meanings is to shorv .espect for other Pcople's oPinions. and not

io itnpose on thenr a conception oi how theJ shoLild iiv. withwhich they

do nor identi!: Fbr cxamplc. \&hlze. notes ihat Athenians in lhe fif$ and

lbLrrlh cenrui€s 8C used public lunds to subsidise gynmasiumsi]nd publlc

bir:,..r.o,rot,p,prh"LF.yn "\.r .Lli J l,\\:v.J,a p\o' 4 \u,h
JI -,rr"mpl) inoElir. "n d 5.r iLuri,,r "l r-.orr., r. porv.t. a .. sFr
a.cording to thal rocicly's own conception, if melrbers ol that soci.ty

subscribc to it. lvho arc we to say th3t lhc Atherlians !!ere srong, that

the membe.s ofthe raste sociely arc misguided? On what gmunds do we

deen1 oursehesjilstili€d in imposing on tileln valLles which they reject?

Afrer all. wc oursclvcs. as meniLers ollibe.al societies (which Uhlz.e.

targets) belie!ethat all human beings are wortlly ofequal rcsPect Should

we not.Etherefore,live by thar principle \\'hen app.oaching different

culrures? Incidentally and importantly ior argumenLs about gloiral

disrdbutive jutticc whi.h wc thall exanrine lzite. on. il Walze. is.ighl (hen

it is ha.d ro see holv one can co l]eive ofjusti.c as apPlying across borde.s

sincc different naiionai commu i.ies have diffe.e t conceptions of how

r., $.,nt ,a.rlu,"re'lIi, rn\nlr,, .

. \\dtlpr. innr,,, i5 In.!ind t.urh J L.'a,'.pru"l "nd.r nr"r rl lo,r,, Jg. in

the kind oluniyesalinn displayed by Rawls and other egalitarian liberals.

Conceprually. l}te goods which arc distribuied have a meaning lvhich is

not unive6at, but \{'hich is shaped by the social and cultu.al milieu withii
which they are distlibuted. Morauy, rhose mcanings are prodttc€d by

pcrson!. who are deserving of respeci. These two pontts Support the view

. rhat goods shoutd be distributed oD the basis of such meanings.

The universalistic liberal response to W-lzer's view
-A.ccordirg to universalistic liberals, there arc a number ofProblems with
Walz€r's account of justice.

l. F'i.st, the claim that we ought to show resped lor other people's

opinn)ns does not cnlail tirat thei. opinions shape principles oi
justicei or to put i1 thc other !vay. thal a society whc.e those opilriolrs
p.(:vail is ajust society. One ray think, on thc orle hand. thatjLrstice

dictates ccrt-.r1n social. econornic and political arangemenls. and.

on the other hand. ihdl il lherc is a (trrflict h€tr!{]njustiLl} and

individuals' opinions, tlilr ialr. should prevaii That is to !ar, in cale

nf i .r.r[1i.r b.'{e.! i]r.ii.. rnrj r.i.;:trl . rlL,i.i .nc !t2\ ibinli. th1:

rr.r iatin should ir.ela!1. liiie th! \:irpl':.1 ialirri puirirhfltrr't
thl ur iii..saii.. ti. lil.r i:rls ..:iiji, 11,.r'. : r:i dr.rll, rri!rrE I. Irxt

.



Chapter h lne sronrnitaaan critique of Rawls

criminals (even the wolst ol them) to death - that a society whiclr
condones capitat punishment is grilty ofan injustice- However.some
of them would argue that ila pa.ticular society decidcs to have capital
puDishment, then we should respeci iLs decision, even if we think that
ir i..n urUU.r one.

2. The clain that we areoneanolheis equals is mu.h more conlmve.sial
than Walzer acknowledges. I"{anycultirres would disagree t}lar all
human beings have equal moml status. The.e a.e counrless exampl.s
throughour hisrory oi socieries which believe thafblacks..lews. Arabs.
sor,.n.grs d, r'enurt-ing\ Bu,ilrha"l,r I,l ,r 'l- \ ,r.,ru'
ntle.ior beings is i.ue. as \\hlzer belicler ihat it is. even rhough it is not
unive.sall] held. why rLrle out the possibiliiy thai other p.incipLcs can

be deemed nornlaliveiy corec., even thoLrgh they arc not !nllersalj)
treld? \\h)r deny the possibility th!r: all hunran beirtgs oaght to hnv,a

th€n basic needs mct. as amatG.otjustice (and thu! why no1 sa]
rhar Athcnians w€reacling unjustly when rcfusinS to alleviate seve.e
polery)? lvhy not say rtlat the caste s]srem is unjusL?

3. 1hi.d. and relaledly llre clainr that $e cannot decm a p.actice u FSL
il it is {11!e to :i gilen society's socia} rneanings is conhDve.:inl: ho{ f..
lvould n/alzer push i, That is not made clear in Spherer .rf Julicc lor
exanlple. in Chapter 3. he asks wheth€r it is pe.missitrle lor a gov€rtunenr
to lcl people stane. and a+ues tlrar it is not on tlle grou nds tlrar. a
cornrnll,.lity bJ d€finitiondoes not let ir5 people slar.ie. The Briush iet the
Insh starve io the 19th century dudng the i fanrous potato fatrIinc. and
that was a.lcarsign that thc Brirish did nor consider llte Idsh ro be part
of tlt.ir .ammuniry: if rhcy had. Walzerclaims, they yrould not havc krt
'lralrr..r.r. Nn$ udl."r n,yn.ri;hr "1,^, 

,1," p", , uer.{rtl
Holvevcr {hl-,re:ue nanl counrc. extunples of comrnun il iLs which havc
la. 'i,6I l ., ul. hv-.,r.uil"rr"nrbl1 u,lr'.r .1oul,l. '"i.r LhJr rll"\
.i r'it'ot6r '..,,FrLIr'rp\ Bur \.r,ril rlpr ry,l,,r h").,r"/,,1J'.
Srouads can lle tale issue ryith their Lrnderstandiig ofthirnselles as a
c()mmunity? Alter all. he lrilnsell insisb thal we should Ieatnrdividuals
1'alues. and the sorietal\alues rvhich they unde+'in, lvlt-h relpect.

illoreovc.. it is notcnti.€lycletu whether yalzer.eaily beijcve5 tllat
p, lhiF.or r',Jr Lnd sh,r inil..rs \urrFrur6. ur 1.1\,|i,..
sonrc of its menbe$, are acNally permissiblc. Il] Sptrc.cs. Walzer invokes
unive6al principles when diseussing sonrc state practices. For exa !1e. he
, l"ims dur gur I tlorkFn who ha!- \tdy"rl in d l,r,eiBn @unu v for a sjLila
should be g.a,nLd citizenship ijghli (pp- 59 60). Yet, he does not rcfer to
those countries cultuml pi?ctices and shared understandings to suppon
his argument. That does nor seem.oNbrent with his overait theory

4. Walzer's understanding ol how we rnust think aboutjustice is
relativistic. Like all relativisric theories. ir is vulnerablc ro the objecrion
thal unlcss it js compleiely .elativistic, it rlrust be able lo explair i{hy
some p.ac&rcs are acceplable whilst othe6 are rct. To go back ro a
point made eadiei \\hlzer nceds to explair lvhy thc principlr rhat ue
sllould treat one anot1rc. as equ.l has uni!'ers?l vdlue. whe.eas olh$
Principl$ which l(}eft to derive kom i1 Lack univeral values.

Nlorcover thercare t\yo firfther problems with r.lalivisrn. For astart.
rchri\'rslic i )la.th-"o.i.s oljusrir:e vrolarc mnnv ol our deepi) sha|ed
,j.,r,,rii.ii,ri.,rs Tht:s u!rf,i.s:rlisri.litrer;t=rIr,:j..r,.rieriF\
inr.n ttrt sla\e.! is .Ircqi,:trsL\ vrcr,? i\rr'nirLL:i r;:tj_\ .1.{|l:ij
ir ii, ic.i!-1ie! wti.I de.i\ :r a.ief rabicT \1,rr,,rru! li.i i .iri j:ar :.1

L,i.'r r.,r.r:rdLr!r, :iij.:ir.. ro r: !l.lr,iLil: : r'rji,,r ,::.it :i.: n.

,.. r 1.

i,i



'105 Contemporary potititat {Eorr iiOe"afii,n anu is critio

homogeneous. and their membe$ will disag.ee amongst themselves.
In some communiries. some people believe that women are second,
cld .r cirizFh. whe.e6 orher npople bFlie!e r hdr women ,houtd hdvc
the \rmp riShri and frpedoms a\ mcn. How drc w( ro rl"a' $ irh riose
cases? Walze. facej lhe tolloiving dilemma. Either conceptionsot
iu\ti, p are so pdnicutd i5,n {.o ded ro thF pdflkuldr so, iJtrnitieu m
wl,ich-rhey are de!eloped) drdr ir is impo\sible ro adjudi.drp bcrweFn
rn"m. rn wh'.h (asp it rs l-ard ro sce how rlros" disd6.eernenl5 cJn bF
resolved. and what role there is fo! the critic and political theorist. O.
it is possible ro adjudicare berween confli.ting rheories, in lvhich case.\, hNc,obror4enrhar irlunor ju.,i,c. sotocpFdk 4rdr.t- ot,,.
I,nrr:,.ul"n\ri, urrrJ{srdnding\ otju\,r,.- In ,ha tr Ar ( r p rh" tot ,i. rl,i ori' l ' r.l . r iti, i { d d,ryindt,er\Ldd-.onr"ot rt,ornar ber_ut,l ., .o, ipr\ l,'ldr rhF.r in..ip,r"riolotju),!ei,\vron;

r in o.d-! ro .Jy rhdl a givpn \o, iory l,a5 . g:\en ,F, ot \r ,r I

urd.J-r.rndrnB.. $e mun bF abte ro ro,.n,it\ $ho. F uI'- \,br d,r g.
rho,":, . dd in rurn. ro rdpndF. rt " p ...*-, r,, *,,. t,,n"] .,.
dr . ,r1.,, d. a, Olin "rg.", rn hcr boot lulu, -. Cend"r dnd In tdnit)
once $1: do !hat, howrvea we come to re:rlise thar. in ntost so{:ieries
' .,, .uppo! dr), rdr"d,rndp6rd dino\ ar,. rn f", ... o u. trr
to.\.rlirl,lJwr\ td, t orn b"inC shar"d. rlro.. und"r v"na . g..1"
shapcd and articulated by privileged groups the domina.t race or
, rl,n', q,out rn)o.rFt'.\org"ri\adrlo e r., idt tir"., rtredomin,nr
ger,ler ir mosr soLrerre,

6 flr I ddvr r^afindt..i\rtr.foinr Walzpr d\.Im61rhJrrti^jueot
iL\i., _ $1, r. juni, e Lke: p.a!.. i\ J poliLi, Jt.om.nuniL)r ir *h,, h
ind.udu,1.,d bFtrodu.Frof su, idt mpan:rrg. He rhu. ruip,our
Iocal cornnrnities. as weltas srry.a sational. ;nd trans nationat.
,orrnuniri... Bur'rodo,.no' reallyF\ptdiI$'ry.Tt.., i..,qe-kr \st.,l'\i srrl"n,or,"."",rr."r"ntoot rg irStol-t- r. pt".ur
jusrice a d ntukiculru.alism.

Activities

t.

2_

Otr . ,-'o , . Ur War p, ,0,fl , tdr,51 | '"o , o,_L,r e

/ j - j..r,r\,rn.rt 
"otr Do50D/ o.,n9o-.o.oe"F,drnp . oo),u..,,t'or' /d- p.. ridt i u6r wJo q of llnpridn. rot to rF,,, /o povcny .o d, lo I d p-bi .qrnr J i rnr ) Do vou rhh. rr o a LomnJn,r, whirn teL\ rr5 pmpi.,L.-ve re".y i,.

romn, Irrry/ Uo you rh.n!"r, o \oliety h.n (ond.ncs capiutpu i\tmL rr i\dn

eomplex versus simpte equatity

Walrer's I heory of comptex equality

t 1: 
n,'" i"' -.,. *dtrpr b"ii(vc\ &rr ju .u. p Ls , utrure.\p""irr.

llii-.",*'. . 
dnd dii\nhisrhForyor,ompl"xcqu,rtry ih.r dju.,

n r/\ i, orr wh.ra drnr,Fnr good. are di\llrour.d a . ordrng to dr,fcr"nl
proccdures {p.6) Note rhat trose tiro ctaitrrs are differe : y;u can agrcc
with complex equatiry (ve shoutrl uso a diffe.ent mefic tor diiicrenr
,,oo,JJd,,tdl ,g,-p,ndr ,he,rr uituu,. prin, rpr.,,,.,,r,,,," ,.r, "" o,

),,1: ''- rLUj'r. ,, , . , 
" 

r r u r p . . 
r a , j \ - . r.J,i n.. rrhr Eooo. 1'ur-

r... dr.r.r ilr.d J.,,{di-8 ro d "r-nr I,rin, rnr,.,, ",,.,",,. 1 .. n, t

r.I . m.rbFr '.,tr , .o,rl,.,.i.,. r. t.1...

' ?\



Chaptet 3: lhe commflharian critriqueii Rawls

Whdl i,.omplex equdlrry exar{y?A((ordingroWalTer. drtterenr Boods
(membF,.hip. monev jobs. prizes. er(). opara,e in diff.rpn, \ph(r e, of
disLribution. According lo compte{ equaliry. the facr thar I am poor. rhat is.
woNe off than so,neone €lse in rhe spherc oamoney. should nor make me
wors€ oif rllan thev a.e in the sphere olpower, oa say. oFmediratcare. To
put rhe point ditTerently. access ro medicalcare should nor be dependenl
on one s income. Under complexequat y. no good is domi,rant. thar is. no
Bood can be Lrsed in lvays whi.h violare its socialmeani eandwhichgi\e
access to olher goods in orherspheres. ln oiie. $,ords. exchanges bery,.eert
sphercs nlusr be blocke(i. To give a simple example, il in our socicry. uc
believe thai heallh care should be distribured on rhe basis ot need rlren
qre arejustiiied in nor allowing people ro buy and sell organs. i_ikcs,ise. it
$,e beliele tiral irolirical polver should be disr.ibuted on the basis of birrh.
!!e tu e jusrilied in ror allowing peopte to bLry rhei. r,a] irro pubtic office
Walzer contrasts comdcx equality with simpte equatiry. r\ccording ro him.
conrempo.ary Iibe.als jn gcneral. a.d Rawis in panicular endo.se simpie
cqualitt uhcr.by one good rypicalty money, is donrina r Thc question.
rh-n .lpna \\ t-r .u Fcd.ar .lptFndir;, o-not., ".lL,tir) d j

Scnuinely {igalriarian iheort, oijr$rice one which nakcs sorsc ol .loes
justicc to, tlxi clailn rhats,,re are one anodrcis equals as produceB oi
social meanings

Toi,:r"r ,,e\\d'l.r .p,,nr no good un b- u , d in $ ). iIi, t. \iut ,r"
its socjal meaning and lvhi.h give acccss to other goods i. orho. sphe.es.
l,,r.r.orn,i..\"q,r,t ....ofir I.optFuirtourro. I o,tr r. ;j. \ , ., .t h.r"..
bur othcrc u,ill do betrer in ortre. spheresi lvewill have, roughty equalirl
r)lsocial slatus.

'Assessing complex equaliiy
The ideai ofcomplex cquaLfly appenls to an intuirion whi.h malry wluki
sha.e, narndy that possession olonc chamclen\dc, orone aftribut!..shoutd
not zllect.rll dinensiors olour lives.Ir pays to nore that, irc r a tenrirrisl
point of vicw. rhis ideal calls ior a i.rdical reshapinS oincarly a exisring
socic'iics and cu ltr! es. si,icezcndei in those societies and culrur es, is
pr€cisel).in attdbute ofindividuats whi.h dora dctermine how they lviltfare
n h-,1h, r,.ol r..onpv.potill"Jpouer.d.,F .rojoL. d,J .oun A\Okrn

norer in lrer I/jar're Gerde. and the nnrity.ho\yevet. it also pays lo .ote
that the ideal olcomptex equ3liq, is io tension. in thar.egard, wirh \{alze.,s
insisrence that we rcspect the shared undershndings ofcomhunities of

- people.sinc€, more oaren than no!. those shared undexshndings are. in facr,
ihose articulared by the largely male dominant classes, and wo* to tie
detrnnent of women. SeElllg rttar issxe aside. however the ideal of complex
FquJluy, al " lor rh lo o ing l:ririutrertu,Lr.
I. lt is irue thar rhe idea thar dillerent gooctj oneht to be distribured

di l,JAr,'lv hd , \,,ma npt,c ,t: s. do r,1,d ro rt;irt rtuL ! ,li, jiJI uqr e\
are not for sale, alrhoLrghwc may disagree as to $,herlre. rhey should
be distributed on the basis otbi.th or etecrions t.,ke*,ise, nrany per)pte
find it plausible rhar ac.ers to healrh care should n.,i deP..ird on onc !
pur.hasing power

But rhat .l.,es noL necessa.ity poinrtolvadj an atrcflrarive ro simple
equrlity. \,\ialzer's rheory ol .or,,plex equatiry nojtis as a atrcrratile
to sin'trlE equaliry (]Iri.v il ir sa\,s nor nreretv rtut dilt.lie!rr goolts sh(rlrl

:r-.! dii! r. ihrr..jrft.r.ri .ro(iat nelnings (th3r :s. r! r! !nr, ,,r
:..r,, ! i :l l :1. :.,:iltn! rr.Il. irsa,!irg ii.r,i!.:.err !n,:.,.:,r :r:.!!'!
.ri:,.-!i..- lL:i ;l.ir.:rnrcr ir:r!i.rt,i:t :rr.rlrl,ri,j :! . . .!.,r:i,
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not$/on_v so mu, h about. sdy. money based inequatiries ot acce$ to
l,cdlrh , d e. for srch inequdl;ries would Le more likelv (o resuk t om
peoph'.- lroi. a a\ ro whFr,-er to pd,, hds" trpdtr lr , dr e or rror lo IJUI lhe
point ditferenrly: ir is nor rhat we rhink that there is something i;herenr
abour healrh care (har prectudes irs distribution o the basis o] moneyi
mthea $,e think thar individuals should have equal access to healrh
care, whether or not they choose Lo avait thenlseives of it.

2- lvalzer assumes that a good has onesocial meaning in a given society.
BLrr in fact, it may have severai, not in the serse rhat diife.enl peopl;
attach a differelr meaning lo ir. but in rhe sense $at ercrybod),,
or.most people, anactL differenr meanings ro ir. Fo. cxanipte, in
capitatisr libe.aL democ.acies.jobs have diiferenr meanin;s. One oi
their neannrgs is rltat they are posiriom lvhich shoutd A] ro the mosr
ru"lifipd iridr\idL d\ nrFir ort , I mezning i ,. " g^o ri,., .h, o1t,.,*

slatus on those who have t. in so tar as !l,e need to have ajob in o.derroLefull!,(.pq.pd So$prouldporFnria ! ha$ rso Jn.l on"i. ,,g.,l|,I iLu, ryF trin. pte5,rr pL) tor tob, ndm"l) nrerir nld nF, d .t,r.
theory oicomplex equatity does not refi us lvhich o c v.re are ro choosc:
nor d:p r]FVlA^ rh,ruc\tror.drp.pqrr it.,,..,.o :, np.nir.b.. ..rt.,r rt. nr-,nrngo[lhir p" i,u]irgo d.j..\.i. ,r ,€,. r,,ol

3- The.e are moml considerarions ,,!hich cur ac.oss sphcres. and wllich
are impo.tant in our moralthinking. Take the norion ofindivictuat
responsibility For maIty ir appties to goods which wc need. such as
hcalth c.[e. On rhat view. rhc lact thar I need health care mav nor be
enough for me to Bct iL it has to be the case rhar I am nor rc;ponsible
lor gFrnllg ill i[,h- tr\r ;n o.r.6 Bu, rp ljon rLit i i\ rt u jt.ou6t I ro
'ptrl) Io qooJ\ $hr.n wp d .pnn. .u, h.\ pJr ,.,r , nnr .u tt.-L I {iX;e
tu :,hed only it I dm n,orJ ) r" pon.ilt. ior ,..1 ,. r,,n, A,irrn" ,a",
rh.,r \pl clp\,nor.d L nkin.r d.pFnJ-r,r ur a/ 1, orhFr tlu, \ nor orro-nr
lor rhat Ih{rnomeflon. . . .: .'

4. Wlrer clo we ktor when equatity obiains? Suppose fiarsome people
out.ank others i! all, or rnost sphercs. To lvhar cxtent do-we .eaity have, .or;r+y u.rrpm orgtseqrJtiry i\ ", hiarpd's-upfo\p tu, drer rt,-,
on. s nrgh rant irernorip,plarp,d,r hp,,,n\en.d in t (1, rdntino in
orl,..r spr,-r\ j.-r, re \vijt nor.,d\c FquJlr y or \o. i"t *cr.N tval/Fl
$ould repl),trJr l}li.isrherervrca*n utry,x, hargp. bpr!\_en
pheras mu\r be bto(kFd. Bur ir i, un, t_dr rhdr blocilng ex, hdnee5 i\

faa\ible in.ta, r rhere i. eliden.e (u \uAgest rhd(ppopl.$anr (o\ee
\omF corrptarron bp(!^Fn. sd) high a.ddcmr r, hievenr^nr dnd (drru.ro
puMr. More tundamenrally. ru rarurn (o rha poinr nradp edr Iipr 5u, hbl! k! onu-avenF inctivrdudt truedom

Activities

1. Oltline for yotrrsef Watzer,s rheory of complex equatty.

2. tuse5s it by reftecting on the fo[ow n9: can you thirrk of erariptes of goods \irhi.h in

lo:l, l:,:r,0,.r,l,,, iblp.1 d.mpjrinq,7Dov,,r.qre".hJ.n.ro ? rj ,.
D itr*,,1,1-"r,. | . td0o..0 l_L ll rl Dlo.. . g,r. l,,.,t,.

Rawts' response: potilicatiiuE[Ism
),, ,,) R-11l.tuLJ"r r,..-onUnr"tor hool .ati,,,t ..n",-,...1.,-1

I tr".o,, | r:"., , J , .

i.rrL!:.,rn sci:i. :r.anLti oi lhe.o nruirr".i.r. rrr,:rj,,f :ri,,i _ri Neg j
'.

1{.,
{.,



Chapter 3: the communirarian cririque oJ Rawh

The communitarian critique whi.i we examifled in thjs chapter makes ,
amongst others rhe foitowing two ctainrs:

l. R"\\ls n|L,ph\\i, "t , onr pfrton otrhe pe^on otwha, Lt_e fr\on i\.
d) Ll-rd h-d rorn h.r.nd. rs imtr.ru.ibte dn! \"ji .on oi. r .idt.
U'l.urpri\ingl\ lrd(t., td rn fi.r, hii orjmp,ion ot,u.ri,. r\ ,i\pr..,t
in scope - appties rega.dless ofaime and space is implausible. In fact.
his conception ofjustice is valueladen,

7 Ra$l, rl'con nlru r,an, glFrlsrhernrpu an..oiiomrunal gou,i\- rnd atla.hmenLs rn ildr!iJuats li!e\
li Political LiLentisn, Ralvts makes the to[owing poinrs in .estonse rorJ.oi,l"ir..
I His co celrion ofjustice as political. an{i no! comp.eh€nsivc .l,hai 

is.i . r\ or . p. irf ,t , on. -f,ron ot,hp pLr,on iL Jfpt:F\ ro rt.p b--i,
po,r'r, u, 4n i \o. idl .rh.r nrioas ot 5o.i.ty. dr,d ro. ro a ir\ i.r,r., rio.,
ln- .)in-rh'ri..-,..pror,oiJrepcr.onispotr i rt past\i
llr.rnlLts..\pli .rJ\ rh,, t.-\on..onhr,\.,\.dh.dp,btF ndorthr

Lo. derach rhe,risetves frorr lhei. ends and artachmerrs,,;ne. rf,inl,i.g
"ro'.r t.irr ,, . o. :. 'i . H, * nor .upp 

^rr c,',.. ,n"\ " " , .r..bte.
dIJo,,6h rJ.a.,J.,. njn\t!" tro,,.fi",rF;,r,.iBrr,"ir..iJ.r
li!e5 as pareflts, churchgoers, worke.s. memtre.s ofassociatio.s.
ctc. Which is why hc atso believes that hisconceprion of the pemon.
politicalas it is isco patitrk! wi$ a va.iery ot co mprehc nsi!€,
metaphysi.?l doctrines abour what pelsons actuaity a.e.
Relaledly. in saying thar his principtes ofjusti.e apply ro rhc basic.r'u rLr rt..r i..,o!.iq\5mJj,{ pot !"tJrd,o.rt nsriru,:on\,
P..tl, r.qu1r..1-6 t,", rt,",.op",lj,, r,ps.im,rFd,a,,Jrhu.,t,r
i: 'r.i,l,r '1.. rn rh,.i, t||\ i,,. tr\i. dE n
.. , idr.iun rj " rl.. . , ,.I|J.nto\,.,,rp,,.,".,,..;",f"r

,ortr,l,nn r!a. r ro.JL.,r tr un ot r,trn, ll-"qood trtFr
2. Far from Lre-ir18 acruall} univusal. his tleo.y Rarls claims. ntak{rs serrsp

oLtbe-lu ndame ral and shared ideal, consliturive ofaiemocraric
,o. i r) Inh--.d.. r,,e,t,op.Wrr{r,irrmltr"l 1rheoryjrri a
shordd be sensnn/e ro rhe socia,afld sharcd understanailgi of a given
communily at a given tirnc Whether on Rawls.\]icw ir is desiraLle thar
allsoci€ries sholrld become democ.atic is anothe. qucstion.

3. tdJ,'om^bpi,,6 ir,!,,.ir rva ru rhp importdnLF or, oLroundt BooJs h.\
rh"on ol iu.ri, r rn., ldhr.. i| tedty or c In whi(h, rrilel aUd. L
tqportance ro Lhe value of politicat parriciparion. and unite. as cilizens,
around the shared cornmurral goals of realising jusfae.
Thus R"wts. ,rr ootrr cat I ibe,dti.m. \..m\ ro q,atib n n,.o,y oi tu,r,,.h sone nnportaflt.!!?ys. And rhe reason, irr tum, rvhy rhat is so, is whar1., rll rl,. l,. r ., r .d.nnaLt" !t,rfdlisnr tn dprr,o,,uri 

"nd direr,e
so.ieties. hc nores. inctividuats wilthotd diferent comp.eherNive moral.nlnr"r.,phr\i..,t.1.,,,rr\R,\pF.rlorind.vrrtr".,rcquirp,.rlrr-lorc.
li,r.\.p r., r., rt $.jtr.,.t. _{vot I,brj,F $hi, hdo" nor p,,,.rpl o.F rh-u h,In,,\,r l. ,,u,r.^ \..r t .potiLi(aJrnrt.,r .nd;\itlh.dr
rationai and nrorat citizens. can a cndo.se ir,.eAa.dless oftheir o\r,n
'or.,.'FIr.r,.,, ,r I J, .rr. t ..ir.lL.. ,.,, " ,,", 

"f,.."_. ,", 1,,,...,. . .,l ,. ,.1 q,.rL,r,Li 
'il.rr"p.\ej,t..r. iu.. ol

",..,n i,,r-,.r. -r,puirli( ..:!..,.. ,r, jir:\ !r. !ir\!ir!.d fron .nlri)i,rlrr,, siru !,lri1i
I:,.irf: i:i:.r :. I r-r!,,:r:tir,i 1-

-Lt



105 Contempc.ary political theoryr liberalism and its cJijcs

What can Sandel and Walzer make otthis resPonse? They will find
Rawls's departure trom his initial universalistic aspirations congental

to their own thcories. However. they are likely to remain unconvinced

by Rawls insistence that his theory ofjustice is truly Political. ratlrec

than corrtprehensive. For a start. th€y (and some other liberats) might
wao! io say thar. in fields sucl as abortion and bioethics in general.

we must know whar a pe6oa is before we can decide. for example,-

{,hether the toeLus quaiifies as a person. and rhus whelher aborlion
is momlly per iissibte and should remain legal. hl so far as such

na, r\ion\ per ldin lo whdt rh" law 5llould 'dy. 
(l' { dpplr ro I rra b.Nr

srructure, and are wilhin the scoDe ofa theory oljGticc Theori.s of
justice, thus ca n not hope to avcid making metaphysi.al asslr nrPl ions

about whal pe.sons are.

R.l,'-drr R"$l' J,'aunroliu\ri,edd,tloreo in l-ulrrr."lLl" rrl m

draws a sharp diatinction betwecn the personaland dre poiitical
domains. ln rhe political dofllain, he argues. we ought to detach

oursclves from our ends; but we ne€d not do so in thc Personal
domain. ls it likcly, communitariam ntigha want to ask, thaL we can

behave so diilelcntly depending on vrhich dolnanr \!e oPcrare in-/

Finalty, althou8h Rawls does acknowledge thar cornmuoal goods most

nota6ly piniucal goods, are intpo.tant to individu.ls. hc is clea. lhat
the good lile oughi noi to bc detined as the political life. tle is in shorr'

op poscd to t he ideals aJdculated by so calhd civic hLrnranism 'l hose

conununitaria s who endorse civic hunanism will not be salillied by

Rawls' Political Liberalisrl!.

Conclusioh
To re.aptulaie, according to libe-rals, Sandel cha.ges liberaLs with
adv.rcaiing a unencumbered s€lf; he also crilicis-"s their undeE!tr;ding
ofthe relaiioDship b.ralvcen indilidual aid their comorunities. as welL

as lhe oyer.iding importance they attach to rights. According to libe.als
sympathetic to Rawls, Sandel iswmng on all counts. HaUlglaid lllat
Iiberals have been led by his.riticisms to be much cle?.e. about rhe .ole of
coninnmities in their thoughr. In particular, d\ey have been led to dcveloP

understandings ofrights whichmake sensc olthe importance of politiral

l,,fli ip.r,i^r,

$hlzer, or the othcr hand. pays particular attention to rhe Lrniversalistic
tendencies olRarvls lheory. and ofrhe tibemlism $hich t underPins.

On his vielv. principles ofjustice are not univcrsai in scopc: rather. they
are dependent on lhe social milieu witbin which they arc articulated.
More specifical\. they dist.ibute goods and burdens on lhe baskofthe
social meaninBs which individuals, socially situated as they are. attach
to them.ln so far as we musl respect individuals as equal prcducers ol

. so, ral m""r,irrqs w. r,.un respe(1 rhFpr,nc:plpsol ju.rircwlri,h rh-!
choose, even if we think that they a.e w.ong. ln fact. at times he goes

as far as-lo say that !r'e cannot even say that thcy rre wrirng. l\'loreovcr.
s,e must distribure goods on lhc basis ol tlet social meanings. a.d not
accoding to one single Itrinciple- As wc sa$r horvever. unive.$lislic
Iiberals will rcmain unconvinced. In P3.,jculal], given tis olerall theory it
is unclear uI€ll(r he carr invoko sonre universal [trin.iples (() condeNr.
ior ulampl€. a de.ision by a comlllunity to let soorc ol iis people stane.
,u L,riL .r: r,,i-trr .1, i,rr:ilr-_, alnJtifui.iiirir tl,!..j .ijusu!f \u.h a;
lii ril1lt :i..-.Lrnl Lri ..J.! yhe.c pa.Licxlxiilit il!,i a..ept:nlc \ore

,.1 Qi^ 1-/ti/



Chapter 3: In€ communia.ian sitique of Rasts

though, that liberals such as Rawls in his tarer wo.ks. who concede rhar
some ofthe disagreements thar aris€ b€rween indiyiduals are reasonabte
face a simila. problem: they roo must he abte to account f.,r cases
where disagreemenrs a.e not rezsonable. Andso ii seems. Lhen. thar rhe
difference between communita.ia$ and non-absoturist liberals such as
Rawls pertains, not sanruch as to whertrc. rhere are universal principler
ofjusticc. bur. radre. as ro which such principles are universat. and which
a,c not,

One [.n,] po:nr. Not "ll loerdt. svmpafie,i, $irh Xd$t\ ,4 rt eor) or t..r. "
Irave a(r-l,eJ hl\ qud',11, d.ion\ b mddp ., paliti,a, , .D. tt,.. t eu.t.
tewofthem $,ould insisl that principles otjustice rnust be.onceive.t ota5
univeNally valid. that rhey cannot bur rcsr on a conrprehensiye momt a d
m",dtL\\i -l do.rri,. d[t a, IilardhJ,ghr rou q e.t..,l.. r:..
ir,\p.d.a pd$1 .,"\ "outd",gu .h.,..,;tr!, bqo,rr. ,. ,-o, ,,Jr j\
so, a communirarian Far from bcing a convi cing re_inte.prebtion o{,
and elaborarion upon. j Iheory otJustice laspr\\\l, claims t is) po1rtr..:r/
l,D.t"tn,r -L, 'd,Jat iisrrl,arfl.r .Lps..rtsr), tJ,, urd .r r

ol Ra!.1, | 1,, \ond rh- ...un- or rt-i, gJide. \ujtr , i, ro .nr .h .r ,r. j, r o
onwa.ds, lvhen rve taLk of Rawlsian jusrics. we stra me.n rhe ri.on. o,
Ju\U.. ro b- lounJ in .t thpoOotJu i{p.

A reminder of your learning outcomes
Having cortpteted lhis ctiapter, and rhe lJse,rriat .eadings and Acriyirics.
you should be able to:
. describe Sandels and lvalze.'s cri.icisms otRalyts.theory ofjusUcc. a!

rvell as \rith Rawts possible repiies !i
. discuss the mainissues h ihc debate opposing tibe.ats artrj

commL'nitaians'.

. €xplain lvhyyou agrrc. or.lisagrec, uilh cirher s.hoolof though(

Sample examination questioits
1. Th€.e are far fewer difierences rhan sinilari[es lrerlutn ]iberais and

comntunitarians.l Discuss.

2.'Rawts fails to pay proper a(ention to rhe impo.rance of comnrunity
drrachmellrs. Dis, us>.

i,:
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