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Ab stract
In his re cent book, Hap pi ness, Pedro Tabensky has ar gued for an Ar is to te lian 
ac count of hap pi ness as eudaimonia or flour ish ing. How ever, his ac count of
hap pi ness ap pears to have the un for tu nate im pli ca tion that both in di vid ual
eudaimonia and global jus tice are in prin ci ple un at tain able. I ex am ine
Tabensky's rea sons for be liev ing that his ac count has such un for tu nate im pli -
ca tions, and sug gest that, if ap pro pri ately mod i fied, he would be able to
avoid them.

In his re cent book, Hap pi ness: Personhood, Com mu nity, Pur pose, Pedro Tabensky
has de vel oped a broadly Ar is to te lian ac count of hap pi ness as eudaimonia or flour ish -
ing. Tabensky's Ar is to te lian lean ings are in formed by con sid er ations drawn from con -
tem po rary communitarianism, and tem pered by a re pu di a tion of Ar is totle's at ti tudes
to wards women and slaves. Some as pects of his the ory of eudaimonia go well be yond
any thing claimed by Ar is totle. One es pe cially dis tinc tive point is the strong con nec tion 
that Tabensky draws be tween the flour ish ing of the in di vid ual and the flour ish ing of
the com mu nity in which the in di vid ual is em bed ded. In brief, his view is that an in di -
vid ual can only at tain com plete eudaimonia if the com mu nity of which she is a mem -
ber, and in which her life is em bed ded, is free from ex ploi ta tion and other forms of in -
jus tice.

A full dis cus sion of Tabensky's ac count of eudaimonia is well be yond the scope of
this pa per. I pro pose rather to limit my self to the dis cus sion of a prob lem atic the o ret i -
cal im pli ca tion of the above-men tioned con nec tion Tabensky pos its be tween in di vid -
ual flour ish ing and the level of jus tice in that in di vid ual's com mu nity. The im pli ca tion
is one that Tabensky him self notes within the text of Hap pi ness; but he does not, to
my knowl edge, pro vide a re sponse, ei ther within the book or else where. The prob lem
is that, on Tabensky's ac counts of jus tice, com mu nity and flour ish ing, both global jus -
tice and in di vid ual flour ish ing (or eudaimonia) ap pear to be un at tain able. This prob -
lem arises in a pow er ful form for Tabensky, in large part be cause of his par tic u lar
views on the na ture of jus tice and com mu nity. A brief ex po si tion of these views will
lay the ground for an ar tic u la tion of the prob lem Tabensky faces, and for my pro posal
for rem e dy ing this prob lem.

For Tabensky, jus tice is most fun da men tally a prop erty of per sons rather than of
groups or so ci et ies; in di vid ual jus tice is that “state of char ac ter which makes peo ple
dis posed to do what is just” (Tabensky 2003: 171). Jus tice can also be at trib uted to
com mu ni ties. Com mu nal jus tice (that is, jus tice as it per tains to a com mu nity) is the
“eth i cal ideal that informs our in ter ac tions, in clud ing our emo tional re sponses, with



our com mu nity” (Tabensky 2003: 171). Jus tice “can only be achieved when the con di -
tions for in di vid ual flour ish ing for ev ery mem ber of a given com mu nity have been
achieved” (Tabensky 2003: 173). The re la tion ship be tween in di vid ual jus tice and
com mu nal jus tice is given as fol lows: “In di vid ual jus tice (com plete vir tue) spreads out 
through the com mu nity, thus form ing com mu nal jus tice” (Tabensky 2003: 178).

Com mu nal jus tice is ob tained rel a tive to a com mu nity, and so re quires some ac count 
of com mu nity. Here Tabensky is broad, treat ing as a com mu nity any group of peo ple
linked by dialogical bonds. The def i ni tion does not re quire any par tic u lar num ber of
dialogical bonds rel a tive to the num ber of peo ple in the group, nor that com mu nity
mem bers think of them selves as be long ing to a com mu nity. The def i ni tion is thus
broad enough to in clude, at one end, psy cho log i cal com mu ni ties – com mu ni ties whose 
mem bers all know each other per son ally and who think of them selves col lec tively as a 
com mu nity; and at the other ex treme, groups of peo ple of whom most have never met,
who do not think of them selves as shar ing a com mu nity but who are in di rectly con -
nected through their dialogical re la tion ships with some other mem bers of the group.
An (ex treme) ex am ple of the sec ond kind of com mu nity would be two iso lated
city-states, both of which are vis ited by a sin gle trader who has one friend in each.

Now, ac cord ing to Tabensky, the qual ity of the re la tion ships in a com mu nity and the 
qual ity of jus tice in that com mu nity are mu tu ally de pend ent. For one thing, a par tic u lar 
kind of per sonal re la tion ship (friend ships ori ented to wards the de vel op ment of vir tue)
is nec es sary for in di vid u als to de velop the vir tues re quired to func tion as vir tu ous
mem bers of broader com mu ni ties. Con versely, the moral qual ity of friend ships is af -
fected by the moral qual ity of the wider com mu nity within which they are em bed ded.
Each friend is a mem ber of the wider com mu nity, and is sub ject to its val ues and pres -
sures; if his or her other re la tion ships tend to wards in jus tice, then this dis tor tion may
also in fect the moral qual ity of the friend ship. This deep in ter con nec ted ness re quires
in di vid u als to turn out wards from their immediate friend ships and so cial cir cles, in or -
der to help en sure that the com mu nity in which they are em bed ded pro vides, and con -
tin ues to pro vide, a so cial frame work ca pa ble of sup port ing these re la tion ships.

But, un der these var i ous ac counts of jus tice, com mu nity, re la tion ships and flour ish -
ing, Tabensky be lieves that global jus tice is un at tain able, and that this in turn will
make eudaimonia un at tain able for the in di vid ual in hab it ants of the global com mu nity.
Let's see why this prob lem arises for Tabensky. As noted above, he de fines a com mu -
nity as a group of in di vid u als linked by dialogical re la tion ships. Friend ships are the
most valu able kind of dialogical re la tion ship; as he puts it, “Friend ships are the glue of 
the so cial” (Tabensky 2003: 172). While the main te nance of other kinds of re la tion -
ship, such as fel low-cit i zen ship or the re la tion ship be tween ruler and ruled, is also
men tioned as im por tant, friend ship is the only kind of re la tion ship to which Tabensky
at ta ches any sub stan tial moral sig nif i cance. It is the only kind of re la tion ship that he
con sid ers nec es sary for the de vel op ment of the vir tues, and it is the only one whose
con tri bu tion to the de vel op ment of moral aware ness he de scribes in any de tail.

Be cause friend ships are al ways em bed ded within a wider com mu nity, the eth i cal
qual ity of the friend ships within a com mu nity af fects the eth i cal qual ity of the com mu -
nity as a whole. At the same time, the eth i cal qual ity of the com mu nity as a whole af -
fects (en cour ag ing or dis tort ing) the qual ity of friend ships. Ac cord ingly, “we could
not rea son ably con ceive of the health of our im me di ate cir cles in de pend ently of con -
sid er ing the health of the com mu nity within which our lives, and the lives of those
clos est to us, are played out” (Tabensky 2003: 128). Thus, if in jus tice oc curs any -
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where in a com mu nity (for in stance, if one or more of its mem bers is in di vid u ally un -
just), the ef fects of this in jus tice will flow onto all the friend ships that are linked
through that com mu nity and will re duce their eth i cal qual ity. Since “one can only fully 
de velop the best pos si ble char ac ter if one's in ti mate re la tion ships are healthy”
(Tabensky 2003: 172), and since friend ships will be tainted by in jus tice any where in
the net work of dialogical re la tion ships, both one's own vir tue and one's eudaimonia
are com pro mised by one's in hab it ing an un just com mu nity.

Tabensky in vites us to ac cept this eth i cal vul ner a bil ity, and to re spond to it by ac -
cept ing that the achieve ment of our own flour ish ing de pends on our con trib ut ing to the 
at tain ment and main te nance of a com mu nity in which all may achieve eudaimonia.
And this might in fact be pos si ble, Tabensky claims, in a com mu nity that is small
enough for each mem ber to have moral con cern for all other mem bers. But, on Ta ben -
sky's ac count of com mu nity, as a “group of peo ple linked by dialogical bonds,” (Ta -
ben sky 2003: 208 n. 73). The larg est com mu nity to which ev ery one be longs to day is,
in fact, the global com mu nity (or some thing very close to it). And Tabensky doubts
whether jus tice can be instantiated at the global level (Tabensky 2003: 172). His
doubts stem from a be lief that there is “very prob a bly a psy cho log i cal limit which re -
stricts the scope of our pos si ble moral con cerns, and [. . .] this limit may not ex tend as
far as our global com mu nity” (Tabensky 2003: 172). If such a psy cho log i cal limit does 
in deed ex ist, and if it does in deed pre vent in di vid u als from act ing justly to wards all
other in hab it ants of the world, then it poses grave ob sta cles for the at tain ment of
global jus tice.

This psy cho log i cal limit is also an ob sta cle to the achieve ment of eudaimonia, be -
cause, for Tabensky, the moral qual ity of in di vid u als' lives and re la tion ships is af -
fected by the moral qual ity of the com mu nity that they in habit. In jus tice in some parts
of the com mu nity can not but “in fect” other parts. As he puts it, “I think it is clear that
if, for the most part, or to a large ex tent, the in ti mate re la tion ships of the mem bers of
our com mu nity were un healthy or cor rupt, then cor rupt forms of love would spread
out through the web that con sti tutes our (global) com mu nity in ways that would sig nif -
i cantly in flu ence the gen eral fab ric of our com mu nity, and hence the qual ity of our in -
di vid ual lives” (Tabensky 2003: 176). If Tabensky is cor rect to claim that global jus -
tice is pres ently un at tain able, this also bodes ill for the pos si bil ity of any in di vid ual at -
tain ing eudaimonia.

In deed, the dif fi cul ties may be even greater than Tabensky sus pects, ap ply ing to
smaller com mu ni ties such as the city-state just as readily as to the cur rent global com -
mu nity. For on even a mod er ately de mand ing read ing of the “moral con cern” that
Tabensky be lieves is nec es sary for just be hav iour to wards oth ers, it would seem that
in di vid u als are in ca pa ble of hav ing moral con cern for more than a very few peo ple.
Tak ing moral con cern to, say, re quire per sonal knowl edge of the goals and cir cum -
stances of the in di vid ual to wards which it is di rected, it is im pos si ble to imag ine any
in di vid ual ca pa ble of moral con cern for even the ten thou sand in hab it ants of a Clas si -
cal city-state, or of a con tem po rary me dium-sized city, or of a na tional or eth nic com -
mu nity. Even within the nar row con fines of a city-state (and as sum ing for the sake of
ar gu ment no ex ter nal con tact be tween mem bers of that state and the wider world),
each in di vid ual will know only a small pro por tion of the ten thou sand or so other in -
hab it ants. Each in di vid ual's in ter ac tions with the re main ing in hab it ants will be in di -
rect, just as most of each in di vid ual's in ter ac tions with other in hab it ants of the world
to day are in di rect. Ac cord ingly, it would seem that if there are lim i ta tions to moral



con cern of the kind that Tabensky has in mind, these are likely to pre vent the at tain -
ment of both jus tice and eudaimonia in all but the small est and clos est-knit com mu ni -
ties.

I be lieve that there is a way for Tabensky to re solve this dif fi culty with out do ing any 
great dam age to his broader the o ret i cal frame work. The strat egy would be to ar gue
that moral con cern, of the kind that Tabensky seems to have in mind, is sim ply not re -
quired for just be hav iour to wards strang ers, of whom one knows lit tle or noth ing, and
with whom one has no di rect re la tion ship of any kind. What ever lim its there may be
on the scope of in di vid u als' moral con cern (and I do not deny that there are lim its of
some sort), these lim its no more ren der jus tice un at tain able at the global level than
they do at the level of the na tion or of the Clas si cal city-state. In di vid ual jus tice can
ex tend to the global level, just as it can ex tend to the na tional or city-state level, with -
out re quir ing the full force of moral con cern to ex tend to ev ery in di vid ual mem ber of
the com mu nity. I will de velop an ar gu ment of this sort to show that Tabensky can dis -
card his claims about moral con cern with out do ing dam age to his broader ac count of
the re la tion ship be tween jus tice and eudaimonia.

*

To pre pare the way for the ar gu ment, it is im por tant to clar ify the pre cise na ture of
Tabensky's con cerns. What is the “global jus tice” whose at tain ment he doubts is pos si -
ble, and what is the na ture of the moral con cern that he con sid ers to be nec es sary for
it? For Tabensky, “com mu nal jus tice” is an ideal at tained when “the con di tions for in -
di vid ual flour ish ing for ev ery mem ber of a given com mu nity have been achieved”
(Tabensky 2003: 173). A just com mu nity can ac cord ingly be char ac ter ised, min i mally, 
as a com mu nity con tain ing no ex ploit ative or purely com mer cial re la tion ships (Ta -
bensky 2003: 174). Global jus tice is, then, a sin gu lar in stance of com mu nal jus tice, in
which the com mu nity in ques tion is the global com mu nity, and that com mu nity is free
of ex ploit ative and purely com mer cial re la tion ships. This much is not es pe cially con -
ten tious.

More con ten tious is Tabensky's spec i fi ca tion of a nec es sary con di tion for an in di -
vid ual to be just to wards the rest of the global pop u la tion. He pro poses that global jus -
tice will only ob tain when in di vid u als are just in their be hav iour to wards all other in -
hab it ants of the world, how ever geo graph i cally and caus ally re moved they may be.
And in or der for in di vid u als to be just to wards all oth ers, he fur ther sug gests, they
must have moral con cern that reaches out be yond the par tic u lar moral con cern they
have for peo ple and is sues close to them, to en com pass ev ery other in di vid ual in the
world. Call this the Global Moral Con cern Re quire ment.

The Global Moral Con cern Re quire ment does seem, at first blush, quite im pos si ble
to sat isfy. How could we ever ex tend the same kind of moral con cern that we di rect to -
wards friends and fam ily, and to a lesser ex tent to col leagues and ac quain tances, to ev -
ery in hab it ant of the world? The epistemic bur den alone would be un bear able, let
alone the prac ti cal de mands. More to the point, the Global Moral Con cern Re quire -
ment also seems rather im plau si ble as a con di tion of the at tain ment of com mu nal jus -
tice more gen er ally. As pointed out above, a con di tion of com mu nal jus tice that re -
quires par tic u lar con cern for all other in di vid ual mem bers of a com mu nity is go ing to
make jus tice un at tain able in all but the small est com mu ni ties; smaller even than the
Clas si cal city-state.
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The plau si bil ity of the Global Moral Con cern Re quire ment might seem greater if a
dif fer ent, less strin gent, in ter pre ta tion were to be given to moral con cern. This is the
path I would like to fol low, de vel op ing a dis tinc tion that Tabensky him self uses but
does not de velop, among va ri et ies of moral con cern. When dis cuss ing in di vid u als' ca -
pac ity to change the world Tabensky points to the ex is tence of two va ri et ies. One of
these he de scribes as par tic u lar and prac ti cal, di rected to wards peo ple and con cerns
close to the in di vid ual; the other is de scribed as gen eral and in tel lec tual, not nec es sar -
ily re sult ing in any par tic u lar ac tions or be hav iour (Tabensky 2003:188):

This ex pan sive move is in ev i ta bly a move from par tic u lar ity to gen er al ity, from 
the spe cific ‘you’ to the ‘you’ of hu man ity. This move has in ev i ta ble moral
con se quences. I can di rect my self to wards your spe cific prob lems, in so far as
you are close to me, and I can em brace spe cific con cerns that touch me closely,
but I can not em brace all con cerns. [. . .] A fi nite crea ture can not ex tend it self
in def i nitely.

Thus, moral con cern, as Tabensky here sug gests, is not some thing that in di vid u als
have uni formly for all oth ers, even in the small est com mu ni ties. Rather, moral con cern 
is, in an im por tant sense, hi er ar chi cal. It var ies from par tic u lar moral con cern for a
well-known other (the philial re la tion ship) at one end, to gen eral moral con cern, or
im per sonal re spect for the mass of hu man ity at the other. Fur ther more, be tween these
two ex tremes of moral con cern, there are va ri et ies of moral con cern ap pro pri ate to
those with whom one has a slight ac quain tance, and to those to whom one is linked in -
di rectly, by chains of dialogical re la tions.

Now, Tabensky's con cerns about the attainability of global jus tice seem to be linked
to the in ter pre ta tion of moral con cern as par tic u lar moral con cern. And par tic u lar
moral con cern cer tainly can not be ex tended to one and all; con straints on time and en -
ergy, not to men tion geo graph ical and lin guis tic bar ri ers, rule out ac tive care for more
than a few peo ple, though these few might be widely dis persed across the globe. And,
equally clearly, even if one does have a gen eral re spect for the hu man ity of oth ers, one 
will still lack the time and epistemic ca pac ity to find out enough about all the un -
known oth ers in the world to be sure that one's ac tions are not af fect ing any of them
neg a tively. This fo cus on re quir ing moral con cern for global jus tice leads to Ta -
bensky's pes si mism about global jus tice.

Gen eral moral con cern, at the other ex treme, is not, in Tabensky's opin ion, di rected
to wards the par tic u lar in ter ests or cir cum stances of any in di vid ual. Tabensky's view,
though not ex plic itly stated, ap pears to be that gen eral moral con cern is sim ply too
gen eral and in tel lec tual to make any prac ti cal dif fer ence to the cir cum stances of oth ers' 
lives. Here, though, I be lieve that Tabensky makes an er ror. He underdescribes the
prac ti cal pos si bil i ties as so ci ated with forms of par tic u lar moral con cern that are less
in ti mate than philia, and he over looks the prac ti cal po ten tial of gen eral moral con cern. 
In fact, there is plenty of room to ma noeuvre here. For one thing, as Tabensky notes,
the hi er ar chy of con cern ad mits of de grees, and one might be con cerned (though to a
very small de gree) with a far wider range of peo ple than mere friends and as so ci ates.
For an other, even the most gen eral con cern, di rected to wards the mass of hu man ity
rather than to par tic u lar peo ple or in jus tices, may make some prac ti cal dif fer ence (at
least in the right cir cum stances).

I will take the first point first. Al though no body can ex er cise moral con cern in the
prac ti cal sense to wards ev ery other in hab it ant of the globe, one's moral con cern can be 
ex tended well be yond one's own im me di ate cir cle of friends and one's lo cal sub-com -



mu nity. One's con cerns may be much wider in geo graph ical scope than Tabensky's ac -
count of moral con cern ac cepts. A cit i zen of a global com mu nity can ex er cise par tic u -
lar moral con cern at a global level, and to wards a wide range of very dif fer ent and dis -
tant in di vid u als, even if that par tic u lar moral con cern can not reach all other mem bers
of the global com mu nity.

This point can be dem on strated by a brief con sid er ation of ex am ples. Con sider how
the mem bers and em ploy ees of in ter na tional de vel op ment agen cies such as Oxfam
work to day to al le vi ate suf fer ing and as sist in grass-roots de vel op ment, all the while
es tab lish ing dialogical con nec tions with par tic u lar ex ploited in di vid u als, which as sist
in guid ing their re lief and de vel op ment ef forts. In ter na tional hu man rights watch dogs
such as Am nesty In ter na tional func tion to in crease pub lic aware ness of in jus tices suf -
fered by par tic u lar other peo ple around the world, and to fa cil i tate na tional and in ter -
na tional cam paigns against par tic u lar in jus tices, such as the un fair reg u la tions cur -
rently gov ern ing in ter na tional trade to the dis ad van tage of de vel op ing coun tries. And
(at least some) in di vid u als in de vel oped coun tries, learn ing of the ex ploi ta tion by mul -
ti na tional cor po ra tions of work ers in the work shops of some de vel op ing coun tries,
take the time (cur rently min i mal) to find and pur chase prod ucts that are cer ti fied to be
fairly traded, and to in volve no ex ploi ta tion in their pro duc tion. In this sense, par tic u -
lar moral con cern can be global in its reach.

The de vel op ment of com par a tively af ford able long-range com mu ni ca tion tech nol o -
gies, such as e-mail, also helps to fa cil i tate the de vel op ment of par tic u lar moral con -
cern for oth ers widely dis persed around the globe. These tech nol o gies should not be
over looked, for they pro vide a range of pos si bil i ties for in creas ing the den sity of
dialogical com mu ni ca tion, in clud ing but not lim ited to philial re la tions, at a global
level. Syn chro nous elec tronic com mu ni ca tion en ables its par tic i pants to com mu ni cate
tex tu ally (and with the ad di tion of pic tures), any where in the world. Leav ing aside
com pli ca tions such as the affordability of the tech nol ogy and the avail abil ity of the
equip ment, elec tronic com mu ni ca tion would seem to en able dialogical bonds to
spread, and in ti macy to form. Like wise, friend ships al ready es tab lished be tween peo -
ple who have, in the past, been able to share time to gether, can be main tained via elec -
tronic com mu ni ca tion (Rooksby 2002).

Tabensky might be sus pi cious of the claim that elec tronic com mu ni ca tion is ca pa ble
of sus tain ing philial re la tion ships. For he, like Ar is totle, be lieves that it is nec es sary
for friends to spend time to gether, in or der for them to know enough of each other to
be a faith ful mir ror to each other's self. But with the ad vent of syn chro nous elec tronic
com mu ni ca tion, per haps we can be a lit tle flex i ble in how we un der stand the ex pres -
sion “spend ing time to gether.” Might it not be in ter preted more gen er ously to in clude
re la tion ships that do not in volve spend ing time in each other's phys i cal pres ence, but
do in volve spend ing sub stan tial amounts of time com mu ni cat ing with each other, by
elec tronic or other means, such as the ex change of let ters or tele phone con ver sa tions?

Elec tronic com mu ni ca tion does have cer tain ob vi ous lim i ta tions as a means to de -
vel op ing friend ships, and par tic u larly vir tue friend ships; it af fords its us ers a rel a tively 
lim ited range of shared ac tiv i ties in which to par tic i pate and learn about each other. It
pre cludes phys i cal con tact, shared phys i cal ac tiv i ties of most kinds, and the par tic i pa -
tion in the mun dane ac tiv i ties of ev ery day life that Tabensky, fol low ing Ar is totle,
holds to be es sen tial to the de vel op ment of friend ship. On the other hand, if peo ple
want to be friends, and have vir tue as their aim, then spend ing time com mu ni cat ing to -
gether via elec tronic me dia may well af ford am ple op por tu ni ties for each to know the
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other well, to be a mir ror to the self, and to pro vide con struc tive sug ges tions for
self-knowl edge, self-im prove ment and the ex er cise of the vir tues. Ad di tion ally, elec -
tronic com mu ni ca tion opens up pos si bil i ties for quick, ef fi cient, af ford able trans-na -
tional po lit i cal ac tion and cam paign ing not avail able in the past. We should be mind ful 
of the po ten tial of new com mu ni ca tion tech nol o gies for fa cil i tat ing the for ma tion of
more, and deeper dialogical re la tion ships across the globe. And we may hope that as
such re la tion ships form, they in crease aware ness of the ex tent to which in di vid u als'
lives are in deed con nected to and af fected by the lives of phys i cally and caus ally re -
mote oth ers.

The above-listed pos si bil i ties prom ise a great deal, be cause they fa cil i tate the ac qui -
si tion of knowl edge about peo ple, geo graph i cally re mote and per son ally un known to
us, who are af fected by our ac tions, or by the ac tions of third par ties who func tion as
in ter me di ar ies be tween us and those peo ple. But of course, even if an in di vid ual's par -
tic u lar moral con cern can reach across the globe, it will still not reach all the in hab it -
ants of the globe, in that it will not be di rected par tic u larly at them as in di vid u als with
par tic u lar goals or sets of goals. I can learn more about how to di rect my pur chas ing
prac tices to as sist the poor cof fee-grow ing com mu ni ties of East Timor or Ma lawi, and
I can de velop friend ships via e-mail with in di vid u als in Bhu tan and Bar ba dos. But still 
I lack the time to know ev ery thing about all the in hab it ants of the world. There is, as
Tabensky as serts, only so much of one in di vid ual's (par tic u lar) moral con cern to go
around.

Here we move to the sec ond point made above. Gen eral moral con cern can con trib -
ute prac ti cally to the de vel op ment of a just world, though in rather dif fer ent ways from 
the con tri bu tions made by par tic u lar moral con cern. The key point to be made in this
re gard is that gen eral moral con cern, rather than be ing ab stract, in tel lec tual and im -
prac ti cal, can have pos i tive prac ti cal ram i fi ca tions. If, as Tabensky ar gues, global jus -
tice is instantiated when the world con tains no ex ploit ative or purely com mer cial re la -
tion ships, then it seems quite plau si ble that global jus tice can ob tain with out ev ery one
hav ing par tic u lar moral con cern for ev ery one else. A gen eral moral con cern for the
pre s er va tion of a state of af fairs in which oth ers are not pre vented from pur su ing their
goals and in ter ests can re sult in sub stan tial ef fects, even if one does not have spe cific
knowl edge of oth ers' cir cum stances or goals.

How might this be pos si ble? The an swer is, in short, through the de vel op ment of ap -
pro pri ate in sti tu tions and other organisations that fa cil i tate col lec tive ac tion aimed at
pro mot ing global jus tice. Within Tabensky's the o ret i cal frame work, gen eral moral
con cern for per sons can be thought of as the rec og ni tion that all hu man be ings have
goals and as pi ra tions that de fine each of them as an in di vid ual, that they share cer tain
com mon needs and in ter ests (in food, cloth ing, shel ter, per sonal re la tion ships and so
on) and that they share the same over arch ing telos, namely eudaimonia or flour ish ing
(Tabensky 2003: 189). And this rec og ni tion, given even the most min i mal knowl edge
of so cial, po lit i cal and eco nomic con di tions around the globe, may be very far from
purely in tel lec tual and im prac ti cal. Ex actly how this rec og ni tion plays out in our in di -
vid ual ac tions de pends, of course, on what op tions for ac tion are avail able to us. But,
even know ing noth ing about oth ers' spe cific goals, we can be con fi dent that all other
per sons share cer tain in ter ests (such as the sat is fac tion of ba sic needs), and equally
con fi dent that some of our ac tions at least will con trib ute to (or at least not de tract
from) the oth ers' at tain ment of those goals.



The so cial and po lit i cal in fra struc ture that cur rently ex ists makes the ex pres sion of
gen eral moral con cern for un known oth ers a rel a tively easy mat ter, even if they have
not suc ceeded to date in erad i cat ing in jus tice. Con sider the avail able op tions, all of
which are in tended to tar get global in jus tice. In nu mer a ble non-gov ern ment or gani sa -
tions (NGOs) ded i cated to erad i cat ing pov erty and in jus tice cur rently work in de vel op -
ing coun tries to as sist the poor and ex ploited, and these NGOs will ingly take do na -
tions from con cerned in di vid u als. Av e nues for seek ing po lit i cal in flu ence are also be -
ing de vel oped, by com mit ted in di vid u als and groups with a pas sion for global jus tice.
And or gani sa tions around the world are work ing to de velop al ter na tives to the cur rent
ex ploit ative global trade sys tem that Tabensky sin gles out as a great con tem po rary in -
jus tice; al ter na tive trad ing sys tems, known col lec tively as “al ter na tive trade” or “fair
trade” are be ing es tab lished and are be ing ever more widely used. As a re sult con sum -
ers in de vel oped coun tries find it ever eas ier to lo cate and pur chase fairly traded prod -
ucts.

These points sug gest a more gen eral ob ser va tion about Tabensky's ap proach to
global jus tice, char ac ter ised as a world free of ex ploit ative and purely com mer cial re -
la tion ships, in which all have the op por tu nity to flour ish. This is that, be cause of his
laud able fo cus on the moral sig nif i cance of a par tic u lar va ri ety of per sonal re la tion -
ships, namely philial re la tion ships, he quite over looks the moral value of a wide range
of other so cial forms, such as po lit i cal al li ances and in sti tu tions whose mem bers are
com mit ted to pro mot ing jus tice. While such al li ances and in sti tu tions may re quire
mem bers who have philial re la tion ships, the al li ances and in sti tu tions them selves have 
a great deal to con trib ute to jus tice. Pe ter Rail ton has high lighted this im por tant as pect
of so cial in sti tu tions: “By al ter ing so cial and po lit i cal ar range ments we can lessen the
dis rup tive ness of moral de mands on our lives, and in the long run achieve better re -
sults than free-lance good-do ing” (Rail ton 1984: 123). Rail ton il lus trates the point
with an ex am ple (Rail ton 1984: 123):

[I]n a so ci ety where there are no or ga nized forms of di sas ter re lief, it may be
the case that, if di sas ter were to strike a par tic u lar re gion, peo ple all over the
coun try would be obliged to make a spe cial ef fort to pro vide aid. If, on the
other hand, an ad e quate sys tem of pub licly fi nanced di sas ter re lief ex isted, then 
it prob a bly would be a very poor idea for peo ple to in ter rupt their nor mal lives
to help – their ef forts would prob a bly be un co or di nated, ill-in formed, an in ter -
fer ence with skilled re lief work, and eco nom i cally dis rup tive (per haps even
dam ag ing to the so ci ety's abil ity to pay for the re lief ef fort).

Of course, Tabensky's the ory of the good is very dif fer ent from Rail ton's. But the point 
at is sue is that gen eral moral con cern might be di rected into global and lo cal in sti tu -
tions, such as di sas ter re lief funds and fair trade sys tems, rather than to wards all the
many un known in di vid u als af fected by such in sti tu tions. Gen eral moral con cern, di -
rected to wards po lit i cal al li ances and in sti tu tions can make a con tri bu tion to jus tice.

So to con clude, while Tabensky may be cor rect to be pes si mis tic about the pos si bil -
ity of at tain ing global jus tice, he is cor rect for the wrong rea sons. In di vid u als' moral
con cern, in its gen eral form, can reach out glob ally, di rected to wards the com mon,
gen eral moral in ter ests shared by oth ers around the world, and to wards the de vel op -
ment and pres er va tion of in sti tu tions that pro mote global jus tice. Ac cord ingly, lim its
to in di vid u als' ca pac ity for global moral con cern are not the cul prit in per pet u at ing
global in jus tice. There is hope yet for the realisation of both global jus tice and
eudaimonia.
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