
but it undercuts the force of the critique
advanced. For example, in his discussion
of transitional justice Colonomos argues
that the field is defined by a certain linearity
of thinking, oriented toward the attainment
of specifically normative desirable ends.
This characterization is dated. More recent
work in the field precisely questions both
the empirical linearity of transitions as
well as the normative desirability and neces-
sity of certain ends, including democracy.
Indeed, Thomas Carothers’ “The End of
the Transition Paradigm” appeared in .
Second, Colonomos fails to adequately

consider the contextual reasons for the short-
comings he identifies and, conversely, the
costs of the proposals he advances. For exam-
ple, his critique of academia does not
acknowledge and grapple with the reasons
why academics situate their discussions
within existing debates and frameworks and
the risks of abandoning the training and cre-
dentials he sees as impedingprogress.Among
these reasons is the fact that publication is
necessary for securing tenure and promotion.
Standards for publication require a demon-
stration of a novel contribution. Making the
case for the novelty of a claim is more plausi-
ble and convincing when it is situated against

background knowledge of claims already
advanced and defended. Failing to engage
with established scholarship makes it more
difficult to assess the novelty and the quality
of research. Putting experts and non-experts
on par may expand the range of views as to
the shape of the future, but Colonomos
never considers the costs of giving up on
placing a certain weight on the predictions
of those who can claim to have expertise.
Yet the erosion of respect for expertise is
arguably one factor among many making it
possible for phenomena like denial of climate
change to take root.

Such shortcomings aside, there is no
doubt that the future will become an ever-
more important topic for such exploration,
as global challenges with long temporal
horizons demand new policies in the
present. To this end, Colonomos provides
an invaluable framework for debating
how, by whom, and for what purpose
responsible predictions about the future
should be made.

—COLLEEN MURPHY

Colleen Murphy is professor of law, philosophy,
and political science at the University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign.
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This new work from Thana Cristina de
Campos focuses on identifying the moral
responsibilities of global stakeholders in
the field of health, with particular emphasis
on so-called neglected diseases, including

malaria and tuberculosis, which the author
defines as diseases that mainly afflict poorer
populations. The term “neglected” indicates
that there is a lack of research and develop-
ment of new drugs to address these diseases
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and a lack of available and affordable med-
icines to treat those who are affected.
Among other issues, this raises the question
of whether the pharmaceutical industry has
a responsibility to ensure that such drugs
are affordable to the global poor.

The book’s emphasis on the responsibil-
ities of nonstate actors in the global health
crisis, particularly the pharmaceutical in-
dustry, is one of the most compelling and
useful parts of its overall analysis. Such a
moral framework is desperately needed, as
it could help address an important regula-
tory gap in international law, namely, the
fact that pharmaceutical companies and
other relevant actors are not bound by
international law, given that they are not
parties to the treaties concerned. It is a
sad reality that international law is still pri-
marily state-centric, and that it fails to
tackle the responsibilities of nonstate actors
directly, despite the dramatic impact that
their activities often have on our health
and wellbeing. Thus, human rights advo-
cates and international lawyers should
take note of this study as they seek to
build a framework for tackling the human
rights responsibilities of multinational cor-
porations. By reaching beyond the legal
borders of our own field and by looking
into what ethics has to offer, we may find
additional important normative arguments
that can strengthen our legal position.

So what does de Campos’s moral frame-
work look like? The overall analysis, which
is clearly and systematically presented, is
grounded on the general premise that all
global stakeholders should respect the
right to health. De Campos clearly moves
away from the state-centric responsibility
to remedy global poverty, as advanced by
the “conventionalist” David Miller, finding
this approach insufficient. Instead, she

thinks more along the lines of the “revision-
ist” scholar Thomas Pogge, who argues that
state actors are not the exclusive subjects of
international law, nor the exclusive bearers
of human rights responsibilities.
Nonstate actors, according to Pogge, play

a crucial role in the global economic order
and they thus bear responsibilities for
global problems. But de Campos adds
another layer to Pogge’s analysis, partly
based on the work of Thomas Aquinas,
and concludes that both state and nonstate
actors are institutionally connected to the
global poor and ill (p. ). As a result,
they all carry certain duties of justice (as
opposed to weaker duties of benevolence)
to remedy the global health crisis. De
Campos proposes a set of scenarios in
what she calls “Global Commutative Jus-
tice,” whose complementary principles of
subsidiarity and solidarity regulate the
responsibilities among global stakeholders.
The implication of this framing is a greater
responsibility for nonstate actors, which
from a human rights perspective is very
worthwhile.
Chapter four makes an important point

regarding the medical patent system. Here
the author argues on the basis of three dif-
ferent theories of private property (from
Aquinas, John Locke, and Robert Nozick,
respectively) that certain responsibilities of
justice apply to pharmaceutical companies
specifically as the owners of a particular
type of property, namely, medical patents.
De Campos concludes that the industry
has a responsibility to disclose some of its
medical knowledge, given that this infor-
mation is vital in addressing the global
health crisis. This responsibility is an
important point for international lawyers
to incorporate into their work, as arguably
this duty could be part of the responsibility
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of multinational corporations to respect
human rights (and the right to health spe-
cifically), as stipulated in the UN Guiding
Principles.
Although it has several merits, the book

has two primary shortcomings. First, de
Campos asserts that we have a global health
crisis because of the so-called neglected
diseases. However, presenting neglected
diseases as the most pressing global health
problem overlooks the current reality that,
according to the World Health Organiza-
tion, noncommunicable (chronic) diseases—
including cancer, diabetes, and respiratory
and coronary diseases—are collectively
responsible for almost  percent of all
deaths worldwide. Further, these chronic
diseases are no longer only a Western phe-
nomenon, as they contribute to premature
deaths in all parts of the world—low and
middle income countries in particular. In
addition, the “neglected diseases” are not
truly neglected, as considerable treatment
options have been developed. The problem
is that such treatments and drugs are too
costly for many countries to make use of,
and the health infrastructure in low and
middle income countries is often not
equipped to address the sophisticated treat-
ment these chronic conditions tend to
require.
We are thus facing a much broader

global health crisis, where large parts of
the world’s population are at risk of dying
of “Western” diseases without access to
proper treatment and care. A host of risk
factors sits at the root of these diseases,
including tobacco and alcohol use, poor
diets, and a lack of physical exercise, as
well as environmental pollution and climate
change. Hence, while the pharmaceutical
industry is certainly a key actor in the global
health crisis, we should not overlook the
roles and responsibilities of other nonstate

actors—notably the cigarette and fast food
industries.

Second, on several occasions the author
emphasizes the importance of the protection
of the right to health of the global poor.
However, this study does not systematically
integrate human rights law with its ethical
analysis. This is regrettable, as a more inte-
grated interdisciplinary approach could
have stimulated cross-fertilization between
themoral and the legal human rights debate,
leading to concrete suggestions for improv-
ing existing human rights tools, and filling
some gaps in the practice. There are several
implicit references to human rights law in
the study, which could have been illustrated
with references to relevant human rights
standards. To start with, the responsibility
of all stakeholders to respect human rights
is also reflected in the Universal Declaration
of Human Rights, which in its preamble
refers to the human rights responsibilities of
“every individual and every organ of society.”

There is indeed a crisis in the availability
and affordability of medicines worldwide.
As de Campos correctly points out, two bil-
lion people globally lack access to affordable
medicines. A study on the ethical and phil-
osophical perspectives of the global health
crisis is therefore important and necessary,
and The Global Health Crisis is a welcome
contribution to the discussion. Human rights
advocates and international lawyers—who
often focus narrowly on international stan-
dards as legal obligations and thus overlook
the underlying moral rationale for such
norms—would do well to grapple with it.

—BRIGIT TOEBES

Brigit Toebes, associate professor and Rosalind
Franklin Fellow, holds the Chair in International
Health Law at the University of Groningen
Faculty of Law.
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