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In The Law of Peopledohn Rawls attempts to work out principles ofigesfor the

foreign policy of a reasonably just liberal peogdme of his primary goals is to establish
the minimum requirements necessary for a peopbe tan equal member (or a 'members
in good standing'’) within a Society of Peoples (S&Phile Rawls believes that all well-
ordered liberal peoples meet these requiremenislsbebelieves that there are non-
liberal peoples that are capable of doing so ak Welthus imagines the possibility of a
non-liberal, well-ordered people. He calls suchgbe® Decent Hierarchical Societies
(DHS). For Rawls, then, a fully just SoP need rotstituted exclusively by liberal

peoples.

In this paper | argue against the inclusion of DM&kin the SoP on social epistemic
grounds. More specifically, | argue that becausesPHo not secure for their members
certain liberal rights—namely, the freedom of spe@nd, consequently, freedom of the
press)—such members will not have available to tlemecessary means to give their

legitimate (or free) support. This will result irH3s violating a necessary condition of



‘well-orderedness,’ namely, that members freelpsrtighe basic institutions of their
society, or what | call the political legitimacyratition. As such, DHSs should not be

regarded as members in good standing within the SoP
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In The Law of Peoples (LPJohn Rawls attempts to work out principles ofigues
for the foreign policy of a reasonably just libepalople® One of his primary goals is to
establish the minimum requirements necessary paople to be an equal member (or a
'members in good standing’) within a Society ofgte® (SoP). While Rawls believes that
all well-ordered liberal peoples meet these reaquiéets, he also believes that there are
non-liberal peoples that are capable of doing seeds He thus imagines the possibility
of a non-liberal, well-ordered people. He callstspeoples Decent Hierarchical Societies
(DHS). For Rawls, then, a fully just SoP need retbnstituted exclusively by liberal
peoples.

According to Rawls's account of domestic justidewall-ordered liberal
societies not only respect basic human rights Isatlédoeral democratic rights. These
latter rights include the freedom of speech, freead thought and conscience, freedom
of association, and the right to equal participatiothe political processes of one’s
society (e.g. equal voting rights; equal opportutotrun for the highest offices of one’s
society). However, in his international accounjustice, Rawls narrows the set of rights
that must be respected by all societies withinQbP to basic human rights. Because
liberal democratic rights are not basic human ggitdcording to Rawls, DHSs need not
grant their members liberal democratic rights idevrto be well-ordered. As a
consequence, DHSs need not grant their memberallidbemocratic rights to be
members in good standing within the SoP.

In this paper | argue against the inclusion of DM&kin the SoP on social

epistemic grounds. More specifically, | argue thetause DHSs do not secure for their

1 John RawlsThe Law of People§Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1999), 10.



members certain liberal rights—namely, freedompafexh (and, consequently, freedom
of the press)—such members will not have availtdblaem the necessary means to give
their legitimate support. This will result in DH8®lating a necessary condition of 'well-
orderedness," what | call the political legitimaondition. As such, DHSs should not be
regarded as members in good standing within the SoP

This paper will proceed as follows. In section éxplicate what | take to be three
necessary conditions of a well-ordered society m@ltog to Rawls. In section I, | focus
on one of these conditions—the political legitimaondition—and explain why Rawls
thinks DHSs satisfy this condition. This will reqiiarguing that Rawls has a conception
of political legitimacy inLP, despite his apparent silence over such mattessedtion Ill,
| clarify this notion of legitimacy and argue tliae members of society must be capable
of becoming adequately informed if we are to redhedr support as legitimate. In
section IV, | introduce the subject of social epmblogy and the notion of social
epistemic dependency. In section V, | argue thehbse DHSs do not respect liberal
rights, their social epistemic environment will ipobvide their members with the means
necessary for becoming adequately informed. loWedl from this that DHSs are not
legitimate and, as a result, should not be incluaigin a fully just SoP. However, this
raises questions about how liberal societies shiveét DHSs. To what degree should
liberal societies tolerate DHSs? If DHSs are noluded within the SoP, does this entitle
liberal societies to coerce them into acceptingribprinciples of justice? | address these
guestions in section VI. Finally, in section VIaigue that, given the highly non-ideal

conditions of our world, there may often be gooalctical reasons for including DHSs in



the SoP. However, this is consistent with the Jileat an ideal, fully just SoP would

consist of liberal societies and liberal societialy.

I: On Well-Ordered Societies

According to Rawls, a society must meet the follogvconditions for it to be a
well-ordered society:

1) The human rights condition

2) The non-aggressive condition

3) The political legitimacy conditich

As this paper only concerns the third conditior, fillst two conditions only need
brief mention here. The human rights conditionestdhat for a society to be well-ordered
it must protect certain basic human rights. Ramtsudes as basic rights the right to
subsistence and security; freedom from genocidegesy, and forced occupation; and the
right to own personal property. Rawls also includgesimal formal equality as a basic
right, namely, that 'like cases be treated simjlawithout each of these rights secured,

Rawls thinks that social cooperation will be impbkes®

2 Conditions (1) and (2) parallel Rawls's twitezia of decent peoples listed in §8.2L6f However,

close readers of Rawls will notice two things. Ei3) is not explicitly mentioned in 8.2 (or eldasve). |
will address this later. Second, this list doesawtespond to Rawls's definition of a well-ordesediety
in Justice As Fairness: A Restatment (Jakcording to his account there, decent peoplagldvoot be
well-ordered as they do not haweter alia, a basic structure that is effectively regulatgdlpolitical
conception of justice (cf. pgs. 8-9). However|.h, Rawls considers all members within the SoP,
including decent peoples, well-ordered (cf. pg63), Rawls has clearly relaxed his conditionswetl-
orderedness ibP. This is perhaps best explained by the differembalins that justice is being applied to in
each bookJaF is a domestic account of justice drf@lis an international account of justice. Rawlslé&ac
throughout his writings that the same principlegustice do not apply to all domains (e.g. a wetleyed
family need not be regulated by the difference@pie). In any event, the reader should note ttzam|
working with the conditions as he sets them outRnFor more on this, cf. Blain Neufeld, "Liberal
Foreign Policy and the Ideal of Fair Social Coofierg" forthcoming inJournal of Social Philosophy
(2013).

3 RawlsLP, 65.



The non-aggressive condition states that well-@disocieties respect the social
and political orders of other peoples, viewing thesrfree and independent, and must
only promote their rational ends through diploméacggle, and other peaceful means of
cooperatiori. This condition does not preclude the possibilftyndlitary intervention.
Rawls thinks that well-ordered societies have g tluprevent human rights violations,
and assuming that less aggressive means of inteomeare not available (e.g. economic
sanctions), military intervention is justified. Bsuich intervention is not aggressive: its
purpose is to protect the rights of others andmédarther the rational ends of the
intervening society.

The third condition of a well-ordered society—ahd bne most relevant for this
paper—states that a society can only be well-otiiiés basic institutions are freely
supported by its rational and decent memBétse concern here is one of legitimacy. If,
as Rawls believes, governments have a monopolylicpl power and such power is
always coercive, then justification is needed titlmize the use of this powéiThis
justification is satisfied, Rawls thinks, if theiomal and decent members of a society
freely support—or give their consent to—the basstitutions of their society and the
conception of justice that regulates them. In saglathe members of society thereby

consent to the coercive political power of theestat

4 lbid, 64.

®  See Rawld,P, 37-38, 80, 94.
®  'Decent' members that comprise a DHS can beasied with the 'reasonable' members that compris
well-ordered liberal societies. According to Ravdscency is a weaker normative idea than the iflea o
reasonableness. Skxd, 67. Reasonable persons are characterized by,caatber things, "their
willingness to offer fair terms of social coopeoatiamong equalsibid, 87. While decent persons do not
offer fair terms of social cooperation to othetgyt do offer terms that are decent, i.e. termsrésgiect
everyone's basic human rights and the right ofyeres to take part in the political processes ofetgc

For more on the difference between decency andmneateness, cfbid, 87-88.

" RawlsJaF, 90.



According to Rawls, most non-liberal societies viall to meet one or more of
the three conditions. For instance, those socibgesalls 'outlaw states' fail to meet,
among others, the second condition. Societies bediby unfavorable conditions
(‘burdened societies') fail to meet, among otheesfirst condition. Moreover, those
societies he calls 'benevolent absolutisms' medirt two conditions, but because they
do not involve their members in the political prese-the ruler or ruling group decides
all of the political and legal decisions withounealting the members of society—they
fail the third conditiorf. On the other hand, according to Rawls, DHSs satiéthree
conditions: they respect basic human rights, tlieynan-aggressive in their foreign
policy, and they can be regarded as politicallytiete.

One final note. Rawls does not think that satigfyime political legitimacy
condition (or, for that matter, the first two conalins) is sufficient for being fully just: the
conditions for legitimacy are not identical to (aa@, in fact, more easily satisfied than)
the conditions for justice. A fully just societycarding to Rawls, is a well-ordered
liberal society that is, among other things, effegy regulated by the difference
principle? Thus, Rawls thinks that while all liberal and detcsocieties satisfy the
political legitimacy condition (as | specify thisrdition), all decent societies and many

liberal societies will nonetheless fail to satigtie conditions for justic&

I1: Decent Peoples and Palitical Legitimacy

8  RawlsLP, 63.

9

Or "something like the difference principl&&e RawlsjaF, 49.

10 For more on the difference between justicelagiimacy, see John RawRplitical Liberalism:

Expanded Edition(New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 428-



Rawls is surprisingly silent on political legitimam LP. Unlike the first two
conditions, he never makes it explicit that thedlwondition is necessary for a society to
be well-ordered. It would be a mistake, howevethtok this means he is not concerned
with it. The purpose of this section is, therefdvggfold: to show that Rawls does, in
fact, think political legitimacy is a necessary diion for a society to be well-ordered
and to explain why Rawls thinks DHSs satisfy tloadition. To show this, | will
introduce two essential features of a DHS: what Ra&alls a 'decent consultation
hierarchy' and a 'common good conception of justice

DHSs involve their members in the political proc#ssugh what Rawls calls a
‘decent consultation hierarcHy.In a decent consultation hierarchy, each individua
person is represented at the political level byassociations, corporations, and other
groups of which they are members. This means teatlmers of DHSs are not given
voting rights characteristic of liberal democraarieties—namely, one vote per person.
Nonetheless, Rawls thinks that a decent consutt&iierarchy allows an opportunity for
different voices to be heafd.

Moreover, a decent consultation hierarchy is resp@nto its members' right of
dissent. Rawls states, "Judges and other offiomaist be willing to address [the]
objections [of political dissenters]. They canrefuse to listen, charging that the
dissenters are incompetent and unable to underdtartien we would have not a decent

consultation hierarchy, but a paternalistic regiffeRawls thus believes that a decent

1 RawlsLP, 71.
12 bid, 72.

B Ibid.



consultation hierarchy—qgiven its associationisicire and given that it respects
political dissenters—provides the members of a DKHS adequate involvement in the
political processes of their society.

By requiring that DHSs involve their members ie pholitical process, Rawls
provides us with the most convincing reason fankimg he is concerned with the
satisfaction of the political legitimacy conditio@onsider, again, benevolent
absolutisms. Rawls explicitly states that suchettes are not well-ordered precisely
because they "deny their members a meaningfulimateaking political decisions:* A
decent consultation hierarchy, on the other hagmljires that each person in society
belong to a group, that each group be consultedtgimiitical and legal matters, and that
each group be represented by a legal body thanhistituted, in part, by members who
know and share the interests of the group. ThislRgays, "ensures that the
fundamental interests of all groups are consultebitaken into account™® Clearly
Rawls is concerned with legitimacy here.

Furthermore, Rawls's concern with the right of fpcdi dissent is revealing. Not
only does he insist that the judges and otheriaffiof a DHS must listen to and address
political dissenters, he also tells us that if sddsenters are not satisfied with the judges’
response, they can renew their protest given kiegt éxplain why they are dissatisfied.

Judges are then obligated to give them a furthérfalter reply. This suggests, once

% bid, 63.

5 bid, 77.



again, that Rawls is concerned with a societywilitover time, be freely supported by
its rational and decent membéfs.

The second distinctive feature of a DHS is thair thasic structure is regulated by
a ‘common good conception of justite.Such a conception of justice is grounded in a
particular comprehensive doctrine—some religiouglolosophical doctrine such as
Islam or utilitarianism—that determines what thenooon good is. For example,
consider Rawls's imaginary Islamic DHS, Kazaniskarzanistan's basic structure and
system of law does not uphold the separation ofathand staté® While minority
religions are tolerated in Kazanistan, Islam isfthwred religion. Not only are the
highest political offices exclusively open to Mus$ but all fundamental political and
legal decisions are justified by Islamic principlés Rawls states, political and legal
decisions "should be made according to a concepfitime special priorities of
Kazanistan. Among these special priorities iestablish a decent and rational Muslim
peoplerespecting the religious minorities within £ Thus, political and legal matters in
Kazanistan will be decided by how the Muslim rulerterpret the common good as
understood by the principles and teachings of Islam

Rawls's insistence that the conception of justice DHS be a common good

conception that "takes into account what it seeb@sundamental interests of everyone

' Ibid, 72
I A common good conception of justice can betremsited with a political conception of justice that
regulates the basic structure of well-ordered &bsocieties. Political conceptions are freestageiith
respect to the various reasonable comprehensiveniwithin society: they neither endorse noecgj
the reasonable religious or philosophical viewthef members of society. Political and legal deaisiare
thus made, not by appeal to the common good agstodd by a particular comprehensive doctrine dyut
an appeal to public reason.

18 bid, 75.

¥ Ibid, 77, emphasis mine.



in society" and that secures for everyone basicamunghts, further suggests that he is
concerned with the satisfaction of the third caindif® After all, it is difficult to see how
the basic structure could be freely supported dyneémbers if their fundamental interests
and basic rights and not secured.

We may reasonably suppose, then, that Rawls thirgtsa common good
conception of justice, along with a decent consigitehierarchy, is sufficient for
regarding DHSs as legitimately supported by its mers. We may summarize this in the
following way. A society can be regarded as pditiclegitimate if and only if its basic
structure:

(a) involves the members of society in the politicadgass to a sufficient degree,

and

(b) is effectively regulated by a conception of justicat is at least decefit??

[11: Clarifying Legitimacy

| do not think that (a) and (b) are sufficient fegarding DHSs as being freely
supported by their members. To see why, it willbeful to clarify exactly what
legitimacy is and, therefore, requires. In ordedachis, | will distinguish between two

different types of support (or consent): the fdcsupport and legitimate support. The

%0 Ibid, 67.
2L Notice here that these two conditions do atis8 the ‘liberal principle of legitimacy' settduy
Rawls in his domestic account of justice. That gipte requiresinter alia, that the basic structure is
regulated by a political conception of justice. &8ssuming that | am correct in supposing that Rawés
have a conception of political legitimacylif, the conditions here are weaker than they arevédir
ordered liberal societies.

22 There is a reason for saying 'at least' Heavls thinks that the conception of justice tlegulates the
basic structure of liberal societies is not dederiitreasonable. As noted in footnote 5, decenayweaker
normative idea than reasonableness. Thus, whitereron good conception of justice satisfies (b), any
reasonable political conception of justice will stoas well.
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distinction between these two types of supportleilustrated by cases of epistemic
oppression.

First, consider the section froilneRepublicwherein Plato suggests that, for the
sake of justice and stability, rulers ought to ¢&lhoble lie' by convincing the other
members of society that one's social position tsammoatter of contingent circumstance
but is a result of one's nature as determined hy*&m cases like these, one might find
that the members of society voice their suppofauor of the basic institutions of their
society—satisfying the fact of support—and yet thagtport seems illegitimate. It seems
illegitimate because it is based on a lie anduak,ss not adequately informed. Notice,
however, that what seems morally problematic aboatcase is not merely the fact that
the members' support is not adequately informettHat they have begreventedrom
becomingadequately informed. After all, the noble lie wabulot be very effective if it
was easily found out, and thus we find Plato adimgahe widespread use of censorship
throughout the kallipolis.

Second, consider a non-political example of epigte@ppression. Suppose that a
father teaches his child that persons of a padicskin color are morally and
intellectually inferior to those of other skin cao Further suppose that, as the child
develops, the father not only continues to reirédtas belief but that he also censors, as
best he can, information that would put this bahéb question. Suppose that the father is
successful in these efforts. Finally, supposewesahow ask the child (who is now a
young adult) whether or not he supports, say, eypthat would base voting rights on

skin color. Even if we suppose that the child sggs' in non-coercive circumstances—

% Plato,The RepublicBook IIl, 414b-415c.
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i.e. no one has threatened him to answer in ainexay, his father is now deceased, and
so on—his answer seems illegitimate. Again, whatelse we might say about this case,
the child's answer seems illegitimate because fddan prevented from becoming
adequately informed.

| take it, then, that the fact of support is a sseey but not sufficient condition
for legitimate support. A further condition is need This further condition must address
the worry about the possibility of epistemic opgres because it is difficult to see how
one's support could be legitimate if one is so epped. As Margaret Jenkins states, there
is always a question about "how much weight shbeldiven to individuals’ perception
of themselves in public life (certainly people ¢anoppressed even when they do not
believe they are)® In other words, it is a mistake to think that aisty is legitimately
supported by its members just in case those membeirstarily voice their support in
non-coercive circumstances.

It is my contention, then, that a person's facsuglport of the basic institutions of
society is legitimate if and only if they have meten prevented from becoming
adequately informed. Or, as | will put it, theippwort is legitimate if and only if they are
capable of becoming adequately informed, i.e. dapafbgiving their informed support
(consent). Thus, in addition to (a) and (b), | #uat for a society to be politically
legitimate, the basic structure must:

(c) provide its members with the means necessary tonhe@dequately
informed.

2 Margaret Jenkins, “Political Liberalism andl@mation in Foreign Policy,Journal of Social

Philosophy41 (2010): 129.
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There are three things to note here. First, (a)wsaker condition than one that
requires that members' supportamtually adequately informed. In other words, (c) is
satisfied just in case the members of society apalole of becoming adequately
informed, not if they are, in fact, adequately imfied. There are three reasons for
favoring the weaker condition over the stronger. dfiest, the weaker condition seems
sufficient to capture the intuitions we have abibetabove cases. As noted eatrlier, the
problem with the above cases of epistemic oppressiaot merely that the oppressed
persons are not adequately informed, but that llaee been prevented from becoming—
or have not been provided with the means necessdigcome—adequately informed.
Second, one need not make a condition strongeritihas to be. While it may turn out
that the stronger condition should be adopted, mgyraent will not depend it. Adopting
the stronger condition will also lead to the cosan that | seek. And third, there is the
worry that the stronger condition could undermime legitimacy of even liberal
societies. A society in which every citizen (or|esdst, every rational and reasonable
citizen) is actually adequately informed aboutoéfihe relevant subjects may not be
feasible. This is speculatory, of course, but mheorto avoid this possible objection, | will
adopt the weaker condition. But again, my arguragihinot hinge on which condition
(strong or weak) that one adopts.

Second, many kinds of information may be necessasgatisfy (c). | will list two
of them. First, having the capacity to become adedly informed requires that one has
access to the relevant facts. One of the probleitinstiae above cases of epistemic
oppression is that the oppressed persons are peelvigom accessing certain facts about

humans. Of course, these are not the only reldaatd that one must have access to. |
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need not specify all of the relevant facts heré¢ deatainly general scientific and

historical facts will be relevant; so will the faabout one's political and legal
institutions, the conception of justice that reg¢egathem, and the comprehensive doctrine
that grounds that conception (assuming that soti@sysuch a comprehensive doctrine).

Having the capacity to become adequately infornigal i@quires that one has
access to a sufficient diversity of alternativeaties (viewpoints, accounts, ideas,
comprehensive doctrines, etc). Facts are not al\ibgser) self-reporting: they need to
be interpreted and evaluated, placed within latigeories, and are sometimes themselves
theory-dependent. Thus, facts by themselves daln@tys help us decide between
alternative theories. For instance, the membeksaahnistan may have access to all of
the facts about their comprehensive doctrine—elmtwhe Koran teaches, historical
facts about the development of Islam, and so on-tHage facts by themselves will not
inform them about whether or not that doctrinelaipible or if the common good
conception of justice that regulates their basiacstire is preferable to a political
conception. If people are severely limited in wihegtories they have access to, allowing
them access to the relevant facts will not be ehdagthem to become adequately
informed.

Lastly, assuming that | am right that (c) is a rsseey condition of political
legitimacy, we have achieved a significant reduls now left open to anyone to propose
ways in which DHSs satisfy or violate (c). | wiligue that DHSs will violate (c) on
social epistemic grounds. More specifically, | vditgue that because DHSs do not

respect liberal rights, their social epistemic emwment will be unable to satisfy (c).
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Before | argue that, however, it will be helpfulldoefly discuss social epistemology

more generally.

IV: On Our Social Epistemic Dependency

Instead of providing a definition of social epistaoyy, it will be more useful to
explain (what | take to be) three rather uncontrenad facts of social epistemology. The
first fact of social epistemology is that we aréseggmically dependent upon our social
environment for all of our belief@ur moral and prudential beliefs, scientific and
historical beliefs, our beliefs about the basi¢itasons of our society and the conception
of justice that governs them, are all dependentupe sorts of information that are made
available to us throughout the course of our li8mnetimes such information is taught
to us by our parents and peers, other times ¥ snigaging with the general media
(understood in the broadest sense so as to inpluolec news organizations—the press—
and information centers like the internet, pulledries, and public schools). After Allen
Buchanan, | will call this our 'social epistemigeedency?®

The second fact of social epistemology is thatsmaial epistemic dependency is
not something we can voluntarily opt out of. Thare three reasons for thiarst, many
of our beliefs are formed in our early childhooddse we have the cognitive capacity to
voluntarily opt out. Second, even when we do aggsurch capacities, it seems
implausible to suppose that we can avoid engagitigaur social epistemic
environment. Much of the information we are subjeabn a day-to-day basis is

involuntary and unavoidable. Third, we are epistaity dependent upon what Buchanan

% Allen Buchanan, "Political Liberalism and SaldEpistemology, Philosophy & Public Affair82

(2004): 95-130.
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calls an ‘epistemic division of labéf'Such a division of labor involves epistemic
deference to those far outside our immediate sotigk, namely, the various experts
within society. So, to the extent that we can awndaging with our social epistemic
environment, it still remains the case that ons@eicannot form many reliable beliefs—
or know very much—on his or her owh.

The third fact of social epistemology is that oocial epistemic environment is
largely dependent upon the basic structure of sodrawls has famously argued that the
basic structure, more so than anything else, détesmour life-prospectd. It does this,
in part, by securing and protecting the rights thatmbers of society have. Furthermore,
it seems reasonable to suppose that the rightsvithhtive are intimately related to our
epistemic-prospects. For instance, those who dba their basic rights respected will
not be provided with the means necessary to beeai®guately informed. Certainly
those who are starving or extremely impoverishdtinet have very good epistemic-
prospects. This is just to say that the basic g&trae—which secures rights—is integral to
our social epistemic environment, which determthesfacts and theories that we have
access to.

Given the first two facts of social epistemology @an now say that having
access to the relevant facts and a sufficient dityeof alternative theories requires that

one live within a society with a social epistemimvieonment of the right sort. As the

% |pid, 103.

" Ibid, 98.
% Rawls states that the basic structure affitigens’ aims, aspirations, and character, abasel.their
opportunities and their ability to take advantagthem” and that such affects are "pervasive aedgnt
from the beginning of life." John Rawl3ustice as Fairness: A Restatemé@ambridge: Harvard
University Press, 2001), 10. It seems reasonaldeppose here that "opportunities” can be undeisimo
refer to, among other things, our epistemic opputies.
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third fact of social epistemology suggests, howgekaving a social epistemic
environment of the right sort requires having adasucture of the right sort. The
guestion of importance now is this: will a societiyh a basic structure that does not
accord its members liberal rights have a sociatepiic environment that satisfies (c)? |
don't think it will. To show this, | will argue théhere are three features that a society
must have for its social epistemic environmentats$y (c): it must (1) allow its
members to freely exercise their rational capaiii2) properly motivate its members to
express their beliefs, and (3) not prevent its mensifrom expressing those beliefs. In
short, a society must be reason-enabling, propedtyvating, and sufficiently open.
Societies that respect liberal rights will havethike features. On the other hand, DHS

will only, at most, have the first two but not térd.

V: The Argument From Social Epistemology

Societies that are reason-enabling are ones toat tieir members to freely
exercise their rational capacities. That is, tHéymathe members of society to 'think for
themselves' — to freely analyze the beliefs andnd of the other members of society
while forming beliefs of their own. If members acsety are not allowed to do this—if
they are, for instance, starving or severely mgntaanipulated—then the beliefs and
claims that they do have access to will have nbvaae. Moreover, persons who are not
allowed to freely exercise their rational capasitigll themselves be poor epistemic
contributors to the social epistemic environmetnis with the free exercise of our
rational capacities, then, that we find the bases$he sort of diversity that is required for

members of society to become adequately informed.
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| take it that the sort of measures that are reguio prevent persons from
exercising their rational capacities are likely nonhsistent with protecting their basic
human rights. Therefore, because DHSs do protett isghts, | will assume that DHSs
will allow their members to freely exercise thational capacities and move on to the
second feature.

Societies that are properly motivating are onesghavide the members of
society with the motivation to express their baiahd, in particular, their epistemic
dissent. We can define 'epistemic dissent’ hetbase beliefs that conflict with the status
qguo, where the status quo can be understood totoeéay beliefs that are either widely
accepted throughout society or widely acceptedrbgmstemically authoritative sub-set
of society (i.e. expert$y.Given our social epistemic dependency, if the membf
society do not have the proper motivation to expthsir epistemic dissent, then there is
little reason to think they will have access to thlevant facts and a sufficient diversity
of alternative theories. Furthermore, it is wortiing here that the openness of the social
epistemic environment will not have real valuehi# imembers of society are not properly
motivated to express their beliefs. Censorship feamexternal source (like the
government) would not be required if people areadly unwilling to express their beliefs
(if they are already, we might say, internally elfsensored).

Part of Rawls's conception of a well-ordered libsoiety is that persons who

are raised in them come to acquire a sense ot@rStin a liberal society, part of this

29 We must not forget that our social epistengipehdency includes deference to epistemic aut@sriti

such authorities are not properly motivated to egprepistemic dissent, then there is good reasiimto
that the other members of society will not haveeasdo the relevant facts and a sufficient diveisit
alternative theories.

30 Rawls JaF, 29.
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sense of justice will include coming to value titeetal rights that are accorded to oneself
and to otherd! Thus, we would expect that members raised indibsocieties will come

to value the expression of their own beliefs (drallieliefs of others) and eventually
come to consider this expression as one of thaoldmental rights. Members of liberal
societies, we might say, feel entitled to exprésg tbeliefs and will not listen to those
who tell them otherwise. Liberal societies thugdoa social epistemic environment that,
among other things, encourages the members oftgaciaot only express their beliefs
but to not fear expressing their epistemic disséfgll-ordered liberal societies thus
produce social epistemic environments that aregytppnotivating.

Given that persons raised in well-ordered libeogieties are properly motivated
to express their beliefs, including their epistedigsent, we may wonder if this will also
hold for persons raised in DHSs. Persons rais&H8s will, we may suppose, acquire a
sense of justice of their own, but this sense stige, so it seems to me, will be limited to
the conception of justice that they are familiathiwnamely, a common good conception
of justice. Their sense of justice will thus incduacquiring the belief that basic human
rights are fundamental, but this belief will notend to liberal rights. Furthermore, recall
that the common good conceptions of justice of Dpi®suppose the truth of one
particular comprehensive doctrine, and that thersubf a DHS (at least in Rawls's
Kazanistan), along with the majority of the membsrsociety, all endorse that doctrine.
Given this strong bias in favor of one particulamprehensive doctrine throughout
society, and given that members are not raiseddep the expression of their beliefs as

a fundamental right, there is a serious worry thatmembers of DHSs will not be

3 Rawls tells us that citizens have a sensastige that gradually develops and “after the dgeason

[is] exercised in many kinds of judgments of justianging over all kinds of subjects, from the basi
structure of society to the particular actions ahdracter of people in everyday liféid.
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properly motivated to express their epistemic ditgeerhaps this will be due to the fear
of being chastised by their rulers and fellow cotripts, or because they value social
cohesion over individualism, or because they singioly't place much value on
distinguishing themselves by expressing their mamox beliefs.

Despite these worries, however, there are goosdnsasr thinking that DHSs
will be properly motivating. Recall that one of thghts accorded to the members of a
DHS is the right to political dissent. Further rkdaat this right requires that judges and
other officials respect those who choose to diskgmfiving them a full and
conscientious reply. It seems to me that this ragbhe (assuming basic human rights are
secured) may be enough to properly motivate the Imeesrof a DHS to express their
epistemic dissent. After all, part of expressing'sipolitical dissent will include
expressing one's various dissenting beliefs. Anldegfmembers of a DHS are raised with
this right and can thus be expected to come to teswight as fundamental, it seems
unlikely that they will come to believe that exmsig their epistemic dissent is not
valuable or that it is something to fear.

| don't claim to have settled this issue. Certamlyre could be said. But because |
take the following argument to be much more deeisiwill assume, for the sake of the
argument, that persons raised in DHSs will haveptbger motivation to express their
epistemic dissent. There is still one more way BtdSs can fail to have a social
epistemic environment conducive to satisfying {agy can fail to be sufficiently open.

Societies that are sufficiently open allow theirmfiers to freely express their
beliefs and to freely access the diversity of ligla the other members of society. Given

our social epistemic dependency, societies thahatrsufficiently open will prevent their
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members from having access to the relevant factsaaufficient diversity of beliefs held
by the other members of society. Thus, societiasale sufficiently open do not permit
the obvious forms of epistemic oppression, likesceship. In liberal societies, openness
is guaranteed by the fact that they accord thembegs the freedom of speech (and,
consequently, freedom of the press).

The members of a DHS, however, do not have theldmeof speech. It follows
straightforwardly from this fact that censorshipemissible within a DHS.
Nevertheless, claiming that censorship is permissiithin a DHS does not entail that
the rulers will, in fact, censor. After all, it see possible that there could be a DHS that,
for whatever reason, never resorts to censorsign though it could in principle. Hence,
one might argue that there is a@riori reason to think that DHSs will fail to be
sufficiently open. | don't think this is a plaugtduggestion, however, due to an inherent
tension within DHSs that will require that theyodso censorship if they are to remain
stable over time.

Rawls has famously argued that any society thaufigciently free will be
characterized by 'reasonable pluralism' or a plyraf comprehensive doctrines. Rawls
thinks that reasonable pluralism will inevitablygud in such societies due to 'the burdens
of judgment>? Moreover, Rawls argues that the only way to preveasonable
pluralism from arising within a society is througpistemic oppression (or other forms of

oppression that result in epistemic oppression)céis this 'the fact of oppressidn.’

% The burdens of judgment are, roughly, theidliffies involved in assessing various kinds ofievice

i.e., deciding what evidence is relevant, decidiogy much weight should be given to that evidenod, a
other such normative epistemic problems. &€ 35-36, for a fuller discussion of the connecti@tween
reasonable pluralism and the burdens of judgment.

3 Ibid, 34.
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Thus, we must ask: will DHSs be characterized lagaoaable pluralism? As we
have seen, there are good reasons for thinkinghbstwill be. After all, if DHSs are
reason-enabling, properly motivating, and suffidopen (which, | have suggested,
seems possible in principle), it seems to folloat tiney would have to be. Also, Rawls
explicitly mentions that Kazanistan contains raigs minorities (and is thus a pluralist
society)?* In any event, for our purposes we have to asshatexHSs will be
characterized by reasonable pluralism becauseyfdhe not, then—given the fact of
oppression—this can only be because they are epcsby oppressed. But if they are
epistemically oppressed, then (c) is violated.e€8a$ suppose that DHSs are
characterized by reasonable pluralism.

This raises the problem of stability: how can aetyahat is characterized by
reasonable pluralism and whose basic structurersesi@ne particular comprehensive
doctrine maintain itself over time? In other woridlshe members of DHSs hold various
incompatible comprehensive doctrines—and the kssicture of a DHS is grounded in
one particular comprehensive doctrine—then it selempausible to suppose that such
members will factually support the basic structiviany of the various public policies
that are justified by the common good conceptiojustice and the reigning
comprehensive doctrine will not be accepted by thdoreover, even if judges and other
officials respectfully address the objections odiitpmal dissenters, this process will be
severely limited due to the fact that the fundaralegitounds that such officials appeal to
will be rejected by the dissenters.

The worry here is that one of two scenarios wilule either a DHS will, over

time, become unstable as a result of their memm@r&actually supporting the basic

3 RawlsLP, 75-76.
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structure or it will remain stable at the expenseeasonable pluralism. To maintain their
society, then, the rulers of a DHS will need to emdine one of the three features.
Although undermining any of the three features vatjuire epistemic oppression and
thus be a violation of (c) (i.e. that members bevled with the means necessary to
become adequately informed), we should note thigtwordermining (3) (the sufficiently
open requirement) is consistent with the basictire of a DHS. To undermine (1) (the
reason-enabling requirement) would require that BkSlate the basic human rights of
their members (or so | have assumed). And to unider(2) (the properly motivating
requirement) would seem to require that they atlemlate their members' right to
political dissent. However, because DHSs do nob@ctheir members liberal rights, it is
open to the rulers of a DHS to resort to censorghgrder to prevent reasonable
pluralism from arising. Doing so, however, will nmenat DHSs will not be sufficiently
open and thus will not have a social epistemicr@amment that satisfies (c). The
violation of (c), however, entails the violationtbk political legitimacy condition of a
well-ordered society. Thus, if DHSs resort to cesBip—which it seems like they must
if they are to remain stable over time—they fais#tisfy the political legitimacy
condition, and as a result, are not well-orderexiséch, they should not be recognized as

members in good standing within a fully just Sogiet Peoples.

VI: Toleration and Coercion
If DHSs are not recognized as members in good stgmndthin a fully just SoP,
what should the foreign policy of a liberal socieg/toward them? To answer this

question, it will be helpful to introduce Rawlstnception of toleration. According to
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Rawls, any society in the SoP is to be toleratethbyother members of the SoP, where
toleration here is understood in two ways. Fistolerate a society is to recognize it as
immune from coercion—e.g., military, economic, alylomatic sanctions. Second, to
tolerate a society is to recognize it as an eqadlgypating member in the SoP with
"certain rights and obligations" where these rigirtd obligations are specified by the
Law of People$® For lack of a better term, let us call tolerativith these two
components 'Rawlsian toleration.' We can say, ttiext,any society within the SoP is to
be Rawlsian tolerated by the other members of tdie\8hereas any other society is not.
If DHSs are not to be included within the SoP—have argued—then it follows
that they are not to be Rawilsian tolerated by #bsocieties. However, if they are not
Rawilsian tolerated by liberal societies, then @me to follow that they will always be
"properly subject to some form of sancticARawls finds this objectionable, however.
For one, the use of sanctions on DHSs violateslikeal commitment to tolerate other
"acceptable ways...of ordering sociefyMoreover, the use of sanctions will deny DHSs
their due respect. Rawls states, "If liberal pespézjuire that all societies be liberal and
subject those that are not to politically enforeadctions, then decent nonliberal peoples
will be denied a due measure of respect by libgeaples...Denying respect to other
peoples and their members requires strong reasdresjustified.®® How are we to

understand Rawls's objections here? Here is onaweamight understand them.

% RawlsLP, 59.
% Ibid, 60.
37 Ibid, 59.

% Ibid, 61.
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Alyssa Bernstein distinguishes between two diffeparspectives from which
one can judge the legitimacy of a society: asiaantfrom the inside or as a foreigner
from the outside. Bernstein calls this 'internati &xternal' judgments of legitimacy,
respectively’® Thus, for example, it would be possible for af@eociety (or the
members of a liberal society) to reject the legaoy of a DHS even though the members
of that DHS might believe that their own governmisregitimate. Indeed, this is what |
assumed when | claimed that it is possible fomtteenbers of a DHS to give their
voluntary support even if, from the perspectivadiberal society, that support is
unwarranted (e.g. for social epistemic reasons)sTtve might take Rawls's objections
above as saying that if all of the rational andetienembers of a DHS believe that their
government is legitimate, then there should besaymption in favor of toleration and
respect toward that society. To coerce a societlyishvoluntarily supported by its
rational and decent members requires strong rededesjustified.

Furthermore, even if the rational and decent membta DHS came to doubt or
reject the legitimacy of their society, this does, by itself, seem to justify the
enforcement of sanctions by liberal societies. @®why, consider a case in which the
legitimacy of a liberal society was doubted or c&é by its own rational and reasonable
members. We would not think that such a rejectynself, justified foreigners from
enforcing sanctions on the liberal (or once-libesalciety. As Bernstein says, "Even if a
citizen of the USA were to...call into question tbgitimacy of its government, she

would not therefore be committed to the view tissbvereignty need not be respected

39 Alyssa R. Bernstein, "A Human Right to DemagraLegitimacy and Intervention," in Rex Martin

and David Reidy (eds.Rawls's Law of Peoples: A Realistic Utopiackwell Publishing, 2006): 288.
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by foreign governments or that it had lost its tighnon-intervention If a liberal

society loses its claim to legitimacy, there atebuilt-in mechanisms within the
structure of that society for returning it to atstaf legitimacy (e.g. democratic elections,
term limits for statesmen, courts of appeal). Arelmay reasonably suspect, | think, that
the citizens of that society will prefer this medhaver foreign interference. After all, one
of the purposes of such built-in mechanisms issyoreably, so that foreign interference is
not required. Thus, assuming that such mechanisens glace, foreign interference
would not respect the will of the members of thatisty to regulate themselves. To
interfere with such a society would, again, noegivem their due respect as a sovereign
nation.

Like liberal societies, decent societies also Hawi&-in mechanisms within their
basic structure for returning it to a state of ing legitimacy. For instance, although not
procedurally democratic, DHSs hold elections far ighest offices of society. They
also allow for political protests and judicial apige Thus, as in the case of liberal
societies, even if the members of a DHS came tbtdoureject the legitimacy of their
own basic structure, it does not follow that foreigterference is justified. Such
interference would not respect the will of the memnstof that society to regulate
themselves. As Rawls states,

All societies undergo gradual changes, and thi®ikess true of decent societies

than of others. Liberal peoples should not supplosiedecent societies are unable

to reform themselves in their own way...Leavinglaghe deep question of
whether some forms of culture and ways of lifegoed in themselves (as |
believe they are), it is surelgeteris paribusa good for individuals and

associations to be attached to their particulauoceland to take part in its
common public and civic lif&"

40 pid.

41 RawlsLP, 61.
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Of course, if it should become apparent that theedibberal society or the DHS is not
capable of returning itself to a state of interegitimacy, then, perhaps, some form of
coercion from foreigners is justified (especiaflyhie situation becomes so dire that basic
human rights of its members are threatened). Hoxvéwve point here is, as it was before,
that there should be a presumption in favor ofrdien and respect toward those
societies that are legitimate (or nearly-so) frowva perspective of its own members and
that coercion of those societies requires stroagames to be justified.

And what, we ask, can these strong reasons besia sases—say, in the case of
some outlaw states or burden societies—those stemgpns will be available: if
anything is a sufficient reason to enforce coers@aections, the violation of basic human
rights is. But such reasons will not be presethécase of a DHS. As we have already
seen, even if DHSs are neither fully just (accagdim Rawls}? nor fully legitimate
(according to my argument in the previous sectithrey do respect basic human rights,
allow their members some involvement in the pditigrocesses of society, and allow
political dissent. In other words, they are decklaiwever, if we conclude that they are
not legitimate from a liberal point-of-view and atieerefore, not members in good
standing—and if we commit ourselves to the view Huieties outside the SoP are not
to be Rawlsian tolerated—we seem to be led to dinelasion that DHSs will always be
subject to some form of sanction by liberal soe®tBut, again, this conclusion runs up

against Rawls's objections above.

42 bid, 83.
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The response to this problem is to note that Raadsset up a false dilemma. In
his arguments above, Rawls seems to imply tha¢re#lsociety is within the SoP or it is
the proper subject of coercive sanctions. We caiie $his another way using Rawls's
conception of toleration: either a society is ia 80P and therefore Rawlsian tolerated—
i.e. not subject to coercive sanctions and an goardicipating member with certain
rights and obligations—or it is not in the SoP #merefore not Rawlsian tolerated—i.e.
the proper subject of coercive sanctions and negaral participating member with
certain rights and obligations. However, Rawls@aeration and the lack thereof does not
seem to exhaust the logical possibilities for hosoeiety might treat another society. |
want to suggest a second form of toleration.

Often, when we speak of one group tolerating aroghoup (or one person
tolerating another person), we don't have Rawl&aration in mind. That is, we don't
think that the group doing the tolerating has toe@t the other group as their equal (as
having an equal claim to, say, rationality or teihg the same rights). Rather, what it
means for one group to tolerate another is thatitstegroup "puts up with" the second
group or, to use another idiom, the first groups'hem [the second group] be." Let us
call this hands-off toleration. More clearly, haraftoleration suggests a lack of
interaction between the two groups: one group haffidelerates another group just in
case the first group neither cooperates with neraes the second group.

For example, suppose that a group of distinct @ansienominations share a
single place of worship. Even though each denonaoinadheres to different Christian
doctrines, they decide to form a Society of Chaissi and thereby Rawlsian tolerate each

other. Not only do they not attempt to coerce eztbler (by, say, putting pressure on
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each other to convert to their own respective @lansdienomination) but they also view
each other as equal members with the same rightskaigations to the place of worship
and to each other. Further suppose that theraésvaviuslim organization in town that
wants to share this place of worship with the Glamsdenominations. Suppose, also, that
the state owns this place of worship and has detldnat the Muslim organization has
the right to use it. The Society of Christians dodspond in various ways. They could
decide to Rawlsian tolerate the Muslim organizatad thereby welcome it into their
society with all of the rights and obligations tleatme along with it. Or they could refuse
to Rawlsian tolerate them by both not inviting thierto their society and by attempting
to convert them. Or they could hands-off toler&ent by not inviting them into their
society but also by not attempting to convert thérthey chose this option, they would
neither cooperate with nor coerce the Muslim orz@tnon.

Hands-off toleration thus suggests a possible reigdbund between Rawlsian
toleration and the lack thereof. Thus, it is ast@asima faciepossible for a liberal society
to neither accept a DHS as an equal participatiamber with certain rights and
obligations within a SoP nor subject it to coercdamctions. Liberal societies can hands-
off tolerate DHSs without Rawlsian tolerating them.

On this view, the foreign policy of a liberal sagi¢oward a DHS may not differ
very much from the foreign policy of a liberal setyi toward another Rawlsian type of
society: benevolent absolutisms. Rawls statesogragvolent absolutisms are not well-
ordered because they do not involve their memImetisal political processes of society.
As argued earlier, this suggests that Rawls doethimk benevolent absolutisms are

legitimate and that it is for this reason that they excluded from the SoP. But Rawls
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never suggests that benevolent absolutisms shewsdliject to coercive sanctions by the
societies that comprise the SoP. In fact, he seéemnsply the opposite when he claims
that not only do liberal and decent societies ravight to self-defense, but so do
benevolent absolutisms. "Any society that is nomeggjve and that honors human rights
has the right of self-defense" even if "its levkepiritual life and culture may not be high
in our eyes.* Presumably, then, even benevolent absolutisms d&aight to sovereignty
and should only be coerced should they fail tasgagither of these conditiorf$Yet, as
Alyssa Bernstein notes, benevolent absolutismsnarentitled to full membership in
good standing in the Society of Peoples. What éxda Rawls mean by this? What
should he have meant? | suggest we should takemetin that such states are not
entitled to full respectful toleration and coop@atfrom other states.” Thus, my
suggestion is that liberal societies can treat DiHSsughly the same way Rawls and
Bernstein suggest that liberal societies treat baeat absolutisms. They can tolerate
and respect them (i.e. hands-off tolerate thent)aut fully tolerating and fully
respecting them (i.e. Rawlsian tolerate th&hi)oing the former avoids Rawls's
objections above and doing the latter (i.e. refyscmRawlsian tolerate them) allows the
liberal to maintain his or her belief that onlydilal societies are legitimate and thus

entitled to full membership in good standing in SaP.

*  RawlIsLP, 92.
4 Unfortunately, Rawls is otherwise silent omtiie societies of the SoP should treat benevolent
absolutisms. Rawls's chapter on nonideal theotyPiprimarily focuses on outlaw states and burdened
societies. However, we can make sense of this ifeabize that Rawls's primary concern in that chapt
seems to be the securing of peace between natntha securing of basic human rights for all pesso
And perhaps the fact that benevolent absolutis@sian-aggressive and respect basic human rights
explains why he doesn't feel the urgency to address in more detail.

4 |bid, 294.
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On my view, then, because neither benevolent abswis nor DHSs are
legitimate, neither should be accepted into anlizksé SoP. An idealized SoP would
consist of liberal societies and liberal societialy. But this need not entail that liberal
societies should coerce or otherwise attempt tasapiberal principles of justice on
those societies. Such coercion can be reservatidee societies that violate or threaten

to violate the basic human rights of their own merslor the members of other societies.

VI1: Some Non-ldeal Theory

Jon Mandle holds that many interpreters of Rawmisele&aroneously understood
Rawls's inclusion of DHSs in the SoP as being gidedrin purely practical reasons.
Mandle states, "The most common readingloé Law of Peoplestreats the toleration of
decent hierarchical societies as a fornmaidus vivendiPractical necessity may require
that liberal societies refrain from imposing liblgpanciples of justice on other societies,
but there is no deeper reason for toleratiriMandle thinks this interpretation is wrong.
Instead, Mandle argues that Rawls thinks thatdibsocieties have deeper reasons (i.e.
theoretical or principled reasons) for refrainingnh coercing DHSs, namely, the
principle of toleration and respect. | do not wistenter into this interpretive debate.
However, one thing | hope to have shown in the iptes/ssection is that even if liberals
have principled reasons for refraining from coegddHSs, the liberal commitment to
such principled reasons can be satisfied even B®#&re not included in the SoP. A

liberal can show toleration and respect toward D8®ther non-liberal societies)

47 Jon Mandle, "Tolerating injustice," in Gilli&rock and Harry Brighouse (edsThe Political

Philosophy of Cosmopolitanis(@ambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005).. 222
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without also committing him or herself to the vidvat those societies are entitled to the
same level of toleration and respect as their onatleer liberal societies.

It may turn out, however, that there are good fprakcreasons for including DHSs
in the SoP when we come face-to-face with "the Igiglbnideal conditions of our
world."*® Whatever the proper interpretation of Rawls isns®f his arguments for
including DHSs in the SoP do sound purely praciicalature. Consider the following
argument,

If liberal constitutional democracy is, in factp&uior to other forms of society, as

| believe it to be, a liberal people should havefence in their convictions and

suppose that a decent society, when offered dpeceby liberal peoples, may be

more likely, over time, to recognize the advantagfdieral institutions and take

steps toward becoming more liberal on its dWn.
The argument here doesn't suggest that liberaésesishould respect DHSs because
there is something inherently respectable about then of governance. Rather, the
argument is that liberal societies should respétE®because doing so may lead to
preferable consequences, namely, the liberalizatidHSs over time. Indeed, there may
be cases where the inclusion of a DHS in the Saltdvareate better relations between
the DHS and liberal societies and that these o#latwill be sufficient for reforming
DHSs in the direction of liberalism. We might ev&rppose that including DHSs in the
SoP is the only non-coercive method for liberaligihem in the long run. Thus, one

might argue that—ideal theory notwithstanding—theme good practical reasons for

including DHSs in the SoP.

4 RawlsLP, 89.

4% Ibid, 62.
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This argument is entirely consistent with the vidwave proposed. This becomes
more clear once we realize what nonideal theorfesording to Rawls, nonideal theory
is about taking the necessary practical steps theweentually realizing one's ideal. In
this case, that ideal is bringing all societies itite SoP. With the ideal in place, one
"looks for policies and courses of action thatraally permissible and politically
possible as well as likely to be effectiv8.As such, until ideal theory is settled,
"nonideal theory lacks an objective, an aim, berefce to which its queries can be
answered™ Thus, we can say that the aim or ideal is a Soffpdsed of liberal societies
and liberal societies only. To achieve this idbalyever, it may be necessary to adopt
certain policies or courses of action that viothis ideal. This may look like a
compromising of one's principles, but this will ti@ a compromise if one's practical
reasons are subservient to one's principled reaboti®e argument above, DHSs are
included in the SoP, but only for the sake of @atj the ideal. One can thus consistently
believe both that there are good practical reaBmmacluding DHSs in the SoP and that

an ideal SoP would not include them.

VIII: Conclusion

In this paper | argued that Rawls has a concetigrolitical legitimacy inLP
and that societies that fail to satisfy the paditiegitimacy condition are not well-ordered
and are not, therefore, members in good standitigmtihe SoP. | then argued that there
are two conditions for satisfying the political ii@gacy condition that can be extracted

from LP: societies must have a basic structure that {ajwes the members of society in

%0 Ipid, 89.

51 Ibid, 90.
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the political process to a sufficient degree andqleffectively regulated by a conception
of justice that is at least decent. Next, | argtied these two condition were not
sufficient because they did not take into accohatgossibility of epistemic oppression
and the importance of providing the members ofetganith the means necessary to
become adequately informed (c). | then arguedibeause DHSs do not accord their
members liberal rights—in particular, the freeddnspeech—they will not have a social
epistemic environment that satisfies (c). If DH&sta remain stable over time, they will
need to resort to epistemic oppression, namelysarship.

The upshot of this paper is that liberal societied liberal societies only should
be recognized as members in good standing withilyajust Society of Peoples. It does
not follow from this, however, that liberal socegimust coerce DHSs into accepting
liberal principles of justice. Liberal societiemdalerate and respect DHSs in the same
way they tolerate and respect benevolent absolstifmy can hands-off tolerate them by
neither cooperating with nor coercing them. Ultietatthe hope is that non-coercive
measures can be employed that will, over time, erage DHSs and other non-liberal
societies to reform their basic institutions in theection of liberalism and thus allow
them to become members in good standing withirlg jiust Society of Well-Ordered

Peoples.
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