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Real World Jjustice

THoMmAS POGGE

e we—the affluent citizens of the world—responsible I disagree. For one thing, it is quite inappro-
ji the life-threatening poverty that exists globally? - priate to use percentages for the comparison.
i_}]omas Pogge argues that we are. He argues that we are. The killing of a given number of people does
jﬁi‘qrming the poor through our economic and political ac-  not become morally less troubling the more
i_idns and that “we are active participants in the largest, world population increases. What matters moz-
H';{:n;ough not the gravest, crime against humanity ever com-  ally is the number of people in extreme poverty.
fitted.” Professor Pogge is professor of political science  In 1820, this number was about 750 million (75%
iColumbia University. of about one billion).” In 1998, this number was
- - nearly 1200 million.? Since 1820, the number of
' . extremely poor people has thus increased by over
|, The Central Claim _ 50%,whi)1repthe rfumll?)er of people living belzw the
h a recent book,* I have claimed that we—  y,:1d Bank’s more reasonable “$2/day” poverty
lhe more advantaged citizens of the affluent j;,e 4 tripled.® Moreover, severe poverty was
ountries—are actively responsible for most of the quite hard to avoid in 1820, because even the av-
_li_fe-threatening poverty in the world. The book erage purchasing power of incomes worldwide
heuses on the 15 years since the end of the Cold barely reached the World Bank’s higher poverty
War. In this period, billions of people have suffered 1310 T day, by contrast, the average purchasing
keatly from poverty-r clated causes: from hunger qyer of incomes worldwide is well over 10 times
nd malnutrition, from child labor and trafficking, 1,41 jevel, and severe poverty is entirely avoidable.
fom lack of access to basic health care and safe yy are not avoiding it only because of the fantas-
trinking water, from lack of shelter, basic sanita- (¢ increase in inequality.”® '

flOn, electricity, and elementary education.” Some My main claim is then that, by shaping and
Bmillion people have died p rematurf:.ly each year onorcing the social conditions that foreseeably
&0 m poverty-related causes, accounting for fully ;g avoidably cause the monumental suffering of
tne third of all human deaths. This 15-year death global poverty, we are harming the global poor—
lllof 270 million is considerably larger than the o ¢, put it more descriptively, we are active partic-
o-million death toll from all the wars, civil wars, . ipants in the largest, though not the gravest, crime
;g?n,()ddes and other government repression of the against humanity ever committed. Adolf Hitler
;‘?mfe 2oth century combined® 354 Joseph Stalin were vastly more evil than our
_ Some critics maintain that these problems are 1, ,firicy] Jeaders, but in terms of killing and harm-.
Yeanuts compared to the bad old days when alarge  jyo people they never came anywhere near causing
gjority of humankind was poor.* In 1820, they tell ¢ million deaths per year.

-f.%i’gi)%“()f hun{:ankind were living belog{v the World Most of my readers believe that this claim is
. s 81/ day” poverly I%ne, while today this per- ;hyiously mistaken, if not preposterous. . .. These
“ntage is only 20%. (This poverty line is defined 144 jsms are worth addressing, and T will address
I terms of the purchasing power that a monthly many of them. . . .

_.i_;“COrne of $32.74 had in the year 1993.° In 2004, this

lne corresponds to the purchasing power of $500 2. Positive Duties

Per year in the United States.®) According to these Before doing this, I should dispose of one misun-
Uitics, what is remarkable about world poverty is derstanding. My book seeks to show how existing
ow very little of it there still is today. world poverty manifests a violation of our negative

'f;"br‘idgt’-d from “Real World Justice” by Thomas Pogge, The Journal of Ethics, Volume 9 (2005): 29-53. Copyright © 2005 by
tinger, Reprinted by permission of Copyright Clearance Center on behalf of the publisher. Some footnotes omitted.




PART FOUR: POLITICAL SOCIAL, AND ECONOMIC RELATIONSHIPS
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duties, our duties not to harm. To show this, I leave

_positive duties aside. I do not assert that there are
no positive duties, or that such duties are feeble.
Rather, I avoid claims about positive duties so as to
make clear that my case does not depend on such
claims. My focus is solely on duties not to harm as
well as on duties to avert harms that ones own past
conduct may cause in the future.

Duties of this last kind—to avert harms that
oné’s past conduct may cause in the future—do not
fit well into the conventional dichotomy of posi-
tive and negative duties. They are positive insofar

as they require the agent to do something and also
negative insofar as this requirement is continu-
ous with the duty to avoid causing harm to oth-
ers. One might call them intermediate duties, in
recognition also of their intermediate stringency.
My focus is exclusively on negative and interme-
diate duties, and thus on harm we are materially
involved in causing rather than on all the harm
people suffer. '

This focus is motivated by the belief that nega-
tive and intermediate moral duties are more strin-
gent than positive ones. For example, the duty not
to assault people is more stringent than the duty
to prevent such assaults by others. And, having as-
saulted another, the attacker has more reason to
ensure that his victim’s injuries are treated than a
bystander would. . ..

Now if negative duties (not to harm) and in-
termediate duties (to avert harms that one’s past
conduct may cause in the future) are indeed more
stringent than positive duties, then it could be
misleading to appeal only to positive duties when
duties of the other two kinds are also in play. Con-
sider a corporation polluting a river with dire con-
sequences for the health of many. One might ask
this corporation, along with other businesses in
the region, to help reduce that problem through
donations toward purchasing pollution control
equipment and toward paying for medical treat-
ment of those sickened by the pollution. This sort
of request may be politically opportune. But it also
misleadingly suggests that the polluting corpora-
tion is morally in the same boat as the other poten-
tial donors: helping out for a good cause, pursuant
to an imnerfect nositive dutv of occasional charitv.
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In fact, these two points are related. What
such a plea in the positive-duty idiom politi,
opportune (when it is so) typically is precisely
misleading suggestion that its addressees haye
negative and intermediate duties to foresta]]
harm they are being asked to help mitigate,
One may well think that being misleaq
is a very small price to pay for political suc
against the catastrophic problem of world p
erty. But, for better or worse, it does not g
that we are actually facing this choice. The ap
to positive duties has been well presented by
ter Singer, Henry Shue, Peter Unger, and othe
If citizens in the affluent countries were m
mally decent and humane, they would regp

to these appeals and would do their bit to er . m
cate world poverty. If they did this, my argum or
would be of much less interest and importa m
and I might not see the need to elaborate T
such length. As it is, I see it as my best chan | in
to contribute tg ending or reducing the immen w
deprivations we affluent are now inflicting u Jgoo
the global poor. ore
I also see my argument as essential to an a and t
rate portrayal of how we affluent citizens of the themn
countries are morally related to those deprivation Il thr
Yes, we are able to alleviate them, and, seeing show
cheaply this can be done, we surely have pos equal
duties to do so. But because we are also implicate three
with many others, in shaping and enforcing il that t
social institutions that produce these deprivation ~violal
and are moreover benefiting from the enormo S imm
inequalities these unjust institutions reproduce, rich ¢
have much more stringent duties to seek to refor “lite.
these social institutions and to do our fair sharet
ward mitigating the harms they cause. | 4. En
Justie
3. An Ecumenical Approach to Demonstrating In o1
Harm ' ' of a
... The case I seek to build is broadly ecumenic exist
I am trying to convince not merely the adheren ing v
of some particular moral conception or theory afflu
Lockeans or Rawlsians or libertarians or cof worl
* munitarians, for example. Rather, I am trying theix
convince the adherents of all the main views no their
alive in Western political thought. This ambiti ers f
makes the task much harder. . .. ing i
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. My first step . . . is to show that our world

ls_pervaded_by what, following Tom Nagel,”* I call

.dical inequality”:

The worse-off are very badly off in-absolute

‘terms. :
They are also very badly off in relative terms—
‘very much worse-off than many others,

‘The inequality is impervious: It is difficult or
impossible for the worse-off substantially to
improve their lot; and most of the better-off
never experience life at the bottom for even a
few months and have no vivid idea of what it is
like to live in that way.

“The inequality is pervasive: It concerns not
merely some aspects of life, such as the climate
oraccess to natural beauty or high culture, but
most aspects or all. /
‘The inequality is avoidable: The better-off can
improve the circumstances of the worse-off
without becoming badly off themselves.

0 on to assume that most of my readers demand
i more than the fact of radical inequality between us
d the global poor as proof that we are harming
them. . . . To satisfy more readers, I present in paral-
three second steps of the argument, each of which
ows in a different way that the existing radical in-
uality involves us in harming the global poor. All
ree strands of the argument lead to the conclusion
it today’s massive and severe poverty manifests a
olation by the affluent of their negative duties: an
mense crime in which we affluent citizens of the
ch countries (as well as the political and economic
lites” of most poor countries) are implicated.

Engaging Historical Conceptions of Social

stice _

one strand of the argument I invoke the effects
a common and violent history. . . . Most of the
isting international inequality in standards of liv-
g was built up in the colonial period when today’s
fluent countries ruled today’s poor regions of the
old: trading their people like cattle, destroying
tir political institutions and cultures, and taking
| "¢ir natural resources. I 1960, when the coloniz-
1 finally left, taking what they could and destroy-
't much else, the inequality in per capita income
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between Europe and Africa had grown to 30:1, and
vast inequalities existed also in education, health-
care, infrastructure, and legal and political orga-
nization. These inequalities greatly disadvantaged
Africans in their dealings with governments and
corporations of the affluent countries. This dis-
advantage helps explain why the Europe/Africa
inequality in per capita income has since risen o
40:1. But even if per capita income had, since 1960,
increased a full percentage point more each year in
Africa than in Europe, this inequality would still be
20:1 today and would be fully erased only early in
the 24th century. '

. The relevant historical crimes were so hor-
rendous, so diverse, and so consequential that no
historical-entitlement conception could credibly
support the conclusion that our common history was
sufficiently benign to justify even the radical inequal-
ities in starting positions we are wilnessing today.

In short, then, upholding a radical inequality
counts as harming the worse-off when the histori-
cal path on which this inequality arose is pervaded -
by grievous wrongs. . . . And it is the rationale for
saying that we are not entitled to the huge advan-
tages we enjoy from birth over the global poor,
given how these inequalities have been built up.

Some critics may seem to address this strand of
the argument when they point out that the radical
inequality between Europe and Africa might have
come about even without colonialism.” Perhaps
Europe could have “taken-off” even without slavery
and stolen raw materials, and perhaps the result-
ing inequality would then have been equally great. . .
In the absence of concllsive proof that, without
the horrors of European conquest, severe poverty
worldwide would be substantially less today, Risse
suggests, we are entitled to keep and defend what
we possess, even at the cost of millions of deaths
each year (I wonder if he would make the same ar-
gument against the 40-acres-and-a-mule proposal).

As a responsc to the first strand of the ar-
gument, this complaint is irrelevant. The first
strand addresses readers who believe that the ac-

tual history is relevant. These readers will say:
“Yes, if things had transpired as in Risse’s hypo-
thetical, then the citizens of the affluent countries
might not, by upholding the radical inequality, be
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harming the global poor. But this has no bearing
on whether such upholding of radical inequality
. constitutes harm in,the actual world with its gctual
history” '

Still, Risse’s complaint resonates with other
readers who believe that it is permissible to uphold
an economic distribution if merely it could have
come about on a morally acceptable path. It is such
readers that the second strand of my argument
addresses. To be sure, any distribution, however
skewed, could have been the outcome of a sequence
of voluntary bets or gambles. Appeal to such a fic-
tional history would “justify” anything and would
thus be wholly implausible. John Locke does much
better, holding that a fictional history can justify
the status quo only if the changes in holdings and
social rules it involves are ones that all participants
could have rationally agreed to. He also holds that
in a state of nature persons would be entitled to a
proportional share of the world’s natural resources.
He thus makes the justice of any institutional or-
der depend on whether the worst-off under it are
at least as well off as people would be in a Lockean
state of nature with a proportional resource share.'t
.. L argue that this condition is not fulfilled for
the global poor today who, living below even the
day laborers in Locke’s“England, are coercively de-
nied “enough and as good™ of the world’s natural
resources without having access to an equivalent
substitute, ‘

Readers inclined to a Lockean conception dis-
agree about the relevant state-of-nature baseline
- that determines how bad the worst social starting:
positions imposed by a just social order may be.
On this question I can once more be ecumenical.
However one may want to imagine a state of nature
among human beings on this planet, one could not
realistically conceive it as producing an enduring
poverty death toll of 18 million annually. Only a
thoroughly organized state of civilization cai sus-
tain horrendous suffering on such a massive scale.

Catering to Lockeans, the second strand of my
argument invokes the uncompensated exclusion of
the worse-off from a proportional share of global
resources: The present world is characterized not

merely by radical inequality as defined, but also by

the fact that “the better-off enjoy significant advan-
tages in the use of a single natural resource base
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st theories of economic justice defended tod

from whose benefits the worse-off are larg
without compensation, excluded”’ The
off —we—are harming the worse-off insofa
radical inequality we uphold -excludes the
poor from a proportional share of the world
ral resources and any equivalent substitute,

+». We affluent have no rights to propert
ever acquired, in the face of the excluded.
they have a right to what we hold. When
vent them from exercising this right—w
deprive them of what is justly theirs—then
olate this original right of the poor and w
them. In this way it is a violation of a negath
to deprive others of “enough and as good’
through unilateral appropriations or throug
tutional arrangements such as a radically i
tarian property regime 7

Let me sum up the first two strands o
gument. These strands address readers fo
the justice of the present economic distrib
of present economic arrangements turns o
actual or imaginable history. I conclude t
conceptions of justice cannot justify th
quo. . .

5. Engaging Broadly Consequentialist
Conceptions of Social Justice
Most contemporary theorists of justice
neither of these historical views, Instead, th
that an economic order and the economi
bution it shapes should be assessed by its
able effects against the background of its
alternatives....
The third strand of my argument ad
such broadly consequentialist conceptions. .
broadly consequentialist theorists agree th
tional economic order is unjust when it leave
and economic human rights unfulfilled on
sive scale even while there is a feasible alte
order under which these human rights wo
much better realized. Most theorists would d
more, of course, But I need no more for m
pose, because our global economic order d
even meet the very weak requirements that fo
common core of the various broadly consequ

.. I understand human rights, within th
text of broadly consequentialist concepti
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justice, primarily as weighty moral claims on social
{stitutions. An institutional order is human-rights
yiolating when it foreseeably gives rise to greater
insecurity in access to the objects of human rights
{physical integrity, freedom of movement, adequate
qutrition, etc.) than would be reasonably avoidable
fhrough an alternative feasible institutional design.
Moral claims on social institutions are also, indi-
rectly, moral claims against those who participate
in designing and upholding these social institu-
tions: Such agents, too, are violating human rights
byimposing an institutional order under which
access to the objects of human rights is foreseeably
‘nd avoidably insecure for some or all participants.
Ihold that most of the avoidable global underful-
filment of human rights today can be traced back
tothe design of the global institutional order: Had
the avoidance of severe poverty been a priority in
the redesign this order has undergone in the early
1590, then most of that current global underfulfill-
-ment of human rights could have been averted. . ..
~ Can an individual or collective agent violate
uman rights passively, by failing to protect people
threatened by violence or starvation even when
this could be done safely, easily, and at low cost?
«..Thave proposed that we classify them as offi-
dial disrespect for human rights, but not as human
tights violations, in order to recognize the moral
Sgnificance of the passive/active distinction.

... Conceding that they are not human rights
Volators for passively ignoring even the most vital
needs of others, we can still point out that nearly

‘hﬂr uncompensated participation in the imposi-
lon of a global institutional order that, foreseeably
dayoidably, reproduces a huge excess in human
fights underfulfiliment. . ..

 ltishard to deny that reasonably privileged cit-
'ZEHS of the rich democracies share some responsi-
ij-‘?‘litY for the global institutional order which their
;;igwﬂnments are shaping and upholding, But one
an question whether this oxder is human-rights

I believe, and will argue in the next section,
2t the present global institutional order is bu-
-rights violating in that the underfulfillment

wﬂm‘nﬂunlw«u.ummmv»ﬂwvwgmmmmwmmmmwwvx»\umwmu:m&m

Ll of them are human rights violators through -
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of human rights is foreseeably much greater under
this order than it would be under various feasible
modifications thereof. If this is true, then it fol-
lows that the existing global order is unjust by the
lights of all broadly consequentialist conceptions
of social justice that recognize human rights as
minimal constraints on the justice of social institu-
tions: this order is unjust by foreseeably giving rise
to a greater underfulfillment of human rights than
would be reasonably avoidable. . ..

As 1 try to implement the third strand of my ar-
gument, specifically for a human right to basic neces-
sities, it involves three main tasks. I seek to show that
it is, among broadly consequentialist conceptions, a
minimal and widely acceptable demand of justice on
oIl national institutional schemes that these must be
designed to avoid life-threatening poverly insofar as
this is reasonably possible. I then seck to show that
this demand of justice applies not merely to any do-
mestic institutional arrangements, but to the global
order as well. And I must then show; thirdly, that
there are feasible alternatives to the existing global
institutional order under which life-threatening pov-
erty would be wholly or largely avoided.

Task one is easy. There simply is no broadly
consequentialist conception of social justice in the
field that purports to justity, ‘within one national
society, radical inequality of the kind the world at
large displays today. . . .

Task two involves a highly complex argument
to which T cannot possibly do justice here.8 So let
me here concentrate on Task three, on which my
critics have focused most of their attention.

6. The Causal Role of the Global Institutional

Order in the Reproduction of Severe Poverty

Many critics believe that I see the global institu-
tional order as the main cause of world poverty.
And they respond that, in light of the incompe-
tence, corruption, and oppression prevalent in so
many poor countries, this claim is simply not cred-
ible or, at the very least, unsupported by empirical

evidence. They are wrong on both counts.

Let us begin with a quick general reflection on
causes. [n the simplest cases, multiple causes add up
to produce an effect. Thus the smoke in a bar is the
sum of the smoke released by all the smokers. In the
case of world poverty, however, the relation among

———————
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causes is more complex in at least two ways. One
complexity is that the different causes of poverty,
such as global institutional factors and national pol-
icies, influence one another’s effects. How harmful
corrupt leaders in poor countries are, for example,
is strongly influenced by whether the global order
recognizes such leaders, on the basis of effective
power alone, as entitled to sell us their country’s re-
sources, to borrow in its name, and to use the pro-
ceeds to buy the means of internal repression. .

Now it is true that many of these elites are in-
competent, corrupt and oppressive. Failing, as
badly as we are and often worse, to honor their
negative duties not to harm, they are indeed re-
sponsible for most severe poverty worldwide. But
this is quite compatible with the advantaged citi-
zens in the rich countries also being responsible
for most severe poverty worldwide. For it is equally
true that most such poverty was and is avoidable
through a better global institutional order. Given
this basic symmetry, we cannot accept [the] judg-
ment that we should not be required to stop our
contribution until they are ready to stop theirs. If
this were rlght then it would be permissible for
two parties together to bring about as much harm
as they like, each of them pointing out that it has
no obligation to stop so long as the other continues.

The situation is roughly analogous to that
of two upstream factories releasing chemicals
into a river. The chemicals of each factory would
* cause little harm by themselves. But the mixture
of chémicals from both plants causes'huge harm
each factory owner responsible for only the small
harm he would be causing if the other did not pol-
lute. This would leave unaccounted-for most of
the harm they produce together and would thus
be quite implausible. In a case of this kind, pro-
vided each factory owner knows about the effluent
released by the other and can foresee the harmful
effects they together produce, each owner bears
responsibility for his marginal contribution, that
is, for as much of the harm as would be avoided if
he alone were not discharging his chemicals. Each
factory owner is then responsible for most of the
harm they jointly produce. . .-

Let us now look at the evidence I have for be-

lieving that severe poverty is largely avoidable
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largely or wholly avoided? The reform I disc

through global institutional reforms. Becau
effects of sweeping reforms are harder to as
discuss in some detail several small reform
their likely effects. In the WTO negotiation
affluent countries insisted on continued and :
metrical protections of their markets throug
iffs, quotas, anti-dumping duties, export ci
and subsidies to domestic producers, great
pairing the export opportunities of even th
poorest countries. These protections cost de
ing countries hundreds of billions of dollars:
export revenues.” Risse believes these prote
will be phased out. Let us hope so. Still, thes
tections certainly account for a sizable fract
the 270 million poverty deaths since 1989.

7. Moderate and Feasible Reforms of the G
Institutional Order

Are there other feasible reforms of the ex
global order through which severe poverty co

most detail involves a small change in internati
property rights.?® In accordance with Lockes
alienable right to a proportional share of the wo
resoturces or some adequate equivalent, this chy
would set aside a small part of the value of any
ral resources used for those who would otherwis
excluded from a proportional share. I show how
GRD could comfortably raise 1% of the global
product specifically for poverty eradication. ...
The proposed GRD in the amount of 1% 0
global product would currently raise about'”_
billion annually, or 86 times what all affluent co
tries combined are now spending on basic so¢
services in the developing world. What sort of it
pact would this money have? Consider health ca
The WIIO Commission on Macroeconomics 4
Health, chaired by Jeffrey Sachs, has put the’ Cé
of providing basic medical care in the develop
world at $62 billion annually and has estimat
that this initiative alone would prevent about 8 1m
lion deaths from poverty-related causes each yea|
Another $20 billion could go to incentivize 1
search into the so-called neglected diseases Whli
because they affect mostly the poor, are gros!
under-researched thus far: hepatitis, meningit
dengue fever, leprosy, sleeping sickness, Chag
disease, river blindness, leishmaniasis, Buruli ule
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;_Jymphatic filariasis, bilharzia, malaria, tubercu-
Josis, and pneumonia. There would be money to
%gwe every human being access to clean water and
ectricity. There would be money for free nutri-
ous meals in schools that children could attend
iee of charge (thanks to the International Mon-
ary Fund, many schools in developing countries
te now charging attendance fees). There would
money to subsidize micro-lending which has
n highly effective in recent decades even while
rging interest rates of around 20%. And there
uld be money to relieve the crushing debt
rden—often accumulated under wholly un-
mocratic regimes—that is weighing down many
he poorest countries.

Critics have worried about domestic coopera-
n. But how many governments would refuse the
er to spend large amounts of money in their
untry? .. .

The GRD, though it re-channels money from
e consumers of resources to the global poor, is

o

what belongs to the affluent. Rather, it modifies
nventional property rights so as to give legal ef-
t to an inalienable moral right of the poor. For
ertarians, this is the right not to be deprived ofa
cent start in life through a grievously unjust his-
rical process. For Locke, this is the pre-institu-
onal right not to be excluded, without equivalent
bstitute, from a proportional share of the world’s
sources. For broadly consequentialist theorists of
stice, this is the right not to have imposed upon
e an institutional order that is unjust by virtue
fthe fact that under this order, foreseeably and
vidably, many human beings cannot meet their
lost basic needs.
... Perhaps one may indeed refuse to contrib-
te one’s fair share to a morally urgent aid project
he ground that others similarly placed success-
ly avoid contributing theirs. But appealing to
thought again assumes what I dispute: that the
ktus quo involves us in violating only positive du-
i toward the global poor. . .. One may not refuse
Obear the opportunity cost of ceasing to harm
ers on the ground that others similarly placed
tinue their harming. Thus, in particular, we
e not entitled to go on inflicting harm upon the
lobal poor on the ground that others (preditorial

ul
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t, ... aform-of aid. It does not take away some .
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clites in the poor countries) are also continuing.
Likewise, we may stop some from harming third
parties, and compel some to mitigate harms they
have caused, even when we are unable so to stop
and to compel all who do harm in a similar way.
Thus, in particular, we are no more barred from
setting up a GRD by the fact that some of the af-
fluent would unfairly escape its effects than we
are barred from setting up a criminal-justice sys-
tem by the fact that some crimes and criminals
are unfairly neither prevented, nor deterred, nor
punished. Yes, some will get away with murder or
with enriching themselves by starving the poor.
But this sad fact neither permits us to join their
ranks, nor forbids us to reduce such crimes as far

as we can.

NOTES

1. Thomas W. Pogge, World Poverty and Human
Rights: Cosmopolitan Responsibifities arid Reforms
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 2002).

2. Among 6133 miltion human beings (2001), about
799 million are undernourished [UNDP, Human
Development Report 2003 (New York: Oxford Uni-
versity Press, 2003), p. 87]; 880 million have no
access to basic medical care [UNDP, Human Devel-
opment Report 1999 (New York: Oxford University
Press, 1999), p. 22]; 1000 million lack access to
safe drinking water (UNDP, Human Devefopment
Report 2003, p. 9); 1000 million lack adequate
shelter and 2000 million have no electricity [UNDP
Human Development Report 1998 (New York,
Oxford University Press, 1998), p. 497; 2400 million
lack basic sanitation (UNDP: Human Development
Report 2003, p. 9); and 876 million adults are ii-
literate (UNDP, Human Development Report 2003,
p. 6). Some 250 million children (aged 5-14) do’
wage work outside their family, 8.4 miilion of them
in the “unconditionally worst” forms of child labor,
"defined as slavery, trafficking, debt bondage and
other forms of forced labor, forced recruitment of
children for use in armed conflict, prostitution and
pornography, and illicit activities” [International
Labour Organisation, A Future without Child Labour
" (Geneva: International Labor Office, 2002, www.
ilo.org/public/english/standards/ded/publ/
reports/report3.htm)]. Females and people of color
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argument.
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for our wrongs?
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