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Preface

When he saw the man fall onto the subway tracks, Wesley
Autry didn’t hesicate. Wich the lighes of the oncoming train
visible, Aurry, a construction worker, jumped down o the
tr'.'ll'_'l:{."i i'l.['.ll'.:l Pll.‘ill':l{ r.l'.ll'_' ITan Li{n'.’r! i]'l.t{]' i 'l'.lr."li.l'l'.lgt' tl.’f['“:h I'H'_"
tween the rails, covering him with his own body. The train
passed over them, leaving a rrail of grease on Autry'’s cap. Autry,
later invited to the State of the Union Address and praised by
the president tor his bravery, downplayed his acnons: “I don
teel like [ did something spectacular. I just saw someone who
needed help. I did what I felt was right.”

What if I told you that you, too, can save a life, even many
lives? Do you have a bottle of water or a can of soda on the
table beside you as you read this book? It you are paying for
something to drink when sate drinking water comes out of the
tap, you have money to spend on things you don't really need.
Around the world, a billion people struggle o live each day on
less than you paid for that drink. Because they can't afford even
the most basic healdh care for their families, their children may
die from simple, easily treatable diseases like diarrhea. You can
help them, and you don't have to nsk getring hie 13}' an oncomn-
]['.lg t]':'l.i.l'.l to -I'.i“ i1..

[ have been thinking and writing for more than thirty vears
about how we should respond to hunger and poverty. T have
presented this book’s argument ro thousands ot students in my
university classes and in lectures around the world, and to
C{]lllnl.f."i-h: “[I:ll:r."i i['l I1::\$'H}];IP::H1 |'.|'|':|g':'|:.l".i IS, '.ll]L{ 1.L'I.I_"|.'i."ii[]]'|. pl:'{]-

grams. As a resulr, I've been foreed to respond to a wide range
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af thoughtful challenges. This book represents my effort to dis-
rill what I've learned aboutwhy we give, or don't give, and whar
we should do about it

We live in a unigue moment. The proportion of people un-
able ro meer their basic physical needs is smaller roday than e
has been at any time in recent history, and perhaps at any nme
since humans frst came Into existence. At the same nme, when
we rake a long-term perspective that sees beyond the flucrua-
rions of the economic cycle, the proportion of people with far
more than they need is also unprecedenred. Most important,
rich and poor are now linked in ways they never were before.
Moving images, in real time, of people on the edge of survival
are beamed into our living rooms. Not only do we know a lor
abour the desperately poor, bur we also have much more ro
l:lrﬂ'_']' [I]t'”'l i“ Lerms l]j‘ [}r_'llt'l‘ Ilt'.l].[l:l e, 1]1]]:]]":“'1.'.'{! '."it":dﬁ i'l.[ld.
:'I.gﬂﬂlll[llrill [::C|;1[];-ltll.u.'.'-.i. .'1['“.[ ey [L"::I'IT'I“]_UE]_UH I::.lr gﬂ.'['.ll.:rﬂ'[i.l'lg
clectricity,. More amazing, through instant communications
and open access to a wealth of information that surpasses the
greatest libraries of the pre-Interner age, we can enable them o
join the worldwide community—it only we can help them get
far enough out of poverty to seize the opportunicy.

Economust Jetfrey Sachs has argued convincingly that ex-
rreme poverty can be virtually eliminated by the nuddle of
this century. We are already making progress. In 1960, ac-
cording ro UNICEF, the Unired Narions International Chil-
drens Emergency Fund, 20 million children died betore their
hith birthday because of poverty. In 2007, UNICEF an-
nounced that, for the first tme since record keeping began, the
number of deaths of young children has fallen below 10 mil-
lion a year.” Public health campaigns against smallpox, measles,
and malaria have contributed to the drop in child mortaliry, as
has cconomic progress in several countries. The drop is even
more impressive because the world'’s population has more than

doubled since 1960, Yer we can't become ::nmp].'u:l:nt: .7 mil-
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lion children under five still die annually; this is an immense
tragedy, not to mention a moral stain on a world as rich as this
one. And the combination of economic uncertainty and vola-
tile food prices that marked 2008 could stll reverse the
downward trend in poverty-related deaths.

We can liken our situation to an attempt to reach the sum-
mit of an iImmense mountain. For all che eons of human exis-
tence, we have been climbing up through dense cloud. We
haven't known how far we have to go, nor whether it is even
possible to ger to the rop. Now ar last we have emerged from
the mist and can see a route up the remaining steep slopes and
onto the summuic ridge. The peak sall lies some distance ahead.
There are sections of the roure that will challenge our abiliries
to the utmost, but we can see thar the ascent is feasible.

.Il'th:'lrt' Ll t':'I.L'I'l. “!1 Li%, d.ll LT Il'.ll'l'. i.ll l]]i!‘i ':Fl:";_'ll'lil':ll':.][]g
climb. In recent years there’s been a good deal of coverage of
some among the very rich who have taken on this challenge in
a bold and public way. Warren Buffert has pledged to give $31
billion, and Bill and Melinda Gates have given $29 billion and
are planning to give more,” Immense as these sums are, we will
sce by the end of this book that they are only a small fracrion
of what people in rich nations could easily give, without a sig-
nificant reduction in cheir standard of living, We won't reach
our goal unless many more contribute to the effort.

That's why this is the right time o ask yourself: What
ought [ be doing to help?

I write this book with rwo linked but signihicandy different
eoals. The first 1s to challenge you to think about our obliga-
tions to those trapped in extreme poverty. The part of the book
thar lays our this challenge will deliberately present a very de-
manding—some might even say impossible—standard of eth-
ical behavior. I'll suggest that it may not be possible to consider
ourselves to be living a morally good life unless we give a great

dt’.’l] ITCC []'I'.'II'I muost ﬂf L1% ‘n-"n-'{!l]]l'.l [I'Illl'll'i il Tt'.'lliﬁf.lli_' o 'I'_':{I'.I-I:"I'_'T
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human beings to give, This may sound absurd, and yer the ar-
gument for it 1s remarkably simple. It goes back to thar boule
of water, to the money we spend on things that aren’t really
necessarv. If 1t 1s so easy to help people in real need through no
fault of their own, and yer we fail to do so, arent we doing
something wrong? At a mumimum, | hope this book will per-
suade you thart chere is something deeply askew with our widely
accepred views abour whart it is to live a good life.

The second goal of this book is to convinee you to choose
o give more of your income to help the poor. You'll be happy
to know that | fully realize the need to step back from the de-
manding standards ot a philosophical argument to ask whart
will really make a difference n the way we act. I'll consider the
reasons, some relarively convincing, others less so, thar we offer
rﬂr o Ei."r'illg.. i lII."'n"'.'_"!]. b Lh': i.'ﬂ."irll.-'{.'].'l[}]l:lgiﬂ:'.l]. El{.'[l:lr.‘i l]'l'.l[ E_’It'l i]l
our way. I'll acknowledge the bounds of human nature and yer
provide examples of people who seem to have found a way ro
push those bounds further than most. And I will dose with a
reasonable standard chat, tor 95 percent of Americans, can be
met by giving no more than 5 percent of their income.

[ should say up fronc that I believe you should be giving
more than 5 percent, and that [ hope you'll ulomarely move in
that direction. Bur that’s not easy to hear and not easy o do. 1
recognize that most people aren’t likely to be moved merely by
philosophical argument to make drastic changes in the way
they live, and, further, that one cannot make such drastic
changes overnight. The ultimate purpose of this book 1s to re-
duce extreme poverty, not to make you feel guiley. So I'm going
to advocare a standard that 'm conhdent will do a lot of good.
Thar means suggesting a level that will ger you started, and pur
you on a path toward challenging yourselt and working roward
doing more.

For reasons that I'll explore in this book, many of us find it

l.iiﬁ:ll:ll]l' [ 'I'_'l.‘.ll'.lﬁif'l'.ltl' Ei.'l.-'il'lg money o I'.ICHI'.IIE' ‘L:l'n'_""-"t“ never met,
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living in distant countrics we've never visited, This obviously
doesn't get any easier during periods of economic uncertainty,
when many people are justihably anxious abour their own eco-
nomic prospects. While I don't seek to diminish in any way the
challenges that amend rough economic times, we should re-
member that even 1n the worst of times, our lives remain inf-
nitely betrer than those of people living in extreme poverty. I'm
hoping thar you will look art the larger picture and think abour
what it rakes to live ethically in a world in which 18 million
people are dying unnecessarily each year. That's a higher annual
death rate than in World War 11. In the past twenty vears alone,
it adds up to more deaths than were caused by all the civil and
international wars and government repression of the entire
rwentieth century, the century of Hitler and Stalin. How much
would we give to prevent those horrors? Yet how liede are we
dning o prevent today's even larger roll, and all the misery that
it involves? [ believe thac if you read this book ro the end, and
loak honestly and carcfully at our situation, assessing both the
tacts and the ethical arguments, you will agree thar we must
act.

PETER SINGER



THE ARGUMENT



1. Saving a Child

On your way to work, you pass a small pond. On
hot days, children sometimes play in the pond, which
is only abour knee-deep, The wearther's cool roday,
though, and the hour is early, so you are surprised to see
a child splashing about in the pond. As vou get closer,
vou see that it is a very voung child, just a toddler, who
is Hailing abour, unable to stay upright or walk our of
the pond. You lock for the parents or babysitter, but
there 1s no one else around. The child 1s unable o keep
his head above the water for more than a few seconds at
a time. [f you don't wade in and pull him our, he seems
likely to drown. Wading in is easy and sate, but you will
ruin the new shoes you bought only a tew days ago, and
get vour sult wet and muddy. By the time you hand
the child over to someone responsible for him, and
change your clothes, you'll be late for work. What should

vou do?

[ teach a course called Pracrical Ethics. When we start alking

'.II:'.I'l‘.Illl "Il'.ll‘.l."l] MWWELTY, I :!."i}i my !-i-llll'.l'I:I'J[.‘-i- "."'.'II‘ILII' III'Jt"I." []'Iil'lk Vol
5 I ; A
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should do in this siruation. Predicrably, they respond thar vou
should save the child. "Whart abourt your shoes? And being late
tor worl?” 1 ask them. They brush thar aside. How could any-
one consider a pair of shoes, or missing an hour or two at work,
a good reason for not saving a chald’s life?

In 2007, something resembling this hypothetical situation
actually occurred near Manchester, England. Jordon Lyon, a
ren-year-old boy, leaped into a pond after his stepsister Bethany
slipped in. He struggled to support her bur went under him-
self. Anglers managed ro pull Bethany out, but by then Jordon
could no longer be seen. They raised the alarm, and vwo police
community support ofhicers soon arrived; they refused to enter
the pond to find Jordon. He was later pulled our, bur atcemprs
ar resuscitation failed. Ar the inquest on Jordon's death, the
Urﬁﬁ_'t'r'."i‘ ][]i“:li“n Wils Ll.t'i;:lldt'l.l il I.I]f_" gl‘{]LIJ'IL{:« [I:]ﬂ.l [I]’:’.‘}-|I I'l.-'.'l.d.
not been trained to deal with such situations. The mother re-
sponded: “If you're walking down the street and you see a child
drowning you automarically go in that warer , . . You don't have
to be trained to jump in after a drowning child.”

I think it's sate o assume that most people would agree
with the mother’s statement. Bur consider thar, according o
UNICEE nearly 10 million children under five years old die
each year from causes related o poverty. Here is just one case,
described by a man in Ghana to a researcher from the World

Bank:

Take the death of this small boy this morning, for exam-
ple. The boy died of measles. We all know he could have
been cured ar the hospital. Bur the parents had no
money and so the boy died a slow and painful death, nor

of measles bur out of poverty.”

Think abour something like that happening 27,000 rimes

t‘":-"t]'}' [{L’I}-’. Ht'lrl'lt‘ L'I'lili.{]'t]'l L“'I: i'}tli:'.'ll]!"it [’Ilt"'..' 'Lll‘.ll'.l1[ ]'I'.l"l.-'t' 'L'I'Ili'l'l.lgh [ow
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cat. More die, like thar small boy in Ghana, from measles,
malaria, and diarrhea, conditions that either don't exist in de-
veloped nations, or, it they do, are almost never tatal. The chil-
dren are vulnerable to these diseases because they have no sate
drinking warter, or no sanitation, and because when they do fall
l, their parents can't atford any medical trearment. UNICELE,
Oxfam, and many other organizations are working to reduce
poverty and provide clean water and basic health care, and
these efforts are reducing the toll. Tf the relief organizations
had more money, they could do more, and more lives would be
saved.

Now think about your own situation. By donating a rela-
tively small amount of money, you could save a child’s life.
Maybe it takes more than the amount needed to buy a pair of
HI]UCH_bLH we ﬂ.”. -HE.HZ'HL{ Il'll'.:'[H.'.':rII L3 Llli]'l!_’!"."i we dl"l‘L ]".'.".l.J.]._'!.-r |1t".'."|J,
whether on drinks, meals out, clothing, movies, concerts, vaca-
tions, new cars, or house renovation. Is it possible that by
choosing to spend your money on such things rather than con-
tributing to an aid agency, vou are leaving a child vo die, a child
vou could have saved?

Poverty Today

A few years ago, the World Bank asked researchers to listen to
what the poor are saying, They were able to document the ex-
periences of 60,000 women and men in seventy-three coun-
tries. Over and over, in different languages and on difterent
continents, poor people said that poverty meant these chings:

» You are short of food tor all or part of the year, often
cating only one meal per day, sometimes having to
choose between stilling your child’s hunger or your own,

:1[‘]1’.E ."il'.'ll'l'lt'[i.l'.l'ﬂf?'i Iilti]'lg .'11'.|'|t‘ [En] l'.Ili'I '['It'ill'lr.'f.
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* You can't save money. If a family member falls ill and
you need money to see a doctar, or if the crop fails
and vou have nothing to ear, you have w borrow trom
a local monevlender and he will charge you so much
interest as the debt continues to mount and you may
never be free of ir.

. “]ll -I'_'::l.l'll-'l. Llﬁ;.:lrl'.] o ."i'.'_'l']l'.l }"UL]T Cl]ill{rﬁ:]l i HL'IU::I'[:II‘ or li‘
they do start school, you have to take them out again if
the harvest is poor.

* You live in an unstable house, made with mud or thawch

that you need to rebuild every two or three vears, or
after severe weather.

. “]ll I'I'.'l"n."':' 1 ﬂ{..'."l.rl.'.l}' SOLITCE “ll' Z"i:'l.ll'\': llriﬂ]{.ing water. -‘l'rﬂ'lll
have to carry your water a long way, and even then, it

can make you ill unless you boil it

But extreme poverty is not only a condition of unsatished ma-
terial needs. It is often accompanied by a degrading state of
powerlessness. Even in countries that are democracies and are
relatively well governed, respondents to the World Bank survey
described a range of situations in which they had to accepr hu-
miliation withour protest. If someone rakes whar little you
have, and you complain to the police, they mav not hsten o
you. Nor will the law necessarily protect you from rape or sex-
ual harassment. You have a pervading sense of shame and fail-
ure because you cannot provide for your children. Your poverry
“'i.ll'.':"i J.-"(]"l.l. :.'!l]d. :rrﬂl.l l';}:"i': I'l.l:ll'.": 'I:'.lr cvVer t“:"i‘L'i.lI.Ti['.lg j}[}]I] ul ]it.-: ﬂlﬁ
hard work for which, at the end, you will have nothing to show
beyond bare survival.”’

The World Bank defines extreme poverty as not having
enough income to meet the most basic human needs for ade-
LIL]E".C“ “.H]I'_L water, -.‘il:]ﬂ:ll{:rr CI{]I.]]il'lg, :i:.'ll]il.:'l[il:}l'l. I'l':":l.ll.l'l. LA, :l.['lLI.

education. Many people are familiar with the statistic thac
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I billion people are living on less than one dollar per day. That
was the World Bank’s poverty line uncil 2008, when better data
on international price comparisons enabled it to make a more
accurate calculation of the amount people need to meet their
basic needs. On the basis of dus calculation, the World Bank
set the poverty line at $1.25 per day. The number of people
whose income purs them under this line 1s noc 1 billion buc 1.4
billion. That there are more people living in extreme poverty
than we thought is, of course, bad news, bur the news is nor all
bad. On the same basis, in 1981 there were 1.9 billion people
living 1n extreme poverty. That was about four in every ten
people on the planer, whereas now fewer than one in four are
extremely poor.

South Asia is sll the region with the largest number of
F::u[.}lr: living 1n extreme poverty, a total of 600 million, includ-
ing 455 million in India. Economic growth has, however, re-
duced the proportion of South Asians living in exrreme
poverty from 60 percent in 1981 to 42 percent in 2005, There
are another 380 million extremely poor people in sub-Saharan
Alfrica, where halt the population is extremely poor—and chat
is the same percentage as in 1981, The most dramaric reduc-
tion in poverty has been in East Asia, although there are snll
more than 200 million extremely poor Chinese, and smaller
numbers elsewhere in the region. The remaining extremely
poor people are distribured around the world, in Latin Amer-
ica and rhe Caribbean, the Pacihe, the Middle East, North
Africa, Eastern Europe, and Central Asia.”

In response to the "$1.25 a day” hgure, the thought may
cross your mind that in many developing countries, it is possi-
ble to live much more cheaply than in the industrialized na-
tions. Perhaps you have even done it yourselt, backpacking
around the world, living on less than you would have believed
possible. So you may imagine that this level of poverty is less

cxrreme TIII'.I]'[ il.' ".’l.-'iflll.lti I'!'I'_' il‘ }"[]ll. I].'IL{ o Ii‘l.-'l.'_‘ LhED ll'.l'.'l[ aImount {]:r
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moncy in the United States, or any industrialized nation. If
such thoughts did occur to you, you should banish them now,
because the World Bank has already made the adjusunent in
purchasing power: Its hgures refer to the number of people ex-
isting on a daily toral consumption of goods and services—
whether earned or home-grown—comparable to the amount
of goods and services thar can be bought in the United States
for $1.25,

In wealthy societies, most poverty 1s relative. Peaple feel
poor because many of the good things rhey see advertised on
relevision are beyond their budget—Dbut they do have a televi-
ston. In the United States, 97 percent of those classified by the
Census Bureau as poor own a color TV, Three quarters of them
own a car. [hree quarters of them have air-conditioning. Three
LIL]EII'LETH U'F []:]f_"]l'l I:l'.l":-'t' d V[:H 0ar []1\""[] IJI'J}'E'I'. A].l ]'lﬂ.'l.'t' ACCEss Ty
tlL".'Ll[];] ':::l.ﬁ.'.:l I A1l 1ol Llili][it]g ['I'I'L"."i':.l ﬁgllrﬁ:q 1|.|:| I:]']_-l.l.l..'r Ly d.‘l..'l'l:r"
that the poor in the Unired Stares face genuine difficulties,
Nevertheless, for most, these dithculies are of a different order
than those of the world’s poorest people. The 1.4 billion peo-
ple Living in extreme poverty are poor by an absolute standard
ricd to the most basic human needs. They are likely to be hun-
gry tor at least part of each year. Even if they can ger enough
tood to fll thetr stomachs, they will probably be malnourished
because their diet lacks essential nutrients. In children, malnu-
rrition stunts growth and can cause permanent brain damage.
The poor may not be able ro aftord to send their children o
school. Even minimal health care services are usually beyond
their means,

This kind of poverty kills. Life expecrancy in rich narions
averages seventy-eight years; in the poorest nations, those offi-
cially classified as “least developed,” it is below fifty.® In rich
countries, fewer than one in a hundred children die before the
age of fives in the poorest countries, one in five does. And to
the UNICEF ﬁgun:nfm:nﬂ}-‘ 10 million young children dying
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every year from avoidable, poverty-related causes, we must add
at least another 8 million older children and adulrs.”

Afftuence Today

Roughly marching the 1.4 billion people living in extreme
poverry, there are about a billion living ar a level of affluence
never previously known except in the courts of kings and no-
bles. As king of France, Louis XIV, the "Sun King,” could af-
ford to build the most magnificent palace Europe had ever
seen, but he could not keep 1t cool in summer as effectively as
most middle-class people in industrialized narions can keep
their homes cool roday. His gardeners, for all their skill, were
llll:'ll.‘l.f_' Loy PH]L! Ll ll:l'.'_' "r":l]'].tl}" l]j‘ rl.-':'_"."i]:] ﬁ'L]].['."i :'l.I“J "I-'t‘.l-_::'tlﬂ.i.}lt'ﬁ Ll'l.-ﬂ[
we can buy all year-round. If he developed a toothache or fell
ill, the best his dentists and docrors could do for him would
make us shudder.

But we're not just betrer ot than a French king who lived
centuries ago, We are also much better oft than our own great-
grandparents. For a start, we can expect to hve abour thirty
years longer. A century ago, one child in ten died in infancy.
Now, in most rich nations, that figure 15 less than one in two
hundred.” Another telling indicator of how wealthy we are
today is the modest number of hours we must work in order to
meet our basic dietary needs. Today Americans spend, on aver-
age, only 6 percent of their income on buying food. It they
work a torty-hour week, 1t takes them barely two hours to earn
enough to feed themselves for the week. That leaves far more to
spend on consumer goods, entertainment, and vacarions.

And then we have the superrich, people who spend their
money on palatal homes, ridiculously large and luxurious
boats, and private planes. Before the 2008 stock marker crash

trimumed the numbers, there were more than 1,100 billionatres
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in the world, with a combined net worth of $4.4 trillion.” To
cater to such people, Lutthansa Technik unveiled its plans for a
private conhguration of Boeings new 787 Dreamliner. In
commercial service, this plane will seat up to 330 passengers.
The privare version will carry 35, ar a price of $150 million.
Cost aside, there's nothing like owning a really big airplane car-
rying a small number of people 1o maximize your personal
contribution to global warming. Apparently, there are already
several billionaires who fly around in privare commercial-sized
airliners, from 747s down. Larry Page and Sergey Brin, the
(oogle cofounders, reportedly bought a Boeing 767 and spent
millions firting 10 our for their private use.! Bur for con-
spicuous waste of money and resources it is hard o bear
Anousheh Ansari, an Iranian-Amercan relecommunications
tnlftprt'lltlll_ "|"r'|'|.1.] ]:]ll.t'l'_l il ]'-E'PUI'T.E'L{ 5‘2“ ||15"1U|1 rl:lr t'].’:"r":]'l 'I'J'-I.}'H
in space. Comedian Lewis Black said on Jon Stewart’s 1he
Daily Show that Ansari did it because it was “the only way she
could achieve her life’s goal of flying over every single starving
persont on earth and yelling "Hey, look what I'm spending my
money on!’ "

While I was working on this book, a special advertising sup-
plement fell out of my Sunday edition of The New York Times:
a sixty-elght-page glossy magazine hlled with adverusing for
watches by Rolex, Patek Philippe, Breitling, and other luxury
brands. The ads didn carry price rags, bur a putt piece abour
the revival of the mechanical watch gave guidance about the
lower end of the range. Atrer admirtting thar inexpensive quartz
watches are extremely accurate and funcrional, the arncle
opined that there 1s “something engaging abour a mechanical
movement.” Right, bur how much will it cost you to have this
engaging something on your wrist? “You mighr think thar ger-
ring into mechanical watches is an expensive proposition, but
there are plenty of choices in the $300-85000 range.” Admit-
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Saving a Child 1

basic movement, basic time display, simple decoration and so
on.” From which we can gather that most of the watches adver-
tised are priced vpward of $5,000, or more than one hundred
times what anyone needs to pay for a reliable, accurate quartz
warch. Thar there 1s a marker for such products—and one
worth advertising ar such expense to the wide readership of
The New York Times—Iis another indication of the atHuence of
our society. !

[f you're shaking your head ar the excesses of the superrich,
though, don't shake too hard. Think again abour some of the
ways Americans with average incomes spend their money. In
most places in the United States, you can get vour recom-
mended eighr glasses of water a day our of the tap for less than
a penny, while a bottle of water will ser you back $1.50 or
J'[]Urt'..l:l' ﬂ]ld iIl ."iI.'JilE' l:lr |I'|.'i'_' Cl'l\'lr“]'l]'[lt'lllﬂ] CONCErns rﬂlﬁfll |.:|':!|-|I
the waste of energy that goes into producing and transporting
it, Americans are still buying bottled warer, to the tune of more
than 31 billion liters in 2006, Think, too, of the way many of
us get our catteine hx: You can make cottee ar home tor pennies
rather than spending three dollars or more on a late, Or have
you ever casually said yes to a walter's prompt to order a second
soda or glass of wine that you didnt even hnish? When Dr.
Timothy Jones, an archaeologist, led a U.S. goverment—funded
study of food waste, he tound that 14 percent of household
garbage is perfectly good food thar was in its oniginal packaging
and not out of dare. More than halt of this food was dry-
packaged or canned goods that keep for a long time. According
to Jones, $100 billion of food is wasted in the United States
every year.'* Fashion designer Deborah Lindquist claims thac
the average woman owns more than $600 worth of clothing
that she has not worn in the last year." Whatever the actual fig-
ure may be, 1t 1s fair to say that almost all of us, men and
women alike, buy things we don't need, some of which we

IEVED CVET LIS,
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Most of us are absolutely certain thar we wouldn't hesitare
to save a drowning child, and thar we would do it at consider-
able cost to ourselves. Yer while thousands of children die each
day, we spend money on things we take for granted and would
hardly notice if they were not there. Is thar wrong? If so, how
far does our obligation to the poor go?



2. Is It Wrong Not to Help?

:H-l]h' i.."n- I'_'I.U!'i'.'_' Lo r':[ir':]l'lt]'ﬂ. HE I:l':l.'i i.ll"l."t'?!i[t'd [rasl Ur Ili-H
savings m a very rare and valuable old car, a Bugar,
which he has nor been able to insure, The Bugatri is his
pride and joy. Not only does Bob get pleasure from driv-
ing and caring for his car, he also knows char s rising
market value means that he will be able to sell it and live
comfortably atter recirement. One day when Bob is our
tor a drive, he parks the Bugatt near the end of a railway
siding and goes for a walk up the track. As he does so, he
sees that a runaway train, with no one aboard, is rolling
down the railway track. Looking farther down the rrack,
he sees the small higure ot a child who appears o be ab-
sorbed in playing on the tracks. Oblivious to the run-
away train, the child 1s in great danger. Bob can't stop
the train, and the child is too far away to hear his warn-
ing shout, but Bob can throw a swirch thar will divert
the train down the siding where his Bugatti is parked. If
he does so, nobody will be killed, bur the train will crash
through the decaying barrier at the end of the siding

:llfh’.E [l-EHl'l'{J.'!.' I]Il."i Fll]g.'lllfi; TI'IiII'I.]{Il!I'lg []F !'li."i jl'l:.:' i]l I'.'I‘l-’l."[]i[‘.lg
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the car and the financial security it represents, Bob de-
cides not ta throw the switch,

The car or the child?

Philosopher Peter Unger developed this variation on the story
of the drowning child ro challenge us to think further abour
how much we believe we should sacrifice 1n order to save the life
of a child. Unger’s story adds a factor often crucial ro our think-
ing abour real-world poverty: uncertainty abourt the ourcome of
our sacrifice. Bob cannot be certain that the child will die if he
does nothing and saves his car. Perhaps at the last moment the
child will hear the train and leap o safery. In the same way, most
Ur L1 CAn SOy f.l“llhl..‘i ':lh[]"ll.l. "I.'I.'Iltlllfl_ [I:l'.'_' !1“]]“’.’}-’ we 1".‘]"”: [en
a chariry is really helping the people it’s intended ro help.

[n my experience, people almost always respond thar Bob
acted badly when he did not throw the switch and destroy his
most cherished and valuable possession, thereby sacrificing his
hope of a financially secure retirement. We can't take a serious
risk with a childs life, they say, merely to save a car, no marter
how rare and valuable the car may be. By implication, we
should also believe that with the simple act of saving money for
retirement, we are acting as badly as Bob. For in saving money
for retirement, we are effectively refusing to use thar money ro
help save lives. This 1s a ditheule implication to confront. How
can it be wrong to save for a comfortable retirement? There is,
at the very least, something puzzling here.

Another example devised by Unger tests the level of sacri-
fice we think people should make to alleviare suftering in cases
when a life 1s nor ar stake:

You are driving your vinmgc sedan down a country lane

"r‘-’ilt]'l Vo are ."i[l‘.lf'.l']'.l"l:'l'.l I'I}" al E]ikﬂr "n‘n’E]l‘.l II'I-:'l!"i -."it'_‘riﬂl]!"il"p’ i]'ljll]'r_'l.i
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his leg. He asks you to take him to the nearest hospiral. Tf
you refuse, there is a good chance thar he will lose his leg,
On the other hand, it you agree o take him to hospical,
he is likely to bleed onto the seats, which you have re-
cently, and expensively, restored in soft white leather.

Again, most people respond that you should drive the hiker
to the hospital. This suggests thar when prompted to think in
concrete terms, about real individuals, most of us consider 1t
obligatory to lessen the serious suttering of innocent others,

even at some cost (even a high cost) to ourselves.

The Basic Argument

The above examples reveal our intuirive belief thar we oughr to
help others in need, ar least when we can see them and when
we are the only person in a position to save them. But our
maoral intuitions are not always reliable, as we can see from van-
atlons 1n what people in ditterent times and places hnd intu-
itively acceprable or objecrionable. The case tor helping those
in extreme poverty will be stronger if it does not rest solely
on our intitons. Here 1s a logical argument from plausible

premises to the same conclusion.

First premise: Suffering and dearh from lack of food, shel-
ter, and medical care are bad.

Second premise: [f it is in your power to prevent something
bad from happening, withour sacrificing anything nearly
as Imporant, it is wrong not o do so.

Third premise: By donating to aid agencies, you can pre-
vent suffering and death from lack of tood, shelter, and
medical care, withour sacrificing anything neardy as im-

£'.|'|'.'I FLant.
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Conclusion: Therefore, if you do not donate to aid agen-
cles, you are doing something wrong,

The drowning-child story 1s an application of this argu-
ment for aid, since runing your shoes and being late for work
arent nearly as important as the lite of a child. Similarly, re-
upholstering a car 1s not nearly as big a deal as losing a leg. Even
in the case of Bob and the Bugar, it would be a big stretch to
suggest that the loss of the Bugarti would come close 1o rival-
ing the significance of the death of an innocent person.

Ask yourselt if you can deny the premises of the argument.
How could suffering and death from lack of food, shelter, and
medical care not be really, really bad? Think of that small boy
in Ghana who died of measles. How you would feel if you were
|:|]h lllllt]lfr ur J:E'l.'[l'lt'l._. “":“E_'Ililli_’r ilf]l]lfﬁ.‘i!}' kY }"“l.ll' 001 Hilrrﬂ:l"."i
and grows weaker? You know that children often die from this
condition. You also know that it would be curable, if only vou
could aftord to take your child o a hospital. In those circum-
stances you would give up almosr anything tor some way of en-
suring your child’s survival.

Putting vourselt in the place of athers, like the parents of
that boy, or the child himself, s what thinking ethically 15 all
about. It 1s encapsulated in the Golden Rule, "Do unto others
as you would have them do unto you.” Though the Golden
Rule is best known ro maost westerners from the words of Jesus
as reported by Matthew and Luke, it 1s remarkably universal,
being found in Buddhism, Confucianism, Hinduism, Islam,
and Jainism, and in Judaism, where it 1s found in Leviticus, and
later emphasized by the sage Hillel.” The Golden Rule requires
us ro accept that the desires of others oughr ro counr as if they
were our own. If the desires of the parents of the dying child
were our own, we would have no doubt that their suttering and
the death of their child are abour as bad as anything can be. So

III‘ we [!Ii]lk I:[II‘.I].L':II]:.-", [I!‘.IEI'.I [l'.lt'l.‘-it‘ l'.il'_'."ii]".'_‘.‘"i mst conint as |.I 1.|1t'1|."
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were our own, and we cannot deny that the suffering and death
are bad.

The second premise 1s also very ditheult to reject, because it
leaves us some wiggle room when it comes to situations in
which, ro prevent something bad, we would have to risk some-
thing wearly as important as the bad thing we are prevennng,
Consider, for example, a situation in which you can only pre-
vent the deaths of other children by neglecting your own chil-
dren. This standard does not require you to prevent the deaths
of the other children.

“Nearly as important” 1s a vague term. That’s deliberare, be-
cause I'm conhident that you can do withourt plenty of things
thar are clearly and inarguably nor as valuable as saving a child’s
life. I don't know whart yes mighe think is as imporrant, or
nearly as important, as saving a life. By leaving it up to you to
decide whar those things are, [ can avoid the need to find out.
I'll trust you 1o be honest with yourself abour it

Analogics and storics can be pushed too far. Rescuing a
child drowning in frone of you, and chrowing a swirch on a
rallroad track to save the life of a child you can see in the dis-
rance, where you are the only one who can save the child, are
both different from giving aid to people who are far away. The
argument [ have just presented complements the drowning-
child case, because instead of pulling at your heartstrings by fo-
cusing on a single child in need, it appeals ro your reason and
secks your assent to an abstract bur compelling moral prina-
ple. That means that to reject it, you need to hnd a flaw in the
reasoning.

You might now be thinking t yourselt that the basic
argument—rthar we should donate ro aid agencies when by
doing so we can prevent suffering and death withour giving up
anything nearly as important—isn't all thar coneroversial. Yeu if
we were to take it seriously, our lives would be changed dramar-

il.".l”!.-’. Fnr ‘|,'|,-'|:'_|I||_:: [I'lt‘ st {]1" ."iii"n-’i]'lg e CII'.I].[-I’.r.‘-i- |!F'I:' ].‘.I‘|.' il l'.jt'l!'.l."ltil'll'.l
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to an aid organization may not be great, after you have donared
that sum, there remain more children in need of saving, each
one of whom can be saved ar a relatively small additnonal cost.
Suppose you have just sent 5200 to an agency that can, for that
amount, save the life of a child 1n a developing country who
would otherwise have died. You've done something really good,
and all it has cost you is the price of some new clothes you
didnt really need anyway. Congrarularions! Bur don't celebrare
vour good deed by opening a borrtle of champagne, or even
going to a movie. [he cost of thar bortle or movie, added o
what you could save by cutting down on a few other extrava-
gances, would save the life of another child. After you forgo
those items, and give another $200, though, is everything else
you are spending on as important, or nearly as important, as
[Il'.'_' |1|1r_' Ur H | L‘]:l].].'lj? Nl![ ll]{ti}'l. Sl:l :!."{]ll. st ]{t".'_'l.] L'lltliI'l:'.__':r I.']'JL']{ an
unnecessary spending, and donating what vou save, until you
have reduced yourself to the point where if you give any more,
you will be sacrificing something nearly as important as a
child’s lite—like giving so much thar you can no longer atford
to give your children an adequate education.

We tend to assume thac if people do not harm others, keep
their promises, do not lie or chear, support their children and
their elderly parents, and perhaps contribute a licle to needier
members of their local communiry, thev've done well. It we
have money left over after meeting our needs and those of our
dependents, we may spend it as we please. Giving to strangers,
especially those beyond one’s community, may be good, but we
don't think of it as something we have to do. But if the basic ar-
gument presented above 1s right, then whar many of us con-
sider acceprable behavior must be viewed in a new, more
ominous light. When we spend our surplus on concerts or
fashionable shoes, on fine dining and good wines, or on holi-
days in faraway lands, we are doing something wrong.
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to swallow. You may now be questioning whether a moral argu-
ment that has such radically demanding implications can pos-
sibly be sound. And so it’s worth stepping back a moment to
look at how this argument fits into some of our most respected
ethical rradinions.

Traditional Views on Hf.','p:'ng the Poor

In the Christian tradirion, helping the poor is a requirement
for salvation. Jesus told the rich man: "If you want to be per-
fect, go, sell your possessions and give to the poor.” To make
sure his message wasn't missed, he went on to say that it is eas-
ler for a camel to go through the eve of a needle than for a rich
mary Lo enter [I:l': killgtlt}nl U:tl. {.'-E[]d.':i Ht" ]:']r':lif'it'd. llll.'_' ':..'1[{][](_1
Samaritan who went out of his way to help a stranger® He
urged those who give feasts to invite the poor, the maimed, the
lame, and the blind.” When he spoke of the last judgment,
he said that God will save those who have fed the hungry, given
drink to the thirsty, and clothed the naked. Ir 1s how we act
toward “the least of these brothers of mine” thar will deter-
mine, Jesus says, whether we inheric the kingdom of God or go
into the eternal fire.” He places far more emphasis on charity
for the poor than on anything else.

Not surprisingly, early and medieval Christians took these
teachings very seriously. Paul, in his second letter o the
Corinthians, proposed that those with a surplus should share
with the needy: "Your surplus at the present ume should sup-
ply their needs, so that their surplus may also supply your
needs, that there may be equalit.”” The members of the early
Christian community in Jerusalem, according o the account
given in the Acts of the Apostles, sold all their possessions and
divided them according ro need.” The Francascans, the order of
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renounced all private property. Thomas Aquinas, the grear me-
dieval scholar whose ideas became the semi-othcial philosophy
of the Roman Catholic church, wrote that whatever we have in
“superabundance”—thar is, above and bevond whar will rea-
sonably satisty our own needs and those of our family, for the
present and the foreseeable future—"1s owed, of natural right,
to the poor for their sustenance.” In support of this view, he
quoted Ambrose, one of the four original “Grear Doctors™ or
teachers of the Church. He also cited the Decretum Gratiand, a
rwelfth-century compilation of canon law thar contains the
powerful statement, “The bread which yvou withhold belongs
to the hungry: the clothing you shut away, to the naked: and
the money you bury in the earth is the redemprtion and free-
dom of the penniless.”

N[]‘lt' []'ILIL ul:l"n-"r".'_'d“ u"l.lld Ltlﬂfll]llgh..I‘ F[]r Lllf!ﬂf {:ilriﬁliil[].‘i, Hl::lﬂr'
ing our surplus wealth with the poor is not a marter of charity,
but of our duty and their rights. Aquinas even went so far as ro
say: "It is not theft, properly speaking, to take secretly and use
another’s property in a case ol extreme need: because that
which he takes for the support of his life becomes his own
property by reason of that need.™ This isnt just a Roman
Catholic view. John Locke, the favorire philosopher ot Amer-
icas tounding fathers, wrote that “charity gives every man a
title to so much out of another’s plenty, as will keep him from
extreme want, where he has no means to subsist otherwise,”""

Today, some Christians are secking a renewed tocus on the
message of the gospels. Jim Wallis, founder and editor of the
Christian magazine Sojorraers, likes to point out thar the Bible
contains more than three thousand reterences to alleviaring
poverty—enough reason, he rthinks, for making rhis a cen-
rral moral issue for Christians.'! Rick Warren, author of The
Purpose Driven Life and pastor of the Saddleback Church,
visited South Africa in 2003 and came across a tiny church op-
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dren orphaned by AIDS. This was, Warren says, “like a knife in
the heare: I realized they were doing more tor the poor than my
entire megachurch.” Since then, with his encouragement, more
than 7,500 Saddleback Church members have paid their
own way to developing countries to do volunteer work fight-
ing poverty and disease. Once they have seen the situation
for themselves, many want to keep helping. Warren himself
now savs, | couldn’t care less about politics, the culture wars,
My only interest is to ger people ro care abour Darfurs and
Rwandas.”"”

Helping the poor 1s also strongly emphasized in Judaism,
the source of many of those three thousand biblical references
to helping the poor, The Hebrew word for “charicy,” rzedabah,
simply means “justice” and, as this suggests, for Jews, giving to
l.].l'.'.' |':qur 1!‘5 Icy Ul.nj.l'.}ﬂ'.l.l. cxira I.']l". RN t‘.‘iﬁt’lllil[l ]:'J-"lr[ l]r I]."l."ll:li_r' | leH[
life. In the Talmud (a record of discussions of Jewish law and
ethics by ancient rabbis) it is said that charity is equal in impor-
tance to all the other commandments combined, and thar Jews
should give at least 10 percent of their income as tzedakah, '

[slam, too, requires its adherents o help those in need,
Each year, Muslims above a minimum level of wealth must

give zakatr in proportion to their assets (not income). For gold

and silver—which today are understood to include cash and
other liquid assets—the requirement is to give 2.5 percent
every year. In addition, one may give sadaga, which may in-
clude both money and labor—tfor example, digging a well so
that travelers will have water, or helping build a mosque. Un-
like zadar, saclaga 1s opuonal.

Judaism, Christianity, and Islam are related traditions with
their roots in the same part of the world. The Chinese tradition
Is quite distinct and, it is sometimes said, more tocused on how
one acts to those with whom one is in some relationship, espe-
clally familial: yet here, too, it is possible to find a very strong
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about three hundred years before the Christian era, is regarded
as the most authoritative interpreter ot the Contucian tradi-
ton, and in erms of his inHuence on Chinese thoughr is sec-
ond only to Confucius himselt. One of the works that describes
his teachings recounts a visit he paid o the court of King Hu
of Liang. On arriving, he mer the king and said to him:

There are people dying from famine on the roads, and
you do not issue the stores of your granaries for them.
When people die, you say, "It 1s not owing to me; it 1s
owling to the year.” In whar does this difter from stab-
bing a man and killing him, and then saying "It was not

¥4

[, it was the weapon
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rions where rescue is easy, our intuirions tell us that it would be
wrong not to do it We all see or read appeals to help those liv-
ing in extreme poverty in the world’s poorest countries, And
yet most of us reject the call to “do unto others.” I'll turn now
to some of the reasons we give tor our failure ro acr.



3. Common Objections to Giving

‘[rl'.lll !1]:1}" l].'lill!":. llr }'{]llr."l:tl..[‘ b ol Cl'l-l'lr].[:.l.l.il.t' []".'_"T."il"]. P\’.].l:l."il J'jﬁ.l]'l.t'l._i'
cans do, and the $306 billion they donated to charities in
2007, three quarters of which came directly from individuals,
lends support to that beliek In the Unired Srates, charitable
giving ts around 2.2 percent of gross national income. That's
significantly more than in any other country, and about double
the level of charitable giving in most other rich narions. Abourt
seven in every ten households in the United States made some
form of gift to charity in 2007." Americans also give time:
Mearly 30 percent do some kind of volunteer work, most with
religious, educational, or communiny organizations, with the
average amount given being abour 50 hours a year. In contrast
to financial donations, however, when it comes o volunteer-
ing, the United States lags behind several European nations, es-
pecially the Dutch, who give more than twice as much of their
rime. When financial donarions and volunteering are com-
bined, the Unired States ranks as the world’s third most gener-
ous nation, behind the Netherlands and Sweden.”

But beneath these encouraging numbers is a slightly less
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rreme poverty. According ro "Giving USA 2008, the most au-
thoritative report on LLS. charity, the largest portion of the
money Americans give, tully a third of i, goes to religious in-
stitutions, where it pavs for the salaries of the cergy and for
building and maintaining churches, synagogues, and mosques.

Some of that—Dbut by the most optimistic estimarte, less than

10 percent—is passed on as aid for developing countries. The
next biggest sector s education, including universities, col-
leges, and libraries. Again, a small percentage of thar goes
roward scholarships to students trom developing countries, or
to fund research that can help reduce poverty and disease.
“Giving USA 20087 lumps donations to international aid or-
ganizations together with gifts to other organizations thar do
not give aid to the poor bur, for example, run international ex-
L'I'llllli_"_t' Pr{]gr:llll.‘i ar Wi lTI."'. .[.i:]]' ][llt'r['l'.lLiU[l'.ll. ]:]t":lL't' ':”'I.LI. :it'L'lLriL:;'.
This entire caregory received only 4.3 percenr of all American
charitable giving. According ro statistics from the Organisation
for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), TS,
private philanthropy tor toreign aid amounes 1o only 0.07 per-
cent of the nations gross national income (that’s just 7 cents
for every $100 of income).”

As someone who has chosen to read this book, you are
probably among those who give to charity or who volunteer in
their community; despite that, vou may be less inclined to give
a substantial portion of your income to save the lives of those
living in extreme poverty in faraway places. Charity begins ar
home, the saying goes, and ['ve found thar friends, colleagues,
students, and lecture audiences express that resistance 1n vari-
ous ways. ['ve seen it in columns, letrers, and blogs too. Par-
ricularly interesting, because they reflect a line of thoughe
prevalent in affuent America, were comments made by stu-
dents taking an elective called Literature and Justice at Glenn-
view High (that’s not its real name), a school in a wealthy
EUH-[“[] Hllhllrha .'al."i- ET:”’I ur [I:]t rf:l(ii[]g rﬂr [I]t COLrse, Tt:lﬂ_'ht]-'."i
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1999, laying ourt a version of the argument you have just read,
and asked them rto write papers in response.” Scort Seider, then
a graduate student ar Harvard University researching how ado-
lescents think abour obligations to others, interviewed thirty-
elght students 1n two sections of the course and read their
papers.’

Let’s look at some of the objections raised by these vared
sources. erhaps the most fundamental objection comes from
Kathryn, a Glennview student whao believes we shouldn't judge
people who refuse to give:

Therve &5 no black and white wniversal code for everyone. It
is better to accepr that everyone has a different view on the
isstie, aned all I,."J{W‘ch’ are entitled e.‘:}ﬁ.i'ir.u‘rﬂ!fa' their own ﬁt’a‘?:ﬁ;

Kathryn leaves it to the individual to determine his or her
moral obligation to the poor. Bur while circumstances do make
a difference, and we should avoid being too black-and-whire in
our judgments, this doesnt mean we should accepr that every-
one 1s entitled to tollow his or her own beliefs. That 15 moral
relativism, a position that many find ateracrive only uneil chey
are faced with someone who i1s doing somerhing really, really
wrong. If we see a person holding a cat’s paws on an electric
erill that is gradually heating up, and when we vigorously ob-
ject he says, “Burit’s fun, see how the car squeals,” we don' just
say, - Oh, well, you are entitled to follow your own beliefs,” and
leave him alone. We can and do try to stop people who are
cruel to animals, just as we stop rapists, racists, and terrorists.
I'm not saying thar failing o give 1s like commirting these acts
of violence, bur if we reject moral relativism in some situa-
tions, then we should reject it everywhere.

After reading my essay, Douglas, another Glennview stu-
dent, objected that 1 “should not have the right to tell people
1|-"|-'I'|.:'|.|: Lo l{[]..“ ]['l LIS SETISE, I'l.f_'1ﬁ correct il.l.'.l'[]llt tEl:l{a ]:11":'_' ey rigllf
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sense that thar would imply that you baee to do as [ say. T've no
authority over Douglas or over you, On the other hand, T do
have the nght ot free speech, which I'm exercising right now by
offering you some arguments you might consider before vou
decide whart to do with your money. I hope thar you will wanr
to listen to a vanety of views before making up vour mind
abour such an important ssue. I 'm wrong abouc char,
though, you are free to shut the book now, and there’s nothing
I can do about 1.

[t’s possible, of course, to think that morality 1s nor relative,
and that we should ralk about 1t, burt that the right view 1s thar
we arent under any obligation o give anything ac all. Lucy, an-
other Glennview High student, wrote as follows:

J:rf‘.'l'l'!ﬁ.fi't’.ih't“ irdrts o wa_]r d mewt car, r.l'fr::]r showled. {fﬂ_k':,ljm'm.rr
witnts to redecorate their bouse, .I"J':FE:}' showuld, and y" z‘a'flq}'
need a suit, get it, Tf;ﬁ_‘}a 1ok ﬁu' their HONEY el rf;;.:}r have
the r.rg.l"!.t to .T‘,f?f’Hr’J'r it on themselves,

You've probably already had this chought: You've worked
hard to ger where you are now, so haven't vou carned a right o
enjoy 12 This seems hoth fair and reflective of our basic eco-
nomic values. Yer, when thinking abour fairness, you might
also consider that if you are a middle-class person in a devel-
oped country, you were fortunate ro be born inro social and
cconomic circumstances that make it possible tor you to live
comfortably it you work hard and have the right abilities. In
other places, you might have ended up poor, no matter how
hard you worked. Warren Buftert, one of the world's richest
people, acknowledged as much when he said: “If you stick me
down in the nuddle of Bangladesh or Peru, you'll ind out how
much this alent is going to produce in the wrong kind of soil.”
Nobel Prize-=winning economist and social scientist Herbert
Fli]"l.'l[}n tﬁ[i]’“ﬂ[fl’.l rEl:lT u."i".'li':]:'ll 'I'_".':l.ITi.[:!i" i.."; rthf]'[:lnﬁnjl.'l: ﬁ]]’ Al II::]H'
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talking about living in a sociery with good insttutions, such as
an efhcitent banking system, a police force that will protect vou
from criminals, and courts to which vou can turn with reason-
able hope of a just decision if someone breaches a contract
with you. Infrastructure in the form of roads, communica-
tions, and a reliable power supply is also part of our social cap-
ital. Withour these, you will strugele o escape poverry, no
matter how hard you work. And most of the poor do work at
least as hard as vou. They have litdle choice, even though most
people in rich nations would never rolerate the working condi-
tions 1n poor countries. Work 1n poor countries 1s more likely
to involve hard physical labor, because there are fewer ma-
chines to do the job; office workers in poor countries in the
rropics rarely have the luxury of air-conditioning. If poor peo-
FIC are e "l.’l."l:lrl':.].[lg. il. i.."n- Ill'ut'l._'!.-" I.‘tﬁ.‘.'.lll."it' llﬂt'_'l'lll.'ﬂll:l}']ll':llt i-H
higher in poor nations than in rich ones, and that is not the
fault of the poor.

Lucy said that people have a right to spend the money they
carn on themselves. Even if we agree with thar, having a right
to do something doesn’t setcle the question of what you shonld
do. If you have a righr to do somerthing, T can't justihably force
you not to do 1t, but [ can snll tell you that you would be a fool
to do 1, or that it would be a horrible thing to do, or that you
would be wrong to do it. You may have a right to spend vour
weekend surfing, bur it can stll be true thar you ought ro visic
your sick mother. Similarly, we might say thar the rich have a
right to spend their money on lavish pardes, Parek Philippe
watches, private jets, luxury vachrs, and space travel, or, for
that marter, to Hush wads of it down the toilet. Or thar those
of us with more modest means shouldn’t be forced ro forgo any
of the less-expensive pleasures thar offer us some relief from all
the tme we spend working, Bue we could sull chink thart to
choose to do these things rather than use the money o save
I'l.l]['l'l:] in Ii"l-'t."i i:"i "l.‘l."ru['.lg. ﬁh“‘ﬁ"?‘i al l'.ltl‘:'l”r:'ll'.ll'l: I.:'l.'l'_']'i {]f‘ 'I:l'.l'lf'.l‘:"']\.'!r',, -:'l.“d
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If we have the right to do as we wish with our money, thar
right would supply an objection to any attempt to force the
rich to give thelr money away, or to attempts to take it from
them, for example by taxation. I don't agree that we have such
a right, bur I am not arguing here tor higher raxanon or any
other coercive means of increasing aid. [ am talking about whart
we should chesse to do with our money if we are to live ethi-
cally. At the same time, I'm not arguing against a governmental
role in reducing global poverry. Whether governments should
play such a role 15 simply a separate question from the argu-
ment | am making. My aim is to convinee you, the individual
reader, that you can and should be doing a lot more to help the
poor.

Libertarians resist the idea thar we have a dury to help oth-
[ [:'.lll':ldi'.ll] I."I:lj.l“!'i{]l‘]:]':]' J':l]'l. H:lr"."t.‘i“l] '.lr[iL'lllallv::-; ll:]'-'“. I.'H.:li.lll

of view:

We are rr*rz‘.rf:}r.fy :':*.-;J,i'::m;.iﬁ.:frﬁ;r epede e :'h_rﬂ.r'rf o others, no
midtter H'Iﬁ'"”"". |!'.”.|'.|"'|!Ir A N f.‘r-"{.?,'_‘;f" f-'{'l!'.i‘rr.l'.l!r{" rff”!;-":"'lff{fﬂrfﬂf P
Nevertheless, I have seen no plawsible argument that we
owe somcthing as a matter of general duty, to those to
wham we have done nothing wrang.”

There is, at first glance, something attractive about the po-
litical philosophy thar says: "You leave me alone, and T'll leave
you alone, and we'll ger along just hne.” It appeals ro the fron-
rier mentality, to an ideal of life in the wide-open spaces where
each of us can carve out our own territory and live undisturbed
by the neighbors. At first glance, it seems perfectly reasonable.
Yet there is a callous side to a philosophy thar denies thar we
have any responsibilities to those who, through no fault of
their own, are in need. Taking libertarianism seriously would
require us to abolish all state-supporred welfare schemes for

[I]t‘.l."ii' 'H-'n']'l[] I:.'Hl‘l' gt"l' i | i[]-l]' o arde |I] oar l.ﬁ.‘-iil].‘.ll.l'_'l'.f, Jl['.li'.l .'1]] srate-
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funded health care for the aged and for thase who are too poor
to pay tor their own health insurance. Few people really
support such extreme views, Most think that we do have ob-
ligations to those we can help with relatively lictde sacrifice—
certainly to those living 1n our own country, and [ would argue
that we can't justihably draw the boundary there. But if [ have
not persuaded you of thart, there 15 another line of argument o
consider: [f we have, in fact, been ar least in part a cause of the
poverty of the world’s poorest people—if we are harming the
poor—then even libertarians like Narveson will have to agree
that we ought to compensate them.

Some people imagine that the wealth of the world 15 a
staric quanticy, like a pie that must be divided among a lot of
people. In that model, the bigger the slice the rich ger, the less
there is for the poor. It that really were how the world works,
then a relarively small elire would be inflicting a terrible injus-
tice on everyone else, for just 2 percent of the world’s people
own half the world’s wealth, and the richest 10 percent own 85
percent of the wealth. In concrast, halt the world’s people have
barely 1 percent of the world’s assets to split among them.” But
the world’s wealth 15 not fixed 1n size. The world 1s vastly richer
now than it was, say, a thousand vears ago. By hinding better
ways to create what people want, entrepreneurs make them-
selves rich, burt they don't necessarily make others poorer. This
book is abourt absolure poverty, not about being poor relative 1o
how wealthy your neighbors are; in absolure terms, entrepre-
neurs increase the world’s wealth. 5o the unequal distribution
of the world’s wealth—starthing though it 1s—1is not suthecient
to show that the rich have harmed the poor.

There are many ways in which it 15 clear, however, that the
rich fuve harmed the poor. Ale Nodye knows abour one of
them. He grew up in a village by the sea, in Senegal, in West
Africa. His father and grandfacher were fishermen, and he tried

8] }'.I'I: One Tom, Ell]f '.'12“':‘.‘]' ﬁi}i }’t‘-;'l.]'."i i]'l 'l.'r'lllll:lil ]"II'_' ].‘.IL'I]'-EI‘|.' C;Illgl]f
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cnough fish to pay for the fuel for his boat, he ser out by canoe
tor the Canary Islands, from where he hoped to become an-
other of Europe’s many illegal immigrants. Instead, he was ar-
rested and deported. But he says he will trv again, even though
the voyage 1s dangerous and one of his cousins died on a simi-
lar trip. He has no choice, he says, because “there are no fish m
the sea here anymore.” A European Commission report shows
that Nodye is right: The fish stocks from which Nodye's father
and grandfather ook their catch and fed their families have
ht't"]] Llfﬁlrl??fd ].'.lr'!r' i]]illlﬁtrilll ﬁ?‘ihing Ht':l."i I.|1:11 Lo .Elﬂ.”l'l ].-;.L]‘
rope, China, and Russia and sell their fsh to well-ted Euro-
peans who can afford to pay high prices. The industrial Heets
drag vast ners across the seabed, damaging the coral reefs where
fish breed. As a result, a major protein source for poor people
|:|':|."i "r'-;l[!ihllt';.l., l.I.IE I.]u:".'."i are i.L"':.. '.llld. Pt'ﬁ.]'].”lt' "n-"r"]“] '|.|5E'd Ly ]'[]ﬂ]":.':
i ]_i'll-'i.”g_ [i""hi"E oar ].':lll.i |.-L!i.|'|g i“”'l.[."i Are u []‘L'I'.I"Ifj‘!l:l}"ﬁ:d.. Ijl]'ll-l_' ."i[{:lr:pr i:"i
repeated in many other coastal arcas around the world.®

Or consider how we citizens of rich countries obtain our oil
and minerals, Teodoro Obiang, the dictator of tny Equarorial
Guinea, sells most of his country’s oil o American corpora-
rions, among them Exxon Mobil, Marathon, and Hess. Al-
though his official salary 15 a modest 560,000, this ruler of a
country of 550,000 people 1s richer than Queen Elizabeth 11
He owns six private jets and a $35 million house in Malibu, as
well as other houses in Maryland and Cape Town and a fleer of
Lamborghinis, Ferraris, and Bentleys. Most of the people over
whom he rules live in extreme poverty, with a life expectancy of
forty-nine and an intant morcality of eighty-seven per one
thousand (this means that more than one child in twelve dies
before its first birthday).” Equarorial Guinea is an exrreme case,
but other examples are almost as bad. In 2005, the Democranc
Republic of the Congo exported minerals worth $200 million.
From this, s toml ax revenues were $86,000. Someone was
."i-l]ﬂ'_'.l:!r' |'.|'|'.'|k.i|'|g ['l'lu“l::.-' E'u"'l []"ll:."it" [I.t:lli.l'.lg.‘i, l'ﬁll[ o |]'|'E' I]E:]I‘]It

of the (:ungu.m [n 2006, Angola made more than $30 billion
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in oil revenue, abour $2,500 for each of its 12 million citizens.
Yet the majority of Angolans have no access o basic health
care; lite expecrancy 1s torty-one years: and one child in four
dies before reaching the age of hve. On Transparency Interna-
rional’s corruption perception index, Angola 1s currently ranked
147th among 180 countries.

In their dealings with corrupt dictators in developing
countrics, mternational COrporarions are akin to pcuplc who
knowingly buy stolen goods, with the difference thar the inter-
]'li.".i(]'l'll'l.l It'g':ll :.ll'l.l.l Pl:lili‘.—lll ﬂl._d'.'."]' r':fﬂg]]i‘;’.':ﬁ thf ﬁurl“?rllliﬂ.]‘[]-ﬁ
not as criminals In possession of stolen goods burt as the legal
owners of the goods they have boughr. This sitwation 1s, of
course, profitable for corporarions thar do deals wich dicrarors,
and for us, since we use rhe ail, minerals, and other raw mare-
]'i':ll-h- Wwie ]'l.t".'.'d Loy |I].'.|i1'|['.|i]'|. O I.'”'I;}E'il.]'.'_'l'][r'!.'. i;llt f.;'.]'l_ l":'.'Hl:IL]l_L't'fiﬁ:I'l
developing countries, it is a disaster. The problem is not only
the loss of immense wealth that, used wisely, could build the
prosperity of the nation. Paradoxically, developing nations
with rich deposits of oil or minerals are often worse oft than
otherwise comparable nations without those resources, One
reason 1s that the revenue from the sale of the resources pro-
vides a huge financial incentive for anyone tempred o over-
throw the government and seize power. Successtul rebels know
that if they succeed, they will be rewarded with immense per-
sonal wealth. They can also reward those who backed their
coup, and they can buy enough arms to keep themselves in
power no matter how badly they rule. Unless, of course, some
of those to whom they give the arms are themselves tempred by
the prospect ot controlling all thar wealth . . . Thus the re-
sources that should benefit developing nartions instead become
a curse that brings corruption, coups, and civil wars."" If we use
eoods made from raw materials obrained by these unethical
dealings from resource-rich but money-poor nations, we are
|1.'1|:'[':'|i|:]g [E'll'.l."i-t \"r’l]l! Ii"l-'t" i.l'l []"ll:."it" L‘“lll'l[ritf'i.

Omne other way in which we in the rich nanions are harming
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the poor has become increasingly clear over the past decade or
rwo, President Yowert Museveni ot Uganda pur ir plainly, ad-
dressing the developed world at a 2007 meeting ot the Atrican
Union: "You are causing aggression to us by causing global
warming. . . . Alaska will probably become good for agricul-
rure, Siberia will probably become good for agriculture, burt
where does that leave Africa?™"?

Strong language, bur the accusarion is difficult to deny. Two-
thirds of the greenhouse gases now in the atmosphere have
come from the Unired States and Europe. Withour those gases,
there would be no human-induced global warming problem.
Africas contribution 15, by comparison, extremely modest: less
than 3 percent of the global emissions from burning fuel since
1900, somewhar more if land clearing and methane emissions
ﬂ_ﬂ'll] ].i"r":':ﬁl[}ﬁ_'k ].'”'UdllL'lll"] HiL™ illfl'll{!'.'.'ll., I.Hl[ ':'i[i" il HI'”.':'I] rr'.lL"
rion of what has been contribured by the industrialized na-
rions. And while every nation will have some problems in
adjusting to climate change, the hardship will, as Museveni
suggests, fall disproportonately on the poor in the regions of
the world doser to the equator. Some scientsts believe that
precipitarion will decrease nearer the equaror and increase
nearer the poles. In any case, the rainfall upon which hundreds
of millions rely to grow their food will become less reliable.
Moreover, the poor nations depend on agriculture w a far
greater degree than the rich. In the United Srates, agriculture
represents only 4 percent of the economy; in Malawi it 1s
40 percent, and 90 percent of the population are subsistence
farmers, virtually all of whom are dependent on rainfall. Nor
will droughrt be the only problem climarte change brings to the
poor. Rising sea levels will inundare fertile, densely sertled delra
regions that are home to tens of millions of people in Egyprt,
Bangladesh, India, and Vietnam. Small Pacific Island natons
that consist of low-lying coral atolls, like Kiribati and Tuvalu,
dAre i.l'l ."i-i]'l.'.lil."ll._ :i:'ll']gtr.. :."'.lli if SECIms i.l'lt‘n-ri.ril].':ll.-l: [I:'.l:l[ II['l il f‘t‘ﬁ'
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The evidence 1s overwhelming that the greenhouse gas emis-
sions of the industrialized nations have harmed, and are contin-
uing to harm, many of the world’s poorest people—along with
many richer ones, too. It we accept that those who harm others
must compensate them, we cannot deny thar the industrialized
nations owe compensation to many of the world’s poorest peo-
ple. Giving them adeguate aid to mingate the consequences of
climate change would be one way of paying that compensation.

[n a world thar has no more capacity to absorb greenhouse
gases withour the consequence of damaging climare change,
the philosophy of "You leave me alone, and I'll leave you
alone” has become almost impossible to live by, for it requires
ceasing to pur any more greenhouse gases into the atmosphere.
Ortherwise, we simply are not leaving others alone.

America is a genierans nation. As Americans, we are already
RV more ths orr share nf ﬁuwgu atd thro ﬁgﬁ LT TXES,
[srt that .n.rﬁyrfw.rr:"'

Asked whether the United States gives more, less, or about
the same amount of aid, as a percenrage of its income, as other
wealthy countries, only one in twenty Americans gave the cor-
rect answer. When my students suggest that America is gener-
ous in this regard, | show them hgures from the website of the
OECD, on the amounts given by all the organizarion’s donor
members. They are astonished ro hnd thar the United States
has, for many vears, been ar or near the bottom of the list of
industrialized countries in terms ot the proportion of na-
tional income given as foreign aid. In 2006, the Unired States
fell behind Porrugal and Iraly, leaving Greece as the only indus-
trialized country to give a smaller percentage of its national
income in foreign aid. The average natons effort in that
year came to 46 cents of every $100 of gross national income,
while the United Srates gave only 18 cenrs of every 5100 it

earned.
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Official Aid as a Percentage of Gross National Income (2006)"
As T of GNI

0.47 Average country effort 0,46

&1E §.30

0.1

In four different surveys that asked Americans what portion
of government spending (not national income) goes to foreign
aid, the median answers ranged from 15 percent to 20 percent.
The correct answer is less than 1 percent.

Foreign Aid as a Percentage
of the Federal Budget

Piarogived Prafearred Aetual
20%

10%

1%

The columns represent the median responses to a survey carried out by
the Program in International Policy Attitudes (PIPA) in 2000, Other surveys
carried out by PIPA and by The Washington Post yielded similar results.
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Asked whar share of America’s national income the Unired
Stares gives in foreign aid, 42 percent of respondents be-
lieved that the nation gives more than four times as much
as 1t actually gave, while 8 percent of Americans thought
that the United States gives more than 100 nmes the acrual
amount!’

A majority of people in these surveys also sad thar America
gives too much aid—bur when they were asked how much
America should give, the median answers ranged from 5 per-
cent to 10 percent of government spending. In other words,
people wanted foreign aid "cut” to an amount five to ten times
preater than the United States actually gives!

Some contend thar these higures for official aid are mislead-
ing because America gives much more than other countries in
private aid. Bur although the United States gives more private
ald than most rich nadons, even its private giving trails thar of
Australia, Canada, Treland, and Switzerland as a percentage of
national income, and 1s on a par with giving by people in Bel-
gium and New Zealand. Adding U.S. nongovernmental aid,
of 7 cents per $100 earned, o U5, government aid leaves
America’s total aid contribution ar no more than 25 cents of
every 5100 earned, still near the bottom of the inrernational

: I3
aid league.

Philanthrapic vesponses undernune real political change.

It those on the right fear that I am encouraging the stare 1o
seize their money and give it to the world's poor, some on the
left worry that encouraging the rich ro donarte o aid organiza-
tions enables them o salve their consciences while they con-
tinue to benefit from a global economic system thar makes
them rich and keeps billions poor.'” Philanthropy, philosopher
Paul Gomberg believes, promotes “political quierism,” de-

ﬂt'l'_"[i.l'lg :I[lt‘l'liii}ﬂ ﬁ'[]-]'[‘.l ||Ilt‘ i[l.‘-i'[ill]fi[]]"l:'l.] Calrses {}f‘ E}li'l"i'fr["p"—'
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essentially, in his view, capitalism—and from the need to find
radical alternatives to these institutions, '

Although [ believe we ought to give a larger portion of our
Income to orgamizations combating poverty, | am open-
minded about the best way to combar poversr." Some aid
agencies, Oxtam for example, are engaged 1n emergency relief,
development aid, and advocacy work for a fawrer global eco-
nomic order. If, after investigaring the causes of global poverty
and considering what approach is most likely ro reduce ir, you
really believe thar a more revolurionary change 1s needed, then
it would make sense to put your time, energy, and money into
organizations promoting that revolution in the global eco-
nomic system. Buc this is a pracrical question, and if there is [ir-
tle chance of achieving the kind of revolurion you are seeking,

[Ill.'_'ll :|.'l'.}ll Ilt‘l.'_'L! Ly ].{][]I"L '.Irlllll'l'Ll ]11:r F | .'-;[rutt'g}' "..“i’i.[ll 1‘Jt'L[t'F Flr[].‘i-

pects c:f-.nr:m:;llg.' helping some poor E:n..'np]::.
{;I.{f.ﬂ:}.!g‘ﬂf’ﬂfl'rf J'H'-I"J”::l' ﬂ.i"‘f;”fﬂll ffﬂ"t".l’-lf'.'ln' fﬁ'}ﬁﬁ'ﬂ!r"ﬁl"‘.ﬂfl’]’.

[ agree that we should not be giving money or foed directly
to the poor, except in emergencies like a drought, earthquake,
or flood, where food may need to be brought in to stop people
from starving in the short term. In less dire situations, provid-
ing tood can make people dependent. It the tood is shipped in
from a developed nation, for example the Unired Srares, it can
destroy local markets and reduce incentives for local tarmers to
produce a surplus to sell. We need to make it possible for peo-
ple to earn thetr own money, or to produce their own food and
meet their other needs in a sustainable manner and by their
own work. Giving them money or food won't achieve thar.
Finding a form of aid thar will really help people is crucial, and

not a simple task, but as we'll see, it can be done.

Corsh is the seed corn ﬂf r:fpfﬁfffm:. (7 m'ug it iy el re-

f".?r.n':l'i"t" _.‘I{”'!'l” Fr 5;' .l"r'.l'!ﬂ'fl'r-l.
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Gactano Cipriano contacted me after reading one of my ar-
ticles because he thought that as an entreprencurial capitalist,
he could ofter a helptul perspective. The grandson of immi-
grants to America, he owns and runs EI Associates, an engi-
neering and construction firm based in Cedar Knolls, New
Jersey, that has assets of around $80 million. "Cash 1s the seed
corn of capitalism” s his phrase. Gaerano told me thar he de-
ploys his capital to the best of his ability to promote profits and
enduring growth, and thar giving more of 1t away would be
“cutting my own throat.” Bur he does not spend extravagantly.
I do not live 1n a splendid house,” he told me. "1 have no sec-
ond home. | drive a 2001 Ford Explorer with 73,000 miles. |
belong ro a nice squash club, and have four suits and two pairs
of black shoes. When | take vacations they are short and local,
I L{{] o oW A I.]‘“i'll o d i.'ll':”'l.'.'_'." \b‘.:"r]'li]t I'l.'i'_' ll(]t'!ﬁ: gi‘;"t Loy C].I:.ll'].l_'!r',
he does it “ar a level which is prudent and balanced with sus-
tainable growth.” If he were to give much more money away, it
would have to come out of sums that he now reinvests in his
business. That, in tum, would reduce his tuture earnings and
perhaps the number of people he is able to employ, or how well
he can pay them. Ir would also leave him with less to give if,
later in lite, he decides that he wants to give more,

For similar reasons, we can agree that ics a good thing
Warren Bufterr did not give away the hrst million dollars he
earned. Had he done so, he would not have had the invesement
capital he needed to develop his business, and would never
have been able to give away the $31 billion that he has now
pledged to give. It you are as skilled as Buftert in investing
your money, I urge you w keep it untl lare n lite, too, and
then give away most of i, as he has done. Bur people with less-
spectacular investment abilities might do better to give it away
SOONEr.

Claude Rosenberg, who died in 2008, was founder and
Cl'l.'l-lr['l'.lill'l Ur R(-:hl[ {::LIETi[:JI :I'B"Ii'll]:lgtﬂ]tnr. Il i]'l.‘-itill]ti[]ll."t]

money management firm, so he knew something abour invest-
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ing, burt he also knew a lor about philanthropy. He founded a
group called New Tithing and wrote Wealthy and Wise: Hew
You and America Can Get the Most Out of Your Giving. He ar-
gued that giving now is often a better value than investing your
money and giving later, because the longer social problems are
lett unchecked, the worse they get. In other words, just as cap-
ial grows when invested, so the cosws of hxing social problems
are likely to grow. And, in Rosenberg’s view, the rate at which
the cost of fixing social problems grows is “exponentially
grearer” than the rate of recurn on capital.” In support of this
beliet, Rosenberg pointed ro the cascading impact of poverty
and other social problems, not just on one person but on future
generations and sociery ar large. The claim is a broad one, dif-
heulr to prove or disprove; bur, if it is true for poverty in the
1.:']1[':".'. 5[:3[!’:5, [l:]t'l'l i[ iﬁ'i 2ven more ]|E":.|:'_']:I." [ I]U].{.! E}Jf ]:][}'l.-'t'rl_'!.-' i]l
developing counrries, in part because it is easier to ger a high
percentage rerurn when starting from a low base. Of course,
that assumes that there are things we can do in developing

countries that will be eftective in reducing poverty.

What if you took cvery penmy you ever had and gave it to
the poar af Africa . .. 2 What we would bave is no econony,
no ability to generate new wealth or belp anybodd)y,

This objection comes from Colin McGinn, a professor of
philosophy at the University of Miami.?! It isn't clear whether
McGinn’s "you” 1s you, the individual reader, or the group an
American Southerner might refer to as "yall.” If vou [insert
your name], took every penny yvou ever had and gave it to the
poor of Africa, our national economy would nor notice. Even
if every reader of this book did chat, the economy would barely
hiccup (unless the book’s sales exceed my wildest dreams). 1f
everyone in America did i, the natonal economy would be

r'I.III'I'L'l'.'l- Ellll', ar '[]"II:‘ nmomncent, '[II‘.IEI'C 15 10 Calse it'll!' Wi.‘.nrr}' ilII}[]'lll
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the last passibility: there is no sign of it happening, and T am
not advocaring ir.

Because so tew people give signihcant amounts, the need for
more to be given is great, and the more each one of us gives, the
more lives we can save. If everyone gave sigmihicantly more than
they now give, however, we would be in a torally different sicua-
tion. The huge gult berween rich and poor means thar if every-
one were giving, there would be no need for them ro rake every
penny they ever had and give it all to Africa. As you'll see before
the end of this book, quite a modest conrribution from every-
one who has enough to live comfortably, eat out occasionally,
and buy boroled water, would suthee to achieve the goal of lifi-
ing most of the world's extremely poor people above the poverty
line of $1.25 per day. If thar modesr contribution were given,
we "n-"-"ﬂl.l].-l'.! 1 Il]llgﬂfr ].'.It' i]'l. L Hl[llﬂ.lll]ll il'l "u"r'll.“_'h ].ﬂ ]'[]]].I.i(]l] L'I:]il'
dren were dying from poverty every year. So whether a small
number of people give a lor, or a large number of people give a
little, ending large-scale extreme poverty wouldn't cripple our
national economy. Ir leaves plenty of scope tor entrepreneurial
activity and individual wealdh. In the long run, the global econ-
omy would be enhanced, rather than diminished, by bringing
into it the 1.4 billion people now outside it, creating new mar-

kets and new opportunities for trade and investment.

Pmﬂfr do have .iI,I’Jf'n:“n:.rH.r r:u'frn'fr;mﬁf:,l’u' with their ﬁﬂ.re'.f'f:'{'s,
their commennities, and theiv countries. This ic the standard
equipnient F.?f‘ hupnanity, aned most ;Jf'ﬂp.l‘rﬂ i alf r,_r,fffrrfmﬂu

ra

history, have seen Hﬁrflfug wronyg with it~

—~Alan Ryan, philesopher and warden of New College, Oxford

It 1s true thar mose of us care more abour our family and
friends than we do abour strangers. Thar's natural, and there
is nothing wrong with it. But how far should preference for

fumi]}* '.ll'll{ El'it‘['ll.l!'i- g{]'? Hrt‘[](lll]’l, il (:Ifl]]’]\"i.f‘t’l." I'Ilgh ."iflll'.h'_'['.ll',
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thoughr that instead of going to aid for the poor, money “can
be better spent helping your tamily and friends who need the
money as well.” 1 family and friends really weed the money,
in anything remotely like the way those living in extreme
poverty need 1r, it would be going oo much againse the grain
of human nature to object o giving to them before giving o
stcrangers. Forounately, most middle-class people in rich natons
don't have to make this choice. Thev can take care of their fam-
ilies in an entirely sufhcient way on much less than they are
now spending, and thus have money letr over thar can be used
to help those in extreme poverty. Admuttedly, saying just where
the balance should be struck is difficule. I'll return to thar ques-
rion later in the book.

Kiernan, another Glennview High School student, made a
[]‘l'.]'ll'll !'i]['lli.l.ﬂ.r Cin .I'il.l:.l.ll R}'El]lrﬁ:

irf_.;fzr;llr;g .I'n'.'-'.n'll-l'.l"l.r.l" A .I!"-I!III"."FI} ,i.fi'.f.-.’.l'r I nlITF Jir.'rf.?l".".l'_ll;l H-'UH.'I:':'! T}fff.é'f f-‘:-'{"
world a better, more equal place. But st is like a little kie
baeying a pack of candy, keeping one piece, and giving the
rest awway. Ir just doesst bappen,

The 1ssue raised by all these remarks is the link berween whart
we humans are {mostly) like, and what we anghs o do. When
Brendan O'Grady, a philosophy student ar Queen’s Universicy
in Onrario, posted a blog abour this issue, he gor the following
response from another Canadian philosophy student Thomas
Simmons:

OF course I do not want people to die, bur I just feel
generally unattached to them. [ have no doubr thar if |
were to take a trip ro places where people are starving
then | might think differendy, burt as ic stands now they
are just too far removed. In not making these donations,

] A1l i]'l'!l'l'l.iL'iTI}" "'."'.Illli]'lg fIIE '.'I"]l[r_'l'.lfi' [].F I‘.I'I:.-" OAY I ]iEt’ over



0 AR f:lf':f'fl'frnrj.u i f::’r-fng 41

the basic sustenance of many others. And, well, T guess |

do. Am [ immoral for doing so? Maybe.™

When O'Grady queried this, Simmons clarified his posi-
rion: "I don't intend ro make a moral defense, bur rather just
reveal my personal feelings—thar is, just to explain how [ feel.”
The distincrion berween describing how things are and saying
how they ought to be is also relevant to what Kiernan and Alan
Ryan are saying. The fact that we tend to favor our families,
commuinities, and countries may explain our failure ro save the
lives of the poor beyond those boundaries, bur it does nor jus-
tify char fallure from an ethical perspective, no matter how
many generations of our ancestors have seen nothing wrong
with it 5Still, a good explanation of why we behave as we do is
an important firse step toward understanding to what extent

L'I'I:!.I'I i_’j.‘ |"1 I_:H. :I.':n-::iiI}IL‘.
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4. Why Don’t We Give More?

I[1'“:' "I-'n.'ul._]d lII."'n"l.:lLil]lj IJE' il I“L]L'I.I ':1:1“1]:']".'_"[_ I.:Ij.'-"l.L't' lr LHTE L I.{I l}r][:lg
abour social change merely by making a logically consistent
moral argument. Bur it’s clear thar even people who believe
that they should give more don't always do so, We've learned a
lot, in recent decades, abour the psychological tactors thart lead
people to behave in various ways. Now iCs time to apply some
of that knowledge to our problem: why people don't give more
than they do, and what might lead them to give more.

If everyday life has not already convinced you thar there 1s
a human tendency to favor our own interests, psychologists
have set up experiments to prove it. For example, Daniel Bat-
son and Elizabeth Thompson gave participants in an expen-
ment tasks to assign themselves and another participant, who
was not present. One of the tasks was described as relatively in-
teresting and included a significant benetir, while the other was
described as boring and had no benefit. The participants were
also told: “Most participants feel thar giving both people an
equal chance—Dby, for example, flipping a coin—is the fairest
way o assign themselves and the other participant the tasks.” A

L"[Zli['l Wwas I'.II'I'.'I‘-"]l.iI:'l'.l F[]T f]"l'.lf I‘Jll[’{“l.‘i&'. Nl‘.l.li‘.l'[ll'.]‘p' t‘}q'.L'I:Pl []I'I'_' I'.I'.'Ir"
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ricipant could sce how the coin fell. Interviewed afeer cthey had
assigned the task, all of the participants said thar the most
moral reponse was either to flip the coin or to give the more re-
warding task to the other participant. Yet about halt chose not
to Hip the coin, and of those who did not use the coin, more
than 80 percent gave themselves the more rewarding task.
More remarkably, however, 1t seems that on 85 percent of the
occasions when the coln was tossed, 1t landed on the side thar
assigned the more rewarding rask to the person who tossed it!!

Yer we otten do kind and generous things. The medical ser-
vices of most developed nations rely for their blood supply
on the altruism of ordinary citizens who donate their own
blood ro strangers. They give up their time and go through
having a needle inserted in a vein—an experience many find
LIJ'I.‘it'Ll]lI!g—I‘r.lr I14) l't'1l1h"i'll-l.| t:’i’.ll_'{'l.'][ E]t'fl'l.i'l.l.]!‘!; el L"l.l[.'.l‘ {]j‘ i]ldiﬂ}_’rtlll
coffee or tea. They don’t even get priority if they should need
blood themselves, And when people say withour che slighrest
hesitation that they would save the drowning child, they are
probably telling the truth. So why don't we save children in de-
veloping countries, if the cost of doing so is modese? Beyond
the simple battle berween selhshness and altruism, other psy-
chological factors are at work, and in this chaprer [ will

describe six of the most important.

The ldentifiable Victim

Besearchers seeking to find out what triggers generous re-
sponses pald parricipants in a psychological experiment and
then gave them the opportunity to donate some of the money
to Save the Children, an organization thae helps children in
poverty both in the United States and in developing countries,
One group was given general informarion about the need for

Lili'll['l'.'![ilil['l.‘i, il!'lli_'l.l]l'.]i]"lg statcments ]lLt‘ u]._"ﬂl‘.ll'.E H]Iﬁ}rlilgt-ﬁ i]l
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Malawi are affecting more than three million children.” A
second group was shown the photo ot a seven-year-old Malaw-
tan girl named Rolkia; they were told thar Rokia is desperately
poor and that “her lite will be changed for the better by vour
eifr.”

The group receiving informarion abour Rokia gave signifi-
cantly more than the group receiving only general informarion.
Then a third group was given the general information, the
photo, and the information aboutr Rokia. Thar group gave
maore than the group that had received only the general in-
formation, but stll gave less than the group that had received
enly the informanon abour Rokia® Indeed, even adding a
second identfiable child to the informanon abour Rokia—
while providing no general informartion—led 1o a lower aver-
Elgt L!L]I'l'.'ll.i[]‘ﬂ [I:]El]'l "n-"r"]'l.t'l] 1.:|l'||:|-I ane Clllld Wis [l'l.':l][ill[]t'd.
The subjects of the experiment reported feeling stronger emo-
tions when rold about one child than when rold abour twao
children.”

Another study produced a similar resule. One group of peo-
ple was told that a single child needed lifesaving medical treat-
ment that costs $300,0100. A second group was told thar eight
children would die unless they were given trearment thar could
be provided for all of them ac a toral cost of $300,000. Again,
those told about the single child gave more®

This “identifiable vierim effect” leads to “the rule of res-
cue’: we will spend far more to rescue an identihable victim
than we will to save a “staristical life.” Consider the case of
Jessica McClure, who was eighteen months old in 1987 when
she fell into a dry well in Midland, Texas. As rescuers worked
for two and a half days o reach her, CNN broadcast images of
the rescue to millions of viewers around the world. Donors
sent in so much money that Jessica now has what has been re-
ported to be a million-dollar trust fund.” Elsewhere in the

w:rrh], l]'['ll'lIZ}['iL"l'_'l'.l I'I'}" fllt‘ ]"t'l-l:'l'.li'.l .'1[“1. 10t II‘.It‘Il'.It‘f.l 13.':;' T]'il: I'J'l(‘.ll]r_':r’
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donated o Jessica, abour 67,500 children died from aveid-
able poverty-related causes during those two and a halt days ac-
cording o UNICEE Yet it was obvious to everyone involved
that Jessica must be rescued, no martter what the cost. Simi-
larly, we do not abandon trapped miners or lost sailors, even
though we could save more lives by using the money spent
on such rescues on making dangerous Intersections safer.
In providing health care, too, we will spend much more try-
g ro save a p.-u-riculnr patient, often 1n vain, than promoting
prevenrive measures that would save many people from becom-
ing ill.°

The idenufable person moves us In a way that more-
abstract informarion does nor. Bur the phenomenon doesn’t
even require particular details abour the person. People asked
].'J}" rt'ﬁt'-;'lﬁ_']'lt'r!i [y J.'l]':ll‘:.t' il ljﬂ[l'.l[il]ﬂ Loy Hﬂhilll[ .[1[1'1' HL]I'll':l]'lll}" i]l
order to house a needy family were told either that the family
“has been selected” or that the family “will be selecred.” In
every other detail, the wording of the request was the same. In
neither case were the subjects told who the family was, or
would be, nor were they given any other informacion abour the
family. Yet the group told that the family had already been se-
lected gave substantially mare,
Yaul Slovie, a leading researcher in dhus held, believes thar the

identifiable

much because we use two distinet processes for grasping reality

or even predetermined—person appeals to us so
and deciding whar to do: the attective system and the delibera-
rive system.” The affective system is grounded in our emotional
responses. 1t works with images, real or metaphorical, and with
stories, rapidly processing them to generate an intuitive feeling
that something is right or wrong, good or bad. Thar feeling
leads to immediarte action. The deliberative system draws on our
reasoning abilities, rather than our emotions, and it works with
words, numbers, and abstractions rather than with images and
.‘-‘.Ii]-ﬂr:.‘-i- T]"It':"it' E'.'l-l:'l'_'l:."k"-it."i Al l::'l“."ilL"i{]llﬁ, i.ll'll.'l. TI:]E':F' ]’fl’.ll[ir’: s T :'lI:':l—
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takes a littlle longer than the affective system, and does not result
in such immediate action,

An individual in need tugs at our emotions. Thats our at-
fective system at work. Mother Teresa expressed this when she
said: "It T look ar the mass T will never act. It I look art the one,
L will.™ If we pause to think abour it, we know that “the mass”
is made up of individuals, each wich needs as pressing as “the
one,” and our reason rells us that it is berter 1o act ro help that
individual plies an additional individual than to help just the
one, and even betrer o help those two individuals ples a chird
individual, and so on. We know that our deliberative system is
right, yet for Mother Teresa as tor many others, this knowledge
lacks the impact of something thar rugs on our emotions the
way a single needy person does.

j."r"‘[l'.]'l-t t'ﬁ"ldf[]ﬁ.‘f :l.].“]“l li]t' dih[l[]L"[]"l."t 1I.1h"u"|.:|-'!'i i.l'l. lII.'ln"]:]].‘L']'l l.].lt'?'it'
rwo systems work comes from some more-complicated experi-
ments carried out by the same ream that did the experiments
comparing the responses of people given information abour a
“Rokia” with those given more general intormation. This time
the researchers were investigating whether arousing  che
emotions of the research subjects led them to respond dif-
terently to the two kinds of mformation. Once again, the
participants all completed a standard survey, and then one ran-
domly selected group was given emotionally neutral ques-
tions (for example, marh puzzles) while the orher group was
given questions designed to arouse their emotions (for exam-
ple, "When you hear the word ‘baby,” what do you feel?”).
Then everyone was given the opportunity to donate some of
their payment for the experiment to a charity, bur for half of
each group the informarion included Rokia only, while the
other halt was given the more general information about
people in need. Those who had answered the emotionally
arousing questions and received the information abour Rokia
g:l‘l.'t' :lll'l'.l“:‘“ [\"r'iL'-l: ils ﬂ]L]Ell Ft ll:'.l'[:l-Hf "n-ln']'l[] El“ th: S ENE i]‘l“ll’[l'l;l-—
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But the amount given by those who received the general infor-
mation was not signthcantdy attecred by the questions they had
answered. Our response to the images and stories—and thus o
identifiable victims—is dependent on our emotions, but our
response to more-abstracr facts, conveved in words and num-
bers, remains much the same whatever the stare of our emo-

rons. '

Parochialism

Two hundred and Afty years ago, philospher and economist
Adam Smich invited his readers to reflect on their attitudes w
distant strangers by asking them to imagine that “the grear em-
[]]n'_' {]j‘ E:]:I].l!'.l. 1I-’l."|.|.|'|. :1]' il."u [ll}"l‘j.:'lﬂ.l!ﬁ l:lr 1!]'11[111[':']1[5. WS Hlldtlf[]l}"
."i-"."r':.:l.lll;]"\"r"l.'f.l ll[? h}' A1l L':.'Ir[hﬁ.].lll:lkL‘..F [:l“‘]hidﬁ:h I'I.L' []"IL'['I i.l."l:kﬂ.'d ]"Ii"n
readers, “how a man of humanity in Europe,” who had no spe-
cial connection with that part of the waorld, would receive the
news. Wharever thar person might say, Smith conrends, “he
would pursue his business or his pleasure, take his repose or his
diversion, with the same case and tranquillity, as if no such ac-
cident had happened.”'

The tragic earthquake that scruck China's Sichuan province
in 2008 showed only too clearly that Smich's observation still
holds. Though the earthquake killed 70,000 people, injured
350,000, and made nearly 5 million homeless, its impacr on
me was quite temporary. Reading abour the deaths and seeing
the devastauon on television aroused my sympachy tor the
tamilies of the victims, but [ did not stop work, lose sleep, or
even cease to enjoy the normal pleasures of life. No one [ knew
did. Our ineellect—our deliberarive system—rtakes in the news
of the disaster, but our emortions are rarely disturbed by
tragedies that occur to strangers far away with whom we have

ey !':'I‘.I'L'CI'.'II. CONNSClon. F."n."'I:'I'.I ]E we are ]"I.'Il‘.l"n-"t‘l'.] [y ti[]-]'l:'l“‘.' [y
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emergency relict, hearing such terrible news does not change
our [ives in any fundamental way.

At our best, we give tar less to help toreigners than we give
to those within our own country. The tsunami char struck
Southeast Asia just after Christmas 2004, killed 220,000 pen-
ple and rendered millions homeless and destitute, It prompred
Americans to give 51.54 billion for disaster reliet work, the
largest amount that Americans have ever given after any nat-
ural disaster ourside the United States. Bur it was less than a
quarter of the $6.5 billion Americans gave the following year
to help those attected by Hurnicane Karrina, which killed about
1,600 people and left far tewer homeless than the tsunami. An
earthquake in Pakistan in Ocrober 2005 thar killed 73,000
people elicited a comparatively small $150 million in dona-
l.i.l]ﬂ!'i j‘Tl:lll'l .'ﬁLlllth.L'ﬂl'lh. [II.']“': t':'Ll'll]l.llL;l]{I: WS 1.]:“'_" l:lll].j!.-' e {]F
these three tragic events thar was not caught on video and so
did nor result in dramartic and oft-repeated television cover-
age.) Bear in mind that the vietims of the American disasters
were also being helped by a government with far greater re-
sources than the governments of the countries struck by the
tsunami and the carthquake.'

Discomforting as our relative indifference to toreigners may
be, it is easy to understand why we are like this. Our species has
spent millions of years evolving as social mammals with off-
spring who need their parents’ care for many years. For most of
these millions of years, parents who did not care for their chil-
dren during this period of dependence were unlikely to pass on
their genes.!” Hence our concern for the welfare of others tends
to be limited to our kin, and ro those with whom we are in co-
operative relationships, and perhaps to members of our own
small rribal group.

Even when naton-stares formed and cribal ethics began to
be constricted by the requirements of the larger society, the in-

[llit]ﬂl'l T]‘Iilf Wie .‘-il:'.lt'll.lll'.] I]t‘lf'} I:]l]'lt']'!'i L].‘-il.]:!”}" I'_':'{[f['ll'.]f_'l.{ I'.'II1|1|.-' ]
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helping our comparrions. In Bleak Howuse, Charles Dickens
lends his support to parochialism by ridiculing the “relescopic
philanthropy™ of Mrs. Jellyby, who "could see nothing nearer
than Africa.” She works hard on a project that will educate the
narives ot Borrioboola-Gha, on the lett bank of the Niger, bur
her house is a mess and her children are neglected.'! [t was easy
tor Dickens to make fun of Mrs. Jellyby, for such plulanthropy
was, in his day, misguided. It was hard to know whether people
far away needed our help; if they did, it was even harder to find
effective ways of helping them. Anyway, there were many
Brinsh poor in circumstances scarcely less desperate. [n noting
the limits to our sympathy for chose far away, Adam Smich said
that chis stare of aftairs “seems wisely ordered by Narture,” since
those far from us are people “we can neither serve nor hurr.” If
we L'q'.”".'_'l'.] ITICFDE il "n-"-"l'Jl.ll-L! Lll.]rul.lll.{.".'_' Ul]!}" :lll:{i.f[}' [ ﬂllrﬁf]"-rl:ﬁ..
without any manner of advanrage to them.”"” Today these
words are as obsolere as the quill with which Smith wrorte
them. As our response to the tsunami vividly demonserared, in-
stant communications and rapid transport mean chat we can
help those far from us in ways that were impossible in Smith's
day. In addituon, the gap berween the living standards of peo-
ple in developed nations and those in developing narions has
increased enormously, so chart those living in industrialized na-
tions have greater capacity to help those far away, and greater
reason o focus our aid on them: far away i1s where the vast ma-

jority of the extremely poor are.

Futility

I one study, people were told thar there were several thousand
refugees at risk in a camp in Rwanda and were asked how will-
ing they were to send aid thar would save the lives of 1,500 of
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number of people they said were ar risk, but kepe the number
thar the aid would save at 1,500, People turned out to be more
willing to send aid thar saved 1,500 our of 3,000 people at risk
than they were to send ald thar saved 1,500 out of 10,000 at
risk. In general, the smaller the proportion of people ar risk
who can be saved, the less willing people are to send aid.'® We

seem o respond as if anything thar leaves most of the people

in the camp ar risk is “futile”—although, of course, for the
1,500 who will be saved by the aid, and for their families and
friends, the rescue is anything bur furile, irrespective of rhe
total number i the camp. Paul 5Slovie, who coauthored thus
study, concludes that “the proporrion of lives saved often carrles
more weight than the sumber of lives saved.” The implication
is thar people will give more support for saving 80 percent of
LW} lives at risk chan for .‘-'.l'l.r'illi_fr 20 percent of 1,000 lives at
risk—in other words, for saving 80 lives rather than for saving
200 lives, even when the cost of saving cach group is the

same. !

The high school students introduced in the previous chap-
ter said things like "It’s going to go on” and " There will never
be enough money to help all these people.” Many of us engage
in what psychologists label "funlity thinking.” We say that md
to the poor is “drops in the ocean,” implying that it 15 not
worth giving, because no matter how much we do, the ocean of
people in need will seem just as vast as it was before,

The Diffusion of Responsibility

We are also much less likely to help someone if the responsibil-
ity tor helping does not rest entirely on us. In a famous case
thar jolted the American psyche, Kiny Genovese, a young
woman in Queens, New York, was brutally attacked and killed

while thirl}'-—cig]ll pcnpl: in different aparrments r-:pnrn:-:E]g,r
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saw or heard what was happening but did nothing to aid her.
The revelation that so many people heard Genovese'’s screams,
but tailed even to pick up the phone to call the police, led o
a natlonal debate about "whar kind of people we have be-
come.

The public debate thar followed the Kitty Genovese murder
led psychologists John Darley and Bib Larané w explore the
phenomenon of diffusion of responsibility. They invited stu-
dents to participate in a market research survey. The students
went to an office, where they were met by a young woman who
told them to sit down and gave them some questionnaires o
fill out. She then wenr into an adjacent room separated from
the othice only by a currain. After a few minures, the students
heard noises suggesting that she had climbed on a chair ro ger
M]]ll':'[lli.ﬂg rr{]]Il <l ]:]1!_;':] -."i]'lt'J.j‘, ﬂlld []:]': {.'Ili'l.j.r IL'“J. IEI]IL’:I] Over.
She cried out: “Oh, my God, my foor. ..” "l ...1...cant
move . .. 06 Oh, my ankle. I. .. can't. . . cant. .. ger. .. this
thing oft . . . me.” The moaning and crying went on for about
another minute."” Of those students who were alone in the ad-
joining room filling out the market research survey, 70 percent
offered to help. When another person who appeared to be a

student completing the survey—burt was in fact a stooge—was
also present, and that person did not respond to the calls for
help, only 7 percent oftered to help. Even when two genuine
students were together in the room, the proportion offering
to help was much lower than when there was only one stu-
dent. The diffusion of responsibility had a marked inhibiting
elfect—the “bystander effect.” Other experiments have vielded

21

similar resulrs.

*Long after the name “Kiry Genovese” had become a byword for the indiffer-
ence of big-citv residents to their neighbors, a more thorough investigation raised se-
rious doubts abour the initial reports, specifically about how many witnesses really

knew what was happening and had the opportunity wo reporr in'”
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The Sense r{f Fairness
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else stands around. In the same way, our willingness to help the
poor can be reduced if we think that we would be doing more
than our fair share. The person considering giving a substantial
portion of his or her disposable income can't help but be aware
that others, including chose with a lor more disposable income,
are not. Imagine writing thar hrst big check for UNICEF or
Obam, and then running into your neighbors coming back
from a winter vacation n the Caribbean, looking relaxed and
ranned, and telling you abour their great adventures sailing and
scuba diving. How would you feel?

So strong 1s our sense of fairness thar, to prevent others get-
ting more than their fair share, we are often willing ro take less
tor ourselves. In the “ultimatum game,” two players are told
that one of them, the proposer, will be given a sum of money,
say 510, and must divide it with the second player, the re-
sponder, but bow the money is divided is up to the proposer,
who can offer as much or as lictle as she wishes. If the respon-
der rejects the offer, neither will ger anything. The game is
played nnl}; once, and the players’ identities are not revealed, so
t]'ll:'i]' I'.]fL‘iHil:]'I'l"; ".-'.-'Hl ot I'.I'I: i]'I.Hl]t]'l'l'_":I'.] IT}-’ .'1[]}’ I]lﬂllgl]l‘.‘i '['.Ij" E'Ji.'l}"
back if they should meet again. If the players acted purely from
self-interest, the proposer would offer the smallesc possible
amount and the responder would accepr it, because afrer all,
even 4 little is berter than nothing ar all. Bur in many different
cultures, most proposers ofler an equal split of the money. That
ofter is invariably accepred. Occasionally, however, proposers
behave as economists would expect them to, and offer less than
20 percent. Then most responders confound the economists by
rejecting the offer.’! Even monkeys will reject a reward for a
task 1f they see another monkey getting a better reward tor per-
forming the same rask.*
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Responders who reject small offers show thar even when
dealing with a complete stranger with whom they will never in-
teract again, they would rather punish vntairness than gain
money. Why would people (and monkeys) act in ways that
seem contrary to their own interest? The most plausible answer
ts thar moral intuinons like fairness developed because they en-
hanced the reproductive hrness of those who had them and the
groups ro which they belonged. Among social animals, those
who form cooperative relationships tend to do much berrer
than rhose who do nor. By making a fair ofter, vou signal thar
you are the kind of person who would make a good partner for
cooperating. Conversely, by rejecting an unfair offer, you show
that you are not going to put up with gerting a raw deal, and
thus you derer others from trying to rake advanrage of vou,
.I.h'.'_']": Fi = ':ll:'!il:l H{]Cilll llll'ﬁ"':l.l'l['.!gf!i Loy HL]L‘II i.lllL]].[i.l”'lH. .Iq.l. H[]L'i.t'[_'!.-' i]l
which most people acr fairly will generally do better than one
in which evervone is always seeking ro take unfair advanrage,
because people will be berter able to trust cach other and form
cooperative relationships,

Mo ey

Are we less likely to respond to the needs of others if the only
way to respond is to send monev? We already know thac the
lack of an identihable individual lengthens the odds against
our helping. Bur is it possible thar the fact that money is often
the only teasible means of helping the distant poor also reduces
our willingness to help those we cannor reach?

[f you have ever read Karl Marx, you will not be surprised
at the idea thar the use of money undermines what is best and
noblest in human relationships. In The Economic and Philo-
sophical Manuseripts of 1844, a youthful work that remained
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century, Marx deseribes money as “the universal agent of sepa-
ration” because it transtorms human characreristics and powers
into something else. As an example, he suggested, a man may
be ugly, bur if he has money, he can buy for himselt “the most
beauritul of women.” Money alienares us, Marx thoughe, from
our true human nature and from our fellow human beings.

It we had only Marx’s authority tor this view, we could dis-
miss it as ideologically motivated. But a report in Serence by
Karhleen Vohs, Nicole Mead, and Miranda Goode, who work
in marketing and psvchology, and display no awareness that
Marx had anything w say abour their topic, suggests thar on
this point, at least, Marx was on to something.

Vohs and her colleagues conducted a series of experiments
that invalved priming subjects to think abour money. They
E_:'.l'l.'t' [].'H.'.'ll'l l':l-h-":.."i [Iliﬂ i]'l."l."{]i'l.-'td. ll[].‘iL']'ll.lﬂ.I.]IiHE_'__ E]].'l]":l.‘it'!i ll].“ﬂ][
T'['.IU”L"!.-’. o []]L‘:lrr Ijlilﬁﬂ:d l:ll]L""n {]F h'l[{]nﬂ[?“l}r ['I]';][]L'}' ”L':.'!rh:pr, ar
they ensured thar the subjects saw a screen saver with various
denominations of money. Other subjects, randomly selected,
unscrambled phrases that were not abour money, did nor see
Monopoly money, and saw difterent screen savers, In each case,
those who had been primed to think about money—Iet’s call
them the “money group™—behaved in ways that showed greater
distance from others and more self-suthciency. The money
group

. FI—{][]']'\'. l{mgtr Loy :'I.."ik E.nr I'IT.'II'] "|.'|."]"I'|:I'I tllg."l.i_'_ttl i]'l 4 I'.HE“CLIIT

task and rold thar |1¢:|I'.| was avatlable

* Lett a greater distance berween chairs when told to
Iy tl]ﬁ:ir L']'I:]Ilr &L t.l'.ll'_'}"' -I:l“.l.l[.] ti'l.l.l'l; w'lr]] '.'!]H:lrih:l_ I.ﬁ."l.l._I i.'l'_'F
ip'ﬂ.nl

» Were more likely to choose a leisure activiey thar could

be enjoyed alone than one thar involved others

« Were less helpful to others
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* When invited to donate some of the money they had
been paid for participation in the experiment, gave
less

The researchers were struck by how grear a ditference the triv-
tal reminders of money made. For example, where the control
group offered o spend an average of forty-two minutes help-
ing someone with a task, those primed to think abour money
offered only twenty-five minutes. Similarly, when someone
pretending to be another participant in the experimenr asked
for help, the money group spent only halt as much came help-
ing her. When asked to make a donanon, the money group
gave just a lirde over half as much as the control group.
Why does money make us less willing ro seek or give help,
:'I.nd [ 1'“'_' L'].UHE' L U[I:lt]"."i? 1||I-'Ir{]|1!'|- :'l.[ld. Ilt']._ L'U]Il:'.lgllfﬁ H'l.lgi_:_t'!ﬁt 1.]:":".
as societies began 1o use money, the need to rely on family and
fricnds diminished, and people were able to become more self-
sufficient, “In this way,” they conclude, “money ¢nhanced in-
dividualism but diminished communal motivations, an etfect
that 1s sall apparent in people’s responses today.” British social
scientist Richard Titmuss made a similar point nearly forry
years ago, in response to the tide of economic opinion then
Howing in favor of allowing blood to be bought and sold for
medical purposes. Most economists took the view that the best
way to obtain an adequare supply of any commodiry is to allow
the laws of supply and demand to set the price. British law pro-
hibited the sale of blood, relying on voluntary, aleruistic dona-
tions, and thus interfering with the laws of supply and
demand. In The Gife Relarionship, Titmuss defended this sys-
rem on the grounds that it strengrhened ties of communicy. It
blood is literally priceless, we all musr rely, in a medical emer-
gency, on the lifesaving gifts of strangers. And anyone, no mar-
ter how rich or poor, can give back to the communiry by
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blood two be boughr and sold, it becomes a commodiry and
there is no need for aleruism, because it there are not enough
altruistic donors, blood can be bought.™

Peychology, Evolution, and Ethics

To many, the intuitions discussed in this chaprer amount to a
reasonable rejoinder, gathered under rthe general nonon “lIrs
not in our nature,” to arguments for the moral necessity to give
to the distant poor. And, ar first glance, the moral judgment
that we should help the vicrim we can see over the victm we
can't feels right. If we think again, however, the intuition
doesn't stand up to examination. Suppose thatr we are in a boat
][] a 500rm ':”“.I WiE sCC DWW I;_'-;'l.]:l."ii?.':d }":lL'I:HH. .H'l-‘{"rf Ll t'i.LIlt'l_ FESULIE
one person clinging to one upturned yacht, or five people who
we cannot see, but we know are trapped inside the other up-
turned yacht. We will have time to go to only one of the yachts
betore they are pounded onto the rocks and, most likely, any-
one clinging to the yacht we do not go to will be drowned. We
can identify the man who is alone—we know his name and
what he looks like, although otherwise we know nothing about
him and have no connection with him. We dont know any-
thing about who 1s trapped inside the other yache, except thar
there are five of them. If we have no reason to think thar the
single identfable victim is in any way more worthy of rescue
than each of the five nonidentifiable people, surely we should
rescue the larger number of people. What's more, if we put

ourselves in the position of the people needing o be rescued
bur withour knowing which of the six we are—we would
want the rescuers ro go to the capsized yacht with five people,
because thar will give us the best chance of being rescued.
The same 1s true for each of the other five psychological fac-

Lors Wwe I]:'I.":-"t‘ i.l'l\‘t.‘-i[igil[tl'.]- 'E.-}l]r I'J:ITEJCII]i.Jl] Et"l:'lll'lg"u A G ]'t."ifri.li_'"
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rion on our willingness to act on our capacity, both financial
and technological, to give to those bevond the borders ot our
nation and thereby to do much more good than we can do it
our philanthropy stops at those borders. Bill Gates, the master
of global echnology, has drawn the implications for ethics of
the fact that we are now one world. His philanthropy is primar-
iy focused on doing the most good 1n the world as a whole.
When asked by an interviewer for Forbes whar advice he'd ofter
the next U.S. president ro improve American competitiveness
and nnovation, Gares batred the question straighe back, say-
ing: "l tend to think more abour improving the entire world as
opposed to relative positions. Otherwise you could say, "Hey,
World War Two was grear because the ULS. was in its strongest
relative position when that was over.” "%

].-':'l.'t'll ].t'ﬁ'."i l.lt'fl'.'ll!‘il].'.ll.t' [I:lﬂ]'l [.]‘:'lrl]ﬁ_'lli'.tl.i!'i”'l are [I:]'t' ﬂ'.'tli.l'lgﬁ Ur le-
rility thar lead us ro focus on the number of people we cannot
help, rather than the number we can. The “drops in the ocean”
response to the argument for giving aid overlooks the face that
my ald will help specibic individuals, families, or even villages,
and the good that T do tor them s not lessened by the facr thar
there are many more needy people I cannor help.

Orthers find intuitive appeal in the diffusion of responsibil-
iy, Thus they believe thar I have a stronger obliganion o save
the drowning child than to give aid tw the poor, because | am
the only person in a position to save the child, whereas there
are a billion people in a position to save the 10 million children
dying annually from poverty-related causes. Bur even though a
billion others cowdd help the children who will be helped by
vour donation, whar difterence does that make if you know
thar they won't, or anyway that not enough of them will for all
of those 10 million children to be saved?

Patterns of behavior thar helped our ancestors survive and
reproduce may, in today’s very different circumstances, be of
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tuition or way of acting were still conducive to our survival and
reproduction, however, that would not, as Darwin himselt rec-
oenized, make it right. Evolution has no moral direction. An
evolutionary understanding of human nature can explain the
differing intuitions we have when we are faced wich an individ-
ual rather than with a mass of people, or with people close 1o
us rather than with those far away, but it does not jusuty those
feelings.

Bur of course, concluding that others” needs should count
as much as our own 15 not the same as teeling ir, and thart is
the core of the problem of why we do not respond to the needs
of the world'’s poorest people as we would respond to someone
in need of rescue right in front of us.* Skeptics doubr that
reason has any influence on whether we act ethically. Ir's all a
matter of what we want, or desire, they say, of whart feels good
or bad to us, of whar we find atrracrive or repugnant. They
deny that understanding or argument—in a word, the kind of
thing that philosophers write, and of which this book largely
consists—is ever going to lead anyone ro action. Here is one
small piece of evidence to counter that. In the same New Yord
Times piece abour global poverty that the Glennview High
School students read, I included relephone numbers thar read-
ers could call to donate to UNICEF or Oxfam America. These
organizations later told me that in the month ater the arrcle
appeared, those phone lines brought in abour $600,000 more
than they usually took in. Now that's not a vast sum, given how
many people read e New York Times on Sundays. Sall, ir does
mean that the article persuaded a signihcant number of people
to give. Some of those donors have contnued to do so. Several
years after the arricle was published, | have been rold, someone
came to the Oxfam office in Boston, took a carefully preserved
copy of my arricle our of her bag, and told the staft that she
had been meaning o give ro the organization ever since read-

i[‘.lg il. ."‘-!]'II:' II‘.I'.I-H HiI'JL'f II}CC{}II'I-I:' il ]11;1j[]'|' r.]{]m:r. :I"r[}' knn‘.\-‘]cdgt {]F
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the impacr thart this kind of work can have has been a powerful
reason for writing chis book,

Now let’s look at some of those who do respond o appeals
to give, and ask what we can do to encourage others to respond
in the same way.



5. Creating a Culture of Giving
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changed his life. It was from a stockbroker offering him advice
on his portfolio. The call seemed strange, because Chris had
very lietle money. It turned our that the stockbroker had man-
aged to learn even before he did that his grandmother
had left him $250,000. But what to do with all that money?
Chris was then living with a community of people working for
social justice in Philadelphia, so he was well aware that he was
more fortunate than others. Why should he be wealthy, he
asked himself, when so many were poor? He soon started giv-
ing away berween a third and half of the income from his new
investments, He thought abour giving away much maore, but
he was also atraid of giving away “too much,” although he only
had a vague 1dea what thar might mean. More than was reason-
able? More than was prudent? More than most people gave? He
approached other members of his family about whar they gave
away, but no one seemed to want to talk abour it

Eight years later, Chris was at a conference of philan-
thropists when a woman spoke up and asked whether anyone

i[‘] TII“'_‘ e E'I.'.':I.l'.{ ﬁt‘.‘]’i.ﬂl].‘-il.'l.-' L'I]-I'lﬁiL]tl'tti gi.".'i]"lg LS Y ]'.'i TEE l'l'l.:lr"
o r



34 HUMAN SNATURE

tions of their wealth, A few people, including Chris, raised
their hands. Betore long, tour of them began meeting to ralk
about giving away not only their income, bur most of their
capital. With each other’s support, they began to give away
even more than they had in the past. Three of them gave away
more than half their wealth. Thus began the 50% League,
which by 2008 had more than a hundred members, some
wealthy, others of modest means. To qualify, they must have
given away ar least half their wealth, or, for each of the past
three years, half their income,

The 50% League shows that with the righe support from
like-minded friends, some people will do much more than we
would have believed possible—more, even, than they them-
selves believed rhey could give. Withourt expecting more than a
|:iI'|:!.r Il'l].[]l'.}l_.".}" Loy i_:_.“'t & !1][“."1 il% Il-"l.]r l].l'.'.'il' “".'.".l].l.l:] L il]ﬁ_'l:lll'lt'. i.l.
is worth asking what can be done to create a culture of giving
that can combart the various elements of human psychology
that, as we saw in the last chaprer, make us less likely to help
the distant poor.

¢ ir'f*uiug [t into the ( Ipen

If our sense of fairness makes us less likely to give when others
are not doing so, the converse also holds: we are much more
likely to do the right thing it we think others are already doing
it.! More specifically, we tend ro do whar others in our “refer-
ence group —those with whom we identify—are doing.? And
studies show that the amount people give to charity is relared
ro how much they believe others are giving. Psychologises Jen
Shang and Rachel Croson used a funding drive from an Amer-
ican public radio station to rest whether the amount that callers
donated varied when the person answering the call mentioned
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that mentioning a figure close to the upper end of whar callers

generally gave—rto be precise, ar the ninetieth percentile
resulted in callers donating substantially more than a control
eroup not provided with this informartion. The etfect was sur-
prisingly enduring: Dwonors who were told abour another
member’s above-average contribution were twice as likely o
renew their membership a year later. Those recerving this infor-
mation by mail reacted in roughly the same way.”

Jesus told us not to sound a crumper when we give to the
poor, “as the hypocrites do in the synagogues and 1n che screets,
so that they may be honored by men.” Instead, he advised, we
should give so secretly thar not even our left hand knows what
our right hand is doing. Only then would we be rewarded in
heaven, rather than on earth.” Indeed, many of us believe that
]F I.]’:UI.'JIt' Al |]H]r.i1l."='|.1.t1.| ﬁ}l'l.lr'!.' I.]r'!.' al {_:IE'H].H'_' Loy l-l-h': I'l.l”“:lrtll I.]':r"
men’ or (o Improve thelr repuation for generosity, they are not
really being generous, and will not be generous when no one is
locking, Similarly, today when people give large sums with a
lot of tantare, we suspect thar their real morive is to gain social
status by their philanthropy, and o draw attention to how rich
and genecrous they are. Bur does this really martrer? Isn't it more
important thar the money go to a good cause than thar it be
given with “pure” mortives? And if by sounding a crumpet when
thev give, they encourage others to give, that’s becter sll.

Jesus was not the only one to favor anonymous donors. The
tweltth-century Jewish thinker Maimonides drew up a cele-
brated “ladder of charity” in which he ranked different ways of
eiving alms. For Maimonides, it was important that the recipi-
ent not feel indebred to the donor, or be publicly humiliated by
the need ro accepr charity. Hence giving when either the donor
is known to the recipient or the recipient is known w the
donor ranks lower than giving anonymously and without
knowing the recipient of the gift. Almsgiving then was local:
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probably crossed paths in daily life. Bur in an age of global
philanthropy, the risk ot the recipient being burdened by a
teeling ot indebredness o a partcular donor 1s less significant,
and 1t is ourweighed by the importance of developing a culture
of giving.

Admittedly, the desire to get one’s name on something can
be taken to extremes, as the New York Times theater crinc
Charles Isherwood observed when he attended the opening
performance at the new home of the Shakespeare Theatre
Company in Washingron, [D.C. The building 1s called Sidney
Harman Hall, but the naming doesn’t stop there:

You enter through the Arlene and Robert Kogod Lobby.
From there you may choose to ascend ro the orchestra
level by taking either the Morris and Gwendolyn Cafrie
Fﬂ]ll]"ld_:l[i_”l'l. ':.;]_’.:I.l]d. Hf.'li_r';:':l."rlu.' \'l:.:"rtﬁ[ ar []"IL' I_‘hili.f'.' I_,. [; -
ham Fund Grand Sraircase Ease. . . . Should vou arrive
with time for a drink before the curtain, you can linger
near the James and Esthy Adler Orchestra Terrace West,
or the less personal-sounding American Airlines Or-
chestra Terrace East. And don't forger o check your
bulky outerwear at the Cassidy & Associates Coat
Room, before entering the Landon and Carol Buder
Theater Stage to watch the performance.’

[sherwood laments thar this “philanthropic grathri” cuts
against the “ideally selless spirit” of giving in order w provide
a public good. (One might, of course, wonder why people with
an ideally selHess spirit would be giving millions for a grand
new theater in the capital of one of the world'’s wealthiest na-
rions anyway, but thar would be a subversive thought for a the-
ater cntic.) In any case, since we know that people will give
more if they believe that others are giving more, we should nor
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Rather, we should encourage them to be more open abour the
stze of their donations. Those who make it known thac they
give a significant portion of what they earn can increase the
likelihood that others will do the same. It these others also talk
abour 1r, the long-term eftece will be amplihed. and over a
decade or two, the amount given will rise.

Thart 1s the kind of change Chris Ellinger sought w effect
when, together with his wife, Anne, he launched the 50%
League. They and other members of the league wanred 1o ger
their giving out into the open, in order to inspire others and
change expectations about whart 15 a “normal” or “reasonable”
amount to give. To furcher thar goal, their website publicizes
members stories. Here are a few, more or less randomly chosen
from the website.

* Annie Bennert takes $28,000 a vear from her small busi-
ness and gives the remaining $30,000 in profits to Pre-
vent Child Abuse America.

* Tom Hsieh and his wife, Bree, made a commitment to
living on less than the U5, median income, currently
546,000 a year. In 20006, they and their one-year-old
daughrter lived on $38,000. As Hsieh, who is thirry-six,
earns more, they give more away, mostly o Christan
organizations helping the poor in developing countries.
Hsieh says that whether or not hus giving has saved the
lives of others, 1t has saved his own: *[ could easily have
lived a lite cthat was boring and inconsequental. Now |
am graced with a life of service and meaning.”

* For the past thirteen vears, Hal Taussig and his wife
have given away almost all their business profits, abour
$3 million, Now, Taussig writes, “living happily on our
H[JL'i'.II :";t{_'lll'il}' E]:':ICI'.‘I:‘-'.H gi‘l."f_'ﬁ- Ll |:I'|'Ll ."il.':ll'_'l:i (£8] I|LL'!‘]‘l.":_' :1“’51}’

more.” When people praise him for his generosity, he
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tells them: “Frankly, its my own way of gerring kicks
out of lite,”

When he was owenrty-five, Chuck Collins, a grandson of
the meatpacker Oscar Mayer, gave his inheritance o
foundations promoting social change. That was more
than twenty years ago. The cofounder of an organiza-
Ii.{]]'l. L'L'II.I'I'_'LI E{t."if]l;]r].‘iihll: 1";I{'lr'l'_'."l.]1:|'|.| (.:l:ll.lil'lf"i .I.'.II:] i'l:"l.'l'_'l"i- [I'l.."l.t i.l]—
herited wealth is bad for children and bad for sociery.
Responsible Wealth has been a leader in efforts o per-
suade the U.S. Congress not to abolish the estate rax.

* Tom Whirte could have been among the superrich,

because his father founded a highly successtul construc-
tion business; Tom built it into the largest in Boston.
But in 1983, he met Paul Farmer, then stll a student ac
Harvard Medical School, who had already started a one-
room clinic in Hain. Inspired by Farmer's personal ded-
1cation to the poor, White has given “tens of millions™ of
dollars o Farmer's organizavon, Partners in Healch,
helping it provide health care for the rural poor in Hain
and Peru. He considers ir “sinful to sir on millions when

you lervevwy prnpl: are .*-;l-.ln'il:lg."

* John Hunting is still rich by most people’s standards, al-

though he has given away at least 50 percent of his in-
come for the past thirty years, and 100 percent tor the
last ten. His father cofounded Steelcase, the world's
largest manufacturer of office equipment. When the
company went public in 1998, Hunting found himself
with stock worth $130 million. He started a founda-
tion, the Beldon Fund, aimed at bringing abour a
healthy and sustainable planer, and endowed it with
$100 miullion. He plans to give away the rest of his in-
heritance by 2010.°
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Putting a Face on the Needy

To tap into our greater willingness to help people who are iden-
tifiable, the Britsh group Foster Parents Plan hinked poor chil-
dren in developing countries with “foster parents” in affluent
nations who sent the child money for food, clothing, and edu-
cation. In return, they received lewrers from “thenr” chald. This
approach avoided hive of the six psychological barriers to aiding
the poor mentioned above. In addition to the fact that the fos-
ter parents were helping an identihable child, they knew chat
their aid was not tucile, because they got letters from the child
telling them what a difference it made, and they were not fo-
cused on other needy children they were unable to help. Their
responsibility for “their” child was very clear: If they stopped
donaring, the child might have to go withour tood, clothing, or
education, because there was no guarantee thar anyvone else
would step in to help thar particular child. Their sense of fair-
ness was satisfied, because they were supporting just one child,
generally not an especially onerous burden, and they knew that
many other people were doing the same. And although the
child was far away, the idea thar they were the child’s “foster
parents” made the child part of their family and helped over-
come Tht I'.l".'lrril:r ”F I:':Ii'll._{'.ll'_'l:':li:'lllt."il'.l'l.. -11!11'_' orre I'li'l.rrll'l'_'r ['I'I..':I.T li_'“l]]f.l []IT
be overcome was that the only way the toster parents could as-
sist the child was by giving money.

This seems as close as possible to an ideal arrangement for
tapping into the feelings of afHuent people so thar they will
help the poor in distant countries. But it comes at a cost, be-
cause giving money to individual children isn't a particularly ef-
fective way of helping the poor. Tt doesnt assist familics in
providing for themselves, and it can lead to envy and dissen-
ston if some children get money and others don't. Problems
like the lack of sate drinking water, sanitation, and health care
can be addressed only by projects undertaken at the level of the
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community rather than the family. Foster Parents Plan, to its
credit, realized this. It renamed itselt Plan International and
shitted to a more community-based approach. It does its best
to retain the appeal of the identifiable child by continuing to
inviee porental donors o “Sponsor a Child” for berween £12
and £17 (524 to 534) per month, and the sponsors can write
and recewve leteers, visic their sponsor child, and send “small
gifts.” Bur potential sponsors are also told: “Your money does
not go to the individual child thar you sponsor. So thar Plan
can make ethcient use of funds, the money 1s pooled with con-
tributions from other sponsors to support programs benehiting
communities worldwide.”’

The Right Kind of Nudge

Understanding human behavior has made ir possible for some
countrics to achicve dramaric increases in the rare of organ do-
nation. Could this be applied to giving o the poor as well? In
Germany, only 12 percent of the population is registered to be-
come organ donors 1f as a result of an accident they should be
declared brain-dead. In Austna, the comparable hgure is an as-
tonishing 99.98 percent. Germans and Austrians are not so dif-
terent in their cultural backgrounds, so why should Austrians
be so much more willing to donate their organs? They proba-
bly are not, The difference is explained by the fact thar in Ger-
many you must put yoursell on the register to become a
potential organ donor, while 1n Austria you are a potential
organ donor unless you object. The same partern applies across
Europe. In four countries with “opt In” systems, the highest
proportion of registered donors, even after extensive public-
relations campaigns, is 27.5 percent. In seven countries with
“opt out” systems, the lesvest proporion of potential donors 15
anr'.] l‘:t]":tl][aﬁl _]l.l."ir A% W “'_"['Il'.i Coy ]'I'_".'I"I-"'I: lll'lCE'l:ll'lEtl{ [I'lt" :r:'l.i'_'rl'.lr}'

setrings on a computer, so other kinds of “defaults” can make a
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big difference to our behavior—and, in the case of organ dona-
tions, save thousands of lives.

There 1s a new wave of interest in exploring how o frame
choices so that people make better decisions. Richard Thaler
and Cass Sunstein, professors of economics and law, respec-
tively, teamed up to write Nudge: Tmproving Decisions About
Healdh, Wealth, and Happiness, which advocares using detaults
to nudge us to make better choices.” Even when we are choos-
INg In our own Interests, we often choose unwisely. When em-
plovees have the oprion of participating in a retirement-savings
scheme, many do not, despite the inancial advancages of doing
so. It their employer instead automartically enrolls them, giving
them the choice of opring our, participation jumps dramaci-
cally.'" The lesson is that often it doesn’t take much of a nudge
O vercomnme l.].“.'.' ﬂ.l]'.l.[ll}" I.I:]ﬂl gt"l!'i i.ll [Ilt "n-"r":l}' Ur our 'I:Jl:li]'lg "n-"r'l'l.-l'l.[
we know would be best for us. The right kind of nudge—
whether it comes from government, corporations, voluntary
organizations, or even ourselves—can also help us do what we
know we really ought o do.

The investment bank and securites trader Bear Stearns—
betore its sale to JPMorgan Chase during the 2008 subprime
muortgage crisis—made sure that neither apathy nor selhshness
prevented its leaders from doing the right thing. One of the
eulding principles listed on 1ts website was a commitment to
philanthropy, based on the belief thar a personal commitment
tor charity is an underpinning of good citizenship and fosters a
more-rounded individual. This wasnt just window dressing.
Sentor managing directors—roughly, the highest-paid thou-

sand emplovees—were required to give a minimum of 4 per-
cent of their salary and bonus to nonprofit organizations, and
they had to hand in their tax returns to show thar they had
done so. The directors gave more than $45 million to charity in
2006. James Cayne, the company’s chairman at the time, said
[]'r.lf tl:'.lt' rll!’: WS ]:']C!.]_F “r []'II'_' C{][rl:[]'.“'l}"‘ﬁ L‘l[l[l]rf, '.Il'l.l'.] EI:'J:" Most

people found giving to charity “incredibly gratifying.” That
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view was echoed by Michele Segalla, then a senior manag-
ing director, who tound that the policy “gets you to do whar
you want to do anyways.” Segalla also peinted our that peo-
ple at Bear Stearns talked more about giving than those at
another hnancial frm where she had previously worked.
There, it would have been awloward to raise the topic, because
vou never knew whether your coworkers gave ar all. At Bear
Stearns, however, directors sent one another memos about
their favorite causes, forming a nerwork that made giving more
effective. !

[n an example of how a culture of giving can change, just
tour days after an artcle on Bear Stearns’s policy of mandatory
charitable donations appeared in The New York Tinses, 1ts rival
Goldman Sachs announced thar it was setting up a new chari-
[ll].'.ll.t' Ejl.lflld. L'q"l.]lf_'d. {-_.'}Ul.dl'”:l“ S'.l.‘L'].]!ﬁ {.'-Ei"i"'.'_".";., ':ll'l.'l'_l |.I'|.:|.[ [i'l.t' 1.‘]'.Ir[Ilt:I:-i
had agreed 1o give a part of their earnings 1o ir. No figure was
specified, but Goldman Sachs also announced thar i was rais-
ing its limit on an annual matching-gift program from
$10,000 ro 520,000, This program matches charitable gifrs
miade by eligible employees, but not by partners, Many other
corporations allow or encourage employees to give time or
money to good causes. The supermarker chain Whole Foods
Marker donates a minimum of 5 percent of 1ts profits to non-
profit organizations and gives employees tme oft with full

pay—up to twenty hours a year—to do voluntary communicy
service. Google has set up its own innovative philanthropic
arm, Google.org, pledging 1 percent of its profits and equity
for ventures that can help the world. Among the projects it
supports are clean energy; informing people in developing
countries abour government services available ro them; and
fiinding betcer ways of predicting droughts before they lead o
famines, and of predicting which disease outbreaks may be-
come pandemics. Google's employees may spend 20 percent of
[l]ti]’ |i]-“t" ‘r\'[}rking 1I."."."']'l {:(}ﬂlglf-l]Tg I]Tﬁ]j[’flﬁ.lz
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were to deduct 1 percent of cach employee’s salary and donare
the money to organizations hghting global poverty, unfess the
employee opted out of the scheme, that would nudge employ-
ces to be more generous and would vield billions more for
combaring poverty. [t mighr take some experimentarion o find
the defaulr level thar would yield the greatest sum. If many em-
plovees balked at 1 percent, 1t would be worth trying some-
thing less than thar, The scale could also be graduared, with a
higher defaulr level for higher earners. The important point is
to keep the default level below thar ar which most people
would opt out, so that accepung the default level becomes
something that almost evervone does. Though the idea may
sound odd now, if a few corporarions or institutions adopr ir,
it could spread.

Challenging the Normn r,_iﬁ‘;fg’f: triterest

When corporations make giving normal behavior, and when
generous people speak openly abour how much they give away,
thev do more than encourage others to do the same. They also
challenge an assumprion about our behavior that permeates
western culture, and particularly Amernican culoure: the norm
of selt-interest.

Alexis de Tocqueville, that sharp observer of the American
psyche during the formarive vears of the United Stares, noticed
the norm even then: "Americans,” he wrote in 1835, “enjoy
explaining almost every act of their lives on the principle of
self-interest.” He thoughrt that in doing this they were under-
playing their own benevolence, because in his view Americans
were, just like everyone else, moved by spontaneous narural
impulses to help others. But in contrast to Europeans, he
found Americans “hardly prepared to admit thart they do give
#\':l}' Ty I:r'l'.l{:lli[]']'l."i {]1" []'Ii."i H[]‘l’[.ﬂl 3

Despite the increasing popularicy of philanchropy, in some
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circles it 1s still unacceprable to be alrruistic, and not only
among Americans. Hugh Davidson, who is British, was presi-
dent of Playtex in Canada and Europe, and has written several
successful books on marketing and business management. Al-
though he has set up his own philanthropic toundarion, he
says: It you're a philanthropist, you don't tell your friends
vou're spending your money on chariy. You'd sound damn stu-
pid.”" As this suggests, many of us believe not only that peo-
ple are generally motivared by self-interest, but thar they onght
to be—if not necessarily in the moral sense of “ought” then ar
least in the sense thar they would be foolish, or rational, if
they were not selb-interested.

Conversely, when people appear to act contrary to their
own interests, we tend to be suspicious, especially if the action
.IH; Cilr':[;.ll.l}" L'UH-.‘!;]I.I':]'-E'[I {:15 “E]PUEE’L’ Loy ﬂl.]]llt'[il."lg iI'll]:]Ll].!'ii"r't' li]":.':
jumping onto a subway track to save someone from being hir
by an oncoming rrain). When celebrinies Jike Angelina Jolie or
Madonna support organizations that help the poor, we look for
hidden selhsh reasons. We readily agree with the suggestion
that they are doing 1t only tor the publicity. Undeniably seless
behavior makes us uncomtorrable. Perhaps thar 15 why we
smile tolerantly at the practice of giving away a lot of money in
return for naming rights for a concert hall or a wing of an art
gallery: It reassures us that the donor is nort really selfless, and
so does not threaten our assumprions abour human mortiva-
riomn.

Several studies have investigated the extent to which we ex-
pect that other people will be motvated by selt-inrerest. For
example, in one study students were told abour a budger pro-
posal to slash research into an illness thar aftecred only women,
Asked ro estimare what percentage of men and what percent-
age of women would oppose the proposal, they greadly over-
estimated the extent to which actitudes were affected by

gt‘[]l.if_'l'. Hi]’lli].’ll’l.}-’, |:]'I'I:1|.F :Hﬂl.]['l'.lt‘d. [IILIT "l."i]'ﬂ]ill]}-' L'!II ﬁ]'l'.lli}]'f.t]".'-i
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would oppose rax increases on clgarettes and restrictions on
smoking in public places, and that vircually all nonsmolers
would approve of these measures. In reality, people’s atu-
tudes were not as closely linked to their interest—or lack of
interest—in smoking as the students had expecred. As psychol-
ogist Dale Miller puts it, on these public policy 1ssues “the
small actual eftects of self-interest stand 1n sharp relief o the
substantial assumed effects of self-interest.” Moreover, the stu-
dents’ own atcitudes on the issues were often contrary to their
interests—for instance, male partcipants in the study were
likely to oppose the proposal to slash research into the women'’s
illness, while at the same time predicting that most men would
support it. This leads Miller to explore a puzzle: "How is it char
people come to embrace the theory of self-interest when every-
L‘I.l'l.}" |1|1:: I.:'r{]"r'].l.lt'!ﬁ 18 I.i“.]t' ':"r']llt'l'l.ﬁ_'t U‘F 1[?1”:'

Miller began his search for the answer to this question with
an experiment conducred by economist Roberr Frank. Ar the
beginning and end of a semester, Frank asked his students
whether they would rerurn a lost envelope containing $100.
Students who tool an economics course that semester shifred
away trom rerurning the envelope. Students who had raken an
astronomy course did not.'® Perhaps the economics students
had gained the impression that everyone is monvared by selt-
interest. (Economists argue that smokers approve of tax in-
creases on clgarettes because they want to quit and they hope
the raxes will make it easier for them to do so.) But you do nort
need to study economics to be affected by the norm of self-
interest. Everyone in a developed society is constantly being
bombarded with messages about how to save money, or earn
more money, or look berter, or gain status—all of which rein-
force the assumption that these are things thar everyone is pur-
suing, and that really matcer.

The norm of self-interest is so strong that a version of it

II{ZII'Lll"i EVEN ill [l'[]]'lf'.l'rl.:lﬁf []Fg.'l'['li:ﬂ:'l.fi.ﬂﬂ.‘i []'I:'If 'IT_‘IJ. 1 []'IE '.'Il[l'l]iHI'I'J
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aof volunteers, Psychologists Rebecea Ratner and Jennifer Clarke
asked volunreers for Students Against Drunk Driving to read
applications from two students interested in volunteering tor
the organization. The applications dittered only in that one ap-
plicant said thar her sister had been killed by a drunk driver,
while the other simply said that 1t is a very important cause. Vol-
unteers were more encouraging and supportive of the applicant
whose sister had been killed than they were of the other appli-
cant. Rarner and Clarke suggest thar this is because they under-
stand her “self-inrerested” stake in the cause. They viewed with
suspicion the applicant who had a more general altrustic mori-
vatlon. In this case, as in many others, suspicion of those with
apparenty alrruistic motives seems counterproductive, The or-
ganization is unlikely to achieve its objectives if its support s
I.il]'l]l.'.'.'ll. Ld l].lt' ft].'.lti'i't'l}" .‘!;I'”l'l.].] ]'l.L:l”'l.]Jt'r UIM I.]':l:ll.]].': "l-"l-"]'l[] ]:l':l".'t' t':’l'.E]':"
rienced a personal cragedy at the hands of a drunk driver."”
Conrrary ro whar so many of us believe, there is an enor-
mous amount of altruistic, caring behavior in evervday life
(even if, for reasons we explored in the previous chaprer, not
enough of it is directed toward the world’s poorest people).
However, sociologist Roberc Wuthnow tound thar even
people who acted altruistically rended to offer self-interested
explanatons—somenmes quite implausible ones—for what
they had done. They volunteered o work for good causes, they
sald, because it "gave me something to do,” or "got me our of
the house.” They were relucrant to say: “T wanted to help.”
Literature is full of characters like Moliere's Tarrutte, who
pretend to be altruistically mouvared when they are really self-
seeking. We have a word for them: hypocrites. Bur there are
fewer examples of people who are really altruistic bur pretend
o be selt-inrerested, and there is, as far as | know, no single
word to describe them. In his book Acts of Compassion, Wuth-
now offers a striking example of this type. We don' learn how

J:'ll'_']{ (-.'.':I.!"il:'}" SArns arn i[‘.lli_'{]]'l.'l'l'_',, .II‘.Illl we are TIZ}]I'.I. ll'l.:lf ]"IE l'.I'[ZI'I'_'."i- al
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least fifteen hours a week of volunteer work, He is a member of
the local fire department and rescue squad, and reaches hrst aid
and outdoor satery courses o schoolchildren. On one rescue,
he swam across an icy lake and saved a woman's lite. Yer Casey
sull says thar his own interests come first. On a rescue mission,
“I'm number one, my crew 1s number two, and the partient 1s
number three.” When he hears people say that they want o
join the rescue squad to help others, Casey says that he knows
this isnTt the truth: “Deep down, everybody has their own self-
ish reason; they're really doing it tor themselves.” Wuthnow
traces Casey's attitude w a reluctance to be seen as a "bleeding
heart,” “goody two-shoes,” or "do-gooder.” This reluctance, in
turn, comes from social norms against being “too charirable”
and from our belief thar “caring is in some ways deviant, the
'.'_":‘{Ct'l.”iuu Tiul:l':l_ l!'i'.l.ll [I]t' ]'L:lll.'_'.:..I ..I'j!n"r lII;!':"I"l.".l'|.|'|.|'.|"I.Jl." 1.']".}1'!'.3 ot ]:]l'l"r"r"
ever, s0 many Americans engage in some volunteer work that it
isn't deviant in a statistical sense, It is deviant only in terms of
the prevailing norm of self-interest.'

There is plenty of other evidence all around vs thar people
act from motives other than self-interest. They leave tips when
dining at restaurants to which they will never return, somenmes
even in towns they don't expect to ever visic again. They donare
blood to strangers although that cannot possibly increase cheir
own prospects of getting blood if they should ever need it. They
vote in elections when the chance thar their vore will tp the bal-
ance is vanishingly small. All this suggests that the norm of self-
interest is an ideological belief, resistant to refutation by the
behavior we encounter in everyday lite. Yet we are in thrall to
the idea thar it is "normal” to be self-interested. Since most of
us are keen to hein with everyone else, we tell stories abour our
acts of compassion thar put a selinterested face on them. Asa
result, the norm of self-Interest appears w be confirmed, and so
the behavior continues. The norm is self-reinforcing and yet

H[]Ci.‘l] I..'!.-' l'l't‘FI]iC]lM].‘-i, I'I'E'_‘C.'l'll.‘:it |f‘ we I'I-t'l-l.t'_“n"t |]1:!f ey e 'I:I.."it' ACEs
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aleruistically, we are less likely to do it ourselves; the norm he-
comes a selt-fulhlling prophecy.

When walking in London, Thomas Hobbes, the seventeenth-
century philosopher who famously held thar all our actions are
self-interested, gave a coin to a beggar. His companion, eager to
catch the grear man our, told Hobbes that he had just refured
his own theory. Not so, Hobbes responded: He gave the money
because it pleased him o see the poor man happy. Hobbes thus
avoided the refutation of his theory by widening the notion of
self-interest so thar it 15 comparible with a grear deal of gen-
erosity and compassion. That reminds us that there 1s both a
broad and a narrow sense of selt-interest. The long-running de-
bare about whether humans are capable of genuine altruism is,
in pracrical terms, less significant than the question of how we
understand our own interests, Will we understand them nar-
rowly, concentrating on acquiring wealth and power for our-
selves? Do we think chat our interests are best fulfilled by a
lifestyle that displays our cconomic success by our ostentatious
consumprion of as many expensive items as possible? Or do we
include among our interests the sanstactions that come trom
helping others? Members of the 50% League tound thar their
gifts gave meaning, fulhllment, and even “kicks” to what would
otherwise be less-rewarding lives. Does this make thewr giv-
ing selfinterested? If so, we need more people who are selt-
interested like thar
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6. How Much Does It Cost to
Save a Life, and How Can You
Tell Which Charities Do It Best?

The argument that we ought to be doing more to save the lives
of people living in extreme poverty presupposes that we can do
it, and ar a moderate cost. But can we? If so, to which organi-
zations should we donate? Holden Karnotsky and Elie Hassen-
teld began to tackle these questions a few years ago. It was
20006, they were in their mid-owenrties, and the Connecticut
hedge tund they worked tor was paying them much more than
they could reasonably spend. They wanted to donate some of
their money to charity but soon found that donating isn't so
simple. As successful hedge fund employees, Karnofsky and
Hassenteld wouldn't invest in a company withour hrst get-
ting deralled information on is fundamenrtals. Now chey
wanted ™ make similarly well-informed choices abour the
charities ro which they contribured. With help from six of
their friends, they began asking organizations for information
thar would demonstrate the impact of their work. In return,
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materials which look nice, vou know, pictures of sheep look-
ing happy and children looking happy, but otherwise are
pretry useless.” 5o they began calling the charives directly and
asking detailed questions abour what they did with thelr
money and whar evidence they had thar the money was doing
whart it was intended to do. Ir turned our to be surprisingly
dithcult to ger a straight answer. One non-proht representa-
rive accused them of trying to steal proprietary informartion,
Anather responded thar the informartion they sought was con-
hdential.

Finding Charities That Really
Make a Difference

1!l:-r‘[:lln.l tl:i‘r"L' I”’(]l'ﬂll‘]l}" I'I.L".'”'L[ tlll:.'.':;[i.{}[l.‘i I:li.."ﬂ:d :1]._'.":]L11.- "I.".'ll__i'[:lll:'i- ﬂ}]ilri—
ries’ use of funds—in particular, about how much of the money
they raise actually goes to helping the people it's intended o
help, rather than to cover the adminiscrative costs of the home
othee. The website Chariry Navigator focuses attention on this
problem by publishing a list ot the ten charines thar have the
highest ratio of admimstrative expenses to income. As [ write,
the list is topped by an organizaton with administrative ex-
penses amounting to 77 percent of the money 1t raises. Untor-
runately, the exposure of inefficient or downright fraudulent
charities often hurts donarions to more effective groups. You
may well not want to ofter your hundred dollars if there’s some
chance that only twenty-three of them will be used etfectively.

Charicy Navigator, started in 2001, claims to be America’s
largest and most widely used evaluaror of charites. It pulls to-
gether useful information, incduding the percentages of their
income that charities spend on administration. These Agures
show that the major aid organizations keep their administrative

:'I['I'I'.l rI.II'I-LI"r.'!.-l."ii]'lE t'xf'.hr_'ll."i'r_'."i- d'[]‘n."r'['l [ .':I.I'[]l][“.{ 20 l'l't“ﬁ'_"t]'ll' i][ﬁ ['II'.It‘iI.'



Heaae Much Does It Cost o Save g .E.rJ".?':’ 53

revenue, and sometimes much less. Yer Chariry Navigator's
evaluarions don't answer Karnotsky and Hassenteld’s key ques-
tion: How do you know whether the charity 15 helping the
people it's intended to help? One reason the hgures don't nec-
essarily tell the tull story 1s char they are taken from forms rhe
charities themselves complete and send to the wx authoriies.
Mo one checks the forms, and the breakdown berween admin-
istrative and program expenses can be massaged with a liule
creative accounting. For -E'}:;'Ll'l'll'l]f, staft wnrking In an organiza-
tions head ofhce may do some adminiserative work on an ad
program as well as performing more routine othee rasks, and in
that case their time may be assigned largely to the aid program,
so that a high proportion of their salaries is itemized as part of
the aid budget, rather than as office expenses. A more signifi-
cant problem with focusing on how much of its income a char-
ity spends on administration, however, is thac this figure tells
you nothing at all abour the impact the charty 1s having, In-
deed, the pressure o keep administrative expenses low can
make an organization less ettective, I tor example, an agency
working to reduce global poverty cuts statt who have expert
knowledge of the countries in which they work, the agency will
have lower adminiscrative costs, and may appear to be getting a
higher percentage of the funds it receives o people in need.
But having removed its experts from the payroll, the agency
may well be more likely ro end up funding projects thar fail.
It may not even know which of its projects fail, because evalu-
ating projects, and learning from mistakes, requires highly
qualified statl, and paying for them adds w adminiscrative
COSTS.

Karnofsky and Hassenfeld were astonished by how unpre-
pared charities were for questions thar went beyond such su-
perficial and potentally misleading indicators of efhcacy.
Evenrually, they realized something thar seemed to them quire

EH[F."I.:'IH’.“I'.I:I]’}"] TIIE’ (L TR ] []’ll:"g.' were not gtl[i.l'li_'r 1.|1t' i]'lll‘.ll'['l'l'.l"
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tion they wanted from the charities was that the charities them-
selves didn't have ir. In most cases, neither the charities nor any
independent agencies were doing the kind of nigorous evalua-
tion of effectiveness that Karnobsky and Hassentfeld’s back-
ground in investment management had led them to assume
must be the basis of the decisions that major donors made be-
tore giving. It the nformanon didn®t exist, then boch individ-
ual donors and major foundations were giving away huge sums
with little idea whart effect their gifts were having. How could
hundreds of billions of dollars be spent without some evidence
that the money 1s doing good?

Having identified the problem, Karnotsky and Hassenteld
decided ro do somerhing abour ir. In 2007 they founded
GiveWell, a nonprofir dedicared to improving the transparency
:'I.nd t'fil'.'i:ll"‘."t'[]':ﬁﬁ l]r {_'].Iilr][it'h. JaL[ ﬁr.‘i[ ll:ll:}' F.'I.'.lllnt'd o run [I:l':
organization in their spare time. It soon became clear, however,
that the task required full-time attention, so the following year,
after raising $300,000 from their fellow workers, they left their
hedge tund jobs and began working tor GiveWell and its asso-
clated grane-making body, the Clear Fund. They invited charl-
ries to apply tor grants of $25,000 in five broad humanitarian
categories, with the application process asking the charities to
provide informanon demonstrating that they were making
measurable progress toward achieving their goals, and indicar-
ing the cost of their achievements. In this way, the money
CriveWell raises is etfective in two distinet ways. A substantial
part of 1—the 525,000 grants—sgoes to the most effective
charity in each category, thus supporting its work. At the same
nme, the existence of the grants encourages charities to do
more to evaluate the effectiveness of what they are doing. Of
the five categories, the one most relevant to our concerns was
“Saving Lives in Africa.” Since Africa has one-third of the
world’s extremely poor people, with some of the world's high-

sl rares Ur L'l'.li.l.[ﬁ'l{][]d [l'.lﬂl!'l.'l]if:.-" '.'II'.I'I'.l .‘-i-l'l[‘.lr['t'."i[ H"n."tr::l]l. |L|E X~
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pectancy, the information GiveWell secks is just the informa-
tion we need to answer the questions posed by the argument
set out 1n this book: Is it true char a relatively modest donation
to an ald agency can save a lite? And if so, which agencies do
this besc?

Wohat Tt Rw.ff{y Costs to Save a L{'ﬁ*

For saving lives on a large scale, it i1s difhcult to beat some of
the campaigns niiated by the World Health Organization
(WHO), an arm of the United Nations founded 1n 1948 1o
provide leadership on global health issues. Among its mosr im-
portant accomplishments was its leadership in the Aighr to end
smallpox, which killed between 300 million and 500 million
pi:uplc.' durl ng the rwenneth ::uj\rur}’.] In 1967, the year WHO
began a concerted effort to wipe it our, smallpox was still kill-
ing 2 million people a year, Twelve years larer, it was gone, ban-
ished to two highly secure laboratories. WHO has also played
a prominent role in the fghe against river blindness, a parasitic
cye and skin discase thar has infected 18 million Africans, of
whom roughly 300,000 are blind as a result. To date the pro-
gram has stopped 600,000 people from going blind, and made
it possible to resettle vast tracts of land from which people had
fled to avoid the disease. Ir is hoped thar by 2010 treatment
will be available to everyone aftected and that the discase will
cease to be a public health problem. And WHO'S immuniza-
tion campalgn against measles in southern Atrica helped bring
the death toll down from 60,000 children in 1996 to 117 in
2000.%

These WHO campaigns have saved lives and prevented
blindness. But how efhiciently have they used their resources—
that is, how much have they cost per life saved? Until we can

. - - - .
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decide how to use our money most effectively. Organizarions
often put out hgures suggesting thar lives can be saved tor very
small amounts of money, WHO, for example, estimares that
many of the 3 million people who die annually from diarrhea
or 1ts complications can be saved by an extraordinanly simple
recipe for oral rehydration therapy: a large pinch of salt and a
hsthul of sugar dissolved 1n a jug of dean warter. This hifesaving
remedy can be assembled for a few cents, if only people know
abourt it.” UNICEF estimares that the hundreds of thousands
of children who still die of measles each year could be saved by
a vaccine costing less than $1 a dose.* And Nothing Bur Nets,
an organizaton concelved by American sporswriter Rick
Reilly and supported by the Natonal Basketball Associarion,
provides anti-mosquito bed nets o prorect children in Africa
ﬂ_l;]'ll'l ]'[l:'ll'.l.ri.ﬂ., “'I:Ij.L'!'E I:'U.I.Ih 4 m i.“.il]ll Cllild.l._t'“ H | }-’t':l.r. ||1 .I[h ]1|.t'|._1"|.'
rure, Nothing But Nets mentions thar a 510 ner can save a life:
“If you give 5100 1o Nothing Bur Nets, you've saved ren lives,™

IF we could accept these figures, Give Well’s job wouldn't be
so hard. All it would have w do o know which organization
can save lives in Africa at the lowest cost would be to pick the
lowest hgure. But while these low hgures are undoubtedly an
importane part of the charities ettorts to artcrace donors, they
are, unfortunately, not an accurate measure of the true cost of
saving a life.

Take bed ners as an example. They will, if used properly,
prevent people trom being bitten by mosquitoes while they
sleep, and theretore will reduce the risk of malaria. Bur not
every net saves a lite: Most children who receive a net would
have survived withour it. Jetfrey Sachs, attemprting to measure
the effect of nets more accurarely, took this into accounr, and
estimated thart for every one hundred nets delivered, one child’s
life will be saved every year (Sachs estimated that on average a
net lasts five years). If that is correct, then at $10 per net deliv-

ered, 51,000 will save one child a year for five YEars, so the cost
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is $200 per life saved {this doesn’t consider the prevention of
dozens of debilitating but nontaral cases). But even if we as-
sume that these hgures are correct, there 1s a gap in them—rthey
eive us the cost of delivering a bed net, and we know how many
bed nerts “in use” wall save a lite, bur we don't know how many
of the bed nets thar are delivered are actually used. And so the
$200 hgure is not fully reliable, and that makes ir hard to mea-
sure whether providing bed nets is a better or worse use of our
donations than other lifesaving measures.

Karnotsky and Hassenteld tound similar gaps in the infor-
mation on the effect of immunizing children against measles.
Mot every child immunized would have come down with the
disease, and most who do ger it recover, so to find the cost per
life saved, we must multiply the cost of the vaccine by the
“'l.l['lll.]“t'r UF L'I'l.illlrl:[] Loy “'IZIU[“. 1|. []tfl.l‘_'i [y |:]'t' g]‘l.'t'[l 1|1 U'l'l.ltl' Loy
reach a child who would have died withour it. And oral rehy-
dration treatment for diarthea may cost only a few cents, bur it
costs money to get it to cach home and village so thacir will be
available of when a child needs it, and w educare families in
how to use 1. One study has indicated thare the cost of saving a
lite by providing education abour diarrhea and its trearment
can be as lictle as $14 1n areas where the disease 15 most com-
mon, but as much as $500 where diarrhea is less prevalenc.”
Taking all these factors intw account, economist William East-
erly suggests thar the World Health Organization’s programs
for reducing deaths from malaria, diarrhea, respiratory infec-
tions, and measles cost roughly $300 per life saved.”

In 2007, GiveWell published the results of 1ts investigation
into charities working to save lives and improve healch in
Africa. The investigation covered only the ffty-nine organiza-
tions that applied for a GiveWell grant; of these, only fifteen
provided adequarte information. The remainder described their
activiries, offering stories or newspaper articles abourt particular

Fri}th'l'.‘i, I'Il]l' Iycy l'.:lt‘l'.lﬂll'l'.l t"':-"]l{t['ll_'l: .‘-i-l'l.[‘.l".’l.-'i]'l.g lllt nnmhcr {]r l':lt"[]"
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ple who benefited, and how they benefired, from the organiza-
rion’s activities, and whart those activities cost.

GiveWell gave top rating to an organizaton based in Wash-
ingron, [.C., called Population Services Internarional (PSI),
which sees 1ts mission as harnessing the vitality of the privare
sector to address the health problems of the poor in developing
countries. P51 sells condoms, bed nets, warer purtheanon rrear-
ment, and treatment for malaria and diarrhea, and educates
people on their uses, It sells the irems ar a nominal cost because
evidence suggests that people are more likely to use things
properly if they have paid for them. In 2005, PSI sold 8.2 mil-
lion nets at a cost of $56 million. Using a more conservative
estimate than Jeffrey Sachs of the number of children sleep-
ing under each net, and allowing thar the nets may be used
uul}' 30 to B0 percent of the time, GiveWell gives a range of
S623 o 52,367 for the cos per life saved |}}' [:nru'n.'un'['lng
malaria. PST's own estimare is $820, a figure thar falls berween
GiveWells high and low estimares, and thar is still more than
tour rimes Sachs’s estimarte.

As tor PSI's other major aceivity, promoting and distribue-
ing condoms, GiveWell estimates thar each HIV intectnon
averted costs berween $200 and $700. {In poor countries
where antiretroviral drugs are not available, HIV 1s a grear deal
more likely to kill.)

PST's program to save lives from diarrhea is a relartively
minor part of its budget, so Give'Well did not study it as fully
as other parts of P5l's operations, but it may be the most cost-
eltective. PSI distributes products that can be mixed into water
o make it safe to drink and to prevent diarrhea. It also distrib-
utes oral rehydration trearment. GiveWell's rough estimare 1s
thar this program costs $250 per life saved. Since the program
plays only a small part in PSI's activities, however, GiveWell es-
rimares that across the organization as a whole, PSI saves lives

for between S650 and $1,000 cach. In addition, it prevents
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nonfaral malaria artacks, nonfatal sexually transmitred discases,
unwanted pregnancies, and nonfaral atracks of diarrhea.
GiveWell's other two most eftective organizations were Part-
ners in Health and Interplast. We have already come across
Yartners in Health, cotounded by Paul Farmer and supporred
by Tom Whire, a member of the 50% League. From its mod-
est beginnings in Haia and then Peru, 1t has now expanded o
Rwanda, Lesotho, and Russia, providing free health care to
some of the world’s poarest people. Although the cost per life
saved by its provision of basic health services in impoverished

rural areas is relanvely high—estimared at $3,500—artners
provides many other health benefits to those it serves,
[nrerplast doesn’t save lives, bur GiveWell included it in this
caregory because it transforms them so dramanically. Interplast
carrects -th:ﬂ]]'l]'lilit.‘i Iil'i.t L'It'E.:[ I.‘]-"I.!:ut, ﬂ.]“.l I:]':IPH hL]l‘l] 1'."i|;_'Lil'|15 S
[]"I':l[ [l]';.'}' Cinl "."n":.:l.lk LT LsC [hL"i[’ ]"Ii.ll'l-l'.!:i ':lE:!.l".. I[ Urg.':l“i:ﬂﬁ."ﬁ Hl]rgi‘
cal ream trips, using surgeons and medically trained volunreers
from the United States, and it sets up local centers, with train-
ing and support, in poor countries. The procedures pertormed
are often relatively simple and would be routine in rich natons,
but for the poor in the developing world, getring to a surgeon
is often impossible. GiveWell calculares that Interplast spends
about $300 w $1,500 per corrective surgery. Life-changing
procedures anywhere, the surgeries are even more so in poor
countries, where discrimination against people with deformi-
ties 1s otten much more severe than in rich nations, According
to Interplast, in developing nations only 3 percent ot children
with disabilities go to school. Finding work is also likely to be
much more difficult, and people with severe deformirties, espe-
clally women, are less likely to be able to marry, which in many
socleties greatly increases a woman's chance of living in pov-

erry.”
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Overcoming Poverty

In addition to examining chariries that work directly to improve
health in Africa, GiveWell undertook a separate Investigation of
organizarions that help the poor improve their income and gen-
cral standard of living. Here again the major organizations did
not provide Karnobsky and Hassenteld with the information
they needed, so they narrowed their tocus to one kind of inter-
vention for which some good evidence abour benches exists:
microfinance.

The story of microfinance begins in 1976, when Muham-
mad Yunus was head of the department of economics at Chit-
ragong University in Bangladesh. His research on rural poverty
rook him ro the nearby village of Jobra, where he found that ro
buy the bamboo they needed, women making furniture had o
borrow from local moneylenders who charged such high rates
of nterest thar the women could never work their way our of
poverty. Yunus rook the equivalent of U5, 527 from his own
pocket and lent it to a group of forty-two women from the vil-
lage. Incredibly, this tiny sum—abour 64 cents per person—
was enough to put them on the path o independence from the
moneylenders, and o evenrually repay rhe loan and work their
"l."'.".:l:p' ot Ul" I“':I"l.'l'_']'r:.-r.

Encouraged by this success, Yunus persuaded a government
bank to lend money for a pilot project that would make very
small loans to villagers. Over the next six years, the pilot proj-
ect made thousands of loans, usually to groups of women. The
women knew thar it chey did not repay the loan, others in the
group would not be able to borrow, so virtually all the loans
were repald, This reversed the then-accepred cconomic wis-
dom that lending to the poor carries high risks and theretore
can only be economically viable if high rates of interest are
charged.

In 1982, when it was clear that the concepr was working,
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Yunus founded the Grameen Bank, or “Village Bank,” to pro-
vide loans across Bangladesh. Today the Grameen Bank has
more than 7 million customers in Bangladesh, and has lent
more than $6 billion, with a repayment rate of 97 percent.
Most imporrant, Yunus creared a model for microcredir, as it
has come to be known, that has been followed by thousands of
institunions all over the world.

Bur do the loans really reduce poverty? Go to the website of
a microfinance institution and you will find accounts of people
who have used riny loans to build successtul businesses. The
Grameen Foundation, a charicy inspired by Yunuss ideas that
operates In twenty-elght councries, tells the storv of Marle-
Claire, a Rwandan woman who is raising four children alone.
With a 540 loan, she was able o start a restaurant and earn
'.'_"]'l.UL]E_:Il [E4] I.':L"I.:l-I I:l':r Lllli.l.ljl-tﬂ,bi HL’]H][]I Ft".'_'!i. J"!.llll. J'l!ll.l]ﬂ]ri'l h"]:illi':l-ﬁ
was making a meager living selling slices of bread and slivers of
soap to people in her neighborhood who were too poor to buy
a whole loaf of bread or cake of soap. She could have sold
maore, but did not have the money to buy much stock. A small
loan from Opportunity Internadonal, another microhnance
organization, enabled her to buy in bulk, sell more, and make
higher profits. Now her business has grown so much thar she
employs other workers, and her tamily has a becter home.

Such stories are inspiring, but Karnofsky and Hassenfeld
wanted to know how representative they are of people who re-
ceive microcredit. They read some research showing that those
who ger loans generally become better oft, but they sull needed
to be convinced that the loans were responsible tor the 1m-
provement. [t might be the case that people who have enough
initiative to get loans would become betrer oft anyway. Then
Karnofsky and Hassenfeld read a study in which researchers
persuaded a South African microfinance organization to choose
at random, and offer loans to, some applicants who had nar-

]'-[Zl‘l.:".'l_'!.-" i':"li.l.t‘t{ o meet l'II'.I'L' E]'i.ffri:'l. E‘E}F I.'t'L'-I:'i":-"‘ll'Jg il ll.L"lII. T]l:'!f I‘.I'I..'IL{'I:'
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it possible to compare those who were randomly chosen o re-
ceive loans with others who also narrowly failed ro meet the cni-
teria, but were not selected for subsequenc approval. The study
found that six to twelve months later those who received the
loans were 11 percent more likely to be employed, 6 percent
less likely to experience severe hunger in their households, and
7 percent less likely 1o be classihed as impoverished. Since the
rwo groups were chosen at random, it appears that the loan
made the difference—and, incidenrally, making the excra loans
turned out to he profitable for the lender.”

Even it small loans don't always create successtul entre-
preneurs, they do help the poor cope with hnancial emergen-
cies. And somerimes they make it possible for them to ear
adequately all vear round. When someone falls sick, the family
||'|.='|.r'|.-I r:l]!ﬁt' lllt' ]'[]l:llll:}' Loy I.'ﬂ'.'l.:!." r“l._ il "n-'].!'iil. Loy a 'IJE:IL'“.:IT I.':|::|.I Et'].l.i.l'l.g il
cow or goat, or even part of their land. Small loans make it pos-
sible for them to avoid selling their most precious assers and
sinking deeper into poverty.

Karnotsky and Hassenteld concluded that microhnance
does help the poor—and the fact chat people take out loans,
knowing thar they will have to repay them, is tselt an indica-
non that the microfinance institutions are providing a service
that the poor want. Hence, in the absence of equally good in-
formartion about other means of helping people in poverty in-
crease their income and improve their standard of living,
GiiveWell awarded Opportunity International its $25,000
grant. GiveWell chose Opporrunity International over other
microhinance organizations because it was impressed by the 98
percent repayment rate on loans Opporrunity International
made to groups, and by a specific program the organization op-
erates in Mozambique, where most of 1ts clients are living in
extreme poverty.'”

When GiveWell first invited aid organizations to provide

III'lE'IF]'[‘JL'I[il'.'IE'.I nly []lt‘i]’ 'lu"-'[}Tk, []lt I'H.g 1:rg.‘1ni?.;1[inm; IL'IL{ ]i"lt‘ i.l'.l"
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centive to do so because GiveWell's modest 525,000 grants are
hardly worth the statt time involved for organizations with
multmillion-dollar budgets. In the long run, though, if Give-
Well's model for assessing charites catches on, as it should, a
high GiveWell rating will bring a food of new donations. In
rurn, other charities will focus on demonstrating their cost-
etfectiveness so as to improve their GiveWell ranngs. Equally
important, as people become more confident of the cost-
eftectiveness of charities, they will become more willing to
give.

Proving Effectiveness

I"u”?l ].“'_'[;.”'E Hl:ll.ll'.'_'[l KEI]‘IH]E"FLL}-’ :'l.[ld I.":I.i': H:'I.':i:it'l].[l-t']d 1I-’l."l:||]dt']":d
Ul-rl'l.i';.]"l ﬁ]rg:lnitil[i(]]"ﬁ “’l]llld t'l]i.lkL" []'H.' h"l_':'n:[ LI {]1" [I'I.L'il__ d(]l‘]il‘
tions, Esther Dullo and Abhijit Banerjee ar the Massachuserts
Institute of Technology founded the Jameel Poverty Action Lab
on the premise that we can and should use scientific methods wo
hnd out which aid projects work. As the gold standard of scien-
tific rigor they take the random controlled trial used for testing
the ethcacy of new drugs. In such a tnal, half the patients are
randomly assigned to receive the new drug, while the other halt
eet a placebo. Randomization ensures thar the two groups are
not different in any way thar could aftecr the course of their ill-
ness or the impact of the drug. We have just seen an example of
these methods—the study of the effect of loans given by the
South African microfinance organization—which was carried
out by associares of the Poverty Action Lab.

Conrrolled trials have validared Mexico's Programa Nacional
de Educacién, Salud v Alimenracién, known as PROGRESA, a
program of incentives for mothers to participate in health edu-
cation programs, keep their children in school, and rake cheir

L'I'Ii.li'.lﬂ:l'l o hu‘.’.’l][]l CIi]'IiC!-i- :r[]]' IIlI.[’I!'i.[i{!['I:!I. .‘-i'llFPI.E[I'It‘.‘]'I[H il]'l'Ll il
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checkup.!' Positive ourcomes from the contralled rials have
helped PROGRESA gain more funds for expansion within
Mexico, and have led other countries to adopr similar measures.
Thanks to controlled trials, we know that providing drugs to
kill parasitical worms in Kenyan children improves learning,
that education in condom use reduces the likelihood of people
gertiing AIDS, and thar oftering mochers in India a cheap bag
of lentils means that more of them will bring in their children
for immunization, '

So why don't we test all poverty programs this way? One
reason 1s the cost of administering the trials. Oxfam America
found thar a random controlled trial of one of i1ts microcredi
programs in West Africa would cost almost as much as the proj-
ect itself. The money would have come out of the budger for
the project, with the result that microcredit could be extended
to only half as many villages as would otherwise be possible.
Oxfam did not go ahead with the randomized trial. This is an
understandable decision, bue it would probably pay, over the
long term, for organizations to set aside some money specih-
cally for proper studies of the effectiveness of their programs. It
is betrer to help only halt as many people, burt be sure thar you
are really helping them, than to risk helping no one, especially
if a successful project can then be scaled up to reach many
more,

On the other hand, some aid projects may bring bene-
hits that cannot be quantified. Oxfam believes in “capacity
building”—thar is, in assisting the poor to develop their skills
to become selt-suthcient in various ways, and in assisting
communities to create structures thar will help people work
rogether to resist oppression and escape poverty. [n 2003, [ vis-
ited one such project in Pune, India. Oxfam Auvstralia was as-
sistng ragpickers, women who make their living by sifting

through the town garbage dump to collect nor just rags bur
b | []}'[]]i[]g EIHE' [ll.‘lt Cilll I.“': ]":C}'Eltil. \\EFI:]EI] we went to rll’: lill]'l]}'.l‘
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our group to retreat to the car, where they stayed with the win-
dows closed tor the entire visit. Yet the ragpickers made a re-
markable contrast to the hlth, tor they somehow managed 1o
keep their colorful saris clean and bright while they salvaged
metal, glass, plastic, even old plastic bags. They were paid only
one rupee—about 3 cents—tor a kilogram, or more than two
pounds, of plastic. Bad as thar sounds, it was an improvement
on previous prices, when the ragpickers, who were from the
Daliv caste, formerly known as Untouchables, had been iso-
lated and held in contempr as the lowest of the low, exploited
economically, and sexually harassed by the dealers o whom
they sold cheir gleanings.

Oxfam had been approached by Laxmi Narayan, a lecturer
in adult educarion ar a university in Pune. She had been run-
ning a literacy program for ragpickers, but realized that they
needed more practical help betore they could focus on learning
to read and write. With Oxfam’s assistance, she helped the
women organize themselves into the Registered Association of
Ragpickers, which enabled them o demand berter prices and
protected them from harassment. A big breakdhrough came
when the association persuaded the Pune Municipal Council
to issue ragpickers idennty cards that would allow them entry
to apartment buildings. Residents were asked to separate their
recyclables, and as a result, many ragpickers are now able o
work in clean and safe conditions, collecting recyclables di-
rectly tfrom homes.

The association began taking on other rasks, like running a
savings scheme and a microcredic facilicy. Interest earned on
the pooled savings was used to provide scholarships and school
texts for members children. Previously, small children had
worked alongside their mothers in the city dump, but I didn't
see any on my visit. | was told that most of the ragpickers now
realized that by going to school their children might enjoy op-
F{]T[llnl[ifﬁ lll:'l[ [‘E'lt:g' hill’.E not I'l.'ll'.l [hl:['l'.l:'i-'l:l.‘l."\'_':"i.

Before I left Pune, T attended a meeting of the ragpickers,
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held in a room in the cramped bur ddy diserict in which they
lived. 1 couldn’c understand anything that was said, bur the ar-
mosphere was one of wide and lively participation. Atrer the
meeting, Narayan told me that the women very much appreci-
ated the support Oxfam had given them, bur had said 1t was
rime for it to come to an end. The project had achieved its
goals, and the Registered Associanion of Ragpickers was now
self-supporting.’” That surely demonstrates that the project
WS 1 SUCCESS,

Another example of aid thac is difheulr to evaluare ina ran-
domized manner 1s Oxfam’s work in Mozambique supporting
women seeking to improve their legal rights. With a popula-
rion of 18 million, Mozambique is one of the world's poorest
countries, and women are especially ar risk of living in extreme
poverty. Unal 2003, girls in M n{muhiLlu: could be married as
}I{Jlltlg A4 ﬂ]llr[‘L"L'll, :;nd h';.":.'l'l.lfﬂ.' I'[]L[rri_:'lgﬁ." hringﬁ ['l:lunl..':!.' .':lﬂd.
gifts to the bride’s family, many girls from poor families were
married very young. The law put married women under their
husband'’s control—for instance, a wite required her husband’s
consent to take paid work. If a woman's husband died, the cou-
ple’s home and land belonged ro his tamily. Divorced women
had no claim to property, and, like widows, were left penniless
and were often reduced to begging. "The old law mncreased
poverty for women,” said Marta Orlanda, of the Mozambique
Women Lawyers” Association, “They depended on their hus-
bands for assets, and there was no way for them to accumulare
wealth of any kind.™"

In the 1990s, women in Mozambique organized a coalition
to end these injustices. Oxtam provided technical support and
rraining in advocacy skills, and assisted organizarions from dif-
ferent parts of the country to meet and work rogether. To help
raise public awareness of the need for change, Oxfam also sup-
ported a media campaign, involving not only television, radio,

:'I['I'Ll I'lt‘n-"r'."i:['.l".tf'.lit'r?'i 1‘.Ill.[ i'I..l."iIZ}-, F[]-l' []"It' 114 ['I.'!.' hlli}}’..':l.['l'.ll'lili::'ll'l."i ‘l.-'l.']'I[] L{ﬂ
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not read and lack access to radio and television, streer thearter.
The campaign won support in many sectors of society and
government. In 2003, the nadenal parliament passed a new
family law, raising the legal age for marriage to elghteen, allow-
ing women to head families (previously only a man could be
the head of a famuily), and granting women rights over the cou-
ple’s property after one year of living rogether in a customary
marriage."” Oxfam has continued to support the coalition as it
tries to educate women abour their new rights and o ensure
thar the law is enforced. Here, too, it 1sn't possible to quanafy
the impact of Oxtam'’s work, bur the project appears to have
contributed to improving the lives of millions of women liv-
ing in extreme poverty and wichour basic rights thar we rake for

gr;mn:-d.

Muove Good Things That Can Be Done Cheaply

There are many more forms of aid that we can reasonably
judge to be highly cost-ettective, even withourt formal studies.
Here are a tew more examples.

David Morawerz, an Australian, was in his fifties when his
tather died and left him money that he decided he didn't really
need for himself. He set up a foundation and looked around
for projects to fund. From Oxfam Australia he learned thart for
many villages in Tigray, an arid region of Ethiopia, the nearest
source of water is more than an hour’s walk away, Women and
eirls have to walk two or three hours a day 1o tetch water from
the nearest river for drinking, cooking, and washing. Animals
also use the river, so the water should be boiled to make it safe
to drink. Bur because boiling water consumes scarce fuel, the
villagers sometimes drink unsale water, and some, most often
children, die as a result.

1|'|r1|';:"r|'ll||l:'_‘ SO ‘l.'ill'.l:.___"'t.'i il'.l |]1t‘ F-I:'Ejﬂ['] I'.I:!.‘:-"t'_‘ ‘ﬂ'f_'”.'-i- [’Il.’ll lflri]'l.'iﬂ.{'ll'
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safe, drinkable warer right in the village itself, most cannort af-
tord the equipment necessary to penerrate the hard rock thar
lies above the water. Morawerz donated 510,000 to bring the
drilling equipment to one village of about a thousand people.
Now thar willage has 1ts own well, with a simple hand pump
that requires no motor or fuel and 1s easy to maintain, The
women and girls from the village no longer have to spend two
ro three hours a day ferching water. The women can use the
nme saved for other activities, and the girls have more time to
get an education. When Morawerz visited the village, he was
told: “Before we had the well, our chuldren used o die. Now
they do not.” Managed by a committee of six villagers, chree
men and three women, the well should supply safe drinking
water for a liferime—ar a onetime cost of 510 per user.

L"'l-"-l.[]]'ll."l.‘l."t'l:". I'l':l!'n- ':ll.‘!i“ dl”l:llﬂl [y Lllt' HE'I_']'.I'. 11“”11:]" “E1 Stlldt'[]l'."i
Partnership Worldwide, an international yourh-led charity that
specializes in rraining young people to work on projects thar
improve the lives of rural people. Mast of its volunteers are ed-
ucated young people from Atrica and Asia. Here are some of
the projects that Morawewz supported in Nepal,

* Providing arsenic Alrers to remove high naturally occur-
ring levels of arsenic from drinking warer. Cost per fam-
ily: $3.33.

* Making available cooking stoves that cook a meal 1n half
the tume taken using a tradinional stove, allowing girls
time w go to school. The stoves also use only halt as
much Arewood, saving fuel and reducing greenhouse gas
emissions, and have chimneys to remove smoke, thus re-
ducing the incidence of asthma and eye diseases. Cost
per family: $20.

- HCII.'J].I]E rt'ﬁ-iﬁ.‘l.f_'['.ll?'i “I.' <l ."ilLiI'l] i | U‘F ]{Elllllllﬂ[]du Iﬂ.lil‘_l.

toilets in their homes. Previously, people relieved them-
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sclves into an open sewer that flowed between their
houses. When the toilets were built, the sewer was
closed. Cost per home: 522,

In 1989, Magda King led an all-woman expedinon to Cho
Ohyu, at 26,906 feer (8,201 merters) the sixth-highest mountain
in the world, situated on the Nepal-Tiber border. She reached
the summit herself, thus becoming the first Spanish woman to
climb a peak over 8,000 meters. She has since climbed an five
continents, and on seven of the tourteen “eight thousanders™ in
the world. King's climbs have taken her chrough many remote
villages in which people live in poverty. Wanting w give some-
thing back to Nepal, and rto the Sherpa people who helped her

climb, she rraveled across the Unired Stares, giving ralks and
Hlidt hlll!“'ﬁ '.[I'l-l'_! L'U].]’:L'lj.l'lg dl”'l.'.l[i.{:ll'l‘_';. I]l d remaote arca UF
Nepal, far from the rourist trails, she spent three months work-
ing with local people wo build a school. Although she rold one
interviewer, “We build schools at the end of the road,” in fact
Yarmasing is more solated than thar—ir is two hours” hard
walking from any road a vehicle can use. On returning home,
King and her husband started Namlo Internanonal, which to-
cuses on educarion as a way of helping people in impoverished
rural communities escape poverty. ( Lhe namlo is the headstrap
that makes it possible for Nepalese people to carry heavy loads
for long distances.) The entire communiry must decide thar it
wants a school and must then cooperare to build ir, with out-
side labor brought in only to do any work thar requires skills
the villagers do not have. Namlo brings in windows, cement,
and other materials, burt local stone is used. The work the vil-
lagers pur in gives them swear equity, which makes them far
more committed to seeing the school succeed, and makes 1
possible for a school for 200 children to be builr for under
525,000,
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then works with sister schools in the Unired Stares o ensure
that the schools are properly statted and provided with books
and other teaching materials. Namlo has made a ten-year com-
mitment to support the schools and assist the communities in
becoming self-susraining. For example, Namlo gave financial
support to four village women so they could go to Kachmandu
to learn a rradinonal method of weaving. The women will re-
rurn to the village and reach other women, providing them
with a source of income. Namlo also helps with adult literacy
programs and with community intrastructure, like providing a
sate water supply.

King says her mountaineering expeditions were “about me,
but also for women in Spain, to show that we were capable of
doing such things.” Nevertheless, she says, her work with the
rl.l;":ll Cl]ll“l'llll'li.[i':'ﬁ H:'IIT]I[' SETVES I]ﬂ.‘i ':I'I.r].L']'lt'd ].H.'.'r Hf‘r_' Inmore
than anything else she has done. Through ir, “I have reached
goals thar are much higher than standing on top of the highesr
mountain in the world.” She also believes that she has shown
that we are not powerless 1o bring about change: One person
can make a ditference to enure communities,

Australian ophthalmoelogist Fred Hollows traveled to Nepal
and Erierea in the 19805 and was struck by the number of peo-
ple blinded by cataracts and other treatable eye problems.
From then unal his death in 1993, he worked wrelessly w
bring simple sight-restoring procedures to people who would
otherwise have no access to them. A year betore he died, know-
ing that he had cancer and not much vme lefr, Hollows and his
wite, Gabi, set up the Fred Hollows Foundation te carry on his
work. By 2003 the foundation had restored sight ro a million
people, ar a cost of roughly §50 per person.'©

It’s easy to appreciate thar being blind in a poor country,
where there is litde support for people with disabilities, 1s sig-
nificantly worse than being blind in a rich nation. Restoring

HiQI]f 1ol {]]'l.l'l.' QTE'{I[I}" Ilt']I'.I-H |]1t' i.l'.ltii":-"llilll'.ll. I‘.I'L'THIZ}['I, iT -:'I.I-!':-H cll-
LY L S



Heaae Much Does It Cost o Save g .E.rJ".?':’ 141

ables him or her to contribure once again to his or her family
or community. In India, according to one study, 85 percent of
men and 58 percent of women who lost their jobs because of
blindness were able to regain employment atrter their sight had
been restored. In the case ot children, preventung or overcom-
ing blindness can be lifesaving; studies show thar children whe
become blind are much more likely to die within the next year
than other children. Those who survive are unlikely to be able
to artend school.

Another example of how a relatively small amount of money
(for most people living in rich nations) can make a rotally life-
changing ditference to someone who is poor comes from the
rreatment of obsterric fistulas, In cultures where girls are poorly
nourished or are married before their bodies properly marure,
!.].I'.'.'_':.F Uﬁ.'.'_'].'l i.}t'll_'l”l]': Fl.‘t'i_:_]'lilﬂl ].'.l‘f_"ﬂ]‘r': [I:]t ]:']tl"l.'ih; i-.‘!- ].:'l.l-i_r't ':1“![]1_"_'1
for the delivery of the baby. As a result, the baby becomes stuck
during labor; birch may be obstructed for several days. For a
woman giving birth in a village without modern medical tech-
niques, this almost always means thar the baby dies. Mean-
while, the pressure of the baby's head againse the wall of the
vagina can produce a hole, or fistula, berween the vagina and
either the bladder or the recrum. Urine or teces will then trickle
through the vagina. No martter how much she washes, the
woman will give off a foul smell. The husband, who may be-
lieve his wife has been cursed, often returns her to her family.
The tamily, unable to cope with her inside the home, builds a
small hut for her. There she will live alone for the rest of her
lite.

In 1959, Catherine and Reginald Hamlin, specialists in ob-
stetrics and gynecology from Australia and New Zealand, vis-
ited Ethiopia, and after seeing the problems women there faced
due to the lack of medical care, decided to stay. Discovering
thar general hospitals often turn away women with fstulas,

I'I'i'_'C."lll."iE' Ti‘lt'i.r CE]-I'I-Lli.li[]]'l iﬁ 1ol ].iﬂ'.‘-[l'll’t."lftl'li]'lg '.I]'Id [}lf‘p' e ~:|H‘-
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ficult ro keep dean, the Hamlins established the Addis Ababa
Fistula Hospiral. Bringing fistula patients rogether had the ad-
dinional advantage, they discovered, that women who had been
isolated for years were now able to have a social life and o ralk
to others with the same problem. Since her husband'’s deach,
Catherine Hamlin has continued to work in Ethiopia for fis-
tula patients, and the hospital has now treated 32,000 women
and trained both medical students and surgeons. Support from
the Fistula Foundarion, a California-based charity, has made 1
possible to open three mini-hospirals in other parts of Ethio-
pia. Now 1n her eighues, Hamlin has appeared on Opralr and
in an inspiring Nova documentary, A Walt re Beawriful. The
hospiral never turns away a woman with a fistula, and is able to
cure 93 percent of its parients. When they are ready o go, the
women are given their bus fare home and a new dress. Here
Hi.l.lnlil_ll dﬂ:ﬁcr]l?ﬂ:ﬁ i sdene :'ihL' h:l.‘i sCCn [h{]ll.‘iﬂ”d."i U" f]['|1i:5:
“We've gor chis girl with her whole life ahead of her, and if she's
not cured it's going to be a misery and a horror to her forever,
So the joy ol seeing a young girl normal again and going home
in a new dress with a smile on her face and literally on dancing
feet is something thar really warms our hearts.™!”

According to a report by the United Nations Population
Fund and EngenderHealth, an American women’s health orga-
nization, the cost of repairing a standard hstula in Africa is be-
rween $100 and $400.' The Worldwide Fistula Fund, another
charity supporting fistula care, puts the cost of surgical care for
a single fistula victim ar $450."

When I met Lewis Wall, tounder, president, and managing
director of the Worldwide Fistula Fund, at Washingron Uni-
versity in St. Louls, where he also serves as professor of obster-
rics and gynecology, he was about to leave for Niger. His fund
is building a new specialist fiscula hospital in an area with a par-
tcularly high rate of obsterrie fistulas. Wall told me there are
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33,000 more acquiring the condition in Africa alone each
year.” In Liberia the previous summer, he had operated on a
sixty-seven-year-old who had developed a hstula when she was
thirty-two and had been living soaked with urine for thirty-hive
years. "It took twenty minutes to repair it in surgery,” he wwold
me. The only long-term solution i1s prevention, especially in-
creasing awareness of the risks to girls of bearing children too
young. Betrer access to emergency obsterric centers would also
dramarically reduce the problem. Bur in the meantime, he asks,
“What is it worth to give a fourteen-year-old girl back her fu-
ture and her life?”

[t's difficulr to caleulate how much it costs to save or rransform
l].l'.'.' I].Ft' llr SOMenne Wl:ll'.l i.‘i t'x[l‘tf[]t'l.}' I.':'U'ul_. 1'\-11:'{': I“:t'ﬂ.{ [0 Pl][
MO resources i_l'l[l:l C‘I-":llll:'l.fiilg [tlL‘ CH:.'L"{i."."L'T'ICbh “F "."Jlri(]-ll."i Pr{]‘
erams. Nevertheless, we have seen that much of the work done
by charitics is highly cost-effective, and we can reasonably be-
lieve thart the cost of saving a life through one of these charicies
is somewhere berween $200 and $2,000,

Even at the upper end of this range, the contrast berween
what 1t costs to save a life in a poor nation and how much we
spend to save lives in rich nations should make us uncomfort-
able. A 1995 Duke University study of more than five hundred
lifesaving interventions in the Unirted Stares pur the median
cost of saving a life ar $2.2 million.?’ In 2008, the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency valued a generic American life at
57.22 million, while the tederal Department of Transportation
uses a figure of $5.8 million.** (Governmenr agencies use these
hgures to judge whether measures thar save lives by, for exam-
ple, reducing air pollurion or building safer roads are econom-
ically justifiable,)

Amid such uncertainty, whar should we do? There are many
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supporting, and not knowing which is the very best shouldn’t
be an excuse for nor giving to any of them. It vou have a spare
$450 and are thinking about whether to spend it on yourselt or
to use it to help others, it won't be easy to hind anything that
vou need nearly as much as a tourteen-year-old girl wich a fis-
rula needs an operation. If vou have only $50, you can make
the same comparison berween whart the money means to you
and whart it could mean to someone who is unable to see be-
cause of an easily removable cararact.



7. Improving Aid

I“H]llg]'ﬁ W |::|':'|"r".'_' allﬂ:‘:ld}" ll][}kt'd I.]‘]it'”.}" al SOIme COoImmaoan UI:]"
jections to ald, we haven't ver done justice to the serious critics
who point out that many aid programs have failed to reduce
poverty. Prominent among these critics is economist William
Easterly, who laments the inettecriveness ot aid:

The Wese spent $2.3 trillion on foreign aid over the last
hive decades and still had not managed o get twelve-
cent medicines o children to prevent halt of all malaria
deaths. The West spent $2.3 trillion and sall had not
managed to get four-dollar bed nets to poor families. . . .
It's a tragedy thar so much well-meaning compassion
did not bring these resules for needy people.

[Did you ger the impression thar the West has already shown
great compassion and given enormous sums ot foreign aid? We
have already seen that most western nations are giving very lit-
tle aid, as a proportion of their national income. Bur Easterly is
talking about the past five decades, so before we ger to the issue
H'F i1i|'.]1."|' I:l‘i;::ﬁ_'ri‘r'l:ntﬁﬁ., l::l".'-i ﬁr.‘il ‘.ll] SUITICE [1-&:.":'[ (3T I'l.'[:l"u"r' ['l'.ll]l:l:] L'Iid

the West has really given during this period.
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Q: How much per vear is $2.3 trillion over five decades?
: $40 billion.

L

(2: How much per person living in afluent narions during
that period is $46 billion?

A: There are roughly a billion people living in affluent na-
tions now, but the average over the fifty-year period is
around 750 million people. That works out to abour
G0 per person per year.

(Q: Whar percentage of the roral income of the afHuent na-
tions over that period 1s $46 billion?

A Ald over that Irrimi was abour 0.3 percent or 3 cents
of every $100 earned.”

Now the amount of aid thar the rich nations are giving
doesn’t seem so large, does ir?

Even the figure of 30 cents given in aid from every $100
earned seriously exaggerates the amount that the rich nations
are giving to help the world’s poorest people. Much of our aid
is based on political or defense priorities rather than humani-
rarian considerarions. During rthe Cold War, for example, aid
from the West was heavily tlted toward luring Third World
countries away from Soviet inHuence. The hundreds of mil-
lions of dollars that went into the Swiss bank accounts of the
Congolese dictator Moburu Sese Seko are part of the "aid” thar
Ilh: il]CIllLiE{! 1]] }'..'.:l.."il.l'.'r]:rr15 ﬁgllrt'. HU ﬁl'l.r]:'.lr]?ﬂ'.' thi.ll it L{i.'l'.l Ii.”l: [
reduce poverty.

Although the Cold War is over, statistics available on the
websire ot the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development show that aid s still not given solely—or in
SOTNE CHsEs, CVETT ]:]T.i.ﬂ'l':lri]:!.-'_[{] r{_'I.iL"‘l.'l: gl{lllill EHH'L‘T[}". {.:Ul'l."iidl:r

the top ten recipients of U.S. official development aid. Ar the
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time of this writing (June 2008) they are, in order, Traq,
Atghanistan, Sudan, Colombia, Egypt, Edhiopia, the Democ-
ratic Republic of Congo, Nigena, Pakistan, and Jordan. Iraq
alone recetved 29.5 percent of the U.S. foreign aid budget in
2007, and Afghamistan receved nearly 6 percent. In contrase,
the ten poorest countries in the world receive a combined roral
of 5 percent of U.S. aid.’* Iraq, Afghanistan, and Pakistan are
among the U.5. top ten because of their central role in the war
on terror, rather than because of their poverty. Egyvpr has
ranked near the top for decades, because it 15 an imporrant
partner in LLS. eftorts to stabilize the Middle East, and aid o
Jordan has the same motivation. Colombia is not an especially
poor country; its aid is associared with the arrempr to suppress
the cocaine cartels. Only abour one fifth of LS. aid goes 1o
C(]llll‘[rit'-h I;_'J.:.l!ﬁ!ilﬁt"lj ].'J}." 1.|1t' {}l"_.{:i.] 5 “]t':l!'i'l d':"‘.'t'].{ll.:":'l'.l.,“ Wl:li.l.t'
th_]'l'.lLlf h:ll E1 UI‘ :1]; L.J...S.. .llfj gl“.':"i (L] “]{:|'|I."."'L'|_-—|:'|]il’.l(.ﬂli."II]'l.';.'\'ﬁ:l['l'li.'.|1
nations.

MNor is it only the United Stares thar gives aid to serve polit-
ical aims rather than to help the extremely poor. Branko Mi-
lanovie, an economist at the World Bank, has examined the
2001 country-to-country aid disbursed by most OECD coun-
tries, and found that bilateral aid from the European Union—
that 1s, the program run by the EU iwself, which 1s separate
from the individual aid programs of its member nations—is
even more skewed than U.S. aid roward nations with a per
capita income above the world average. Bilareral aid from Aus-
tralia and Canada in that year was also pro-rich in the sense
that richer countries received more money in per capita terms
than did poorer countries. Bilateral aid from Germany, France,
and [raly was roughly evenly balanced in per capira terms be-

“"The ten procrest countries are; Central Alrican [*".-.:pulﬂiu.‘, Sterra Leone, Ertrea,
Miger, Malawi, Exhiopia, Libena, Guinea-Bissau, Burundi, and the Democratic Re-
!mhli: of {'fnn!_-;n.
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rween the richer and poorer countries, while aid from Belgium,
[reland, Britain, Swimerland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands,
and the Scandinavian nations was strongly tilted toward the
poorer countries, Overall, though, only about a quarter of the
aid trom OECD donor countries goes to the world's least de-
veloped countries.”

A second reason thar total figures for aid can give an exag-
gerated impression of what is being done to help the poor is
that some countries, including the United States and Auseralia,
tie their aid to the purchase of goods that they make, thus
boosting their own economies but making the aid less eftective.
For example, the U.S. Congress requires that ULS. government
agencies donaring condoms inrended to stop the spread of
AIDS in Africa must buy the condoms from U5, manufactur-
[ 78 llllll(]llgl:l U.S.'H];ldf Cl]lld“ll'ﬂi Al L‘L’l."i.{_'f []'It' I.}rj.l:t' llr Hil'[li'
lar products made in Asia. Donating condoms to Africa saves
lives, but since the amount of money available for this purpose
is fixed, anything that increases the cost of the condoms re-
duces the number donated and costs lives.” A much greater
problem, however, 1s that the roughly $2 billion wordch of TULS,
aid thar consists ot tood must, by law, be grown in the Unired
States and shipped, mostly on American ships, to wherever it 1s
needed. This helps American farmers sell their crops at good
prices, and is also a boon for American shipping companies,
but it would be far cheaper to buy the grain in the region where
it is needed, saving on shipping costs and other overheads, as
well as avoiding a delay of about four months in delivery of the
tood. Worse still, in terms ot eftectiveness, importing large
quantities of subsidized food depresses local markers, reducing
the incentive for farmers in developing countries ro become
more productive. As Peter Matlon, a direcror of the Rocketeller
Foundarion and an agricultural economist, has puc ic, this is a
case of “the rail wagging the dog,” in that domestic farm poli-
l'_'it."i I:'.l'.']‘n-rt' ."n-hi.'l[ll:l'.l []'I'I: n]f[l]l“_tﬁ [|1.‘11‘ |I'|.t" ]..]-]"Ii[’:[] Hl:“t.‘i L1ses T

Iighr hunger abroad. The U5, Government Accountabilicy
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Office, the nonpartisan investigative arm of Congress, has con-
cluded thar tood aid is "inherently inethcient,” while Daniel
Maxwell and Christopher Barrett, in their major study Food
Aid Afrer Fifty Years, dispel what they refer to as the "myth” that
American food aid 15 primarly abour feeding the hungry.
These disadvantages have become suthciently clear for CARE,
one of the lareest agencies working against poverty, o refuse
to distribute American grain In poor countries, even rlmugh
it would have received $45 million if it had been prepared 1o
do so.”

Now, one can make the argument thar 1t's entirely reason-
able for countries to make their aid conditonal 1n this way, but
if vou do, it isnt fair to conclude thac all aid is ineftective. Part
of the aim of tied aid is to benefit the donor nation’s own econ-
|'.]'I'|1:.-'.. ':llll.l I.'-'l’t.‘!ill]ll':ll.]]:l.' .” :'il];l'lt'[i”'lt"."i Ll.l:l’:'."i '-"l.CEl.lt"'r": I]:]l!i. ”1 Wi l':ll'il.t'
into account the factors mentioned above, we find thar what
was actually spent over the past five decades on aid inrended
primarily to bencht people living in extreme poverty was noth-
ing like $60 per year tor each citizen ot the wealthy nations. It
may have been less than a quarter ol that amount. Suppose,
though, that the tull 560 had gone to aid for the poorest. Thar's
still less than you may spend, withour much thoughr ac all, on
an evening out. Ic's less than the price of a tcket to a rock con-
cert, or less than the cost of dinner, a movie, a drink or two,
and cab fare or parking. Does the cost of one night our really
amount to what Easterly calls “so much well-meaning compas-
ston’? Thart suggests low expectations of the compassion of our
tellow human beings. It also means that we cannot sweepingly
condemn aid as ineftective by claiming thar our immense com-
passion has already led us to pour vast sums of aid into poor
nations, burt thar these vast sums have failed to do even basic
things like prevent malaria deaths. It we haven't yet suceeeded
in doing these basic things, maybe it is because what we have
given specifically for them was too lictle.

Most aid critics targer government-run  programs  and
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government-funded institutions. Easterly’s book The Whire
Mans Burden, tor example, tocuses mainly on the World Bank,
the International Monetary Fund, the United Nations, and
the United States Agency ftor Internatonal Development
(USAIDY). Easterly argues thar these organizanions’ falures re-
sult from grandiose ambitions, top-down planning, and a lack
of accountabilicy. Bur he almost enorely 1gnores the work
of nongovernmental organizations: They are mentioned only
four times in a book of four hundred pages, and in none of
these references is there a susrained discussion of the NGO
work. Major individual aid organizanions, for example CARE,
Oxtam, Save the Children, and World Vision, do not appear at
all. Thus, while Easterly advises acrivists o “change your issue
from raising more ald money to making sure thar the aid
||1[]|:|t':|." I":'.lf]'lt'h l.].l'.'.' Fl:lﬂl_..“ h': HLl[}F]ifh I1c} h'.l.!'ii."i IE]]' I'l.i.‘!i hlli_'__i_’ltﬁ'
rion that raising more ald money is furtile, if the activist ad-
dressed is raising money for a nongovernmental organization.
(I have yet to be approached by a fund-raiser asking me to do-
nate to the World Bank.)

Because 1t hasn't been tried, no one really knows whether
poverty on a global scale can be overcome by a truly substantial
amount of aid provided withoue political interference. The po-
liical and bureavcratic constraines that encumber ofhcial aid
only make private donations to effective nongovernmental
agencies all the more important. As Easterly himself says, the
annual total amount of foreign aid tor the world’s approxi-
mately 3 billion poor people (this higure includes those who are
living on less than $2 per day, as well as those who are living on
less than $1.25 per dav) comes to only abour $20 per person.
Should we be surprised that this paltry sum hasnt ended
poverty? The worse that can be said wich any certainty is thar in
the past, a lot of ofhcial aid has been misconceived and mis-
directed and has done little good. Bur it scarcely seems possible
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into doing so thar march the size of the problem—including
resources to evaluare past failures and learn from our mistakes—
we will be unable to hind ways of making a positive impact.

“Trade, Not Aid’?

One of our great anxieties abourt giving aid is that it isn't really
going ro help the poor or, worse still, thar ic may even hure
them. That view is supported by some aid critics, who claim
thart aid does not spur economic growth.” Martin Wolf, for ex-
ample, in Why Globalization Works, argues that reducing the
barriers that poor nations face when they seek ro sell their
products on the global marker would do more 1o reduce
l.'ﬂ{]‘l."frl}" TJ:]EIII ':l]'l:r" AITVOnt UF :'l.i.f.l.H 1|">1~l:-'lll'.:|':||1 H.I“.! UlJ:]':T '.lid L'l'iliﬁ_'-ﬁ
point out that the nations thar have pulled themselves out of
poverty during the past fifty years have generally received lirde
ald, whereas the nations that have received the most aid are
generally still poor. In some cases, this could be because more
aid goes to those countries facing greater problems, whether
they stem from geographical disadvantages, corruprion, cus-
toms that inhibit productivity, or poor public policies that re-
duce the incentives for people tw start new businesses. Buc ir's
clear that some aid inidatives bave failed to promote economic
arowth. It's important ro know whart the problems are, bur also
to understand thar the right kind ot aid can help the poor
whether or not it promotes economic growth.

One reason that aid could slow economic growth is “Dutch
disease,” a rerm The Economist colned to describe a decline in
the Durch economy in the 1960s afrer natural gas was discov-
ered in the North Sea on the country's coast. This valuable nat-
ural resource should have been a grear economic boon, but in
fact, as the revenues from gas exports began Howing in, Durch
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was thar as other countries boughr Ducch oil, sending money
into the country, the value of Dutch currency rose relative to
that of the country’s main trading partners, thus making
Dutch exports more expensive and Durch manutacturers less
compentive in international markers. The inflow of a large
amount of foreign aild can cause a similar problem.

Although, as we have seen, aid 1s a tiny percentage of the in-
come of afHuent donor nations, the poor nations are so poor
that in some cases aid amounts to mare than 10 percent of
their national income. In a handful ot very poor countries,
such as the Democratic Republic of Congo, East Timor, and
Afghanistan, ald amounts to more than a quarcer of the na-
rional income.” Ar thar level, aid can cause a very substanrial
Dutch disease effect. And indeed, economists Raghuram Rajan
:'I.nd ;"!'Lr"."llld Hlll”‘iﬂ"ﬂﬂi;”l Ilﬂ"n."t' E}JH”LI l.].l'.l.[ ﬂ]LI. lll:lt'!ﬁ Sigl]i.[i.i:':lll‘[].}"
reduce the growth of labor-intensive manufacruring industries
and export industries, such as food processing and the produc-
tion of clothing and footwear, in developing countrics. Encour-
agingly, though, in the most recent decade they studied—the
1990s—aid had a slightly less-adverse impact than in the pre-
vious decade, perhaps because governments of poor countries
were making berter use of the aid they received."

Rajan and Subramanian leave it open whether the effects
they observed were sufhciently large to offset the benefits of
aid. When aid is used to improve infrastructure, agricultural
methods, and the skill levels of the workforee, it enhances pro-
ductivity and leads o increased expores that can ourweigh the
Dutch disease problem. For ten years after the end of Mozam-
bique’s civil war in 1992, European nations gave an extraordi-
narily high level of aid ro thar African countrys in fact, over
those years, 40 percent of the narion’s gross national income
was foreign ald. Although almost halt of the aid was debe relief,
which therefore could not be spent within Mozambique, aid

Was 'll."ir_'l.{ o I'I"lli]l'.] Tﬂ:!l'.:l."i, II‘.IH!'-EPi[:lI."i., '.'I]'Il'.l ."LI_'II‘.IE'I'".'I]H il]'l'l'.l Lo 'lmpru'l.-‘::



."'r.rel.u.'ru-.!'nx A 113

worktorce skills.'! Perhaps for this reason, real economic growth
per capita was also high, averaging 5.5 percent per annum.
High levels of aid 1o Botswana atter independence in 1966, o
Tatwan in the 1950s, and to Uganda in the 19905 also proved
compatible with strong economic growth., These examples
prove that Dutch disease is by no means inevitable. '

In any case, when 1t comes to barriers to the growth of ex-
port industries in developing countries, there is something
much more significant than aid-relared Durch disease. ULS.
and European agriculrural subsidies undercur poor countries
efforts to increase their exports in an economic sector where
their climate and cheap labor give them a natural competitive
advanrage. Take, as an example, cotron, the only source of in-
come for millions of peasant farmers in West Africa, many of
"n-"r'l'l.{]]l'l Al Hlll.:IEH]T[iI]"-_.__‘:" ':1[]1115':5 LIl ll::-i.‘i ‘[l:l':l]'l. Eﬂ] ..25 il dﬂ}". IJ:‘I'l.t':r"
prc:-dm:r; cotton more cheaply, and mn a more c:c:l:gir::;ll}' SU8-
tainable way, than the 25,000 highly mechanized and much
wealthier cotron growers in the United States. Bur the Unired
States pays a total of 53 billion a year in subsidies to its cotron
erowers, enabling them to undercur the West African cotton
growers on the world market. Daniel Sumner, who directs the
University of California Agriculrural Issues Cenrer, has calcu-
lated that if the United States were to end 1ts cotton subsidy,
the resulting rise in the income of a West African coton
arower would be enough ro cover all health care costs for four
children.” The elimination of all agriculrural subsidies and a
50 percent reduction in nonagricultural taritts would, accord-
ing to a study by economists Kym Anderson and Alan Winters,
mean a global economic gain of at least $96 billion annually, of
which $30 billion would go to the developing world." The
elimination of subsidies on cotton, corn, and other farm prod-
ucts, which cost taxpayers in the United States and Europe bil-
lions, should be a priority on both humanitarian and basic
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You might now ask whether it would be berter to spend our
rime and money campaigning to eliminate trade barriers,
rather than donating to agencies thar give aid o the poor. Ob-
viously this depends on a variety of factors: whether our money
and time would make the success of such a campaign more
likely, how great the gain for the poor would be if such a cam-
palgn succeeded, and how much good our donation could do
if given for other forms of aid. The powerful political interests
allied against the eliminarion of trade barriers make polirical
change unlikely. We saw thar clearly in the bartle over America’s
2008 Farm Bill, which authorizes the country's agriculoural
subsidies. The bill was opposed not only by organizations
hghting global poverty, but by virtually every economist in the
country other than those working for the farm lobby. President
{'.It'l:ll'gt' \:l:"ll. I.;L]!'il:l ].Ii['ll!'it'] r L":lll.t"l'_{ [].“.'.' h‘]].]., 1I.1h"].:|1L']'| []l'lﬁ"id':.‘i E}Jf
$300 billion of subsidies over five years, “bloated and wasteful”
and veroed . Bur Congress casily mustered the owo-thirds ma-
jority required to overturn the veto."” Defears like this suggest
that our eftorts are berter spent elsewhere, where we can be
conhdent of making a difference.

It’'s important o note, too, that economic growth can by-
pass people, regions, and even entire narions. That may be
because a developing country's government is following ill-
advised economic polictes or because politics, customs, and so-
cial structures are so inimical to economic productivity thar
tew are willing to invest {in which case economic aid can be
made conditional on policy reform), burt it may also be because
the naton sutters from geographical disadvantages—being
landlocked, say, and surrounded by poor neighbors thar do not
offer promising markets. Then growrh may be blocked by the
dithculry of reaching more prosperous markets for the natdon’s
exports. In those situations, aid almed at improving local food
production and providing educarion and basic health care may

].H'.“ []"II'_' I'I't'-!-i[,, i!ltlt'r_'l'.:l []'I'l:' t‘.ll'.l]‘p',, way l.‘.lr ht'I.I'.Ing I]H'_' H'.'I[iﬂ"l]'l‘.‘-i- I'.l'[‘.l'[]]'.
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[deally, aid should provide a safety net for those who for what-
ever reason are not benehting trom economic growth, Some-
times poorer countries do better on key indicators ot human
well-being, such as infant mortality and longevity, than richer
ones. Cuba, famously, has lower infant mortality than the
Unired States.”

When Easterly and Bill Gartes were on a panel together at
the World Economic Forum in 2007, Easterly made his usual
point that all cthe aid given to Africa over the years has failed to
stimulare economic growth rhere. Gares responded sharply: “1
don't promise that when a kad lives 10 will cause a GND n-
crease. [ think life has value.”" Gates is right. Our focus should
not be growth for its own sake, but the goals thar lie behind our
desire for growrh: saving lives, reducing misery, and meeting

I.':It'l.:IPII.'_“1!'.' I.'!ﬂhill_' Ilt'l.'_'d!'i.

Bad Institutions Undo Good Projects

In the long-running debare abour why some nadons are rich
and others are poor, many experts emphasize the importance of
enod institutions and practices, like the rule of law, protection
of property rights, effective government, social conventions
that make trust possible, good and universal schooling, and
low tolerance of corruption. Effective government means chat
the public sector works tolerably well. Tt we want o start a
business, we won't have to bribe othcials o ger things done,
and our rights as workers, consumers, and residents will be
protected from unsafe workplaces, unsafe products, and indus-
trial pollution. The rule of law protects us from violence and
allows us to plan for the future with reasonable confidence chat
what we own will not be taken from us. It enables us to make
contracts, knowing that the other contracting parties will be
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resorting to the law, however, a certain level of trust makes it
easler tor people to work together and creates a sense ot com-
ITLLILICY.

The idea that good institutions play a crucial role in reduc-
ing poverty leads not to denying the value of aid, bur rather w
making aid conditional on the recipient government’s doing its
part 1n providing the conditions for economic growech. This
way of thinking persuaded President Bush to set up, with bi-
partisan suppott, the Millennium Challenge Account, an ini-
tiative reserving a portion of U.S, aid for governments that, in
the president’s words, “govern justly, invest in their people and
encourage economic freedom.”™ Orgamizations like Oxfam
have turned their attention to instituton-building, supporting
the formation of local, democratically run cooperatives to facil-
.".':lu'_' f"ﬁ"tf}'llli[lg !}[]H] I'll.'.'l.ill[:li.lll]lg il “'f_'].] Loy ]'[l:'ll']{tli[li_'r Cl]ﬂ":t'.
while the World Bank and government-to-government aid
programs have sought to build the capacities of governments
to funcrion cffecrively.

And indeed, aid can be eflective in improving institurions,
as economist Paul Collier has demonstrated, particularly when
dealing with fragile stares. Nations emerging from civil war, tor
instance, are at high risk of falling back into conficr, with all
the misery that thar will bring ro their cinzens. Collier showed
that substandal amounts of aid, properly directed and sus-
rained for several years, can enhance the capacity of postcon-
Hict governments to avoid that rragedy.'” Mozambique, which
suftered through decades of internal war, i1s one example where
ald has made a ditterence. Sierra Leone is proving w be an-
other, although there the danger of a resumpnion of hghring
has not complerely passed. Opporminities arise, too, when a re-
forming government replaces a corrupt or incompetent one,
as In the case of Levy Mwanawasa’s government in Zambia,
which replaced an extremely corrupt government when ir took

office 1n 2002, Collier found thar in such cases IITEH-'t-LIi[Ig 51
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billion of technical assistance over four years could be expecred
to produce 515 billion worth of economic benehrs to the
nation, not counting the gain tw the world that comes from
having the country governed effectively.”™

If we can improve insticunions we should do so; in the air-
cumstances Collier describes, 1t should be our first priority.
Tragically, somenmes condinons may be so bad thar nothing
we can do will diminish the misery of the unfortunare citizens.
Then we have to go elsewhere, But ar other times aid can di-
rectly help the poorest, making a signihcant and sustainable
ditference to them, even it 1t does not lead o berter instiru-
tions. In that case, we should not withhoeld i

The Millennium Villages Project

Right now, a large-scale experiment is taking place in Africa
that will test the difference aid can make to rural villagers
even without changing their country’s larger institunons.
Economist Jeffrey Sachs believes that poverty can be a self-
reinforcing trap. Small farmers growing cereals in Africa have
to contend with poor soils, but cannot attord ferulizer. They save
the seeds from the crops they grow, but these are low-yielding
varicties. T herefore they get only about a third of the average
yield of farmers in developing countries outside Africa, not
enough to provide them with the cash to buy tertilizer or bet-
ter seeds. When the then-UN secretary general Koh Annan ap-
pointed Sachs director of the UN Millennium Villages Project,
in 2002, Sachs set out o identify pracrical and reliable ways of
helping the poor escape the poverry trap. He concluded thar if
for a few years an aid agency provided rural farmers with the
means to buy the fertlizers and better seeds they need, they
would be able to reinvest whar they earned from their im-
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would continue to enjoy higher productivity and could invest
in further improvements. As Sachs writes: " Temporary assis-
tance can put the farmers on the path of long-term growth. It's
not a hunch. Asia’s Green Revolution worked that way.”*!

In 2005, Sachs began purting this theory into pracuce. He
came up with a three-way alllance comprising the United Na-
nons Development Programme; Millenniom  Promise, an
NGO, and the Earth Institure ar Columbia University, which
provides the research and expertise o solve problems in agri-
culture, public health, engineering, and ecology. Together they
are supporting the Millennium Villages Project. Whereas many
ald programs are set up to do just one thing—distribure berter
seeds to improve crop vields, set up schools, or establish healdh
clinics—the Millennium Villages Project aims to do ic all ar
ance, l'l[};:'rillg l'll.r'.lj. Cl]]'[l]l'llll'lilit":i l'l]lllli[.)l'l:llgtd ElHHiH[ﬂ[lL't' i]l
dealing with a variery of the problems they face.*

The project began with owelve villages, with a toral of
60,000 inhabirants, all located in chronic hunger “hot spots”
that combine serious disease problems with poor health care
and infrastructure. All of the villages are in countries thar are
reasonably peaceful and thar, despite varying degrees of cor-
ruption, are governed effectively enough for people w farm
their land in reasonable security and to retain the profis from
any surplus they sell. To test his model under different circum-
stances, Sachs selected the villages from ten African countries
with a variery of climates and agricultural rradicions. Although
national governments give small amounts of money or services
to support the program, all aid 1s channeled directly to the vil-
lages.

The Millennium Villages Projecr allows each community ro
choose, in discussion with advisers from the project, the form
of assistance 1t believes will be most desirable and cost-effecrive
for its specific circumstances. The village can choose among
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eral supplements for children, immunization programs, bed
nets, and a deworming program to get rid ot internal parasites.
As a condition of the grants, women must be allowed to partic-
ipate in the decisions. The program also ofters tarmers fertilizer
and berter varieries of seeds to mprove returns in agricul-
rure, as well as advice on diversihication inro cash crops. The
farmers are in urn asked to give a pordon of their increased
harvest to a program that feeds children ar school. This nour-
ishes the children, improves school arrendance, and ensures
that students are berter able to concentrare on their lessons.
The program introduces new technologies such as energy-
saving stoves, local forms of energy production, and even
mobile phones. All in all, the aid costs abour 5110 per per-
son per year, of which $10 per person must come from the
"n-"i.l.l'.lg'.'_'; lhl.'_" Fl‘[]‘jt'f[ L'l'.]'n]]'[]“h [0 {.'l”]li.lll.lillg 1.]:".'.' ﬂjl.l ﬁ.]r ﬂ".'t'
years. After thar period, if the plan works, improved yields
will allow the farmers to escape the poverry trap, and be able 1o
buy their own fertilizer and become self-sustaining, or diversify
into other enterprises. Quiside assistance can then be with-
drawn,~

As of 2008, the program had been extended to eighry vil-
lages comprising more than 400,000 people. Initial indicarions
are that crop yvields are up substannally, hunger 15 being elinu-
nated, malnucrition and malaria are declining, and school at-
tendance is sharply rising. Perhaps most important of all, local
leaders speak of a new spirit of hope and self-respect among
the villagers because they are working together to rackle com-
mon problems.

The community leaders from the various villages tell stories
of progress. Elizabeth Appiah, the communiry leader from the
village of Bonsaaso in Ghana, wrore of how the projecr has in-
creased the involvement of women in community work, in
part by repairing wells thar, back in use, save them two hours

af walking per day to ferch warer, bur also h}' giving them new
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opportunitics to carn income and participare in a new commu-
nity learning center. Pamela Mito, the community leader of
Saurl, Kenya, says that crop ylelds have wipled, and chat farm-
ers have learned to diversify their agricultural production, so
they can now feed themselves and also earn some cash income.
She also no longer has ro worry abour her children getring di-
arrhea, because the village water supply has been made safe. Ya-
couba Coulibaly, from Tiby, Mali, says that crop yields have
mncreased enough to give them a surplus to sell, while new sep-
arate toilets ar the school mean thar girls now also arttend. For
Ndahayo Celesun, of Mayange, Rwanda, the lugher yields en-
able his family to eat two meals a day rather than the one they
ate for the previous rwo years. They are even accumularing cash
reserves “so thar the furure will not be like the past.”
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to tell whether the experiment has vindicated Sachs’s “poverty
rrap” theory and shown thac it is possible to end hunger, reduce
childhood mortality, and help Africans create a betrer life for
themselves, without building better institutions at a national
level, Sometime around 20102012 it should become clear
whether the Millennium Villages Project is succeeding. If it is,
it can be scaled up to reach hundreds of thousands of villages
in the many poor countries that have institutions adequate
allow the villages to reap the benehits of higher crop yields, safe
warer, berrer health, new schools, and improved communica-
rions. That will require more aid, but the aid will prove its e
tectiveness when the wvillages that receive assistance become
self-sustaining.

The Planet Can't Hold Themn

When speaking to audiences abour global poverty, 'm often
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people now will only mean thar more will die when the popu-
lation evenrually crashes because our planer has long passed its
carrying capacity.” The challenge is evidence of the continuing
relevance of the thought of the eighteenth-century English
economist and clergyman Thomas Malthus, who famously
claimed thar population would always outstrip food supplies.
If epidemics and plagues did not keep human populatgon in
check, he wrote, then “gigantic inevitable famine” would do
so.2% Two cenruries later, in 1968, entomologist PPaul Ehrhich
warned in his bestseller The Population Bomb thar we had lost
the battle to feed humanity. He predicred thac by 1985 the
world would be swept by "vast famines” in which "hundreds of
millions of people are going ro starve ro death.” Formunarely,
he was wrong. Food production grew strongly, on a per capira
I.}:l.:'ii."i. i.ll [I]t' lI:]l.-t't [IEL".H.II:-H '.lr['.'_'l' ]'H.'.' [l'l.':ld"_' I'l.i.‘!i I.Iil't' ]:'Jl._':d.ii_'liﬂll,
and the propaortion of people living in developing countries who
were not gerting 2,200 calories per day—a basic sufhciency—
declined from more than one in two to just one in ten.™

In 2008, we again saw headlines about a world tood crisis,
as wheat hit ies highest price in twenty-eighe years, the price of
corn was double whar it had been two years earlier, and the
tood bill of developing countries rose 25 percent in a year. In
the United States, even the poorest hfth of the population
spends only 16 percent of its income on food, but in Nigeria
the figure is 73 percent, in Vietnam 65 percent, and in Indone-
sia 50 percent, so higher prices obviously make it harder for the
poor to buy enough food to survive.”” Such developments rend
to lead to a revival of Malthusian objections w helping the
poor survive and reproduce. But the problem is not thar we are
producing too lirle food; rather, we're not earing the food we
grow. One hundred million rons of corn is annually turned
into biofuel that goes into American gas tanks. That'’s a lot less
corn available for export, and so it contributes to higher world
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animals, and that’s where the biggest part of the food crisis
starts. The amount of grains and sovbeans ted o animals has
increased sharply over the past decade as Asian nanons have be-
come more prosperous, and their citizens have started eating
more meat. In China alone, in the two decades up to 20006, the
number of beef cattle produced annually increased from fewer
than 5 mullion to more than 50 nullion, laying hens trom 655
million to 2.3 billion, ducks from 300 million to 2 billion, and
chickens from 1.5 billion to 7.7 billion. Virtually all of these
animals are fed grain and soybeans.”® According to the Unired
Nations Food and Agriculture Organizaton, 756 million tons
of grain were fed to animals in 2007, Just to give you a sense
of how much grain thac is, imagine ir equally divided among
the 1.4 billion people living in extreme poverry. [t would give
t":“_'l:] U‘F |.I'|.l'_'||1 monre [].'I:.l.ll |::|E|“‘ d LoI 1]1‘grlli]1. LT :.l.l.]“lll 3 F[Hll]il!‘i
per day, which gives vou twice as many calories as you need.
Add ro that most of the world’s 225-million-ton soybean crop,
which is also fed 1o animals, and you can see how much of the
tood we grow is not earen directly by humans, When we use
animals to convert crops into meat, eggs, or milk, the animals
use most of the food value to keep warm and develop bones
and other parts we can't ear. Most of the tood value of the
crops we have grown is wasted—Iin the case of cartle, we get
back only 1 pound of beet for every 13 pounds of grain we
feed them. With pigs the ratio is 6 pounds of grain to 1 pound
of pork. And even these hgures underestimare the waste, be-
cause meat has a higher water content than grain.* The world
15 not running out of tood. The problem is that we—the rela-
ovely afHuent—have found a way to consume four or five
rimes as much food as would be possible, if we were to ear the
crops we grow directly.

The difference berween the present situation and the one
Malthus predicred is thar while he envisaged the growth of
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“danger” is mass vegetarianism. The grain and soy we feed 1o
animals gives us a handy butter against starvation, should we
need it. We do produce enough to teed everyone on the planet,
and even enough tor the addinonal 3 billion people we can ex-
pect to be sharing 1t with by 2050.

Nevertheless, the world cannot support an indehnitely
srowlng population; in some countries, population growth 1s
already undermining gains in food producrion. By 2050 Nige-
ria, now with 144 milhon people, 1s expected o grow o 282
million and be the world's sixth most populous nation. By then
the Democratic Republic of the Congo, now home to 63 mil-
lion people, 1s predicted to have 187 million, and Ethiopia, 77
million roday, is expected to have a population of 146 mil-
lion.?! Bur to say, as ecologist Garrett Hardin did in the 1970s
"n-"r'].[l:l L'“ll.lltl._j.t“:'i llkf ]:j:'lﬂi_’rl.ﬂl.lt'!hj:l '.Illf.l j]'l.ll].':l 1]'! ['llj.lld., |.I'|.l|.[ Wwie
should not give aid o poor counrtries with rapidly growing
populations ignores the well-established fact that reducing
poverty also reduces fertility. ™ Where many children dic and
there is no Social Securiry, parents tend to have large families o
ensure that some will survive o look atter them in their old
age, and, in the case of rural families, to work the land. As
countries industrialize and living standards rise, fercility rates
tall. This happened in Europe and Norh America, and then
also in those Asian nations that have achieved similar levels of
afluence, including Japan and most recently, Korea.

Education also reduces fertility, particularly when otfered to
girls. In Ethuopia, women who did not go to school have an av-
erage of six children; it most of them survive, this would lead
to unsustainable population growth. Women who have ar least
a secondary education have, on average, two children, which is
below the replacement level. In other countries the difference is
not quite as pronounced, but overall, women with a secondary
education give birth to berween one-third and one-half as many
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difference is the Indian state of Kerala. Although it is one of
the poorer parts of the country, it has higher literacy and
greater gender equality than much of the rest of India. With-
out resorting to a coercive approach such as a “one-child pol-
icy,” Kerala has achieved a rate of population growth lower
than China’s and also lower than thac in some developed coun-
tries, including Sweden and Canada.™ When aid is a means of
increasing literacy and gender equality, then it can help achieve
a sustainable population.

Still, in poor countries with high fernlicy rates, more direcr
measures of slowing feralicy may be needed it population 1s w
stabilize at a sustainable level that provides a minimally decent
standard of living. But thar doesnt reduce the importance of
aid, either. 'roviding basic health care remains ceneral to these
t‘.[n.]]'t.‘i., |:]'t'|_'='||.|.."rt' it i.!'n- il 1'.'&"1'1:." {]j‘ n'_".l'li_'].lillg wWioImen :'I.Ill'.! L;'l.ll:{i]'l.g [en
them abour conrraception. It vou think thar stopping popu-
lation growth is an overriding priority, you should donare o
organizations like Population Services International, or the In-
ternational Planned Parenthood Federation, asking that your
gift be earmarked for family-planning projects.™

When you're a philosopher, and people casually ask you whar
vou do, the next question is likely to be “So what's your philos-
ophy?” My colleague Kwame Anthony Appiah has a good
reply: "My philosophy,” he says, "is that everything is more

"3 1 don't always agree with Ap-

complicated than you thought.
piah, but working out the likely real-world consequences of aid
is often more complicated than we thought, and thar is true of
any large-scale human acrivity. Whether the complications in-
volve Durch disease, bad institutions, or population growth,
they introduce an element of unceraainty into our efforts w
provide assistance. Nevertheless, some degree of uncerrainry
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aive. If an aid project has a good chance of bringing great ben-
efits ta the poor, and the cost to us of making that aid project
possible is comparatively minor, then we should still give the
money.

Whar we have sull not resolved, however, 1s how much we
ought to be giving, especially when we have obligations to our
tamilies, and when we are living among people who, 1n general,
eive little or nothing. So now, with a firm grounding in human
psvchology and in the facts abour aid, it is time 1o return 1o the
ethical questions with which we began.



A NEW STANDARD
FOR GIVING



8. Your Child and the
Children of Others

Charlotte Perkins Gilman's shortstory “The Unnarural Mother,”
first published in 1895, involves a woman faced with a terrible
decision. Walking to meet her husband, Esther Greenwood no-
tices that a dam hoelding back an arthceial lake s giving way
She immediately runs to warn those living in the village in the
valley below her home, where her baby is sleeping. Rescuing
her child will prevent her from getting word to the villagers in
time, so she does not stop. She saves the villagers and then re-
turns for her child, but drowns in the artempe, although her
child forrunately survives, Old Mrs. Briggs, who has had thir-
reen children and represents the conventional morality ot the
day, takes a dim view of Esther’s decision. Because she did not
put her own childs lite ahead of the lives of others, she is
an “unnarural mother.” Mrs. Briggss daughrer Mary Amelia,
through whom Gilman puts forth her own progressive view,
points out that Esther saved fifteen hundred hives and was, no
doubt, thinking of all the other children at risk. Mrs. Briggs
]T_'i':ll.ifi"i- T}'I'Jl Hl'l.f_' i."i- :l-H]'I:'l“'l'l:l'.I l;]r ?'\-"I."ll._:f J'AI.TTH'_'H:]. ﬁ:]]’ ::}LI'J]::H'-‘.!ng ."il.]f_'l'l.

an opinion: “A mother’s dury is to her own chald!”
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This story raises uncomfortable questions: Whar is a par-
ent’s duty in extreme circumstances? Are there times when our
obligation to others is equal to or greater than that to our fam-
ily? You should love vour own children—that goes without say-
ing, and not to do so would be both wrong and unnarural. You
must also provide for their needs—feeding, housing, clothing,
and educacing them. Bur should you put your own cluld’s life
at risk in order to save hundreds of others? Forrunately, few of
us will ever be faced with thar question. The real dilemma,
for most of us, is whether it is wrong and unnatural o reject
our children’s pleas tor the latest expensive compurter games, o
spurn designer-label kids" clothing, and w send them to the
local (entirely adequare but not ourstanding) public school
rather than the admirtedly superior bur much more expensive
[H'i.'l.".llt' L] i -].1|'|.f ."n-ﬂ"n-"i.llgﬁ }'Ull E'.l].l! .I.'.I:F' [-'.'l.]:'!l.lI'l.'ﬁﬂ_'!| I.I]t |:‘.'-i!~i-l:ipt‘[]:-.i"ﬂ:
option in each case will allow you to donate substantial sums
toward saving the lives of strangers. Bur do your obligations o
your own children override your obligations to strangers, no
matter how grear their need or suttering?

Zell Kravinsky has been tormenced by chis very dilemma.
Kravinsky has had a busy life: He has raught socially disturbed
children in a Philadelphia public school, written two Ph.D.
theses, and taught classes on Milton ar the University ot Penn-
svlvania. Along the way, he found the time to do enough real
estate investing to accumulare, by his mid-forties, a porrfolio of
shopping malls and other assets worth abour $45 million.
Conscious of the need ro provide for his family, Kravinsky put
some money into trust funds for his wite and children, as well
as for his sister’s children. He then proceeded o give almost all
the rest away, reraining only his modest family house in Jenk-
intown, near Philadelphia, and abour $80,000 in stocks and
cash. He spends very little on himsell; at one point he owned a
single suit, bought ar a thrift store for $20. As he pur it when
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be giving all my money away and donating all my time and en-
ergy.” In fact giving money, time, and energy wasn't enough for
Kravinsky. Learning that thousands of people with tailing kid-
neys die each vear while waiting for a transplant, he contacted
an inner-city Philadelphia hospiral that serves mostly low-
income African Americans, and donated one of lus kidneys to
a stranger.'

Kravinsky acknowledged rhar his wife, Emily, objecred 1o
his giving away a kidney on the grounds thar one of their chil-
dren may one day need ir. “No martter how infinitesimal che
risk to your fanuly,” she tells him, “we're your fanuly, and che
reciplent doesn’t count.” And this seems like a perfecdy reason-
able reacrion. Most of us pur our obligations to our family, es-
pecially our children, above everything else. Purting the family
ﬂl'hl ﬁ'."t'l."l- nat L:Il':'Ll. ':llld. iﬂ IMOst Cascs, il. SECIS rli_’_‘l]l. Krllh'illﬁl{.}',
however, sees it differentdy. In his view, “the sacrosanct com-
mitment to the family is the ratonalization for all manner of
erced and selfishness. Nobody says, T'm working for the to-
bacco company because I like the money.” They say, "Well, vou
know, I hate to do it, but I'm saving up tor the kids.” Every-
thing s excused that way.”

My students are unsettled by Kravinsky's selflessness, partic-
ularly when it comes to donating the kidney. He tells chem thac
the chances of dyving as a result of doing so are abourt one in
four thousand, and thar to withheld a kidney from someone
who would otherwise die means that you value your own lite
tour thousand times more highly than thar of a scranger, a ratio
that he describes as "obscene.”

After listening to Kravinsky, a few students are rypically led
to think sertously abour how they mighr change their own
lives, and even entertain the idea of donating a kidney, al-
though to the best of my knowledge none of them has done so.
Some respond more defensively, questioning Kravinsky’s facts

'.I]'ll'.] Hllggt.‘il-ll'lg fE'l::I.'[ [']"II:“ CII‘.I:I]'[CE'."L [}f ."it'll'l'l'E'I]'li['lg g[}i[]g "'.’l."ﬂ'l[‘.lg
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with the donation or subsequentdy are higher than one in four
thousand. {Athough Kravinsky's hgure accurately states the very
small risk of dying as a result of donating a kidney, some stud-
tes have found a much higher risk of nonfatal complications in
kidney donors. Nor can success be guaranteed for the recipient,
as 5 percent of those who receive a kidney from a living donor
die within a year of the operation. Thar also makes a difference,
though only a minor one, to the one-to-four-thousand risk-
to-benefit rato.?) Orther students, however, begin to question
themselves: “Perhaps,” they say, “in some sense I do value my
own life at more than four thousand tmes that of a stranger.”

Yaul Farmer, cofounder of Partners in Health, the organiza-
rion highly recommended by GiveWell for improving the
health care of the rural poor, also feels the conflicr berween his
I.{]"l."t' rl:lr |:]i.!'|: I:"l.l'l]”.}-' :1[]';.1. I'l.i.‘!; COncern ﬂ]]' H[rllllgt'r:«i. F:]r]l]t'r Hl.lt"lll.
a year in Haiti after graduating from college, partly because he
knew his money would go a long way there. While working as
a volunteer at a Haitian hospital, he became friendly with a
young American doctor who had worked in Hairi tor a year,
but was abourt to return to the United States. Farmer asked him
if it was going to be hard to leave. The doctor replied: "Are vou
kidding? I can’t wait. There’s no elecericity here. It's just brural
here.” Farmer asked: "Bur aren’t you worried about not being
able to forget all this? There's so much disease here.” The doc-
ror replied that he was an American and he was going home.
Farmer says he thought abour that response for the rest of the
day: "Whar does that mean, 'I'm an American?” He wondered
why being an American meant that yvou could forget about the
people dying for lack of medical care in Hairl. He knew then
that he would become a doctor himself.?

Farmer commenced studying for his medical degree ar Har-
vard in 1984, but wenrt back to Haia on a regular basis, doing
research on public health problems in Cange, a town in the
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ing this period he met Tom White, the Boston developer who
is now a member ot the 50% League, Farmer brought White to
Haitl to see conditions tor himselt, and White soon helped him
start Partners in Health and became, for its formative years, its
principal financial backer. In 1993 the MacArthur Foundation
awarded Farmer one of 1ts “genius grants™—5220,000, essen-
tially his to do with as he wished. He donated 1c all to Parmners
in Health. After he completed his medical training, he had ap-
poinrments ar Harvard (in medical -.mrhmpn]mg}']l and ar the
Brigham and Women'’s Hospital in Boston {in infectious dis-
eases), donatng his salary and any royalties or lecture fees to
Yartners in Health, which paid his bills and added the rest to its
funds. As long as he was single, while in Boston he slepr in rthe
basement of the Partners in Health headquarrers; his house in
Cange was so simple it lacked hot water.

Sometimes in Hait, Farmer will hike for hours to see pa-
tients living far from any roads. He insists on doing this be-
cause to say that it takes too much time and effort ta visit these
patients is, in his view, to say that their lives mateer less than the
lives of others. Flying from the peasant huts and their mal-
nourished babies in Haii to Miami, just 700 miles away,
with its well-dressed people ralking abourt their efforts to lose
welght, Farmer gets angry over the contrast berween develop-
ing countries and the developed world. What troubles him
most is the same thing rthat rroubled him all those years
ago about the American docror who was about to leave Hairi;
“How people can not care, erase, not remember.”

Farmer married Didi Bertrand, the daughter of the school-
master in Cange, and when he was thirty-eight, they had a
daughrer, Catherine. Arone point, after failing ro save the child
of a woman in his clinic who had complications while giving
birth, Farmer began to weep. He had to excuse himself and go
outside. When he asked himself whar was going on, he realized

Ilt' Vs I'_'I"p-'llllg 11:(."."].‘57.' !Hf i]"l'l'.lgi]'li'_'d '::-:ill:lh'_"l'i'['l'l'_' iT'I fI!]t‘ I'.II:'l'I'_'t‘ {]F



134 A NMEW HTANMDARLD FOR LIVING

the dead baby. "5o0 you love your child more than these kids?”
he asked himselt. That disturbed him, because he had thoughr
he had complete empathy with the children he was crearing,
and he saw his inability o love other children as he loved his
own as “a tailure of emparchy.” Tracy Kidder, Farmer’s biogra-
pher, challenged thar idea, asking him how he would respond
o people who would say: "Where do you ger off chinking
vou're different from everyone and can love the children of
others as much as your own? " Look,” Farmer replied, “all the
great religious tradinions of the world say, "Love thy neighbor as
thyselt.” My answer 1s, I'm sorry, | can't, but I'm gonna keep on
crying.” As part of that etforr, Farmer, who travels a lot and 1s
often away from his family, carries with him a picture of
Carherine, and a picrure of one of his patients, a Haitian child
Ur .'.'l.I.]'l;}'l.ll. l.]'l.t' same :l!_'_‘f., !'i'l.lrrt'l'i.ﬂg [1”]]'[] [lliilllll[l'][ir.}l'l.

Kidder was with Farmer on one occasion when he visited
his wife and child, who were then living in Paris; Didi was
studying, in the archives of the French slaveowners, the ordeals
of her ancestors. He recounts a poignant moment, shortly afrer
Farmer had arrived, when Farmer was playing with Catherine.
Didi, who knew he was traveling on to Moscow, where Pare-
ners in Health was involved in an andwuberculosis program,
asked him when he was leaving. “Tomorrow morning,” he
replied. In response, Didi, clearly upser, made a deep-throated
exclamation—and Farmer covered his mouth with boch hands.
Kidder writes: "It was the first time ['d seen him at a loss tor
words or action.” It Farmer doesn't spend as much rime as he
would like with his family, 1t 1s because he 1s driven by the
thoughe: “If [ don't work this hard, someone will die who
doesn have to.” He just cannot accepr the facr thar people are
dying of diseases for which treacments exist. To hum, that’s a
sin. “One can never work overtime for the poor,” he has said.
“We're only scrambling to make up for our deficiencies.”
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much as any parent, and I am convineed that he does. He pro-
tected them trom his own commitment to others by setring up
a trust fund for them. Bur his fatherly love does not, in lus
view, justity his placing a value on their lives thousands of
rimes greater than the value he places on the lives of the chil-
dren of strangers. Pressed by lan Parker, who was writing abourt
him tor The New Yorker, 1o caleulate a rano berween his love for
his children and his love for unknown children, Kravinsky
replied: “1 don't know where I'd set it, but | would not ler many
children die so my kids could live,” and then added: "I don't
think that two kids should die so thar one of my kids has com-
fort, and I don't know that two children should die so chat one
of my kids lives,™

farker could not ask the herional Mrs. Briggs for her opin-
]Ull [].r Kr:l"-’il]ﬁk}"15 ﬂ[[itlldl:-l i.]ll[ ]'H:' seeins o |:|':|"|-'|.'_' ﬁ]lll]d l.].“.'.'
next best thing in MIT philosopher Judith Jarvis Thomson,
who commenred: “A father who says, ‘T'm no more concerned
about my children’s lives than about anybody else’s like,” is just
Haty a defective parent; he's dehicient in views that parents
ought to have, whether it maximizes ucility or not.” Kravinsky
didn', in fact, say thar he is no more coneerned abour his chil-
dren’s lives than anybody else’s life, though he came closer to
that than most people would. Does that make him a defective
parent? Children do need loving parents. They need wo feel that
their parents will protect them and stick by them. Children
might well be disturbed to discover that their father would
allow them to die so thar the children of strangers can be saved.
Yer literature 1s full of situations in which parents must choose
berween their child and some broader moral imperarive, and in
considering these situations we dont always assume thar par-
ents ought to pur their children first. If we did, it is hard to see
how Abraham could be honored, as he 1s in the Jewish, Chris-
rian, and Islamic religions, for his readiness to obey God’s com-
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too, considered that a father might have to sacrifice a child for
a greater good. In Euripides’ play Iphigeneta at Aulis, the Greek
Heet is ready to sail tor Trov, but the goddess Arcemis will not
provide a favorable wind unless Agamemnon, the Greek leader,
sacrifices his daughrer Iphigeneia. Agamemnon vows thar he
loves hus children: “Only the mad do not.” Yer he tells his
daughter: "It 1s Greece that compels me 1o sacrifice vou, what-
ever | wish.” [f we are less sympatheric to Agamemnon than to
Abraham, perhaps that is because roday Jews, Christians, and
Muslims still worship the god of Abraham, bur who believes in
the gods of the ancient Greeks?

The limits to whar a mother may do o save the life of her
child are probed in a more recent setting in Joseph Kanon's
novel Fhe Good Germar. In the aftermarh of World War 11, Re-
nare NE'L][]I:U'I.I]. H | {.';t“]'n]':l[l Jt“"i.‘ill WOOHTTRALT, 15 Ll lfi:.ll rl:lr L'UJ.'
laborating with the Nazis in the despicable role of a gredfes
someone who idenrifies Jews living as non-Jews, We learn thar
it she had refused, or failed to meet her quota, Naumann's own
lite, and that of her elderly mother, would have been ac risk,
but we do not chink thac thar excuses her. Then there is a sur-
prise twist. We discover that Naumann has a son, hidden away
from the MNazis, who could not have survived withour her.
Does that make her collaboration acceprable? Would she have
been a defective parent if she had ser put her son’s life ahead of
the lives of strangers?

We tend to think that people are more to blame for their
acts than for their omissions. That may be why we are much
more ready to condemn Naumann for saving her child than we
would be to denounce a woman who, in Esther Greenwood’s
situarion, chose to save her own child ar the cost of omirring ro
warn hundreds of others. Still, if we do condemn Renate Nau-
mann, we are putting limits on whar you may do to save your
own child. We then have to ask whether these limits are nor
:'l!."i{] I.]Tt:.'t‘l:]'l‘l:d I'l:!.r Ell{'.l'[].‘b'i.l'lg [h: dCE f|1.'11 SAVes }"l:]"llr LW IL'I]i.I.I'.E .I.'.Ill.l
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As I see them, netther Esther Greenwood nor Zell Kravin-
sky nor Paul Farmer is a detective parent. They love their chil-
dren and want to protect them. Their problem is that they are
also pulled by the needs of others in a way that most people are
not. Like Abraham and Agamemnon, they are anguished over
a choice thar others make on the basis of their teelings alone,
neither empathizing with others’ needs nor trving to take a less
partial perspecrive. Recently, in response to his wife’s concerns
and because he did not wanrt to be estranged from his children,
Kravinsky wenrt back into real estate, made more money, and
bought his fanuly a larger home. When it came to the crunch,
he was, after all, a "nacural facher™ who chose to keep the fam-
ily together. We might say thar even he could not resist the
power of the norm of self-interest, although it was the power
l].l'.'.' [14301T ]'l'.H.I Over I'Ii."i IE]II]“}', L'U['lli'.li.l'lt'd "r"r'itll []“’: !iE]':'Cj:'l! I.U".'t'
he has for them, thar forced his retreat from putting an equal
value on all lives.

Although Farmer holds himself to an extremely demanding
moral standard, he is realistic abour what he expects trom oth-
ers. I've heard him speak to studencs, atractng a capacity
crowd, many of them fervent admirers—hero-worshippers,
almost—but he does not challenge them to do as he does. He
doesn’t rake vacations, bur he encourages others working for
Yartners in Health to ke them. He won't spend money on
luxuries, bur he doesn't express disapproval of others who do,
as long as they also give something to the poor. Perhaps thar is
because he realizes that it’s important w, as Partners in Health
cofounder Jim Kim told Tracy Kidder, "make sure people are
inspired by him. Bur we can’t say anybody should or could be
just like him. Because if the poor have to wair for a lot of peo-
ple like Paul ro come along before they ger good health care,
they are totally fucked.” What this suggests is that we may need
to set our standards lower in order to draw more people to meet
[]'ll:l'.l'l..

Chuck Collins, cofounder of Responsible Wealth, member
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af the 50% League, and grandson of Oscar Mayer, has felt the
pressure of family obligations push against his desire to do the
most good he can with his wealth, even though he gave away
most of his money betore he even had children. "People would
say, ' [har’s fine, you can be reckless in your own lite, bur vou
shouldn't do thar to your children.” ™ Collins’s answer was thar
parents make decisions for their children all the time, and thac
deciding that they will not inherit wealth is one of those deci-
sions. He firmly believes that inherited wealth is not good for
children—rthat’s one of the arguments Responsible Wealth uses
for retaining the estate tax. Bur Collins doesn't go to extremes:
"OF course, we have to respond to our immediate family, but,
once they're okay, we need ro expand the circle. A larger sense
of family is a radical idea, bur we ger into trouble as a sociery
when we don't see that we're in the same boat.”®

Thart seems a reasonable stance, and one not too violenty ar
odds with human nature, but of course “okay” is a very vague
notion. My students often ask me if T think their parents did
wrong to pay the 544,000 per year that it costs to send them o
Princeton. I respond that paying that much for a place at an
clite university is nort justihed unless it is seen as an Investment
in the furure that will benehrt not only one’s child, but others as
well. An ouestanding education provides students with the skills,
qualifications, and understanding o do more for the world
than would otherwise be the case. Ir is good for the world as a
whole if there are more people with these qualities. Even if
going o Princeton does no more than open doors to jobs with
higher salaries, that, too, 1s a benehe that can be spread o oth-
ers, as long as after graduaring you remain firm in the resolve o
contribute a percentage of thar salary ro organizations working
for the poor, and spread this idea among your highly paid col-
lcagues. The danger, of course, is that your colleagues will in-
stead persuade vou that you can't possibly drive anything less
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impressively large apartment in one of the most expensive parts
of town,

When discussing with Kidder hus inability o love other chil-
dren as much as he loves his own daughter, Farmer comments:
“The thing 1s, everybody understands thar, encourages thart,
praises you for 1t. But the hard thing is the other.” He's right, of
course. It 15 much harder to love the children of strangers than
to love your own children. Yer as a society, we encourage parents
to love and care for their children because thar is the way to
bring up happy, psychologically healthy children. There is no
better way of doing it. Some utoptan communities have at-
tempted to replace the family tie with an ethic of commitment
to the whole community, bur even the most enlighrened of
these efforrs, like the Israeli kibburzim, found thar the bond be-
ween ]:T.l.rt'“lﬁ ':llld. L'I'l].].dl":]] Wwas oo hlfl"]g Loy -51.['.]'.‘“:'55. 11"Ll|:'t'lllﬁ
would sneak into the children’s house to cuddle their children,
and some studies suggested thar children broughe up commu-
nally found it difficult to make deep emotional atrachments,”
Gradually, the kibbutzim broughe back the nuclear family, ac-
knowledging thac the atempe o separate children from cheir
parents and bring them up collecuvely was a failure. For that
reason the confict that Farmer and Kravinsky feel so acurely,
between being an ideal parent and acting on the idea thar all
human life is of equal value, 1s real and irresolvable. The two
will always be in tension. No principle of obligation is going
to be widely accepred unless it recognizes thar parents will
and should love their own children more than the children of
strangers, and, for that reason, will meet the basic needs of
their children before they meet the needs of strangers. Bur this
doesn™ mean that parents are justified in providing luxuries for
their chiuldren ahead of the basic needs of others.
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people, we must give until it we gave more, we would he sacri-
ficing something nearly as important as the bad things our do-
nation can prevent, Now that we have a better idea of whar our
donation can prevent, it%s time to reourmn and probe more
deeply the sense that there msr be something amiss wich this
moral argument because its implications go too tar. Almost all
of us spend money on things we don't need; to be ethical, do
we really have to give them wp? Exploring different views of
our ethical obligations that stop short of such demanding con-
clusions will help us decide.

A Fair Share

We saw earlier thar our sense of fairness pmvides us wirh a
pm.vc-rﬂll MoLvation against duing_, more than our fair share.
Bur does the facr thar eiving as much as the earlier areument
& 5 5
suggests would involve us in doing more than our fair share
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the limits of whar our fair share might be? Philosophers Liam
Murphy and Kwame Anthony Appiah both answer this ques-
tion affirmatively.! They agree that the world’s atHuent people
are obliged to provide enough aid to eliminare large-scale ex-
rreme poverty. Buc this is, in their view, an obligation thar we
have as a group. Each member of the group 1s responsible for
his or her fair share, and no more. As Appiah puts it 1n his Cos-
meopolitanisn, “If so many people in the world are not doing
their share—and they clearly are not—ir seems ro me | cannort
be required to derail my life to take up the slack.™

Just to see what this view would imply, let us assume, for
the momene, that Murphy and Appiah are right. Whar would
your fair share be? If we knew the amount of aid needed w en-
sure that the world’s poorest people have a chance ar a decent
|l|1l:, 'ﬂ.]“.l di"."lljc':.l [Illl[ Iii_'.ll]ﬁ'_' I.}}" lJ:]': |1'|.|]1|.|.'.It'l_ Ur '.l”]ll.t'[l[ I.'-lfll[.}l.t'
in a position to contribure something, this would rell you how
much you need to donate to do your fair share of meeting our
“hligﬂti”” Lo tI'I.E..' IT['.I['I'r.

One very crude way of calculating this hgure is to estimate
by how much the income of the world’s poor falls below the
poverty line, and then calculare how much money it would
take to move all the poor above this line, to the level at which
they have enough income o meet their basic needs. Jetfrey
Sachs did this and concluded thar in 2001 it would have taken
$124 billion a vear to raise everyone above the poverty line.
The combined gross annual income of the twenty-two rich
OECD nations in that year was 520 trillion. Therefore the
contribution needed to make up the shorttall is 0.62 percent of
income, or 62 cents of every 3100 earned. A person making
S50,000 per year would owe just over 5300, This is hardly a
crippling sum. By comparison, in 1999 Americans spent $116
billion on alcohol.” Giving just half of this to the poor would
cover all Americans’ share of whar needs to be done, and sdill

'.'I"[]"‘n-"n-' []'I[]."it‘ 1l."r'E'Il.‘.I 'I:I'Ijl.‘.l}" il l'.l l'i]'ll:". [ I!'.I:!.":-’t‘.‘ LS 4T [‘l.‘l."li'l.li
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The calcularion, however, is too crude: Neither Sachs nor
anvone else is seriously proposing that we solve world poverty
by handing poor people enough money to meer their basic
needs, That would not be likely to produce a lasting solution to
the manyv problems thar the poor tace.

lo ger an idea of the kind of sum needed for reducing
poverty 1n a more sustainable manner, we can take as our rar-
get, ar least untl 2015, the Millennium Development Goals
agreed to by leaders of all the world’s nations ar the UN Mil-
lennium Development Summirt held in New York in 2000,
These goals, chosen because they were challenging burt feasible
targets to be reached by 2015, indude:

* Reducing by halt the proportion of the world’s people
1N eXreme poverty

* Reducing by half the proportion of people who suffer
from hunger

* Ensuring that children everywhere are able to take a tull
course of primary schooling

* Ending sex disparity in educarion

* Reducing by rwo-thirds the mortality rate among chil-
dren under hve

* Reducing by three quarters the rate of marernal mortaliry

* Halting and beginning to reverse the spread of HIV/

AIDS and halting and beginning to reduce the inci-
dence of malaria and other major diseases
* Reducing by halt the proportion of people without

sustainable access ro safe drinking warer

A United Nations task force, again headed h}' Sachs, esti-
mated how much it would cost to meer these goals. The rask

EE'I['LT_‘ Lirt‘n‘l.’ (aliy] ':I]'l.'_‘illl'.l'li]'l."l.r‘p' ARSESEINCENTS i['.l B.’l'['l "]iiL]t‘.‘-iII‘.l, i:-::'!I'.I'li'l-li'l"'
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dia, Ghana, Tanzania, and Uganda thar suggested thar the de-
velopment goals could be achieved tor a per capita annual cost
of $70 to 580 in 20006, increasing, as projects are gradually
scaled up, to $120 o $160 in 2015, On thar basis, the task
force reached a global estimare—which the task force warns is
provisional, but believes is of “the righrt order of magnitude™—
of $121 billion in 2006, rising to $189 billion by 2015.% When
we take account of existing official development aid promises,
the additional amounr needed each year ro meet the goals is
only $48 billion tor 2006 and $74 billion for 2015.

Now we can calculate how much each atHuent person
would have to contribute for the combined sum tw meet these
rotals and achieve these results, According to Branko Milanovic
af the World Bank, if we define the “rich”™ as those who have an
][]L'{]]l'l': :l.].'.ll:l'l.'t' Illt' ':l".'t'rﬂi_’lt' i]'I.L'll]'[lt l]j‘ I}[]flllglll |:|.I'|.t' I[}"n-"r".'_'-.‘!;l'
income nation in the “rich club” of western Europe, North
America, Japan, Australia, and New Zealand) then there are
855 million rich people in the world.” If cach of us gave $200
per year, that would total 5171 billion, or roughly the amount
Sachs’s United Nations task force believes 1s needed each year
to meet the Millennium Development Goals, These goals, as
we have just seen, seek merely to halve global poverty, not to
eliminate 1t. But let us pur that aside for the moment w
achieve the goals by 2015 would be a good start on the way
to eliminating widespread global poverty.

Among those 855 million rich people, some are barely
above the average income of Portugal, and others are billion-
alres. [t doesn't seem fair that they should all have to give the
same amount; it would be better to use a sliding scale, like a tax
scale, with the rruly rich giving not only a larger sum, bur also
a greater percentage of thelr income than those who are no
more than average wage earners in an atuent country. In the
final chapter, I suggest a sliding scale reflecting this version of

Zr'.llTI'It'_“."i!"i- F{]T ||I']t‘ MIONCne, |1{n'.'rw:r we Can |gl'll'lﬁ'_' I|1r_' l'.lu‘.'[."l.l.l."i,,
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and focus instead on the fact that if everyone were doing their
tair share, the total amount each ot us would need to give in
order o wipe out, or at least drasucally reduce, large-scale
extreme poverty would be in the hundreds, rather than
thousands, of dollars per vear.

Just a remunder of what this would do. The rask force de-
scribed the benehrs thar will result from meenng the Millen-
nium Development Goals. As compared with a "business as
usual” scenario, meeting the goals will mean thar 500 million
tewer people are living in extreme poverty and 300 million
people will no longer sufter from hunger. There will be 350
million fewer withour sate drinking water, and 650 million
people will gain basic sanitation, Over the coming decade, the
lives of 30 million children will be saved, and 2 million fewer
WiOoIneen 'l.'l.-'i" ll].f_' s ol lT.'HL]Il l:lr ].'”":'_'E_'_‘l]':l|:||;_'_'!.-r ':”'l.d L'I'I.illl.l.'llrll:l. Il'l ':Id.'
dition, millions of children will have increased opportunities
because they have been able to artend school, and environmen-
ri'l.] {lﬂgritiiilti[T|1 1I-1I-ri.|l I:'.I'I: 5]{'.'\'{'::[.1 ar I-'::"'n"i:r."i’:ﬁ.{.

But most people are not doing their fair share, so we siill
need to ask: Is our fair share really all chac each of us 1s obliged
o do. Here's yer another version of the pond story to help us
think abour this question. You are walking past the shallow
pond when vou see that ten children have fallen in and need
be rescued. Glancing around, you see no parents or caregivers,
but you do nortice that, as well as yourself, there are nine adulrs
who have just arrived at the pond, have also seen the drowning
chuldren, and are in as good a position as you to rescue a child.
S0 you rush into the water, grab a child, and place him sately
away from the water. You look up, expecting that every other
adult will have done the same, and all the children will there-
tore be safe, but to vour dismay you see thar while four other
adults have each rescued a child, the other five just strolled on.
In the pond there are sill five children, apparentdy abour w
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done your fair share of the rescuing. If everyone had done what
you did, all ot the children would have been saved. Since no
one 1s 10 a better position to rescue a child than anyone else,
yvour falr share of the task is simply to rescue one child, and you
are under no obligation to do more than char. Bur is it accept-
able for you and the other four adults to stop after you have res-
cued just one child each, knowing that this means dhar five
children will drown?

This question really amounts ro asking: Is the fact thar
other people are not doing their fair share a suthcient reason for
allowing a child o die when vou could easily rescue thar chald?
I think the answer is clear: No. The others have, by refusing o
help with the rescue, made themselves irrelevant. They might
as well be so many rocks. According ro the fair-share view, in
El{.'[. 1[ “'lﬂllld I.:H:' htll':]' ﬁ]]’ l.]“: L'IliILI.rt[] ir 1'1!’.'}" e TUL'"LH., I.]'t"
cause then vou would be obliged to wade back inro the pond to
save another child. Ir is not the faulr of the children whose lives
are at risk that there are other people who could help rescue
them burt are retusing to do their fair share. The action or inac-
tion of these people cannot make i¢ right for us to lec children
drown when we could casily save them.”

Liam Murphy thinks thar if you do save one child in this
situation, and then refuse 1o save a second one, you have done
nothing wrong. He seeks to explain away the apparent implau-
sibility of this view by saying that your refusal to save the sec-
ond child when you could have easily rescued him shows thart
you have an “appalling character,” but not that you have done
anything wrong., We might, he says, shun a person who can
show such emortional indifference to the pressing needs of a
specific person in danger of drowning.® But it isn't just the per-
son's character that is a problem, 1t s that he has allowed a child
to die when he could have easily rescued thar child. What he
has done is appalling. He's like a child who stamps his foor and

ave “Tr's LY o of Fairness is. 25 we've s advant:
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geous for individuals and for the socicry in which they live, and
is probably innate, but when we grow up, we learn that some-
times we have to accept unfairness. We don't have to like it, and
we can certatnly rail against the person not doing his share; but
in most circumstances, we Il do whart has te be done if the costs
of not doing so are high enough. Those who refuse as a marter
of principle to do more than their fair share make a fensh of
fairness. It's like having an absolure stance on lying, even in a

case where re]ling a lie would save an innocent person from

being murdered. While in both cases—tairness and lving—ir’s
almost always important to mainmin the prinaple, there are
rimes when doing so 1s simply wrong.

This doesnt prove that fairness makes no difference. The
example of saving more drowning children than your fair share
\H‘llJL]]L{ I'.'.'l]ilil't“ i.‘i ol one i]'l. 'l."fll:'liﬁ_'ll.. oy Lsg ﬂ].‘]l.]i.ﬂ].:lﬁﬁ P]ll’;l.‘.:::., I
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undone, Perhaps in saving lives when others are nor doing their
share, I am obliged ro go beyond whar strict fairness requires,
but [ can justihably stop betore 1 reach the poine ar which 1 am
sacrificing something nearly as important as the life T am sav-
ing. It's dithcult to say just whar weight, it any, we should give
to fairness 1 such a siuacion. Bur even 1f we grant Appiah’s
claim thar we are not required o derail our lives to make up for
the dehciencies of others, his position may still require us o do
a lor more than most of us do now.

A ﬁ"fgdfmfﬂfy .{'mem.rdfﬁg View

If we can dismiss the argument thar limirs our obligations ro
our fair share, the next challenge is to examine a number of
more-demanding standards that have arisen in recent philo-
sophical debates. According to Richard Miller, a philosopher
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to the point at which, if we were ro give more, we would run a
“signihcant” risk of worsening our lives—but we do not need
to go beyond this poine. Miller’s idea 15 that moralicy allows us
to pursue the underlying goals to which we are securely at-
tached” bur that, when others are in need, it does not allow us
to spend more than we need to achieve those goals.” Garrert
Cullity, author of The Moral Demands of Afffuence, believes
that we should give to the point at which further contriburions
would undermine our pursuic of “intrinsically life-enhancing
goods” such as friendship, developing ones musical ralents,
and being involved in the life of one’s community.!” In his
book Jdeal Codle, Heal World, Brad Hooker argues that we should
try to live according to the code thar, if widely accepted, would
lead ro the best ourcome. Hooker asserts that we are morally re-
llllirﬂl [ ].“'_']I.':I l.]'l“!'u-t' iI'l E_r'I'-E":llt'r ]“'_"E'LI “':"n-'t'[] ir 1.].“'_' i.]':r'.’il:lﬂ'.ll. H:I.L'I'].'
fices involved in helping them add up to a significant cost,” bur
thar we are not required to go beyond this threshold. '

Miller’s standard is the least demanding. If it is important
to you to express your sense of who you are by occasionally
buying clothes or accessories that are sevlish or tun, rather than
something more basic, you are permitted to buy those irems.
The same is true of eating: If we never ate in good restaurants
we could not pursue our “worthwhile” goal of eating “in a way
that explores a variety of interesting aesthetic and cultural pos-
sibilities.” Similarly, enjoying “the capacity of grear composers
and performers o exploit nuances of tmbre and texture o
powerful aesthetic effect” is a worthwhile goal, and one that
justibes buying “more than minimal” stereo equipment.

Cullity's standard 1s more demanding. His “intrinsically
life-enhancing goods”™ dont appear ro include things like stylish
clothes, though they do include whatever is necessary to enjoy
music, since he regards that as an intrinsically life-enhancing
cood. But for most goods, if there is a cheaper alternarive | can
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should go for. Only goods like friendship and inregriry, which
involve our deepest commitments, should net be judged on the
basis of how much they cost.

Hooker acknowledges that his eriterion 1s vague, but says 1t
would be met by a person who regularly gives a little money or
rime to charities. He stresses thac the test 1s whether all of the
nme or money given adds up o a signihcant cost, not whether
the sacrifice involved on any particular occasion of helping
someone In greater need s significant. Hence giving ro this
level would not require forgoing, Hooker says, one’s personal
projects,

So our obligations to the poor do not, in Miller, Cullity,
and Hooker's views, go as far as to say thar you must give to the
point where if you give any more, you will be sacrificing some-
[Ili.l'l.i_'__ [lt';'ll’l.}" il il'[ll.]“l'[ll”l b | L'I'lill.l":'i Ilrt'. Hl]"l.'l.'t"r"t'l_, i‘[.r!'i i['ll].'][]r'
rant not to lose sight of the facr that these three philosophers
agree that if you fail to give anything, or give only trivial sums
to aid the world’s poorest people, you are acting wrongly.
Depending on the taces about how much it would rake w over-
come widespread extreme poverty, the obligations Miller, Cul-
lity, and Hooker posit may be considerably more demanding
than the fair-share view. Miller, for example, would allow us w0
purchase a luxury item of ature “only occasionally.” The stereo
that the music lover may buy can be “more than minimal,” but
that implies that we are not justified in buying ar the top of the
line, even it we can atford it. Cullity allows us to spend money
on significant activities that will enhance our lives, but spend-
ing on trivial items should, in his view, be redirected to helping
combar poverty. Hooker says you are required to give to those
in greater need ro the point ar which the rotal of the money
or time you have given involves a significant personal cost.
Against the background of a world in which most affluent peo-
ple give only a trivial proportion of their income, or none at
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we all have, at a minimum, moderately demanding ebligations
to help the poor is more important than the ditterences be-
(ween us.

Many people get great pleasure from dressing stylishly, eat-
ing well, and listening to music on a good stereo system. I'm all
for pleasure—rthe more the betrer, other things being equal.
There's no denying thar there 1s value 1n the thines char Miller,
Cullity, and Hooker think we are entitled to spend our money
on. Bur my argument does imply that it is wrong to spend
money on those things when we could instead be using the
money to save people’s lives and prevent great suffening. The
problem is thar we are living 1n the midst of an emergency in
which 27,000 children die from avoidable causes every daw.
That's more than one thousand every hour. And millions of
WOImen anre ].i"n-'].l]i_r| “'ilh l‘t:}'::li.:l".lt]ft‘ ﬁ!‘l:llll.'.l!h ﬂ]'".l |]'|.1].]i[]]'|!'|- u[‘ F't'“'
ple are blind who could see again, We can do something about
these things. Thar crucial fact ought to affecr the choices we
make. To buy good sterco equipment in order to further my
worthwhile goal, or lite-enhancing experience, of listening to
music is to place more value on these enhancements o my life
than on wherher others live or die. Can it be ethical to live thar
way? Doesn't it make a mockery of any claim o believe in the
equal value of human life?

For the same reason, philanthropy for the arts or tor cul-
tural activities is, in a world like this one, morally dubious. In
2004, New York’s Metropolitan Museum of Art paid a sum
said to be in excess of 545 million for a small Madonna and
Child painted by the medieval lwalian master Duccio. In buy-
ing this paintng, the museum has added to the abundance of
masterpieces thar those forrunare enough ro be able ro visir it
can see. Bur if it only costs $50 to perform a cataract operation
in a developing country, that means there are 900,000 people
who can't see anything ac all, ler alone a painting, whose sight
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ing cost. At $450 to repair a fistula, $45 million could have
given 100,000 women another chance ar a decent lite. Ar
$1,000 a lite, 1t could have saved 45,000 lives—a foorball
stadium full of people. How can a painting, no matter how
beauriful and historically significant, compare with thae? If the
museum were on fire, would anyone think it right o save the
Duccio from the Hames, racher than a child? And thac’s jusc one
child. In a world in which more-pressing needs had already
been met, philanthropy for the arts would be a noble act. Sadly,
we don't live in such a world.

So neither the “fair-share” view, nor any of these more mod-
erate views, gives us a tenable answer to the question “Whar
ought [ to do to help those in great need?” Nevertheless, [ think
that rhese views do have a place in answering a different practi-
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much of our income, we mighr ask whether there is any point
to a standard thar curs so strongly against the grain of human
nature that virtually no one follows it. Over many years of ralk-
ing and writing about this subject, | have tound that tor some
people, striving for a high moral standard pushes them in the
right direction, even if they—and here I include myselt—do
not go as far as the standard implies they should. The research
by Shang and Croson referred to in chaprer 5, on how the
amount donated by callers to American public radio stations
can be increased by telling them abour large amounts given by
others, suggests the same conclusion. But Shang and Croson
found thar the method worked only within limits. Asking peo-
ple to give more than almost anvone else gives risks turning
them off, and at some level might cause them to question the
point of striving to live an ethical life ar all. Daunted by whar
it takes o do the right thing, they may ask themselves why they
are bothering to try. To avold that danger, we should advocare
a level of giving that will lead to a positive response. Because |
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aid they need, T think we should advocare the level of giving
that will raise the largest possible toral, and so have the best
consequences.

In this chapter, I propose a much easier targer: roughly
5 percent of annual income for those who are inancially com-
fortable, and rather more for the very nich. My hope 1s that
people will be convinced thar they can and should give ar dhs
level. I believe that doing so would be a first step roward restor-
ing the ethical importance of giving as an essential component
of a well-lived life. And if 1t 1s widely adopred, we'll have more
than enough money to end extreme poverty.

[ concede thar this standard falls far shorr of the moral ar-
gument I pur forward earlier, for it remains true, of course, thar
most people could, after giving 5 percent of their income ro re-
Llll{_'t' gllll]':l! I.“:I"n-"t]'l._'!r'1 g.l"r't' more "n-"-"j.[ll“Ln .‘i:lﬂ.‘l’ijlfll]g i'lll:l.'[I]i.lli_:_
nearly as important as the lives they would be saving. So how
can | now say that people who give 5 percent are fulfilling their
abligations when they are still far from doing what my argu-
ment concludes they oughr to be doing? The reason lies in the
ditference between what I oughe o do, as an individual, and
whar set of principles, or moral code, [ should advocare and
seek to have acted upon by most peaple in our sociery.

lake the basic argument thac torture 15 always wrong.
Given the well-documented tendency of police and guards w
abuse prisoners, and the low probability thar torrure will yield
useful informacion, thar rule seems likely to have the best con-
sequences. Yet, | would argue, if 1 ind mysell in the highly im-
probable scenario where only torturing a terrorist will enable
me to stop a nuclear bomb from going off in the middle of
New York City, | oughr to rorrure the rerrorist. Whart the indi-
vidual ought to do, and what the best moral rule directs one to
do, are not necessarily identical.

Some philosophers deny that there can be a gap berween
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ought to advocare; in their view, it 1s always wrong o do what
you cannot publicly advecare as a rule tor everyone to tollow,
They want everything up tront and transparent. Kant famously
wrote that the test of whether an action is right 1s whether you
can prescribe thar the principle on which ir 15 based should be
a universal law.! John Rawls drew on this idea when he made
“the publicity condinion” a key element ot his theory of jus-
tice.” That sounds like a fine idea, buc it overlooks the fact that
to be widely accepted and acted upon, as we wish them 1o be,
moral rules have to be artuned to our evolved human nature,
with all 1ts quirky relics of our tribal past. If we fail to take into
account the biases that, as we saw in chaprer 4, make 1t difficult
to persuade us ro give anything like the same weighr to the in-
terests of distant people we cannot identify as we give to the in-
Lerests Ui‘ PEUPJ.E' Wie Cilll sec Or name, l.]“:'l] l.]'l.'t' ['ll“l._':ll r'l.l!'.'_'h; Wwie
advocate will do litdle good, because few people will follow
them. T am in a different situation, however, when 1 am mak-
ing my own decision about how much to give. T can't then ap-
peal o my own human nature as a reason tor not doing whae |
would otherwise judge that I ought to do. As the French exis-
rentialist philosopher Jean-Paul Sartre famously pointed our,
when [ ask myself what I eught to do, | am free. It would sim-
ply not be true for me to say: “1 can’t give a chousand dollars to
help strangers in Africa, because I'm human and humans are
less concerned abour distant anonymous strangers than they
are about people nearby whom they know.” How does char
stop me from going to Oxfam’s website, hlling in my credit
card details, and donating 51,0002 How does it even provide a
reason against it? | would, to use one of the existennalists” fa-
vorite terms of condemnarion, be “lacking in authenciciy™ if |
were to appeal to human narure as a reason for nor doing what
| see to be right, and what nothing 1s preventing me from
doing, except thar | do not choose to do i

IE [I]i.!"i '-.-[l.I.I. :-i-[]l.ll'll{!:i Fll?.?.li]'lg, if |H -|.I‘.I l'l'."l.l.'l.' ht‘ﬂ.‘lll.‘it‘ we arc ll."it‘d
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to thinking of morality in simple black-and-whirte terms. You
either do whart is righr, and deserve to be praised, or you do
what 1s wrong, and should be blamed. But moral lite s more
nuanced than thar suggests. We use praise and blame to influ-
ence behavior, and the appropriare standard must be relarive o
what we can reasonably expect most people to do. Hence praise
and blame, ar least when they are given publicly, should tollow
the standard that we publicly advocare, not the higher standard
that we might apply to our own conduct. We should praise
people for doing signihcantly better than most people in their
circumstances would do, and blame them for doing signih-
cantly worse. If vou have done more than your fair share, thar
muse at least lessen the blame. If you have complied with the
public moral code, we should praise you for doing thar, rather

[Ilill'l I.]]i'l.ll]t' }"ULI i‘ﬂl' 1L dl!i]'lg more.”

Judging the Rich and Famous

This brings us back to the world’s wealthiest people, many of
whom give away temendous amounts of money o charioy
How should we think about Bill Gares, who gave 529 billion o
hghting poverty, but remains one of the world’s richest people?

Gartes knows what the ultimate standard is. It's prominent
on the Bill and Melinda Gares Foundation websive: "All lives—
no matter where they are being led—have equal value.” Gartes
says that he got started in philanthropy when he read thar half
a million children die every year from rotavirus. He had never
heard of rotavirus. (It is the most common cause of severe di-
arrhea in children.) He asked himself: “How could [ never have
heard of something char kills half a million children every
vear!” He then learned thar in developing countries, millions
of children die from diseases that have been eliminared, or vir-
[l].'!"}" f]i]‘l]i[]'ﬂ[fl’.l. i['l []"ll: ].JI'IilE'[I. S[:l[f?'i.. T]"l:ll ﬁl:'.ll'".‘kt"l’.] I'li!'l'l, ].“'.'"
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cause he had assumed thac if there are vaccines and trearments
that could save lives, governments would be doing everything
possible to get them o the people who need them. As Gares
tells the story, he and his wite, Melinda, "couldn’t escape the
brural conclusion that—in our world today—some lives are
seen as worth saving and others are not.” They said to them-
selves, “This can't be true.” But they knew it was.* This led
Grates to set up the foundation, o endow it with an inirtial gift
af $28.8 billion, and, since 2008, o devote himself full-rime
ro making it as ettecrive as possible,

(sates’s gitt was, at the nume, the largest philanthropic dona-
tion ever made, dwarfing the lifetime contributions of Car-
negie or Rockefeller, even when adjusted for infarion. (Warren
Bufferr has since pledged to give a billion or two more than
{.;:ltt":'i ].'l'.l."u- E_"i"n."tn 500 J:‘:.lr, ].'JL][ ':.'-I':.ll.':."i |‘!| L'{:Il'l.l.il'll.]-ll]g Lo gi\'t'. '.|.|:H.I 1[
isn't yer possible to say who will eventually give more.) Gartes
deserves to be commended for his generosity and for the far-
sighted way in which he has chosen the goals and methodology
of his toundation. Yer tor all his generosity, ic’s obvious that
Crates doesn't live by the idea of the equal value of all human
lite. His 50,000-square-foor high-tech lakeside house near
Seattle has been estimated to be worth $135 million. Property
taxes amount to nearly $1 million.” Among Gates’s possessions
is the Codex Leicester, the only handwritten book by Leonardo
da Vinei still in private hands, for which he paid $30.8 million
in 1994, So should we praise him tor exceeding, by a long way,
what most people, including most of the superrich, give, or
should we blame him for living in luxury while others sull die
from preventable diseases? He could give more, and it's to be
hoped thar he snll will, bur I think we should praise him for
eiving as much as he has.

We should use the same comparative standard w judge
celebrities who help the poor. In 2006, when Madonna

'.I'Llﬂpt-l'_"l'.l II‘.It‘]' S D:!‘l."il'.], ||1E'II i | ﬁlll:l{]}-' l.‘.ll'l.t"}:'t'_‘:ll"'i}ll'.] Ii‘u'i]lg i]l il
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arphanage in Malawi, the media atracked her. The boy's father,
they discovered, was alive, so they rushed the television cam-
eras out to him; he gave an interview in which he appeared not
to fully understand the legal significance of adopuon. But
David’s tather had been unable o care for him afrer David’s
mother died, and had placed lum in the orphanage. Largely be-
cause of Malawis HIVIAIDS epidemic, the country has a mil-
lion such orphans. Resources ar the orphanages are limired,
and many of the children do not live to their fifth birthday.
Madonna said thar when she met David, he had severe pneu-
monia and was breathing wich ditheulty. Malawi s one of the
worlds poorest countries, with an infant mortality rate of
ninety-four per one thousand and a lite expecrancy ar birth of
forty-one years. OFf the adulr population, abour one in seven
|:|':|."i Hlk!rﬂl]’_}&;‘ H':l.d E]':I'ﬁ"id. .I.'Jt'tll |t'|1[ ill |.I'|.t' urp].'l'.lll:lgf.. l.]'lt'l_t' i!'i
P10 rdason Lo []]ink [I'I.'.'I.f }'IL' ‘H"'.'ﬂllld ]]:1"'.":.' d_ﬂl‘_IL' .I:'JL'[[LT []]:1” []]L‘ av-
erage Malawian. Most likely, he would have done much worse.

In adopting a child from a poor country, Madonna is fol-
lowing an example ser by other celebrities, among them Mia
Farrow, Ewan McGregor, and Angelina Jolie, Adoprions have
the appeal of an identifiable benchiciary like “Rokia” bur
they fail to address che causes of poverty. It that were all these
celebrities were doing, we might guess that the adoptions are
more for their own benehr than for that of the world's
poorest children. To her credir, though, Madonna is doing
more than adopting David. Raising Malawi, a charity she co-
tounded, raises money to help orphans in Malawi, o support
education for girls, and to gather tunds tor Jetirey Sachs’s Mil-
lenmium Villages Project. Angelina Jolie also supports Millen-
nium Villages, while Naralie Imbruglia is a spokesperson for
the Campaign to End Fistula. 1 do not know what percentage
of their time or income these stars give to the fight against
global poverty and its consequences, but if it is significantly

Imare TII‘.IiI!'l [T1051 ]‘l‘Jln-‘llr_' o ]:':IHI'.I' srars, we ."i]'IIIHII.LI l'i]':'li!'il: []'I'I:I‘.I'l
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for whar they do rather than focus on how much more they
could do.

On the other hand, tor those among the supernch who live
with particular extravagance and give relagvely litle, some
blame would not be our of order. Consider Paul Allen, some-
rimes called the “accidental zillionaire.” In 1975, Allen got ro-
vether with a high school friend o start a compurer company.
Eight years later, he parted from his friend, but held on to
abour a quarter of the company’s stock. The erstwhile friend
was Bill Gares, and the company was Microsott. Now Forbes
lists Allen’s net worth as $16 billion.® That’s abourt a quarter of
what Gates had when he gave away $28.8 billion. According to
Allen’s website he has, over his liferime, given away more than
5900 million ro philanthropic canses. Very few people will ever
I.“:' 1'.111].1:' Lo gi"r": [il:u |]'|.L:|L'|1.. I.]'L][ 51.1-5 I'i'_'!ﬁ!ﬁ- t].l'.lll UI]t"l.I'liflit'[Il {]F
what Gares has given away, and compares poorly with what
most comparably megarich give.” Morcover, in conrrast to the
projects Gates is founding, Allen has focused his limited phil-
anthropy on ares foundacions, hospitals, and other community
projects in the already-wealthy Pacihe Northwest of the United
States, where he lives, Nor is Allen living modestdy and invest-
ing his fortune to give away at some future time, as Butfert did.
He owns three professional sports teams, into which he has
poured hundreds of millions of dollars. His toys include a large
collection of vintage military aircraft and a 413-foor oceango-
ing yachr called Octopus that cost him over 5200 million and
has a permanent crew of sixry. When launched in 2003, Octo-
pas was the world's largest yacht. It has its own music studio
and basketball court, two helicoprers, seven boars, a subma-
rine, and a remote-controlled vehicle for observing the ocean
Hoor. The submarine can sleep eight for up to two weeks un-
derwater, if that is what you fancy. According o Yachterew, a
website for those seeking careers on yachts, owners typically

ITILST ."il'.l't'_‘l'.l'r.l i I'J'Iil'.lifl'lll]'l'! HF 10 I'.Il:['C'I'_'IIT ﬂr []'I'I: "l."u‘.'!"i."i-'I:'|.1."i COsl E‘L"tl'}’
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year to keep it in good working condition and cover crew
salaries. And Allen owns two other monster yachts, including
Latoosh, which in 2003 was the world’s third largest.”

[ don't know Paul Allen, and [ hope that what [ have writ-
ten about him will nor be seen as a personal arrack. His lifestyle
s, rather, sympromaric of our culture, and i is thae culture thae
[ wish to erincze. After all, Allen 1sn't alone in enjoving such
toys. Oetopas has now slipped to sixth place in size, behind
vachts owned h}' royaley from Dubal and Saudi Arabia, the
Russian billionaire Roman Abramovich, and Larry Ellison, the
chief executive officer of the software company Oracle. Ellison
is another extravagant billionaire who could be doing a lot
more good with his money; he has been quored as saving
“Money is just a method of keeping score.” Currently ranking
At [L}lll—lt‘:]l (11 ] JL;!'”'I{"IE"J';Q ]1:“. {]j‘ [Il'.'_' "r"r'L}fE{|1!'r I'.lll_']:]'.'_"hh I'l.t' iE'i ':.‘ilill]:l[fd.
to be worth $25 billion. He has a forty-acre Japanese-style es-
rate in Woodside, California, estimated to be worth $200 mil-
lion, and properties in Malibu worth more than $150 million.
He put millions of dollars of his own money into unsuccessful
bids to challenge for the 2003 and 2007 Americas Cup, He
owns many exotic cars and several planes, including hghrer
jets. His yvacht Résing Sun cost abour $200 million o build—
abourt the same as Allen’s Octopas, but he complains chac 1o is
hard to find berths big enough for it, and so he has now or-
dered a smaller “leisure yacht” thar will be easier to park. Ac-
cording to Slate, in 2007 he gave away $39 million. It thar
sounds generous, think of it this way: It Ellison never earned
another dollar, he could give away $39 million every year for
the next six hundred years and soll have more than $1 billion
as a cushion for his old age.”

Vitellius, the Roman emperor, dined on the brains of thou-
sands of peacocks and the tongues of thousands of Hamingos.
Today we regard thar as evidence of moral depravity. We could
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scems a harsh judgment (*No flamingos died in the making of
this yacht”}, consider first the incredible extravagance involved
in buying and maintaining such vessels. Now that you have the
hgures, do the sums for yourselt and calculate how many
women's lives could have been restored by surgery to repair
their fistulas, how many blind people could have been enabled
to see, and how many children could have been saved from
dving from malaria for the cost of building Rising Sun or Octo-
pus, and for the cost of running either each vear. Bur thar isnt
all; che awloward facrs of climare change also condemn those
who own large private vachts. Don't be fooled by the name:
These vessels arent wind-powered, they are ships with big en-
gines that churn through incredible quanrities of diesel fuel
and pump the resulting greenhouse gases into the atmosphere.
I._;I.Ii!"i[]]'l.lﬁ R.I'-_'-'.I'-.l".l'g ..E;.I'I'.?'.I'.. I.'U'l_ t':l'.:'l.['llE.'J].t'., ]'."i I.“:I"n-"-"':]".'.'d I:]‘:|." ﬁ.]Llr tllgillts,
cach of which, at full power, consumes 548 gallons of fuel per
hour, making a total of 2,192 gallons per hour for the ship. In
a single hour, Resirg Sun burns up as much diesel as the average
American driver would need to drive a diesel-powered Volks-
wagen Jerta for seven years.'" In terms of smog-inducing nitro-
gen oxide emissions, the vachr engines are even worse: It would
take the average American driver twenty years to drive a fetra
tar enough to equal the nitrogen oxide emissions thar Rising
Stn emits in an hour. And all chat fuel is being burned up not
so that people can grow food, or get to work, or visit their loved
ones, but so thar Larry Ellison can amuse himselt and show ott
how rich he is. It's time we stopped thinking of these ways of
spending money as silly but harmless displays of vanity, and
started thinking of them as evidence of a grievous lack of con-
cern for others. We need an ethical culture thar takes account
of the consequences of whar each of us does for the world in

which we are living, and that judges accordingly.
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The Public Standard

This brings us ro the important question of whart the public
standard for giving—as opposed to a higher standard we mighu
privately follow—should be. Some groups have already made
an effort to set such a standard, and many people have devel-
oped standards of their own.

James Hong became a millionaire at thirty-two ateer found-
ing Hot or Not?, a phenomenally popular website thar allows
people to upload their phoros and be rated by strangers on a
scale of one to ten. Though pleased by his success, Hong didn't
want to become part of the Silicon Valley rat race. He told a
New York Times interviewer: " There is no ‘winning because
there will always be someone who has more than you.” The
way around that, Hong decided, 1s to give money away instead
of accumulating ic. But how much to give? He asked other
triends among the founders and early employees of successtul
[nrerner starr-ups around the San Francisco Bay area, where he
lives, and received widely varying answers. He sertled on a for-
mula: Give 10 percent of everything you earn over $100,000,
To encourage others to do the same, he set up a website called
10over 100, and on 1t l‘:i&dg&d thar he would :ﬂw:l}'.'-“. gi‘l.’:: accord-
ing to the 10overl00 rule. The website invites others to make
the same pledge. Last time 1 checked, 3,967 had done so."

[srael Shenker, founder and CEO of the Philadelphia-based
real estate firm 155 Development, is happy to tell others abourt
his standard. He matches everything he spends on discre-
ronary items—vacations, a luxury car, a larger house than he
needs—with a charitable donation of the same amount.

Fair Share Internacional, an organizadon based in Adelaide,
Australia, i1s a communiry of people commirtted to tollowing a
"5.10.5.10" formula, This means:

* Donating 5 percent of your gross annual income to help
the disadvanraged
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* Reducing vour environmentally harmbul consumption
by 10 percent each year until you can do no more

* Giving 5 percent of your rime to helping people in your
COMMuUnICY

* Taking democratic political action ar least 10 times a year,
tor example, contacting your political representatives

Each of these standards has broader appeal than the much
more demanding requirement for membership in the 50%
].c:lgu:_ If you are not rich, 10over100 will be the eastest
to meet, because it demands nothing ac all uneil you eamn
$100,000 a year, and if you ¢arn, say, $120,000 vou will still be
giving less than 2 percent of your total income, On the other
hand, it you earn a million, you will give 9 percent of your
total income, which is a more respectable sum. But many peo-
ple earning less than 5100,000 are able o give and would want
to do so, especially if they saw that others are contributing,
Shenker’s standard is a self-imposed consumprion tax—if vou
spend extravagantly, you will also be giving substandally. But
much will depend on how strictly the caregory of “discretionary
irem” 1s interpreted: Remember thar bottle of warer. On the
other hand, a consumption-relared standard allows those who
are reinvesting thelr income productvely to live modestly and
continue to do so. The very rich, though, should go bevond
merely marching their philanthropy to their consumption. If
you earn 5100 mullion a year, vou would need to have lavish
Lastes to HEE[]L‘ NIare tIL"l.['.l ][} I.'."I:T'L‘E'l]t Ujh}'{]ﬂr C:I]'llillgﬁl i.'l.l'.l'l'.l :g'{:l-ll.
could easily give mare than that. Fair Share International offers
a rule of thumb for how the echical twenty-first-century citizen
should live, covering not only how much we should give but
also how much time we should devote to good causes and how
Hl].‘il:li.l'l:l].'.ll.f_' Lrr I.iﬂ:.".-l}"].l: ?'il:]l]llld I.“:- J'I!'I.[ i [.T\'_'rl'_'L'I'll., i[.‘!: HL]HgCthd
level of giving is suitable for those of average means, bur again,

quite low for anyone who is seriously rich.
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The more vou earn, the casier it should be to give, not only
in terms of dollars, but also as a percentage of your income, It
you earn $500,000, giving 5 percent is no hardship ac all. Te
still leaves vou with $475,000, which should be enough tor
anyone. It you earn only $50,000 and are supporring a family,
however, inding a spare $2,500 to give away might be tough.
S0 the sugpestion that you should give 5 percent of your gross
income demands a lor from people on incomes thar are, for an
affluent nation, relatively low, and is too easy on people with
higher incomes. We have progressive rares of raxation to rake
account of this; similarly, what you do tor the poor should take
an Increasing percentage of vour Income as your 10Come grows.
Nevertheless, this is not a leveling-down exercise. We should
retain incentives for people to work hard, rake risks, and be in-
|]U"'i"ﬂ1.i."i"t'. -].-!ll:lh't' "u"r'ill'l. more Can gi.'l.-'t' nionre, I.}l.ll. []“:'j.' “’11] !ﬂ.i]l. |.]':
left with more,

Let’s look at the incomes of America’s superrich, rich, and
merely comforrable, and ask what could reasonably be sought
from them as a contmbution toward meering the problem
of extreme poverty, Here's a hirst skerch of a public standard of
acceptable giving. '

Start with the superrich. The top 0L01 percent of ULS. tax-
pavers have annual incomes above $10.7 million, and an aver-
age income of $29.6 million. Ac thar level, giving away a third
of their income would be unlikely to reduce their standard of
living ro any signihcant degree. The rest of the top 0.1 percent
have an average income of nearly $3.7 million and a minimum
income of $1.9 million. Let’s put them down for a quarter
of their income. The remainder of the top 0.5 percent have an
average income of $955,000 and a minimum income of
$600,000. They could give one hfth of whar they earn.

Now we are moving down to income levels that make peo-
ple rich, bur not superrich. Those in the top 1 percent, bur not

the top (.5 percent, carn a minimum income of $383,000 and
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an average income of $465,000. They could comfortably af-
tord to give 15 percent of their income. Next, those in the top
5 percent, but not the top 1 percent, earn an average income of
$210,000 annually, with a minimum income of $148,000. At
this income level, the rithe—10 percent of one’s income—can
hardly be too demanding, since it has cradicionally been given
by people on far more modest incomes.

Complering the top 10 percent, and raking us to a level of
income rhar, at least in the United Stares, is considered com-
fortable rather than rich, we have taxpayers earning an average
income of $122,000 and a minimum ncome of $105,000.
From them let’s ask only a modest 5 percent.

Thar seems a rtolerably fair level of donating from the
highest-income 10 percent of American taxpayers to projects
':liI'[]f_'-L! Ml ?'i'.l"r'illg l]:]'.'_" I.i"n."t'.‘i -"l.lld l-td.'l“_'i]'lg [!'I.t' errv:]'illg []'r l.].“.'.'
world’s poorest people. Some other sliding scale might ar-
guably be as fair or fairer. Even if this scheme does no more
than start a discussion, it will have served its purpose.

One question to consider is whether the scale should be
based on gross or atter-tax income. It the donations are fully
rax-deducrible, they should be based on gross income, because
thev will in any case reduce the amount of rax paid. Bur in
some countries—>Sweden 15 an example—donations are not
tax-deductible. Then the scale should be based on afrer-tax in-
come.

When I published a similar proposal in The New York Times
in 2006, a Sacramento woman wrote that she and her husband
were in the top 10 percent but “we have very litde left at the
end of each month. I can’t remember the last dme we went out
to dinner, or a movie or anything like thac . . . we didn't even
go on a honeymoon!” Paving off student loans was one of their
major expenses. Ie's true that an income thar is more than ade-
quate for people in some circumstances might leave much less

l'.“."if_"]'tl"lﬂl'lii'l'}' il]C[]ﬂ]E ihr |]'Il'l."i-t' "n-'l."]'l[] I'I:'I.":-"t‘ o PLI}' E]."I.L"l-: I{ZI'.'!I'J."F or
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put aside some money o ensure thar their children can ger a
decent education. Much depends on whether people own their
own home, and it so, whether they have a mortgage and how
much the payments are. Taking these comments into account,
[ have modifed the scheme I propased in 2006, when 1 sug-
gested that all those in the top 10 percent, but not the top 1
percent, give 10 percent of their income. Now | am proposing
that those in the lower part of this group, that is, in the top 10
percent, but not in the rop 5 percent, should give nn]:.' 5 per-
cent of their income.

The scale proposed above needed some fine-tuning, how-
ever, to avold the creation of a penalty for moving from one
income bracker into the nexr. For simplicity, T suggested thar
all income should be raxed ar one rare, with thar rate depend-
."1!_" Ll [I:lt il'l'l'_'“"lt' I.‘T'.lll_']:':t'[. HU I.'-'t'{]P].t "n-"r'l'l.{]-f"-': illCL]‘I'”t' i!'i
$147.,000 would, in my scheme, be giving away 5 percent, or
$7,350, leaving themselves $139,650, buc if their income rose
to $148,000 they give away 10 percent, leaving only $133,200,
That makes no sense. We can hx this problem in the same way
as 1s done tor progressive tax scales,

Tvcome Braelet D lansgeion

Slnq.ﬁﬂ]—qllﬁ.n"“ -Tihn-
Klad k] —ﬁ_!lﬂ,"r.““ﬂ S5 1|f the ”|.‘\.l $|4H,[]l:'[| ._|||-:! | [F¥ af the ||.'|r|.|i||-.|+':|

S35 G0 <5600 000 g o the Hrst 5148000, 10% of the pext 255,000, and
[ 5% of the remainder

SE00,00 1519 mallion S5 af the Hrat $145.000, 10% of the aese $255,000, 15%: of

the mewr 5217000 and 0% of the remainder
1,900,001 - M of the frse 5148000, 10% of the nexe 3255000, 159 of
£10.7 muillion the mesce SET7,0000, 2005 of the next 51,3 million, and 23%

of the remainder

COrver 310.7 muillion S of the brse 5148000, 10% of the poxe 323%,000, 15% of
the mexe SX17,000, 209 of the nexr 31,3 million, 23% of the
pexs S8 mullion., and 33.35% of the remmainder

Now ler’s add in the number of raxpayers in each bracker. With
that information, and the average income in cach bracket, we
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can calculate how much the suggested levels of giving would
yield from American taxpayers.

Nussber of Avevage  Miniinm Toral
fncore Briacket Tiaxpeiyers Ircarne Rersairing Recised
5105 00L=5148,000 J.418,050 S122.353 04 3K 245 billian
8 1aE 0 —5385, 000 S.905%4 440 AA0.325 5140, 60H 251 hillion
R3O0 =5G600, 000 741,B05 Hand, 716 5352100 %32 billion
SO0 =519 million 95,444 b T 5536, TN S50 billion
51900001 =510.7 million 135,525 257 millien 5152 million 5102 hillion
Chwer H10.7 million 14,836 SXGmulbon  S5.01%9 mullise 5131 billion
Tweal 14,836,100 5471 hillion

So these suggested levels of giving would yield a toral of 5471
billion a year for the world’s poorest billion people—not from
all the world’s atfuent people, but from just 10 percent of
American families! (Sachs, remember, estimared thar it would
take a maximum of $189 billion a year to meet the Millen-
nium Development Goals.)

Bill Clinton, in his beswelling book Giving, tells his readers
abour the suggestions [ made in my earlier New York Times

essay bur then adds:

[ think i’s unrealistic to expect this level of giving 1o
global causes i the short run, for several reasons: some
wealthy people don't believe the money will be spent
wisely . . . some people with high incomes but little accu-
mulated wealth want to build an estate betore they give a
large portion of their money away; $132,000 a year goes
a lot further in Lile Rock than ir does in New York
Ciry; and many wealthy people are already commirtred to

. . i - - x
giving money to other charitable causes in America."

{.:I.i['".l;}]'l Hl:':?i Qi fo ﬁL]gg{:Hl < [T |]'||;]'d.1'_'.‘!i|. HEI:]I:[I]L', i]1 1|."l."]'|i':_'|'|.
those in the top 1 percent give 5 percent ol their income, and
the rest of the top 10 percent give just 1 percent. For those in
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the top 10 percent bur not the top 1 percent, thar is only one-
third of what they already give, and would require nothing
more than redirecting a portion of thar giving from domestic
charities to those working in the world’s poorest countries.'

But 1s 1 really asking oo much of people earning ar least
$383,000 o live on a pretax income of 5352100 mnstead?
Whar is considered an "unrealistic” level of giving in one fime
and place may seem quite modest in another. Surprisingly,
Americans earning less than $20,000 a year :u:run]l:,: give a
higher percentage of their income—a subsrantial 4.6 percent—
to charity than every other income group until we get w those
earning more than $300,000 a year.”” Thart suggests thar if the
rich had the same culture of giving as the poor, they would give
more than Clinton proposes. As we saw in chaprer 5, much will
depend on the way in which we :1[}[;:-.-1 to people, and on the n-
stitutional structures and social practices under which we live.
Unul we have tried ro change these structures and practices as
that chapter described, we cannot really know how much peo-
ple may eventually be willing o give. It isn't clear exactly who
Clinton has in mind when he refers to “wealthy people.” Buton
the proportions of income [ am recommending, those carning
over, say, $300,000 a year will be able to meer the public stan-
dard of contibution to the sk of eliminating global poverty
without coming remotely near impoverishing themselves. They
will still be able to live ar a very comfortable level, dine ar good
Festaurants, go to concerts, take luxurious vacations, and change
their wardrobes each season. | very much doubt that any of
them will be noticeably less happy.

It your income doesn’t put you in the top 10 percent,
you snll almosr cerrainly have income thar you can spare—
remember that bottle of water or can of soda you bought in-
stead of drinking the water chat runs our of the tap? I won't
specify the derails, because as the letrer from the Sacramenro

woman il'.l[{iL':'I.[t‘.‘H, fl:']t I]I:'rl:f_'l!‘.l[‘.'lgt ﬂr i l':lt:]'!'i-[]]"ll."i i]'l-l'_"ﬂl!‘.l'lr_‘ '.'l‘l.':'llIL"I.II'.I'IE
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for discretionary spending varies greatly once their income gets
down o around $100,000. Bur think about how much you
can give. Getting to 5 percent may not be dithcule, and will
enable you to feel that you've done more than your share. And
if the lower 90 percent of raxpayers were to give, on average,
just 1 percent of their earnings, that, added to the suggested
donations from the wp 10 percent, would bring the ol w
around $510 billion.

Obviously, the rich in other nattons should share the bur-
den of relieving global poverty. There is an increasingly large
number of wealthy people in non-OECD countries like
China, India, Brazil, Chile, and South Africa. OF the 855 mil-
lion rich people in the world, 17 percent, or 148 million, live
in countries with average incomes below that of Portgal (and
l].li'."i ﬁgL]rt l"i gn]"r".'illg T;'l.]:]i.{“}r:'.. -I..I]i.ﬂ il'l'l'_'].LH.It."i 1]. }jt'rl:t'ﬂl "r"n-'lll:l
live in countries with average incomes below that of Brazil.
These people should also be doing their share of combaring
glabal poverty, whether in their own countries or elsewhere. '

For simplicity, let’s take one-third as a fair share tor the
United States, since thac 15 roughly proportionate o the ULS,
share of the total income of the OECD nations."” On that
basis, extending the scheme I have suggested worldwide would
provide more than $1.5 trillion annually for developmenr aid.
That's eight times what the UN rtask force estimated would be
required to meet the Millennium Development Goals by 2015,
and twenty times the shortfall between that sum and existing
official development aid commirments.' It is ample to cover
not only the aid iself, but also research and experimentation
into what forms of aid work best.

It was not untl | caleulared how much America’s richest 10
percent actually earn and compared thar with whar Sachs esti-
mates would be required w meer the Millennium Develop-
ment Goals thar T fully understood how easy it would be for

[]'II:' Wur]d‘.'-; ]'iCIIﬁ o el []'II'_' ].‘.HIﬁiC I"Itt'll."i {Ji‘ fl'l{:l.'iE Ii"n-'lll'lg i.l'.l X
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treme poverty all over the world. T found the result astonishing.
[ double-checked the hgures and asked a research assistant o
check them as well. But they were correct. 1t the UN task torce
15 right, then the Millennium Development Goals are far too
modest. [f we fail to achieve them—as present indicarions say

that we well may—we cannot excuse ourselves by saying that

the targer was a burdensome one, for it plainly 15 not. The car-
get we should be setring for ourselves is not halving the propor-
tion of l‘.h:i‘ﬁ[.l'f ]iving In extreme poverty, and withour enough
o eat, but ensuring that no one needs to live permanently in
such degrading condinons,

That goal 1s possible. Here’s a seven-point plan char will
make you part of the solurion ro world poverry.

1. Visit www. TheLifeYouCanSave.com and pledge to meer
the scandard.

]

. Check out some of the links on the website, or do your
own rescarch, and decide to which organization or orga-
nizations you will give.

3. Take your income from vour lase tax return, and work

LIt I:“.]"lu".-' |1'|L]|:|1 []'Hf :ir.':ll]d.'.ll'd. l-':'_'L'I_Llil.-f_'!'i :|.'l:||.] [ E].‘l."t'. i.-.]{'{_'i.'ljl:

how you want to give It—in regular monthly insrall-

ments, quarterly, or just once a year, whatever suits you
best, Then do it!

4. Tell ochers whart you have done. Spread the word 1n any
way you can: talk, text, e-mail, blog, use whatever online
connections you have. Try to avoid being self-righteous
or preachy, because you're probably no sainr, either, bur
ler people know that they, o, can be part of the solu-

tion,
5. It vou are employed by a corporation or institution, ask
1[ [ 'l'_'l'.lll."ii.dﬂ:r gi‘;"i.l]g il"a ﬂ:l]l[]!ll}rf‘l’_‘ﬂ k| |1|.|dg1'_' il] [I]L‘ Tlglll

direction by serting up a scheme thar will, unless they
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choose to opt out, donate 1 percent of their pretax cam-
ings to a charity helping the world’s poorest people. (See
chapter 5 tor examples ol such schemes.)

6. Contact your national political representatives and rell
them you want your country’s foreign aid to be direcred

only ta the world’s poorest people.

7. Now you've made a difference to some people living in
extreme poverty. (Even if you can't see them or know
whom you have helped.) Plus, you've demonstrated chat
human beings can be moved by moral argument. Feel
good abour being part of the solution.

The Crreatest Motivation

It you and other well-off peaple in atHuent nations were all o
eive, say, 3 percent of vour income for the fight against global
poverty, it would probably not reduce your happiness ar all.
You may have to make some adjustments to your spending, but
quite possibly you will find thar some of those adjustments
make no difference to your well-being. Instead of having to
spend money to keep up appearances because otherwise people
will think you can't afford to buy new clothes or a new car, or
to renovate your home, you now have a good reason for keep-
ing the things thar you find perfectly comfortable and service-
able: You have a berrer use for the money. And vou could even
E']'ll.i |.||.'.| Il:'lj:jf'."i':l_, ITEC:IHH’: [il]{.illg E'.'i.'lr[ 1" il L'H“':L'li.\'f t"ﬂ;.:lr[ Eia I'ltll:'.l
the world’s poorest people would give your life greater meaning
and fulfillment. As we have scen, people ac Bear Stearns found
their giving gratifying, and many members of the 50% League,
including some who are by no means rich, feel that their giving
I'l.'.'l.:'i i]‘ﬂlLlHEl[ ]'['.ll::':l]'l.ll]'l.hﬂ!l '.ll]L'I. F.H.lr}'.'l'l.'ﬂ: g liH:iT Ii.‘h"L'.‘!i. I[ ATl I.Ili]' l.]“'_'

same for you,
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Not long ago, at a dinner with the president of a universicy
where I had given a ralk, I tound mysell seared nexr to Carol
Koller, a tund-raiser for the university. We began talking about
giving and the role 1t plays in hlling people’s lives with mean-
ing, and she told me the tollowing story:

Soon after [ began a new position as executive director
of a medical center foundation, a board member told
me abour someone [ should meet. He added thar this
person tended to be gruft, and rarely gave when asked. |
was not 1n a hurry o meet him, but the medical center
was preparing to build a dinic for low-income women
and children, and he owned the land where they wanted
to build. I was expected to ger the land donared.

I J'[]':l'I'J'.'_' []:“': L".I“.. 1|'|.1.rl]|'jl|.L":d ]ll}'ht'].[:. 1'1[“_1 !ﬁ'l.j.l.l [I:ltr':
was a piece of land he owned that [ would like to dis-
cuss. He responded thar he would ralk bur thar he was
promising nothing. He chose my office for the mecting,

He arrived. He was a big man, intent on business
and clearly accustomed o being in control, My othee
was small. We sar knee to knee. I explained the project.
| asked thar he work wich me to hgure out how to ac-
complish the task. To my amazement, his eyes began o
fll with tears. He told me that everyone knew he could
accomplish anything he arrempred in business, bur he
had always wanted to do something of real value. He
said that he did not know how and had not been able,
until today, to hnd anyone who could help him.

He explained that people insulted him by asking for
$5,000 or $10,000. He would send them away, often
yelling ar them to ger our of his sight. Before leaving my
ofhice that day, he pledged $500,000.

I had not asked him for money av all. T had only

'.I!-iktl’.] ]'Ii]'l'l Loy 'lr"n-'-[}]'Li'. "|-'|"i[|1 [ ) L= TI!]l‘ﬁ- ITIEI ]'IL'Il'.I I'IE'I:'I'.I ‘n-"n-':li'[i.l'lg
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for years for someone to give him the chance to make
the gitt he had been longing to make. Betore he died he
had the joy of giving another $14 million to the com-
munity. At the dedication of another project he funded,
in front of several hundred people. tears came o him
again as he said, “There 1s a lady in the audience who
changed my hfe.”

For millennia, wise people have said thar deing good brings
fulfillment. Buddha advised his followers: “Ser your heart on
doing good. Do 1t over and over again, and you will be flled
with joyv.” Socrates and Plato taught that the just man is
happy.'” Epicurus did, too. (Today we associate an “epicurean”
with one who rakes pleasure in fine food and wines. The
philosopher who gave his name to that way of living, however,
wrote: It is impossible to live the pleasant life withour also liv-
ing sensibly, nobly and justly.”=")

The wisdom of the ancients still holds, A survey of 30,000
American houscholds found thar those who gave to charity
were 43 percent more likely to say char chey were “very happy”
abourt their lives than those who did nor give, and the figure
was very similar for those who did voluntary work for charities
as compared with those who did not. A separate study showed
that those who give are 68 percent less likely to have felt “hope-
less™ and 34 percent less likely to say that they felt “so sad that
nothing could cheer them up.”?’

The American Red Cross, which has vast experience with
volunteer workers and blood donors, takes a similar view. It en-
courages people o volunteer by telling them: "Helping others
feels good and helps you feel good about yourself.” Jane Pili-
avin, a psychologist, pur this to the test and found thar giving
blood does, like volunteering in general, make people feel good
abour themselves. The effect is particularly marked in older

I:':It'l.‘.IPII:"—!'i{] I'I'.I'.II.'LH‘.'IL]., i[‘.l i:'I.L'I', ['IL'IT l']'I'I:n'_' i.‘:i ki t‘.“l.-'il'.{i'_'l'lﬂ"l'_' fll-:lf
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volunteering improves the health of elderly people and helps
them live longer. Receiving assistance, on the other hand,
doesnt have as great a benehcial impact. As psvchologist
Jonathan Haidt, author of The Happiness Hypothesis, com-
ments, “At least for older people, it really 1s more blessed w give

wp
1

than to receive

The link berween giving and happiness 1s clear, but surveys
cannot show the direction of causation. Researchers have,
however, looked at whart h.lppﬂrm i people’s brains when they
do good things. In one experiment, economists William Har-
baugh and Daniel Burgharc and psychologist Ulrich Mayr gave
$100 1o each of nineteen female students. While undergoing
magnetic resonance imaging, which shows activity in various
parts of the brain, the students were given the oprion of donar-
."11_" SO UJ.L [Ilt "'I.l.:lll‘:':!.ll Lo IUL'-"l.]. [}JULI ].L"l.“].{ j;.:l]' [I:lt PUU[’. Il:l -
sure that any effects observed came enrirely from making the
donation, and nort, for instance, from having the belief thar
others would think they were generous people, the students
were informed that no one, not even the experimenters, would
know which students made a donadon, The research found
that when students donarted, the brain’s “reward cenrers”—the
caudate nucleus, nucleus accumbens, and insulae—became ac-
rive. Lhese are the parts of the brain that respond when you eat
something sweet or recetve money. Altruists often talk of the
“warm glow” they ger from helping others. Now we have seen
it happening in the brain,*

Most of us prefer harmony to discord, whether berween our-
selves and others or within our own minds. That inner har-
mony 15 threatened by any glaring discrepancy berween the
way you live and the way you think you oughe to live. Your rea-
soning may rell you that you ought to be doing something sub-

.‘-i-f'.ll'l[i'.'ll. L] II'II'_'I[‘.I l.']'I'I:' ‘.’rurhi‘.'-; I][]IH’L’H[ []E[]F]t‘, I.lll[ }"Hll]' I‘.']'l'l[]lil‘.ll'.l."i
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may not move you to act in accordance with this view. If
you are persuaded by the moral argument, but are nor suf-
heienty motivared to act accordingly, 1 recommend thar in-
stead of worrying about how much you would have to do in
order to live a tully ethical lite, you do something thar 1s signifi-
cantly more than you have been doing so far. Then see how
that feels. You may hnd 1t more rewarding than you imagined
possible.

[ was lucky enough to know Henry Spira, a man who spent
his life campaigning for the downtrodden, the poor, and the
oppressed. Since he never had much money, his form of phil-
anthropy was to give his time, energy, and intelligence to mak-
ing a difference. In the 1950s, he marched in the civil rights
movement in the South. Sailing around the world as a mer-
L‘Ilﬂﬂ‘[ scamaln, ]:l': “'Ul.'l":.'.'.'ll [}Jl' M l‘t'l.'ﬂ:l l][]i“[] E:Irgﬂl'lj.:.lr.'.l[il}ll ﬂghl'
INng corrupt union bosses. The 1960s saw him reaching 1n some
of New York City's toughest public high schools. In the 19705,
he became an extraordinarily effective advocate for animals;
among his many achievements was persuading cosmetics com-
panies to hnd alternatives to testing their products on ani-
mals.”* When he was around seventy, Spira developed cancer
and knew he did not have long to live, [ spent a lor of cime with
him then, and in one of our conversations I asked him what
had driven him to spend his life working for others. He replied:

[ guess basically one wants to teel thar one’s lite has
amounted to more than just consuming products and
generating garbage. | dhink that one likes 1o look back
and say thar one’s done the best one can to make this a
berter place for others. You can look at it from this point
of view: What greater motvation can there be than
doing whatever one possibly can to reduce pain and suf-

fering?
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