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1 
Introduction 
 

 

 

Finance can be used to serve the ends of justice, or it can work to thwart them. Philosophers 

concerned about what global justice requires often think in terms of transferring funds as a 

means to achieving its ends. Yet we are aware that how the global financial system operates 

today is problematic in some major respects.  Manifest tensions are evident between the good 

that finance can in principle do and the harms its mismanagement has proved capable in 

practice of causing.  In thinking about the aims of global justice, therefore, it is certainly 

appropriate to consider the role of finance, but this must be undertaken in awareness, I shall 

emphasise in this book, of the nature of the attendant difficulties.  

A quite common assumption in the philosophical literature on global justice is that a 

central challenge is to raise sufficient financial resources from those able to provide them in 

order to meet pressing goals like eliminating severe poverty.  Finding secure ways of 

effecting the requisite transfers is generally regarded as a relatively minor, and essentially 

technical, matter.  Certainly, there is abundant awareness in the literature of the problem that 

even when financial flows reach their destination they can be misappropriated and, more 

insidiously, offset and even exceeded by flows outwards, through various illicit and 

exploitative arrangements.  It is of course also recognized that not every problem of global 

justice is necessarily best thought of as having money as its solution.   

A central line of inquiry pursued in this book, however, is distinct from those oft-

discussed concerns.  It concerns the basic assumption that, provided financial flows can be 

directed aright, they can then contribute beneficially to the achievement of any goals that can, 

in principle, be achieved with money. For the inquiry turns on the difference between what in 

principle money might be thought capable of achieving and what in practice are the real 

conditions for the possibility of its actually achieving such purposes.  This involves 

considering not only the benefits of using money but also the costs of seeking to do so.  
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THE COSTS OF MONEY 

The problem of money as it is to be discussed in this book is not directly or irreducibly the 

same as the sorts of money problem that everyone is familiar with in day-to-day experiences 

of trying to make ends meet or help others to do so.  In those contexts, it is generally the case 

that lack of money is a problem, and provision of it is a solution. We do understand the 

cautionary wisdom of familiar sayings about money not being everything and the love of it 

being the root of all evil, even as we recognize why people also say that money makes the 

world go round.  But as we think both of the value money has for us and for the vices it can 

tempt us into, we tend not to think so much about what money actually is. We are aware of its 

powers but most of us do not generally reflect on how it comes to have them.   

Without realising it, we tend rather to fetishize money. Even when we are being very 

practical, or prudent, or calmly calculating, we seldom reflect on the occult nature of the 

powers seemingly possessed by the paper in our pocket or by the position of electrons in our 

digital wallet.  Yet we know that the misplacement of a comma within a row of zeros in an 

account can spell the difference between great wealth and destitution. How can an electronic 

twitch, or an inky gesture on a piece of paper, have such power? More tangibly, do we 

understand how it is, for instance, that some young financial market trader can quickly 

become a millionaire just through buying and selling other people’s contracts, or that a group 

of venture capitalists can access billions of dollars worth of assets, without apparently 

bringing any new material goods or inherently worthwhile venture into the world?  Perhaps 

we find it less puzzling that people might amass monetary wealth through theft and piracy, 

and yet even in such cases of tangible expropriation, do we fully understand what is being 

taken when what is taken is not directly useful stuff but only money?  Do we understand how 

certain individuals’ holdings of money can be augmented to such an extent that they can own 

far more resources than they could ever possibly take physical possession of?  To pose the 

same general question in starker and more specific terms: do we really understand how it is 

possible for 8 particular human beings alive today to have as much money as 3,500,000,000 

other human beings who are struggling to stay alive today? This is an important question to 

consider given that, from a variety of standpoints, such circumstances can be regarded as 

problematic and even deeply troubling.  Something we need to understand is whether money 

is merely a medium through which the underlying problem is communicated, or whether there 

is, as well, something about money itself that is a problem.  We are accustomed to think about 

the benefits of money – as achieved in its presence and foregone in its absence – and the 

justice of their distribution.  But what about its costs? 

 This question is central to the inquiry: what does it mean to speak of the costs of 

money? There are innumerable ways in which putting pecuniary goals ahead of other kinds of 
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desirable end can be accounted costs in moral senses.  But while the concept of a cost can 

encompass more than monetary price, it importantly includes that.  

There are the three kinds of ‘price’ of money to be particularly aware of, since a 

token of money can be exchanged in three distinct kinds of market.  First, there are the 

ordinary markets of consumption and trade where money is exchanged for goods and 

services: we tend to think of the latter as having a price, but we can as well, by inverting the 

terms of the equation, think of the things as the price to be paid for having some of the 

money.  Hence, with inflation, as its spending power decreases, the price of money becomes 

cheaper, for you can ‘buy’ more of it for the same outlay of goods or services.  A second kind 

of market is one on which money is borrowed, and here the price of money is like a rent on its 

use, and this price is usually called the interest rate.  The third kind of market is where money 

in one currency is exchanged for money in another: on foreign exchange markets the price of 

money in one currency is expressed in terms of the value of another. 

In a world where credit arrangements are possible and where there is international 

trade across different currencies, the value of any given token of money at any given time and 

place will be contingent on material factors in those different markets.  This makes for a 

degree of fluidity and uncertainty about the value of money once it starts being used and 

moved around.  In fact, uncertainty can be very acute in some markets: for with the speed of 

trades now possible on international exchanges, the value of money can actually change faster 

than any human brain is capable of registering. 

Viewing the matter in this light, we should be conscious of the possibility that 

stability in the value of money is something that needs to be achieved and assured rather than 

simply assumed as securely established.  What actually makes for monetary stability is a 

matter on which economists do not have a fully agreed view. Some of the orthodox 

economists’ most central models rely on heuristic assumptions about money that are known 

to be empirically false but are allowed for the purposes of their calculations because available 

theories offer no reliable true assumptions.  So when crises then occur in the real world that 

manifest severe problems of instability, most orthodox economists look for what they call 

‘external shocks’ to explain how the otherwise normally stable system has been knocked out 

of kilter.  A minority of economists, however, take a ‘heterodox’ view and seek to understand 

how elements of instability are inherent in the market economy and give rise to ‘endogenous 

shocks’ from within the monetary system itself.  What we do know, regardless of whose 

explanation is more correct, is that crises of instability can occur, because they do.  So if 

economics falters when it tries to use methods akin to those used more successfully in the 

natural sciences, there are nevertheless questions here that social scientists need to try to 

grapple with by using appropriate methods.  Patterns of behaviour and the conditions for 
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these that institutions supply are matters over which we can and must try and form sensible 

views.  For some view of how money works is implicit in any proposition involving the use 

of money in attempts to make the world more just; so to assess any such proposition sensibly, 

we need to understand what is assumed about money and under what conditions the 

assumptions will be warranted. 

 

SOME TASKS FOR POLITICAL PHILOSOPHERS 

Political philosophers have a task of thinking about the best possible way of organising a 

society within the constraints of what is known and understood about the constraints and 

enabling conditions as exist in the kind of society they are thinking about.  In a society that is 

particularly stable, socially and economically, with international relations of relative stability 

too, it may be quite reasonable to assume that money has a largely stable value, and to think 

about prudent policy making on the basis that such an assumption will hold into the 

foreseeable future.  This, I would suggest, has been the situation assumed to hold for liberal 

political theory in what might now be defined as the Era of Rawls.  The postwar 

reconstruction of Western economies proceeded apace in the period 1945-1971, the year A 

Theory of Justice finally appeared, after long gestation, and that reconstruction was the 

backdrop to some quite steady assumptions for the next quarter century.  So steady did they 

appear to some, in fact, that by 1999 Fukuyama could pronounce liberal democracies to have 

reached The End of History.  Fukuyama’s claim would soon prove to be as ironic as it was 

hubristic, however.   

With the benefit of hindsight, it is poignant to reflect on the fact that in the same year 

A Theory of Justice was eventually published, the price of the US dollar a currency was 

detached from the price of gold.  If Rawls had at last fully articulated the understanding of 

justice that had been consolidated for liberal thinking in the period of post-war reconstruction, 

the departure from the gold standard marked the beginning of the end of the international 

institutional framework, as agreed at Bretton Woods, that underpinned the specific 

circumstances of justice to which his account applied. The period between the published 

appearance of books by Rawls and Fukuyama saw the ascendancy of neoliberalism around 

the world and the deregulation of financial markets.  By 1999 the world had changed beyond 

recognition in key respects, with the Bretton Woods agreement being displaced by the 

Washington Consensus. Particularly ironic about Fukuyama’s End of History is that it 

presents liberal democracy as the final form of human government at just the historical 

moment when, thanks as a principal cause to the practical implementation of the neoliberal 

philosophy he himself espouses, that form of government is being undermined.  Upon its 
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publication at the end of the twentieth century there was serious, if critical, discussion of the 

proposition that the world could be witnessing ‘the end of history’: this would be ‘the end 

point of mankind's ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal 

democracy as the final form of human government.’  The mere fact of such discussion was 

evidence of a sort for its author’s claim of a ‘total exhaustion of viable systematic alternatives 

to Western liberalism.’  Whether there was any other evidence than this exhaustion of 

constructive political thought I leave to historians to judge. It is all too apparent that they 

don't find themselves out of a job just yet.  

An interest animating the present essay is to understand whether it is necessary or 

possible to conceive of a systematic alternative to a belief in liberal democracy as ‘the final 

form of human government’.  There are prima facie reasons to think it might be necessary: 

one is that liberal democracy is a government form that has worked for certain nation-states in 

a context where they stand in a relatively advantageous position vis a vis other peoples in the 

world that Rawls (1999) grouped into the catagories of ‘decent hierarchies’, ‘burdened 

peoples’ or ‘outlaw peoples’.  To universalise it would mean eliminating relationships of 

advantage, and that might not be something liberal democrats want to do.  In fact, the actual 

history – before and after 1999 – shows how the liberal economy is deeply bound up with the 

prosecution of expensive and highly destructive warfare.  

Certainly, taken as a whole, the wider world order dominated by the liberal 

democracies appears to be far from stable and peaceful.  While at present it seems quite well 

ordered and prosperous in places, in others, and for the majority of humankind, it is not.  

Furthermore, the trajectory towards the future does not bode well.  For on top of the existing 

effects of economic inequality, the ecological effects of the current global order’s rampant 

material destructiveness are now beginning to register.  At the heart of this vortex of upheaval 

is the historically unprecedented concentration of financial assets into the hands of a tiny 

minority of the planet’s population; a concentration that appears to thrive on the promotion of 

wars, more than peace or stability, and to become more extreme and more ineluctable with 

each passing day. 

What is perhaps more evident from Western perspectives today than it was in 1999 is 

that there is a case for thinking about revolutionary change, and on an international basis. The 

liberal democratic states have overseen the development of an international order whose 

financial architecture rests on authority that largely escapes political control.  Under an 

unaccountable and fundamentally irresponsible global elite, it would appear, the global 

financial order today is driving calamitous harms on a global scale.   
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A central task of this book, then, is to understand the role of finance in this general 

global crisis.  The starting point for the inquiry is the concern that the global financial order 

appears to be both dysfunctional and unjust. For while the purpose of finance – viewed in 

terms of substantive aims of human social cooperation – is to facilitate projects that build the 

economic basis on which people may pursue a good life, the ways finance works today tend 

to incentivise short term profit taking over longer term wealth creation, and in the process 

make life worse for many people. As the global financial order continues to generate debts for 

the greater mass of human beings, a grotesquely disproportionate holding of credits among a 

tiny elite is enabling them to gain effective control over the world’s real assets.  As a further 

consequence, our treatment of the nonhuman world is being pushed to harmful extremes.  

People are driven to ever more desperate measures to attempt to wrest value from the world’s 

natural resources.  In short, we seem to be headed into a ‘perfect storm’ of economic 

unproductivity, gross social inequality, and ecological catastrophe.   

 

THE CHALLENGE 

The first part of the book introduces the intellectual challenge of grasping the role of finance 

in relation to those great problems of our time. Chapter 2 examines how ideas about finance 

have figured in political philosophers’ recent proposals of strategies for achieving global 

justice. In making explicit some of the assumptions about money that are operative in those 

proposals, it highlights questions that are not always noticed or therefore addressed by 

theorists of global justice. For instance, the literature offers various proposals that would raise 

funds by means of taxes for the purpose of achieving global justice. These assume that, 

provided finance can be raised, directing it to the goals of alleviating poverty, or, in some 

cases, remedying ecological harm, is in principle an unproblematic matter. Yet such proposals 

tacitly depend on the existence of monetary and fiscal arrangements that are absent in the 

global context.  While this need not matter for philosophical discussions at a certain level of 

abstraction, it is a relevant factor for any proposal that is intended as a potential contribution 

to achieving global justice in practice.  We should not assume that just any principles can be 

applied via the existing institutions of the world so as to deliver money that will solve the 

problems of global injustice. 

Finance does in principle have a valuable social function to fulfil, as Chapter 3 starts 

by emphasing, because it can facilitate the investment of resources that enable humans to 

engage collectively in worthwhile enterprises. However, the way the financial system works 

today it does not necessarily fulfil its social function very well and can even do more harm 

than good in many ways.  A critical concern is that it is an open-ended system of money and 

credit creation that appears to have broken free of political control to become socially, 
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economically, and ecologically irresponsible. With the perpetuation of debt as its outcome 

and its modus operandi, the system tends to syphon money away from productive outlets and 

thus does not contribute positively to social purpose.  The imperatives of the financial system 

have come increasingly to influence other aspects of associational life, including other 

economic sectors, where the problem is sometimes referred to as financialization.  

It is possible to distinguish three bases upon in which a critique of financialization 

can be advanced, each with its distinctive understanding of the potential good of finance that 

is in jeopardy.  These can be categorised under the broad headings: social justice, economic 

productivity, and ecological sustainability.  The most directly ethical criticism is of the social 

irresponsibility of financialization in that it leads to considerable social injustice, as is 

particularly conspicuous globally in the form of radical inequality.  At present the global elite 

leverage value from the rest of the world’s population to an extreme – and still increasing – 

degree.  At the time of writing, estimates indicate that 8 super-rich individuals have financial 

assets that weigh in the balance with those of 3,500,000,000 other human beings on this 

planet; and 1% of the world’s population owns half of its total.  

In addition to this criticism from the perspective of social justice are criticisms from 

both economic and ecological perspectives.  From a mainstream economic standpoint, the 

dominance today of finance over other sectors of political and economic life can be criticised 

for its tendency to divert assets away from productive uses: the growth of finance comes at 

the expense of the ‘real economy’ of material productivity.  This can exacerbate the problem 

of injustice by constraining the amount of goods available even in principle for the benefit of 

the worse off.  The ecological criticism is that the perpetual regeneration of indebtedness 

characteristic of financialization drives, in turn, the problem of ecological overshoot, since 

people trying to redeem their debts are driven ever more desperately to seek ways of wresting 

profitable activity from engagement with the world, regardless of the harm it might do to 

habitats, other creatures or even the human environment. 

However, while the two latter critiques – the economic and the ecological – are both 

consistent with the critique of social injustice, it might be supposed that they are in tension 

with each other: for complaints about lack of economic productivity suggest financialization 

inhibits the economy from producing enough, whereas the ecological criticism suggests that 

financialization is driving economic agents to try and produce too much.  That leaves us with 

a question as to whether finance is an inhibiting or a driving factor in relation to the ‘real 

economy’.  Chapter 4 addresses that question by highlighting two quite distinct senses in 

which one might speak of a ‘real economy’.  In one, its reality resides in the materiality of 

relationships among human beings, including as they interact with the natural world: this is 

the reality as studied by ecological economics, for instance.  In the other sense, economic 
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reality is represented by market price, the which, rather than material transactions, is the 

subject matter of more mainstream economics: thus transactions of all material kinds are 

regarded as economically equivalent insofar as they can be measured in terms of monetary 

movements.  The problem with the mainstream economic critique of financialization, I argue, 

is that it has an equivocal understanding of the ‘real economy’: the complaint about 

financialization draws on material ideas about productivity, but the analysis of the problem 

utilizes the immaterial – monetary – framing of it.  The underlying difficulty, in fact, is that 

the very notion of a ‘real economy’ understood in terms of generating monetized values 

cannot be clearly distinguished from that of a ‘financial economy’.   

In appreciating this point we are brought to question what we should assume about 

the nature of money itself.  In fact, as we shall see, an adequate appreciation of the nature of 

money is crucial not only for understanding the problem of financialization, but also for 

formulating possible solutions to it, which are the focus for second part of the book. 

 

JUSTICE AND THE PROBLEM OF MONEY  

How money figures in relation to questions of social justice might seem in principle quite 

straightforward to understand. Justice can reasonably be thought to require that, if there is 

inequality of income or wealth such that some people have insufficient to serve their basic 

needs, interests, rights, opportunities or capabilities, while other people have considerably 

more than would be required for a happily flourishing life, then there should be some steps 

taken to redress the imbalance, and these would one way or another involve some 

redistribution of money.  Debates in global justice to date have accepted this general view and 

have focused on questions of whether and how to extend principles of just distribution, as 

established within contexts of national societies, to the world as a whole.  On this basis, 

political philosophers have put forward various proposals for how justly to raise and 

distribute funds that would serve to redress radical global inequalities of income and wealth.  

These proposals have mostly focused on questions of principle, and to the extent they include 

practical considerations these tend to be concerned with how funds might justly be raised 

rather than with how money might be transferred.  This seems generally to be assumed a 

straightforward technical matter of implementation rather than a matter of any particular or 

inherent philosophical interest. 

 What I aim to show in Part Two is that questions of principle are very much affected 

by the practical difficulties that arise not only from the presumptively unjust  
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distribution of monetary assets in the world but also from the conditions of their production, 

which in turn bear on the conditions of their transfer too. The problems have a great deal to 

do with the conditions under which money has the value that it does.  The value of money is 

not nature-given, nor does it involve a simple representation of the use value of things it can 

be exchanged for, and nor is its supply a fixed quantity. Money in its various forms as created 

by banks and other financial institutions today involves a considerable amount of leverage: 

the amount of tangible assets held by the issuers represents a tiny fraction of the sums created 

as credit.  The power to affect the supply of money is inescapably a power to affect its value 

too.  If one understands the value of money to be determined at least as much by decisions of 

those with command of the financial system as by the material valuableness of products it can 

be exchanged for, one has reason to be cautious about thinking money can necessarily be 

regarded as a reliable substitute for the material things one values.   

However, some influential political philosophers take the view that money can be 

assumed, not only heuristically but in fact, to be a reliable neutral store of value and medium 

of exchange.  On this basis they put forward various proposals for resolving the problem of 

global inequality by fiscal means.  They aim to set on a more systematic basis the principle of 

transferring some surplus wealth from the richer to the poorer of the world in order to 

alleviate or even eradicate global poverty. In Chapter 5, I examine some reasons to think that 

this ‘tax and fund’ approach to global justice may be less promising – even if it could be 

implemented – than its proponents believe it to be. The approach is premised on the 

continuing operation of the global financial system in something close to its present form.   

In fact, some influential proposals seem to place a kind of reliance on the existing 

system that is somewhat paradoxical.  A familiar claim made by proponents of effective 

altruism and of levying taxes for global justice is that a very substantial amount of good can 

be done for the world’s poorest by the making of quite minimal sacrifices on the part of the 

more affluent. Striking here is what I refer to as the assumption of benign leverage: this is the 

assumption that by doing relatively little, the affluent of the world – individually and 

collectively – can achieve a great deal of good for the mass of the worst off people in the 

world.  Chapter 6 considers what is presupposed in believing that a relatively small sacrifice 

of spending power can yield such a large positive benefit for worse off people. Those 

arguments appear simply to take for granted that the global political economy is such that 

high earners ought to share some of their surplus with the poor because they can.  They do not 

consider how that asymmetric relationship can be rebalanced with such apparent ease, nor 

how it comes to be so asymmetric in the first place. When we do seek to understand how 

benign leverage is possible we encounter something a little paradoxical. In order that only a 

little effort by the affluent suffices to lift many out of poverty, it has to be the case that the 
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affluent are well off and the poor are very badly off, but as soon as that imbalance starts to be 

redressed, the ratio of effort to outcome starts to shift: the implication is that insofar as you 

start to succeed in achieving your goal you make your goal harder to achieve. This is not 

really a paradox, of course, since it can be explained; and nor does an explanation of it 

amount to a knockdown objection to proposals that rely on benign leverage.  For the amount 

of effort that is feasible could conceivably be sufficient to alleviate severe poverty, at any 

rate, which is already a valuable goal and which is all that the ‘modest proposals’ to utilize 

benign leverage need to claim. 

On that basis, it is therefore still conceivable that no radical or revolutionary 

transformation is required and that the global order may be regarded as imperfectly just rather 

than radically unjust. In support of this view a proponent of it might point to differing degrees 

of sheer criminality and exploitation, and argue that with measures to curb the ‘illicit financial 

flows’ involved – by better regulating secrecy, exposing beneficial ownership, tightening tax 

avoidance loopholes, and so on – it is possible to diminish, even significantly, some of the 

problems.  Nevertheless, the question remains as to whether the ‘licit’ and better-regulated 

financial movements would then permit the pursuit of justice, ultimately, for all.   

A deeper aspect of the problem is revealed in Chapter 9, which examines how the 

ultimate power to define what is licit, and to define even what is politically acceptable, rests 

with an unaccountable elite at the head of the world’s corporations and financial institutions 

who, with their lawyers and advisers, are intimately connected with the heads of 

governmental institutions and the media.  In view of these problems, I think it has to be 

regarded as an unsettled question whether a reformist approach can offset the dynamics that 

appear to be taking the world in a direction away from justice. 

A central point of the book is that we should recognize the critical force of this 

question in relation to those approaches adopted in contemporary political philosophy that do 

in fact assume that licit finance can, relatively unproblematically, serve the ends of global 

justice.   

 

THE UNDERLYING PROBLEM, AND A NEW RESEARCH AGENDA 

Chapter 9 highlights the extent of our uncertainty and unclarity about the nature of money and 

of the kind of good it is.  I point out, in particular, that the modeling of monetary flows on 

flows of water is misleading in a variety of ways, including conveying an assumption that it 

has a more or less stable total volume and can unproblematically be moved about just as long 

as there are clear conduits for it.  I suggest that a more realistic account of how money works 

in the contemporary global economy allows us to understand that while money is treated as a 
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substitute for any desired goods in the heuristics of normative theory, in reality, money is 

itself a distinctive good.  Not that it is straightforwardly just one kind of good, as its functions 

can be analysed in terms of a variety of kinds – such as private, public, club, or common pool 

goods – but the features and functions of money that make it what it is are closely bound up 

with relationships of social control and political power. Money is not a neutral representation 

of other good things people may value: it is a distinct good in itself, a means of securing 

power relations.   

If we fully appreciate this point, then rather than assume money is a neutral 

instrument that people of good will can deploy to the ends of justice, we will recognize that 

money itself is produced under conditions of unequal power relations.  A financial system in 

which a small elite is effectively able to create money is a site of considerable leverage, 

which, for a global majority of people, is far from benign.  To control this is to command vast 

power.  As long as this control remains in the hands of a small financial elite, it will not be 

safe to assume that strategies involving integration into that same system will be able to 

achieve global justice. For the financial system to have reached the point where 8 super-rich 

individuals have as much money as 3,500,000,000 poor people is to have achieved quite a 

feat.  I think we have good reason to be cautious about the prospects of some ‘modest reform’ 

of such a system achieving what even minimal justice requires. 

More specifically, I shall argue in Chapter 10, we need to think of the production and 

governance of money as a fundamental social process requiring normative guidance in much 

the way we think of the judicial system as being.  The general idea that monetary governance 

should be one of the major provisions of a state constitution is not new, but it has been 

relatively neglected in political philosophy, particularly considering the material importance 

of our monetary arrangements.  With an increasingly globalised financial system that is 

expanding in scale and power relative to institutions of politics, economics and law, the need 

for some kind of constitutional constraints and direction for it becomes all the more clearly a 

pressing normative imperative of our time.  We should be concerned not only at the absence 

of overarching agreement on how finance could and should be constituted as an international 

public good.  We should also be concerned how, in the absence of it – and even in the 

absence of widespread perception of a need for it – there has developed, largely unannounced 

and entirely unaccountably as far as the global public is concerned, what amounts to a 

privatised global constitution.  A set of binding legal arrangements that bypass and transcend 

sovereign jurisdictions and even other aspects of international law has been building up in 

support of the global financial system.  This oversees the troubling tendencies analysed 

throughout the book.  Worse still, I point out as the book comes towards a close, this system 

is not only impervious to the terrible warfare that the world is so wracked by but could be 
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suspected of having a vested interest in perpetuating it. 

The conclusion that I find inescapable is that any real prospect of global justice in the 

world has to be premised on a radical transformation of the global financial system.  No mere 

reform, or modest regulation, or simple correction of ‘imperfections’, will bring that system 

to yield justice, prosperity, a healthy environment or peace for the people of the world.  The 

constitutional vision for the people of the world – when based on an adequate understanding 

of what global justice entails – has to be regarded as revolutionary. 

 

 

    

 


