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AP 1993/1 Boekbesprekingen

plomatieke banden aan te brengen: hij kan slechts uitspraken doen over de hoeveel­
heid van deze banden. Terlouw constateert dat er tussen de landen van het Soyjet- 
en het VS-blok nauwe diplomatieke betrekkingen bestaan (p. 139). Juist in de pe­
riode van de Koude Oorlog gold dat de betekenis van diverse relaties zo verschillend 
was dat simpele optelhng van de aantallen relaties tot verkeerde conclusies kan lei­
den.

In het achtste hoofdstuk combineert Terlouw de data over handels- en diploma­
tieke betrekkingen om een beeld te krijgen van de landen die zich in de ‘external 
arena’ van het wereldsysteem bevinden. Te dien einde combineert hij de tien indi­
catoren, die hij eerder gebruikte om de handels- en diplomatieke netwerken in 
kaart te brengen, tot één score. Hij verkrijgt een score op de ‘degree ofextemality’- 
variabele door per land de som van de gekwadrateerde verschillen tussen de stan­
daardscores (z-scores) op de indicatoren en de minimale standaardscore te bereke­
nen, dit te delen door het aantal voor het land beschikbare indicatoren en ten slotte 
de vierkantswortel uit het verkregen getal te trekken. Het resultaat van deze exerci­
tie is dat negen landen tot het ‘echte’ externe gebied kunnen worden gerekend en 
dat dertien landen zich in de daarboven gelegen klasse bevinden.

Ter bepahng van de mate van ‘coreness’ ontwikkelt Terlouw in het slothoofd­
stuk, naar analogie van de ‘degree of extemahty’-maat, een schaal op basis van zes 
indicatoren: de relatieve welvaart, het aandeel in de wereldhandel, de stabihteit van 
handelsrelaties, het aantal uitgezonden en ontvangen diplomaten, respectievelijk 
ambassadeurs, en de mihtaire macht. Uit de afgedrukte wereldkaarten blijkt — voor 
zover door mij kon worden vastgesteld met hulp van de Times Atlas — de volgende 
indeling: 12 ‘echte’ en ii bijna-perifere landen, 10 ‘echte’ en 13 bijna-semiperifere 
landen, en 7 ‘echte’ en 8 bijna-kemlanden. Rekening houdend met het feit dat Ga­
bon zowel in de groep van bijna-perifere als in die van de bijna-semiperifere landen 
is ingedeeld, kan Terlouw 50 van de in totaal 127 opgenomen landen in één van de 
drie door WaUerstein onderscheiden categorieën indelen. Terlouws conclusie luidt 
dat ‘[wjithin this world-system, one can find a regional differentiation that corres­
ponds to WaUerstein’s ideas’ (p. 193).

Aangezien de indehng van landen in categorieën het pièce de résistance is van Ter­
louws onderzoek, past het hierbij iets langer stil te bhjven staan. Is het nu zo dat op 
grond van het hier behandelde onderzoek geoordeeld kan worden dat een goede 
indehng van landen in kern, semiperiferie, periferie en extern gebied voorhanden 
is? Terlouws studie is zeker een zeer zorgvuldig uitgevoerde stap op weg naar een 
indehng. Zijn wereldkaart bhjkt evenwel nog vele -witte plekken te bevatten: van het 
totaal van 127 landen is van 68 min ofmeer nauwkeurig een plaats bepaald. Van deze 
68 landen is 14 landen een tweetal plaatsen toebedeeld, doorgaans zowel in het extern 
gebied als in de periferie. De efiectieve score van het onderzoek is derhalve 54%.

Naar aanleiding van deze score kan de vraag gesteld worden ofTerlouw, gelet op 
de aard van Wallersteins wereldsysteemtheorie, wel een redelijke kans heeft gehad 
zijn onderzoek met succes af te ronden. Immers, WaUersteins driedeling (kem-se- 
miperiferie-periferie) is in hoofdzakelijk functionele termen gesteld. WaUersteins 
eigen omschrijving van de semiperiferie - als het gedeelte van het wereldsysteem dat 
‘partiaUy deflectjs] the pohtical pressures which groups primarily located in periphe­

ral areas might otherwise direct against core-states and the groups which operate -wi­
thin and through their state machineries’ (The modem world-system, 1974, p. 350) — 
biedt de onderzoeker onvoldoende operationele aanknopingspunten. Gelet op de 
cruciale rol die de semiperiferie in de wereldsysteemtheorie speelt, zou de over­
vloed aan analyses beter deels ingeruUd kunnen worden voor theoretische reflectie. 
Bij de aanpak van het probleem hoe de uitkomsten van de bewerkingen, op theore­
tisch coherente -wijze, gerelateerd kunnen worden aan de theorie van het wereld­
systeem komt Terlouw vaak niet verder dan uitspraken als: ‘This agrees with the 
WaUersteinian notion that some states in the periphery profit from economic stagna­
tion’ (p. 181).

Mijn eindoordeel over de studie van C.P. Terlouw is dat hij, ondanks alle bezwa­
ren die kleven aan de aanpak, een verdienstehjk boek heeft geschreven, dat voor po- 
hticologen lezenswaard, ofschoon niet steeds gemakkehjk leesbaar, is. Vooral de 
vele zijpaden die de auteur bewandelt, verzwakken soms de grote fijn. Wat mij be­
treft had Terlouw bij voorbeeld zijn analyses van economische cych in hoofdstuk 10 
kunnen weglaten. Terlouws behandehng van de wereldsysteemtheorie van Imma­
nuel WaUerstein maakt duidehjk, ofschoon dit niet de directe opzet van de auteur 
is, waar zich een aantal zwakke punten in de theorie bevindt. De uitgebreide htera- 
tuurhjst is zeer nuttig voor diegenen die geïnteresseerd zijn in de wereldsysteem­
theorie en het onderzoek dat in relatie tot de variant van WaUerstein is verricht.

W. Hout

Brian Barry, Robert E. Goodin (red.). Free movement. Ethical issues in the 
transnational migration of people and of money. Harvester Wheatsheaf, New 
York/Londen etc. 1992.

Good books are hard to come by. Free Movement, edited by Brian Barry and Robert 
Goodin, is one of those rae books worth their price. It is an inspiring coUection of, 
for the greater part, exceUent articles on a hot issue: the ethical aspects of the migra­
tion of people and money. The coUection resulted from a conference in 1989 at 
Mont Saint Michel, organized by the Ethikon Institute and the California Institute 
of Technology. Three years and thousands of anti-immigrant incidents later, the 
contributions have not lost a bit of their relevancy. Pohtical scientists, politicians, 
and in fact every worried citizen will want to read them.

One of the virtues of the book is its orderly organization. It starts with two intro­
ductory essays respectively by Barry and Goodin, foUowed by five sections repre­
senting major ethical stances, and it closes -with two more summary chapters. The 
five sections, devoted to hberal egahtarianism, libertarianism, marxism, natural law, 
and pohtical reahsm, are each made up of three articles, the first one discussing the 
migration of people, the second one deahng -with the migration of money, and the 
last one commenting on both. Barry’s first essay (chapter i) introduces the organiza­
tion of the book.
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Bob Goodin opens the debate in chapter 2 with a firm and provocative defence 
office movement, and an attack on any kind of excuse for closing a country’s bor­
ders. If people were money, he observes, they would be warmly welcomed by any 
state. Poverty and lack of opportunity are the major causes of migration, but as both 
depend upon nationahty, and nationality is accidental, such inequahties are unde­
served. Of course, financial aid (i.e. redistribution of wealth) would be the most effi­
cient way to contribute to the refief of poverty, but as the efforts of the rich countries 
are inadequate, people should be allowed to go where the opportunities are - at least 
fiom a moral point of view. Thus, there is a presumption in favour of open borders.

Goodin subsequently considers a fist of common arguments for restricting the 
freedom of movement. He concludes that most of these should be rejected as lac­
king an empirical foundation (the ‘brain drain’ caused by emigration, for instance, 
is not necessarily harmfiil to the poorer countries), or for not satisfying the demand 
for consistency, by invoking an irrelevant difference between people and money, or 
between citizens and immigrants. The last objection seems to imply, among other 
things, that migration rules ought to be symmetrical. A country allowing emigration 
or supporting the principle office movement while at the same time restricting the 
right to immigration probably violates this demand. The right to fiee movement 
would be voided if there was nowhere to emigrate to.

Joseph Caren (hberal egalitarianism, chapter 3), Hillel Steiner (libertanamsm, 
chapter 6) and Ann Dummett (natural law, chapter 12) discuss fiee movement of 
persons on the basis of more or less the same individuahstic premises. They also 
reach pohtical conclusions similar to Goodin’s. Caren’s reasons for supporting fiee 
movement are the value offieedom in itself, its mdispensability for equality of op­
portunity, and its possible contribution to the reduction ofpohtical, social and eco­
nomic inequahty (p. 26). Though this freedom can be restricted if necessary for the 
promotion of a greater freedom and equality in the future, most of the reasons 
governments currently come up with do not satisfy this demand.

Steiner’s classical hbertarian point of departure is the freedom of contract. In our 
second-best world, redistribution of resources may be demanded, few possessions 
being legitimately transferred in the past, but in a first-best world things look diffe­
rently. As the state derives its authority fiom an agreement or several agreements 
among individuals to protect their freedom, neither the state nor any other third party 
has a say in any contract between fiee and consenting adults. Thus, if A sells part or 
all of his property to B, an outsider, no one can stop B fiom moving in (though B’s 
country of origin may demand that B fulfils his contractual obligations before emi­
grating). Only trespassers may legitimately be stopped.

Dummett claims that the natural rights of citizens are not derived fiom their acci­
dental status as citizens of a particular country, but fiom their nature as human 
beings. A natural right is therefore an equal right that cannot be restricted but for the 
protection of the rights of others or of other, more important rights. The freedom 
to migrate, Dummett asserts, is one of those natural human rights, acknowledged 
even by more restrictive modem governments. The reasons such governments give 
for deviating fiom this tight are, however, seldom vahd. A state’s sovereignty is not 
in question or under threat when its human rights pohcy is criticized; nor is there a 
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direct relation between the opening or closing of borders,and the destraction or 
protection ofa culture. All too often, restrictions on migration are inspired by ‘parti­
cular concerns of some of the people, some of the time’ (p. 178).

The contributions on the migration of money by I.M.D. Little (hberal egalitaria- 
nism, chapter 4), Deepak Lal (libertarianism, chapter 7), and Paul Weithman (natu­
ral law, chapter 13), reflect the diversity of opinions inside their respective pohtical- 
philosophical traditions more than a diversity of opinion on fiee movement as such. 
Little describes himself as an adherent of a ‘weighted and constrained utilitarianism’. 
He argues that governments should ideally allow money to go where it is most be­
neficial for all (utihtarianism), yet one’s own society should come first. The existing 
rights of citizens (constraints), and the physical and emotional distance diminishing 
the marginal utihty of for example poverty rehef (weights), seriously limit transna­
tional altruism. Deepak Lal, proclaiming Hayek to be his prophet, does argue against 
restrictions on international money transfers and against states interfering in the in­
ternational market, as one might expect a hbertarian to do, but he also defends fo­
reign aid as a collective good benefitting the whole world, even the rich (p. 97). 
Weithman, finally, is more concerned about showing how nicely his transformation 
of John Rawls’ Difference Principle into a principle of international justice fits in 
with the thomistic tradition and with recent episcopal and papal teachings (p. 182), 
than he is about comparing it with possible rivals within that same tradition. Weith­
man understandably advocates stringent state control on international transfers as a 
means offurtheringjust economic structures, which will in turn allow individuals to 
pursue the common good of society and reahze their individual virtues (or moral 
duties, as he calls them).

The comments on hberal egahtarianism (James Woodward, chapter 5), libertaria­
nism (Onora O’Neill, chapter 8), and the natural law tradition (John Finnis, chapter 
14), are mostly predictable attacks on contradictions within and between essays. 
Woodward chooses Little’s side against Caren’s ideahsm, asserting that distance di­
minishes duties, and that, fiom an impartial point of view hke John Rawls’ original 
position, one cannot in reason accept the immense consequences of applying prin­
ciples of justice designed for a fictitious international society to our second-best 
world. O’Neill concentrates on the discrepancies between ideal pohtical and eco­
nomic theory and the unpredictabflity ofthe real world where, of course, more state 
intervention in any matter (including migration) is needed to protect individual 
rights. Finnis argues against Dummett that not all rights are human rights (the right 
to asylum for the persecuted is a human right, the right to citizenship is not), and 
castigates Weithman by means of an almost ruthless critique ofhis (or cathohcism’s?) 
subjection of all human efforts and values to one unique ideal future end-state.

Compared to the principled views, if not ideahsm, ofthe above-mentioned three 
traditions, the contributions of the marxist writers are a sorry sight to see. Chris 
Brown (on migration ofpeople, chapter 9) states that marxism measures aU things by 
their contribution to the victory of communism, including the migration of proleta­
rians. In other words: it aU depends. Engels, for instance, beheved in the positive 
contribution of Irish migrant workers to the Enghsh class straggle, whereas Marx 
considered importing Irish labour to be just another capitahst trick to divide the 
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working classes among themselves. Karl Hübner’s analysis of the international fi­
nancial system (chapter 10) comes down to the same thing: circumstances decide 
whether and which restrictions on capital transfers are opportune.

PhUippe van Parijs’ answer (chapter 11) is far from compassionate. He refuses to 
comment in detail on both contributions, and instead opts for ‘ruthless recychng. 
There is nothing wrong in (...) using the latest intellectual technology to reshape (...) 
discolated parts, nor in letting the rest rot into oblivion’ (p. 155). He first proposes 
a more sophisticated understanding of exploitation based on John Roemer’s work, 
which results in the thesis that there may be worse and more basic forms of exploita­
tion than capitahst exploitation. Next, Van Parijs suggests that marxists are, in their 
hearts, perhaps more interested in popular sovereignty. Finally, he twists this to 
mean ‘everyone’s real freedom to lead her or his fife as she or he wishes’ (p. 163). 
One step further, and he would have reduced marxism to a misguided version of 
hberahsm.

The pohtical realists David Hendrickson (chapter 15, on people) and Susan Stran­
ge (chapter 16, on money) are least remarkable and least consistent. Both argue for 
the precedence of empirical considerations, of feasibihty, over moral intentions. 
Thus, given the behefs and interests of citizens and states as they currently are, immi­
gration of people may be restricted for almost any Raison d’État, and the justification 
for restricting or furthering the migration of money, ifpossible at all, depends on the 
economic condition of the state. Hendrickson even goes as far as to defend segrega­
tion in the interest ofpubhc order and the unity of the state (p.222). Yet, as both say, 
reahsm should not prevent us from promoting moral ideals — as long as we are prepa­
red to settle for second-best solutions. Bob Goodin’s comment (chapter 17) is any­
thing but nfild. Pohtical reahsm cannot be taken seriously as a moral stance, even if 
it is assumed that the interest of the state is the interest of the people. Firstly, ‘can not’ 
does not direcdy imply ‘ought not’; a moral demand does not lose its appeal merely 
because it is infeasible. Secondly, acting as morally as possible in a immoral or imper­
fect world cannot be justified unless it is clearly shown that perfect moral behavior 
is physically (not pohtically) impossible; all too often, claims of impossibihty are 
made in bad faith. Thirdly, we should not settle too easily for second-best, third- 
best, or nth-best solutions; the role of pohtics and pohtical philosophy is rather to 
persuade people ‘that moral ideals are worth pursuing’ (p. 254).

Terry Nardin (chapter 18) summarizes the previous contributions, criticizing 
their inflexible character, while observing that the judgements of most authors on 
actual pohcies need not differ too much. Notwithstanding the quality ofhis summa­
ry and critique, Nardin was probably too impressed by the aspirations of the organi­
zing Ethikon Institute, ‘established to promote mutual understanding and greater 
tolerance among peoples of different moral traditions’ (p. xii). In the nineteenth and 
final chapter, Brian Barty tries to refute three central premises of (some of) the con­
tributors: that there would be no legal impediments to migration in an ideal world, 
that it is hypocritical to promote emigration but restrict immigration, and that the 
migration of people and money should be treated according to the same rules.

Earher I stated that one will want to read Free Movement. Disappointments are not 
excluded, though. Of course, the book ought to have been much longer. Perhaps 

the question of the relevant differences between people and money should have 
been dealt with more clearly than the division of labour between the contributors 
allowed - though they did their best. Being pubhshed in 1992, the editors should 
perhaps also have included a short comment on the unforeseen revival of racism, 
fascism, nationahsm, and so forth - though the position of most authors is quite 
clear. More serious than these ‘flaws’ (one has to draw a border somewhere) is the 
absence of efforts on the part of most contributors to leave the trenches of moral 
principles for an ideal world versus amoral excuses for the second-best world, and 
move on to what pohtical philosophy is ultimately about: moral principles for the 
real world.

M.L.J. Wissenburg
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