
questions about the extent to which these
different concepts can be contradictory, and
even demand asymmetrical moral and politi-
cal commitments that continue to complicate
our attempts to do justice to both. Does
Lemkin’s or Arendt’s respective ontological
approach offer a better response to the con-
ditions of genocide? How can we negotiate
the urgent tensions between individual rights
and group rights while valuing both? Is it
plausible to assess the harms of genocide
and human rights violations comparatively?

Second, I am not convinced that citizen-
ship practices have become as denationalized
and postnationalized as Benhabib claims.
States still assert the traditional prerogative
to decide criteria for access to citizenship as
well as whom (if anyone) to admit as resi-
dents. No supranational institutions exist to
confer or guarantee membership status
irrespective of prior nationality; even EU citi-
zenship is “secondary,” dependent upon citi-
zenship in one of the member states. In most
states the human rights of resident nonciti-
zens remain deficient compared to those of
citizens (especially where residency does not
entail political participation). And even if

one is inclined to agree that the EU is a
remarkable cosmopolitan wager, Benhabib
is silent about the prospect of replicating its
achievements elsewhere. In this respect—
somewhat paradoxically—Benhabib’s valori-
zation of the perceived malleability of
European frames of belonging manifests
both the strengths and the weaknesses of
contemporary cosmopolitan proposals for
political reform.
These concerns aside, Dignity in

Adversity is a penetrating and insightful
contribution to critical human rights scho-
larship. Benhabib makes a compelling case
for a “cosmopolitanism without illusions”
that may help show the way through an
uncertain world transformed and scarred
by globalization.

—PATRICK HAYDEN

Patrick Hayden is Professor in the School of
International Relations at the University of
St. Andrews. His research focuses on inter-
national political theory, with emphases on
human rights, global justice, and contemporary
political theory. His recent work includes
Political Evil in a Global Age: Hannah Arendt
and International Theory ().
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The Right to Justification, a thoughtfully
selected, tightly knit, and wide-ranging col-
lection of Rainer Forst’s essays in moral
and political theory, provides a useful

introduction to the thought of one of the
most exciting political philosophers work-
ing today. By lineage and position, Forst
is heir to the Critical Theory school of
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Horkheimer and Adorno, and more
recently of Jürgen Habermas and Axel
Honneth. A highly systematic philosopher
who has a unified moral and political
theory, he is more firmly neo-Kantian
than are most others of the Critical
Theory school and more thoroughly
engaged with work in the Anglo-American
tradition.
For readers of this journal the last part of

the book, devoted to human rights and
transnational justice, would be of most
interest. In part three, Forst explains how
his unified theory provides a universal and
indubitable basis for “constructing” human
rights, by which he means both justifying
them and generating their content. In
addition, he stakes out what he calls a
“transnational” position, according to
which neither domestic justice (as “statists”
urge) nor international justice (as “cosmo-
politans” urge) has primacy; rather, each
share the same moral foundation. From
this foundation, which I come to shortly,
he derives some definite and potentially rad-
ical implications for transnational distri-
butive justice: Minimally, members of
societies plagued by multiple types of domi-
nation have a legitimate claim on the various
dominators for “the resources necessary to
establish a (minimally) justified democratic
order” (p. ). Beyond that, at the “maxi-
mal” level he defends a dialogic analogue
of Rawls’s Difference Principle: The transna-
tional “basic structure” must be such that it
survives the “(qualified) veto right of the
worst off” (p. ).
As Forst sees things, the basis of this

qualified veto right is the same as the
basis for domestic and international justice.
In fact, the basis of all of these is also the
foundation of morality as such—namely,
the right to justification. This is the right
that those who affect you in morally

relevant ways justify their actions to you
reciprocally and generally. Those who
seek to understand the basis of Forst’s
views on human rights and transnational
justice thus need to attend to part one,
which defends and explicates this founda-
tional right. The chapters in this part,
which are deep and compressed, are some-
what difficult going. Although many of the
essays work dialectically with Forst’s prede-
cessors, their strands of constructive argu-
ment overlap to form a continuous rope
leading from the foundational to the
transnational.

Forst elaborates the foundation of mor-
ality, not the foundation of ethics.
Following Habermas and some neo-
Kantians, Forst uses the term “morality”
to refer to unconditional demands on
human action that can be universally and
indubitably established. Ethics, by contrast,
deals with a wide range of still properly
normative material that is related to “the
good life,” which cannot be so established.
This way of contrasting morality and ethics
does not reify them as distinct social
spheres; rather, we must see how far we
can get in universally and indubitably
establishing unconditional demands on
human action.

To support the foundational right to jus-
tification, Forst appeals to a second-order
principle of justification, which requires
that all actions affecting others in morally
relevant ways, all claims of justice against
others, and all laws and norms be justifi-
able in reciprocal and general ways.
Echoing Kant, the ideal of reciprocity at
work here insists that one must not
arrogate to oneself a specific moral status
one denies to others. Forst interprets gen-
erality via the qualified veto, which is a
veto that itself satisfies the principle of
justification.
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Forst supports the right of justification
by showing how it can itself satisfy the
demands of the principle of justification.
Forst’s deep and elusive argument for this
draws on our mutual recognition that we
socially operate in “a space of justifica-
tions” (p. ). Our resulting everyday fam-
iliarity with expecting and giving reasons
means that any justification of the right
to justification is unlikely to fail in general-
ity or reciprocity. In thus relying on our
everyday experience of shared social life,
Forst purposely “turn[s] Kant . . . from
his transcendental head onto his social
feet” (p. ).

Because social forms always affect people
in morally relevant ways, the principle of
justification demands that all social forms
be justified. “The core idea of a just social
order . . . consists in the idea that its rules
and institutions of social life be free of all
forms of arbitrary rule or domination.
Guaranteeing this is the first task of justice”
(p. ). Because justifying social forms can
happen only through actual dialogue, we
must construct procedures that allow for
reciprocal and general justification. Hence,
we must construct democracy, in which
the people rule. Polities must also secure
people’s basic human rights, which, on
Forst’s account, cover those things the
denial of which could not be reciprocally
and generally justified. Because democracy
and human rights thus each rest on the
foundational right to justification, their
“co-originality” is easy to see.

Since the principle of justification
requires that all social forms be reciprocally
and generally justified, and since Forst
treats this second-order principle and the
first-order right to justification as the
foundational elements of all of morality,
including justice, the close of part one
leaves us expecting that he will use these

requirements of justification to generate
critical conclusions about various social
forms. That is precisely what the chapters
of part two do. In a similar way, Forst’s
simple and unified account of the foun-
dation of morality justifies and explains
part three’s views on transnational justice.
The “minimal” right of societies burdened
by domination to resources that would
enable them to establish a democratic
order derives from the obligatory character
of democracy, just noted as a theorem of
the underlying moral view. Transnational
justice’s “maximal” demand, that global
social forms survive the veto of the least
well off, carries to its logical conclusion
the principle of justification’s requirement
that all social forms (including transna-
tional ones) be justified.
Although much of Forst’s discussion is

highly abstract, the book’s penultimate
chapter beautifully imagines a conversation
in the Global Court of Distributive Justice
as it addresses a Brazilian pit-mine
laborer’s demand for justification. As this
dialogue highlights, Forst’s press for justifi-
cation has a critical edge, which shows
itself in his insistence that discussions of
justice take account both of past injustices
and of clear sociological insight undistorted
by ideology.
Forst’s Right to Justification is a tour de

force that exhibits both a compelling,
unified vision and a wide range of concrete
insights. It ought to be read by all those
with an interest in moral or political phil-
osophy or in global justice. I predict that
readers will come away, like I have, both
deeply impressed and hoping that Forst
will find the opportunity to solidify—in a
more systematic, less dialectical, and more
detailed way—the core view that here pro-
vides the foundation on which all of
his many substantive and challenging
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positions on human rights, toleration,
democracy, and international justice rest.

—HENRY S. RICHARDSON
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reasoning—by individuals (Practical Reasoning
about Final Ends, ); by democratic polities
(Democratic Autonomy, ); and by the
moral community (in a book in progress
tentatively titled Articulating the Moral
Community).
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These two recent works make a comp-
lementary and refreshing contribution to
the burgeoning field of humanitarian
studies. Both books shed new light on the
authority that humanitarians wield as
mediators of suffering, the relationship
between humanitarianism and politics,
and the nature of “humanitarian space.”
The first, an edited volume of case studies
and essays by practitioners from or closely
linked to Médecins Sans Frontières (MSF),
focuses on the negotiations and compro-
mises humanitarians are forced to make
in their encounters with political interests
on the ground. The second, by the sociol-
ogist and anthropologist Didier Fassin,
sets out an account of humanitarianism
as a mode of politics in and of itself.
For those navigating the ongoing debates

on the crisis of humanitarian identity, MSF
often appears to offer a comforting model
of humanitarian purity, marked by a strong
sense of independence, a willingness to

withdraw from situations involving unaccep-
table compromise, and a commitment to
bearing witness to atrocity through the prac-
tice of témoignage (testimony). Within MSF
there is a culture of reflection and self-
critique, which, crucially for those of us
who prefer to stand at some distance from
the firing line, it is often willing to make
public and commit to paper.

Humanitarian Negotiations Revealed:
The MSF Experience, edited by Claire
Magone, Michaël Neuman, and Fabrice
Weissman, lays bare the practical compro-
mises that MSF, in spite of its reputation
for uncompromising adhesion to its prin-
ciples, is often forced to make on the
ground. Specifically, the book examines
the reasoning behind operational decisions
made in twelve countries, including
Afghanistan, Pakistan, Somalia, and Sri
Lanka, and in doing so it both punctures
the mythology surrounding MSF and
brings out some of the broader tensions
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