WHO GETS WHAT AND WHY?

have freely chosen (without reference to his family
ies or personal wealth) as our political representa-
tive. He is also a bold and inventive entrepreneur.
When he was younger, he studied science. scored
,mazingly high grades in every exam, and made im-
portant discoveries. In war, he 1s surpassingly brave
and wins the highest honors. Himseltf compassion-
ate and compelling, he 1s loved by all who know
him. Are there such people? Maybe so, but I have my
doubts. We tell stories like the one [ have just told,
but the stories are fictions. the conversion of power
or money or academic talent into legendary fame. In
any case, there aren’t enough such people to consti-
tute a ruling class and dominate the rest of us. Nor
can they be successful in every distributive sphere,
for there are some spheres to which the idea of suc-
cess doesn't pertain. Nor are their children likely,
under conditions of complex equality, to inherit
their success. By and large, the most accomplished
politicians. entrepreneurs, scientists, soldiers, and
lovers will be different people; and so long as the
g00ds they possess don’t bring other goods in train,
we have no reason to fear their accomplishments.
The critique of dominance and domination points
toward an open-ended distributive principle. No social
good x should be distributed to men and women who

Robert Nozick

Robert Nozick was for years a philosopher at
Harvard University with John Rawls.

The minimal state is the most extensive state that can
w iy State more extensive violales peo-
Ple’s rights. Yet many persons have put forth reasons
Purporting to justify a more extensive state. It is im-
Possible within the compass of this book to examine
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possess some other good y merely because they pos-
sess y and without regard to the meaning of x. This
is a principle that has probably been reiterated, at one
time or another, for every v that has ever been domi-
nant. But it has not often been stated in general terms.
Pascal and Marx have suggested the application of
the principle against all possible y's, and I shall at-
tempt to work out that application. I shall be looking,
then. not at the members of Pascal’s companies—the

strong or the weak. the handsome or the plain—but

at the goods they share and divide. The purpose of
the principle is to focus our attention; it doesn’t deter-

mine the shares or the division. The principle directs

us to study the meaning of social goods, to examine

the different distributive spheres from the inside.

QUESTIONS

1. What criteria does Walzer use to justify inequality?
2. Do you think that movie stars deserve to be paid

more than medical doctors?
3. According to Walzer, would it be fair to pay women

soccer players less than men?
4. Tn business, is it fair to pay the CEO of a company
more than a brilliant software engineer who designs the

products that the company sells?

Anarchy, State, and Utopia

all the reasons that have been put forth. Therefore, I
shall focus upon those generally acknowledged to be
most weighty and influential, to see precisely wherein
they fail. In this essay we consider the claim that a
more extensive state is justified, because necessary
(or the best instrument) to achieve distributive justice.

The term “distributive justice™ is not a neutral
one. Hearing the term “distribution,” most people
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préesume that some thing or mechanism uses some
principle or criterion to give out a supply of things.
Into this process of distributing shares some error
may have crept. So it is an open question. at least.
whether redistribution should take place: whether
we should do again what has already been done
once. though poorly. However. we are not in the po-
sittion of children who have been given portions of
pie by someone who now makes last minute adjust-
ments to rectify careless cutting. There is no central
distribution. no person or group entitled to control
all the resources. jointly deciding how they are to
be doled out. What each person gets. he gets from
others who give to him in exchange for something.
or as a gift. In a free society. diverse persons con-
trol ditferent resources. and new holdings arise out
of the voluntary exchanges and actions of persons.
There 1S no more a distributing or distribution of
shares than there is a distributing of mates in a
society 1n which persons choose whom thev shall
marry. The total result is the product of many indi-
vidual decisions which the different individuals in-
volved are entitled to make. Some uses of the term
“distribution.” 1t 1s true. do not imply a previous dis-
tributing appropriately judged by some criterion (for
example. “probability distribution™); nevertheless. it
would be best to use a terminology that clearly is
neutral. We shall speak of people’s holdings; a prin- 3
ciple of justice in holdings describes (part of) what
justice tells us (requires) about holdings. I shall state

first what I take to be the correct view about justice

in holdings. and then turn to the discussion of alter-
nate views.

truth about this topic. which we shall not formy.
late here. as the principle of justice 1n acquisition
The second topic concerns the rransfer of holdingg
from one person to another. By what processeg
mav a person transfer holdings to another? How
may a person acquire a holding from another whg
holds it? Under this topic come general descrip-
tions of voluntarv exchange. and gift and (on the
other hand) fraud. as well as reference to particular
conventional details fixed upon 1n a given soci-

ety. The complicated truth about this subject (with

placeholders for conventional details) we shall call

the principle of justice 1n transter. (And we shall

suppose 1t also 1ncludes principles governing how a

person may divest himself of a holding, passing it

into an unheld state.)

If the world were wholly just, the following induc-

tive definition would exhaustively cover the subject
of justice in holdings.

1. A person who acquires a holding in accor-
dance with the principle of justice in acquisi-
tion 1s entitled to that holding.

. A person who acquires a holding in accor-

dance with the principle of justice in transfer.

from someone else entitled to the holding, is
entitled to the holding.

. No one is entitled to a holding except by (re-
peated) applications of 1 and 2.

9

The complete principle of distributive justice would
say simply that a distribution is just if everyone
1s entitled to the holdings they possess under the
distribution.

A distribution s just if it arises from another just dis-
THE ENTITLEMENT THEORY tribu.tion by legitimz}Ie means. The legitimate means of
moving from one distribution to another are specified
by the principle of justice in transfer. The legitimate
first “moves™ are specified by the principle of justice
in acquisition. Whatever arises from a just situation by
Just steps is itself just. The means of change specified
by the principle of justice in transfer preserve justice.
As correct rules of inference are truth-preserving.
and any conclusion deduced via repeated applica-
tion of such rules from only true premisses is itself
true, so the means of transition from one situation to

The subject of justice in holdings consists of three
major topics. The firstis the original acquisition of
holdings. the appropriation of unheld things. This
includes the issues of how unheld things may come
to be held. the process. or processes. by which
unheld things may come to be held, the things
that may come to be held by these processes. the
extent of what comes to be held by a particular pro-
cess, and so on. We shall refer to the complicated
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another specified by the principlc? of j.u.\ticc in lrunst.'cr
are justice-preserving, anq any situation acluull.y aris-
ing from repeated transinops u.1 u.ccnrfl'fmce with the
principle from a just situation is ll.\t?““]ll.\l. Thc par-
allel between justice-preserving transformations unq
truth-preserving transtormations illuminates where it
fails as well as where it holds. That a conclusion could
have been deduced by truth-preserving means from
premises that are true suffices to show its truth. Th'tu
from a just situation a situation could have arisen via
Justice-preserving means does nor sutfice to show IS

justice. The fact that a thief s victims volunt
]

anly could
ave presented him with gifts does not entitle the thief
to his ill-gotten gains. Justice in holdings is historical:
it depends upon what actually has happened. We shall
return to this point later,

Not all actual situ

ations are generated in accor-
dance with the two P

rinciples of justice in holdings:
the principle of Justice in acquisition and the prin-
ciple of justice in transter. Some people steal from
others. or defraud them, or enslave them. seizing
their product and preventing them from living as

they choose, or forcibly exclude others from com-
peting in eXchanges. None of thege are

S 1n various

for ex-

one to

1S AN injugtie
. Stice
S0meone whoge holdmg was itselt b ‘
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unrectitied injustice? How far bac‘k. must oni i—:')hl‘[:
wiping clean the historical slulg n.t INJUSLICES: ‘ -

may victims of injustice permissibly do n ordnr. o
rcciit'\' the injustices being done to them. including
the m.un\' iniiwticcx done by persons acting through
thetr uo.\crﬁmcm‘.’ [ do not know of a thorough or
tlwanticully sophisticated treatment of such if\\llC.\.
ldealizing greatly. let us suppose theoretical m\"c.\-
tigation will produce a principle of rectification.
This principle uses historical information about
previous situations and Injustices done in them (as
detined by the first two principles of justice
rights against interference).
the actual course of events that flowed from these
Injustices. until the present, and it vields

tion (or descriptions) of holdings in the so
principle of rectification presumably will
of its best estimate of subjunctive information about
what would have occurred (Or a probability distri-
bution over what might have occurred, using the
€xpected value) if the Injustice had not taken place.
It the actual description of holdings turns out not
to be one of the descriptions vielded by the prin-
ciple, then one of the descriptions yielded must be

and
and information about

a descrip-

ciety. The
make use

realized.

the tota] set (dis
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