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members of society. We arrive at the principle of utility in a natural way: by this
principle a society is rightly ordered, and hence just, when its institutions are
arranged so as to realize the greatest sum of satisfactions.

The:striking:featui e:principle: of utility is that it does not matter,
exceptindirectly; how this's f satisfactions is distributed among individuals,
any more than it matters, except indirectly, how one man distributes his
satisfactions over time, Since certain ways of distributing things affect the total
sum of satisfactions, this fact must be taken into account in arranging social
institutions; butaccording to this principle the explanation of common-sense
precepts of justice and their seemingly stringent character is that they are
those rules which experience shows must be strictly respected and departed
from only under exceptional circumstances if the sum of advantages is to be

maximized. The precepts of justice are derivative from the one end of attaining
the greatest net balance of satisfactions..

g / .1t simply happens, at least under most conditions, that
standpoint of utility the strictness of common-sense notions of justice has
certain usefulness, but as a philosophical doctrine it is irrational.

If, then, we believe that as a matter of principle each member of society has
an inviolability founded on justice which even the welfare of everyone else
cannot overrride, and that a loss of freedom for some is not made right by a
greater sum of satisfactions enjoyed by many, we shall have to look for another
account of the principles of justice. The principle of utility is incapable of
explaining the fact that ust society the liberties of equal citizenship are.
taken for granted, and the rights secured by justice are not subject to political
bargaining nor to the calculus of social interests. Now, the most natural
alternative to the principle of utility is its traditional rival, the theory of the

social contract. The aim of the contract doctrine is precisely to account for the: e

strictness of justice by supposing that its principles arise from an agreement
among free and independent persons in an original position of equality and
hence reflect the integrity and equal sovereignty of the rational persons who
are the contractees. Instead of supposing that a conception of right, and so a
conception of justice, is simply an extension of the principle of choice for one
man to society as a whole, the contract. doctrine. assumes. that the rational
dividuals who belong to society must choose together, in one joint act, what
to.countamong them as just and unjust. They are to decide among themselves
nce and for all what is to be their conception of justice. This decision is

thought of as being made in a suitably defined initial situation one of the

gnificant features of which is that no one knows his position in society, nor
ven his place in the distribution of natural talents and abilities. The principles
f justice to which all are forever bound are chosen in the absence of this sort
f specific information. A veil of ignorance prevents anyone from being

€ [

the greatest sum of advantages is not generally achieved in this way. From the:
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social injustices which pr
equal talent and ability; t
somethinglike the: 5N
in life-prospects? According to the second principle itis justified only if itis to
the advantage of the representative man who is worst off, in this case the
representative unskilled labourer. The inequality is permissible because low-
ering it would, let’s suppose, make the working man even worse off than he is.
Presumably, given the principle of open offices (the second part of the second
principle), the greater expectations allowed to entrepreneurs has the effect in
the longer run of raising the life-prospects of the labouring class. The inequality
in expectation provides an incentive so that the economy is more efficient,
industrial advance proceeds at a quicker pace, and so on, the end result of
which is that greater material and other benefits are distributed throughout
the system. Of course, all of this is familiar, and whether true or not in
particular cases, it is the sort of thing which must be argued if the inequality in
income and wealth is to be acceptable by the difference principle.

We should now verify that this interpretation of the second principle gives a
natural sense in which everyone
at

esently exist are r
it

presentative
entrepreneur raises that of the unskilled labourer, it also raises that of the
semi-skilled. Let us further assume that inequalities are close-knit: that is, it is
impossible to raise (or lower) the expectations of any representative man
without raising (or lowering) the expectations of every other representative
man, and in particular, without affecting one way or the other that of the least
fortunate. There is no loose-jointedness, so to speak, in the way in which
expectations depend upon one another. Now, with these assumptions, every-
one does benefit from an inequality which satisfies the difference principle,
and the second principle as we have formulated it reads correctly. For the
representative man who is better of in any pair-wise comparison gains by
being allowed to have his advantage, and the man who is worse off benefits
from the contribution which all inequalities make to each position below. Of
course, chain-connection and close-knitness may not obtain; but in this case
those who are better off should not have a veto over the advantages available
for the leastadvantaged. The stricter interpretation of the difference principle
should be followed, and all inequalities should be arranged for the advantage
of the most unfortunate even if some inequalities are not to the advantage of

those in middle positions. Should these conditions fail, then, the second

ies; whatever this distrik ;i g ‘
sible the arbitrary ha ndicapsresulting from-our initial starting places .
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rms that improve the well-being of

! in commercial ventures and in the free choice of occupation. This result is
not to gain simply

achieved by policing business behaviour and by preventing the establishment
of barriers and restriction to the desirable positions and markets. Lastly, there
is.a guarantee of a social rr_:j‘nli_m_u,m.,Wh,ich_the-,government;bmeets by family
allowances and special ¢ tsin times of unemployment; or by a negative
income tax., o s OF NG v
~ Inmaintaining this system of institutions the government may be thought of
. as divided into four bran ranch is represented by various agencies
(or activities thereof) cha reserving certain social and economic
conditions. These branches do not necessarily overlap with the usual organiza-
tion of government, but should be understood as purely conceptual. Thus the
‘allocation branch is to5k‘e‘e‘pi:the‘;:.jecpnjo’m,y;;f,e,as.ibly,fgqmp_etvi;_tjye, that is, to
preventthe formation of unreasonable market power. Markets are competitive
in this sense when they cannot be made more so consistent with the
requirements of efficiency and the acceptance of the facts of consumer
preferences and geography. The allocation branch is also charged with
identifying and correcting, say by suitable taxes and subsidies wherever possible,
the more obvious departures from efficiency caused by the failure of prices to
measure accurately social benefits and costs. The stabilization branch strives to
maintain reasonably full employment so that there is no waste through failure
to use resources and the free choice of occupation and the deployment of
finance is supported by strong effective demand “Thesetwo branchestogether
“to. preserve the efficiency of the market economy generally,
cial minimum is established throughthe operations of the transfer
inch. Later on we shall consider at what level this minimum should be set,
since this is a crucial matter; but for the moment, a few general remarks will
suffice. The main idea is that the workings of the transfer branch take into
account the precept of need and assign it an appropriate weight with respect
to the other common-sense precepts of justice. A market economy ignores the
aims of need altogether. Hence there is a division of labour between the
arts of the social system as different institutions answer to different common-
nse precepts. Competitive markets (properly supplemented by government
perations) handle the problem of the efficient allocation of labour and
ources and set a weight to the conventional precepts associated with wages
earnings (the precepts of each according to his work and experience, or
ponsibility and the hazards of the job, and so on), whereas the transfer
nch guarantees a certain level of well-being and meets the claims of need.
Is it is obvious that the justice of distributive shares depends upon the
) the ;;)Ie social system and how it distributes total income, wages plus transfers.
just legislation. From reis with reason strong objection to the competitive determination of total
ome, since this would leave out of account the claims of need and of a
entstandard of life. From the standpoint of the original position it is clearly
nal to insure oneself against these contingencies. But now, if the appro-
e minimum is provided by transfers, it may be perfectly fair that the other
of total income is competitively determined. Moreover, this way of
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dealing with the claims of need is doubtiess more efficient, a.t !_east from a ie;:zfgr:glléc;;m way (again gssumingthatincome is fairly earned) and hence it
theoretical point of view, than trying to regulate prices b'y minimum wage e use progressive rateson!y Incomeisfairy earned) sndhence t
standards and so on. It s preferable to handle these claims by a separﬁte : the justice of esyls:tem asawhole., sonly when they are necessary o preserve
branch which supportsa social minimum. Henceforth,in considering w‘?et :\:r ol Shyou]d glt;a ity Ofopportumtx, a}nd to prevent large fortunes hazardous
the second principle of justice is satisfied, the answer turns on \.'\./het er the taxes should Who prove. more iy and the Tke. 1l proportional expendiure
total income of the least advantaged, that is, wages plus transfers, is such as to Incenti sc,he atev!edn e e e e e
maximize their long-term expectations consistent with the demanfis of“vllbert‘y; ot Whin;ﬁ could be worked out ¢ Y.et ase forthem decisive provided o
Finally, the di ribution -bran preserve an aPPfO"",‘Tat.,‘?l.yf- ]usdt iture tax is part afre nfg our concern; and, in any case, a proportional expend-
distribution-of income and wealth-over time by affecting the backgroun fure tax; tp o an sl scheme which we sré desching. 4 docs ot
1ns of the market from period to period. Two aspects of this branch follo 2 even stoeply progressive income taxes given the imjusiee o
ouished. First of all, it operates a system of inheritance and gift ) tf‘g systems, do notimprove justice and efficiency all things considered. In
f these levies is not to raise revenue, but graduaHy and practice we m}Jst usually choose between unjust arrangements and then itisa

tribution of wealth and to prevent the concentra- ma&ir of finding the 1e§ser injustice.
nt of liberty and equality of opportunity. 1t 1S b date\{erf-orm the distribution branch assumes, the argum
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the basic structure are inevitable, and it is precisely the aim of the secon
principle tosay when these differences are just. Indeed, equality of opp.ortumtzjf
is a certain set of institutions which assures equally goo.d. education an
changes of culture for all and which keeps open the competition for posm?n.s
on the basis of qualities reasonably related to performance, and so on. ltis
these institutions which are putin jeopardy when inequalities and qonFent.ra—
tions of wealth reacha certain limit; and the taxes imposed by the distribution

branch are to prevent this Jimit from being eXCEEded; Naturally enough whgre} :
this limit lies is a matter for political judgment guided by theory, practical - 3 The sketch of th o
: etch of the system of institutions satisfying the two principles of

experience, and plain hunch; on this question the theory of justice has nothing e e e

to say. te.. o
Tge second p mL:Sfltfl))I::;t. .u.;oat:lsctlziitr)]ilsz::s'éldlst(;lbyt!ve shares gjust t(?tal system of institutions
revenue to cover the costs 0 smooth working of th:fm:a by a n;]lmstered. Given a just constitution and the
like. This scheme belongs t orocedure such that the a : rl-'ﬂ‘gf? es Of.government, and so on, there exists a
taxation must be justly share e, is just. It will have cgrlrjl:: aE(t)rl:lt)L;tslon of wealth, whattfaver it turns out to

ic complications inv e witl me a consequence of a just s
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THE ENTITLEMENT THEORY

The subject of justice in holdings consists of three major topics. The first is 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 process, and so on. We shall refer to the complicated truth about this
topic, which we shall not formulate here, as the principle of justice in acquisition.
The second topic concerns thetransfer of holdings from one person to another.
By what processes may a person transfer holdings to another? How may a
person acquire a holding from another who holds it? Under this topic come
general descriptions of voluntary exchange, and gift and (on the other hand)
fraud, as well as reference to particular conventional details fixed upon in a
given society. The complicated truth about this subject {(with placeholders for
conventional details) we shall call the principle of justice in transfer. (And we
shall suppose it also includes 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 inductive definition would
exhaustively cover the subject of justice in holdings.

1 A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of
justice in acquisition is entitled to that holding.

2 A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of
justice in transfer, from someone else entitled to the holding, is entitled to the
holding.

3 Nooneisentitled to a holding except by (repeated) applications of 1and

.2‘

The complete principle of distributive justice would say simply that a distribution
is just if [all are] entitled to the holdings they possess under the distribution.

A distribution is just if it arises from another just distribution by legitimate
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
ituation by just steps isitself just...from a justsituation a situation could have

arisen via justice-preserving means does not suffice to show its justice. The fact

hat a thief’s victims voluntarily could have presented him with gifts does not

‘entitle the thief to his ill-gotten gains. Justice in holdings is historical; it

epends upon what actually has happened. We shall return to this point later.

Notall actual situations are generated in accordance with the two principles
fjustice in holdings: the principle of justice in acquisition and the principle of
ustice in transfer. Some people steal from others, or defraud them, or enslave
hem, seizing their product and preventing them from living as they choose, or
orcibly exclude others from competing in exchanges. None of these are
orcibly exclude others from competing in exchanges. None of these are




