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Abstract

Global socioeconomic inequalities are one of the greatest challenges of the contemporary era since they
represent a gruesome fact for the whole of humanity. This article seeks to provide a picture of the current
socioeconomic inequalities at the global level and analyze the extent to which they ought to be assessed as
unjust. To pursue this aim, the article examines the empirical evidence related to the growth in global socioe-
conomic inequalities and critically assesses them in light of the principle of redress of morally arbitrary in-
equalities. The article claims that global socioeconomic inequalities are affected by two relevant problemat-
ics in both methodological and normative terms. The empirical analysis demonstrates that there is a wide-
spread methodological nationalism that jeopardizes the discussion on socioeconomic inequalities at the glob-
al level while the critical assessment of the socioeconomic inequalities shows that their strong injustice can
be defended even against the Rawlsian objections to the principle of redress of morally arbitrary inequalities.
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The main question this article wants to address is: What is the contemporary level of global socioe-
conomic inequalities and to what extent they ought to be assessed as unjust? To provide an apt answer to this
question both empirical research on the actual socioeconomic inequalities and theoretical studies — at the le-
vels of normative theory and public ethics — on the concept of socioeconomic injustice are taken into ac-
count. Hence, the article follows two directions: on the one hand, the actual trend of global socioeconomic
inequalities is examined with a particular focus on wealth inequalities; on the other hand, the assessment of
the unjustness of the global socioeconomic inequalities is carried out. Therefore, the first part seeks to ana-
lyse how things currently are while the second part aims at analysing how things ought to be.

Accordingly, the first part of the article aims to show the size of the global socioeconomic inequali-
ties underlining the spread bias of the empirical research and social scientists to focus on national, let alone
regional, socioeconomic inequalities at the expense of global analysis. Meanwhile, the second part delves
into the controversial concepts of universal socioeconomic (in)justices which provide the fundamental in-
sights to normatively assess socioeconomic inequalities vis-a-vis the concept of the lottery of birth and the
principle of redress of morally arbitrary inequalities.

It goes without saying that both parts are deeply interconnected since the empirical examination of
socioeconomic inequalities is supposed to be on the table of discussants of global socioeconomic justice,
even for those theorists which want to disprove global socioeconomic inequalities to be a matter of justice
(Nagel, 2005: 117). Indeed, the discussion of the fair global distribution of socioeconomic benefits and bur-
dens addresses the assessment of those socioeconomic inequalities which can be defined as unjust. This ar-
ticle argues for the definition of unjust socioeconomic inequalities as morally arbitrary inequalities resulting
from the lottery of birth, which, accordingly, call for redress.

A sketch on socioeconomic inequalities
«Inequality is a violation of human dignity»

Goran Therborn
In an attempt to provide a broad explanation of the concept of inequality, Therborn defines it as «a
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denial of the possibility for everybody's human capabilities to develop. It takes many forms, and it has many
effects: premature death, ill-health, humiliation, subjection, discrimination, exclusion from knowledge or
from mainstream social life, poverty, powerlessness, stress, insecurity, anxiety, lack of self-confidence and
of pride in oneself, and exclusion from opportunities and life-chances» (Therborn, 2013: 1). Therefore, the
long-debated concept of inequality is subjected to different interpretations and the socioeconomic inequali-
ties, which are going to take into account in this article, are just a dimension of it.

The problem of socioeconomic inequalities has recently attracted considerable interest among philoso-
phers above all thanks to the effort of John Rawls (1971, 1985, 1993; Giovanola, 2016). Until nowadays,
outside political philosophy, the topic of socioeconomic inequalities has shown to be not so appealing, even
though recently it seems to have been able to catch the attention of authors from different orientations and
disciplinary fields (Lenger, Schumacher, 2015), such as the economists Anthony Atkinson (2015), Branko
Milanovic (2016), Joseph Stiglitz (2012), Thomas Piketty (2013), Amartya Sen (1980, 1992, 2009), the soci-
ologists Zygmunt Bauman (2011), Luciano Gallino (2009), the jurists Ferrajoli (2001, 2013) and Ronald
Dworkin (1977, 1981, 2002), the political scientists David Held (2007) and Nadia Urbinati (2017).

The current part aims at providing a sketch on the current global situation concerning the socioeco-
nomic inequalities and the problematization of the unequal enjoyment of the socioeconomic opportunities. In
this regard, the wide socioeconomic inequalities are connected with the underfulfillment of socioeconomic
rights and to some extent with their current theoretical conceptualization. Nevertheless, it is important to cla-
rify that the justification of the universal status of socioeconomic rights, along with the recognition of the
protection of these rights as a matter of global justice, can nowise be proved by the global rise in socioeco-
nomic inequalities. However, it may be true that one of the factors which lead to the widening of global so-
cioeconomic inequalities is the current underassessment of the status of socioeconomic rights. That is the
reason why, the debate of global socioeconomic inequalities and injustices cannot ignore the concept of so-
cioeconomic rights, which, to some extent, can be considered the link between the empirical research on so-
cioeconomic inequalities and their critical problematization in the fields of political philosophy and norma-
tive theories on socioeconomic injustice.

The contemporary global socioeconomic inequalities

The sharp growth in socioeconomic inequalities at the global level can be considered one of the most
relevant challenges of our era. Indeed, inequalities at the local level are relatively small comparing to inequa-
lities at the global level — a shred of evidence which does not surprise but which is widely neglected and/or
underestimated. As a matter of fact, this focal issue is one of the main causes of other global endemic prob-
lems such as sharply unequal standards of living, massive migrations, global discrimination in opportunities,
environmental degradation (Singer, 2004; Caney, 2005; Dodds, 2005; Omoniyi, Gupta, 2007; Brown, 2009).
The growth in socioeconomic inequalities underlies a lack of protection, along with an inapt comprehensive
theoretical understanding, of socioeconomic rights at the global level whose problematization seems not to
capture the proper attention it deserves.

Hence, individuals may suffer morally arbitrary discrimination in the enjoyment of rights, with nega-
tive effects on their lives which are by now clear to everyone. Indeed, the seventeenth century Kantian argu-
mentation and foresight that «the intercourse, more or less close, which has been everywhere steadily in-
creasing between the nations of the earth, has now extended so enormously that a violation of right in one
part of the world is felt all over it» (Kant, 1903: 142) is for sure more true now than ever before. Indeed,
thanks to the current global interconnectedness and interdependence — which in Pogge (2008) are also rele-
vant for the distribution of the responsibility for the global socioeconomic inequalities — the acknowledge-
ment of the current level of global socioeconomic inequalities, along with the related unequal secure access
to the object of the socioeconomic rights, cannot be denied anymore and deserve proper investigation.

Even though there are disagreements on the empirical measurement and evaluation of socioeconomic
inequalities, the scholars dealing with this topic broadly agree to denote a growth of phenomena of socioeco-
nomic inequalities, occurred in different dimensions in the last two decades, at the national level and, even
more, at the global one (Jomo, 2007; Lenger, Schumacher, 2015). Just to provide an overall but explicative
picture of the severity of the growth of wealth inequalities in the recent years, the Oxfam report on wealth
inequalities published in 2018 points out that eighty-two percent of the wealth generated in the year 2017
went to the richest one percent of the global population, while the 3.7 billion people who make up the poor-
est half of the world saw no increase in their wealth (Oxfam International, 2018: 2). Moreover, the same
report, retrieving the evidence coming from the Credit Suisse Research Institute's Global Wealth Report
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(2018: 10), reveals that, in 2017, 42 people owned the same wealth of the half poorest of humanity, while, in
2016, the number of people was 61. About the historical evolution of socioeconomic inequalities, even
though, between 1990 and 2010, the number of people living in extreme poverty (i.e. on less than $1.90 a
day) halved, and has continued to decline since then (Hardoon, 2015), the World Inequality Report (2018)
from the World Inequality Lab shows that the top 1% captured 27% of total global income growth between
1980 and 2016. Meanwhile, the bottom 50% only received half of that, i.e. 12% of total income growth,
marking a steady trend in the unequal distribution of the global income wealth. A plan to end severe poverty
for over 2.5 billion human beings — whose aggregate shortfall amounts to barely $300 billion annually which
are well under the 1 percent of the aggregate annual gross national product of the high-income economies —
could be carried out through reforms which would entail a negligible reduction in the standard of living for
the 1 billion people living in the high-income countries (Pogge, 2008: 10).

The structural margin of error affecting these data, above all related to different criteria of measure-
ment and evaluation, cannot be a valid justification of the current level of socioeconomic inequalities whose
persistence ought to be considered shameful and, to some extent morally untenable, according to the always
more powerful technological means available to tackle it, the growing awareness of this crucial issue and the
supposed great progress in moral norms (Pogge, 2008: 5).

Moreover, global, supranational, transnational, international inequalities are much wider, and, for
this, more worrying, than those at the national state level but they catch much less attention (Beck, 2005). As
a matter of fact, the theoretical studies and empirical research dealing with global socioeconomic inequalities
are relatively marginal comparing to those related to national inequalities. The attitude to focus on regional
issues, such as, in this case, the national socioeconomic inequalities, has long affected not only the social
sciences, including the above-mentioned noteworthy works of Piketty and Stiglitz (Giovanola, 2016: 61) but
also, more or less consciously and directly, few moral and political cum philosophical sixteenth-through
twentieth-century theories of which the “particularistic universalism’ of authors from the modern era, such as
De Vitoria (Tedesco, 2009), is an example. This methodological nationalism (Beck, 1999), or regionalism,
lacks to take into account the special and temporal revolution of the global era adopting a local view rather
than a global perspective. This fact can also explain the perceived marginality of the huge global inequalities
comparing to the attention captured by the national inequalities. This phenomenon can be also seen as a con-
sequence of the relative «mutual isolation and lack vivid awareness of one another’s circumstances, expe-
riences, and perspectives on the world» (Pogge, 2008: 4). As a matter of fact, in different spheres of human
life, wealth societies are slightly concerned about global inequalities because they live in extreme isolation
from severe poverty. As stressed out by Pogge (2008: 4) «the one-third of human beings who die from po-
verty-related causes includes no one we have ever spent time with. [...]. If we had such people as friends or
neighbours, we would think harder to help end this ongoing catastrophe». Thus, we may suppose that if the
poorest of the world starving to death were neighbour of the affluent countries’ inhabitants, the latter would
probably care more about this focal issue affecting humanity. Thus, global inequalities are broadly unable to
catch the proper attention they would deserve not only because politics and, relatively less academia, do not
focus on them but also because they are not commonly perceived as a matter of concern, which are two fac-
tors, in any case, strongly intertwined.

The normativity bias of the methodological nationalism

The methodological nationalism, and its related normative nationalism, take the nation-state and its
borders as the unit of analysis (Sassen, 2007) and/or as the limit of the validity of the theoretical elaborations
on socioeconomic inequalities. This fact may also affect those theories which presume to address the human
being as such, taking them as the main unit of reference, and seek to outline universally valid principles. As a
consequence, the claim of universality of some philosophical theories loses appeal insofar as they lack in
being detached, or at least detachable, from the local context and, above all, in making their tenets valid for
the whole world. Thus, this alleged bias is relevant insofar as it may jeopardize the universal claim of the
philosophical and political reflection. For example, John Rawls (1971, 1985, 1993), which had the merit to
foster the debate on social justice, cannot be considered immune to criticisms of this sort insofar as his rea-
soning shows to be conditioned by this rooted model of thought. Indeed, in his essay The Law of Peoples the
principles of international justice are based on the category of people understood as «State unity, territorial-
ity, morality and memory» (Giovanola, 2016: 66) and they differ from the principles of justice singled out in
its main work A Theory of Justice. In his theory of justice, described also in the essay Justice as fairness, the
second principle of justice refers to socioeconomic inequalities, basically arguing that they are acceptable as
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long as they are in favour of the worst-off, however, along with the first principle, in the framework of his
overall reasoning, they end up to be valid only within the borders of the national society.

The same critique affects the Rawlsian account of the lottery of birth, a philosophical argument used
also by the social contract theorists Thomas Hobbes, John Locke, and Jean-Jacques Rousseau (Martinez,
2016) and which may be one of the strongest points against socioeconomic inequalities to be assessed as
morally arbitrary. Indeed, the lottery of birth, as the term itself may suggest, points out the fact that since
human beings do not decide where to be born, no one ought to be held responsible for the available opportu-
nities linked to the place of birth and natural assets. According to Rawls, «distributive shares are decided by
the outcome of the natural lottery; and this outcome is arbitrary from a moral perspective. There is no more
reason to permit the distribution of income and wealth to be settled by the distribution of natural assets than
by historical and social fortune. [...]. Therefore, we may want to adopt a principle which [...] mitigates the
arbitrary effects of the natural lottery itself» (Rawls, 1971: 64). Thus, a human being with special needs as
well as a person born in a really poor place or family cannot be considered responsible for their lack of op-
portunities comparing to the others and, accordingly, the unequal distribution of socioeconomic opportuni-
ties, deriving from morally arbitrary factors, ought to be subject to some kind of redistribution. According to
Rawls, undeserved inequalities call for redress; and since inequalities of birth and natural endowment are
undeserved, these inequalities are to be somehow compensated for. Thus, the principle holds that in order to
treat all persons equally, to provide genuine equality of opportunity, society must give more attention to
those with fewer native assets and to those born into the less favorable social positions. The idea is to redress
the bias of contingencies in the direction of equality (Rawls, 1971: 86).

Since the principle of redress excludes the better off and would claim for excessive compensation
which may lead to other downsides, Rawls opts for another redistributive principle, the different principle,
which, however, does not discard the idea of redressing undeserved inequalities related to natural assets and
social condition. Therefore, the concept of the lottery of birth underlines the unjustifiable fortuity, along with
the moral arbitrariness, of the allocation of socioeconomic opportunities related to social circumstances and
natural assets, which would give persons a right to have some kind of compensation. Still, even though so-
cioeconomic inequalities related to social circumstances are wider and more worrying at the global level
Rawlsian international principles of social justice are much less demanding than those applying at the local
level, showing that moral standards lose their validity beyond the national borders.

The universal socioeconomic (in)justices

«Injustice, then, is simply inequalities
that are not to the benefit of ally
John Rawls

The term universal justice (Pogge, 2008: 33) may be understood as an empty tautology insofar as
justice, as a moral concept should be, at least theoretically, universal by its very own nature. Indeed, conceiv-
ing morality in normative terms means «to refer to a code of conduct that, given specific conditions, would
be put forward by all rational persons» (Gert, 2020). However, this universal characterization of justice aims
at underlining the attempt to conceive justice in such a way that its conceptualization refers to the global hu-
man society as a whole and, thus, does not infringes in the borders of the national state.

Thus, before delving into the criterion according to which it is possible to assess the injustice of
global socioeconomic inequalities a brief description of the moral conception of justice is carried out. How-
ever, the aim of the current part is not an in-depth and exhaustive discussion of the concept of justice which
would be improperly ambitious and would go beyond the purpose of this article. Rather, the moral concep-
tion of justice will only be addressed in its universal meaning through the analysis of those elements of jus-
tice which are useful to assess the injustice of global socioeconomic inequalities.

The previous part highlights the grim of socioeconomic inequalities at the global level, which is an
undeniably gruesome and untenable fact. Even one of the most sceptical authors toward global justice, Tho-
mas Nagel, admits that «whatever view one takes of the applicability or inapplicability of standards of justice
to such a situation, it is clearly a disaster from a more broadly humanitarian point of view» (Nagel, 2005).
However, though the global socioeconomic inequalities are a humanitarian emergency, - which, for some
authors (Pogge, 2008: 15), mainly cosmopolitans, is itself, strictu sensu, a reason of injustice, while for oth-
ers (Nagel, 2005: 117; Rawls, 2001), mainly statists, it is not - the point is to understand to what extent these
inequalities are issues related to justice. Therefore, as previously anticipated, the following reasoning seeks
to provide an answer to the questions: What are the socioeconomic inequalities definable as unjust (under-
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stood as unfair)? And, what are the reasons according to which the correction of those unjust (or unfair) ine-
qualities ought to be softened?

Even though contemporary philosophers, above all egalitarian ones, widely disagree on what is the
currency to be equally distributed (Sen, 1980; Cohen, 1989; 1990; Norman, 1990) there is a broad consensus
on the fact that the current global distribution is to some extent unjust (Heinze, 2012). Thus, regardless the
specific basic good — broadly and abstractly conceived — to take into account as the currency of basic justice,
such as Rawls’ social primary good (1971: 53), Dworkin’s resources (1988: 311), capabilities for Sen (1980)
and Nussbaum (2011), Ameson’s welfare (1989), Nozick’s liberty-rights (1974), there are some criteria
(which, of course, differ among authors) leading to consider the socioeconomic inequalities as unjust or un-
fair.

Recalling the philosophical argument of the lottery of birth, this analysis focuses on arbitrariness, of
natural contingencies and social fortune, and on personal responsibility as the main elements to assess the
unjust socioeconomic inequalities. At first glance, socioeconomic injustices may be conceived as those so-
cioeconomic inequalities which are morally arbitrary i.e. which are independent from the agent’s responsibil-
ity. According to this assumption, persons who are worse off because of natural contingencies, such as less
favoured in terms of merit, or social fortune, such as being born in a place of the world or a specific family
rather than another, would have the right to claim for some kind of compensation for burdens related to un-
deserved inequalities of natural endowment and/or birth.

The full redress of undeserved, and, in this understanding, unjust, inequalities and the consequent
justifiable claim to full compensation is not completely tenable and applicable since, as underlined by Rawls,
it has to be balanced with other principles and has to take into account practical issues of feasibility.

Three Rawlsian objections are taken into account in order to understand why this claim to full com-
pensation must be resized. Firstly, the implementation of the principle of redress is limited by the factual im-
possibility to compensate some natural and morally arbitrary inequalities such as «evening out handicaps as
if all were expected to compete on a fair basis in the same race» (Rawls, 1971: 86). Thus, the right to com-
pensation must be restricted according to the material and practical feasibility of its implementation. How-
ever, taking into account only socioeconomic inequalities, the Rawlsian objection to the redress of natural
inequalities would be partially overruled since the compensation is called for here regards only undeserved
socioeconomic inequalities (which may be, in any case, to some extent the effects of natural inequalities and
would not be considered completely unjust if they are related to the personal responsibility).

Secondly, conceiving injustice as «simply inequalities that are not to the benefit of all» (Rawls, 1971:
53) the full redress of socioeconomic inequalities would result in a zero-sum game which would only entail
liberty-rights violation. Indeed, in a full compensation scheme not the benefit of all are taken into account
but only that of people who are relatively worse off. In this understanding, undeserved inequalities can be
redressed insofar as do not unreasonably harm the benefits of people who are better off. To defend the prin-
ciple of redress of socioeconomic inequalities against this second objection two answers can be provided.
The first, which may be considered to recall to some extent the theory of prioritarianism, is that the claims of
the worst-off are more relevant than those of people who are better off insofar as burdens faced by the worst-
off are much more important, as basic, for a worthwhile life than those of people who are better off. This
assumption seems difficult to be confuted, at least in principle, above all thinking about a comparison of the
preferences of these two categories. Even though it may be intuitive to accept the fact that adequate stan-
dards of living would be a basic element for a worthwhile life an example may clarify this point. Indeed, an
adequate standard of living may mean a piece of bread for a person suffering severe poverty while may con-
sist in enjoy oysters for a billionaire. However, looking at the very basic need in question, the hunger, these
two persons are satisfying to have an adequate standard of living, there is no difference in the functioning of
these two goods which, thus, underlines a priority of the basic need over the specific value of the good. Ac-
cordingly, even supposing that the billionaire claims that he can only appease his hunger with oysters thus
accomplishing his conception of adequate standard of living, if he will go bankrupt he would probably accept
something much less expensive than the oysters to feed him/herself. That is to say that there are needs, corre-
lated to specific benefits, which have priority toward others insofar as the impossibility to satisfy a basic
need, as feeding hunger, ought to be admitted to be much worse than the impossibility to satisfy a secondary
need, as enjoying oysters. A second answer, which follows from the previous one, is a resizing of the redress
of socioeconomic inequalities the extent to which basic socioeconomic opportunities are ensured. The latter
ought to be theoretically and effectively recognized to each human being since even those persons, which, in
principle, ought to shoulder the compensation for undeserved socioeconomic inequalities, can accept a par-
tial application of the principle of redress in order to universally recognized secure access to the basic socio-
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economic opportunities which they would never deny for themselves. Moreover, the duties to redress socio-
economic inequalities imposed on others would be justified by the fact that the socioeconomic opportunities,
related to natural asset and social condition, the well-off can exploit are undeserved, and, thus, they have an
obligation to compensation.

Lastly, another objection against the principle of redress is that the general claim for compensation
ought to be assessed also in relation to the direct responsibilities of others for the unjust distribution of socio-
economic opportunities. That is to say that individuals have the right to call for compensation in the case in
which the burden has been directly caused by other persons (which can be considered responsible for that
harm). As a matter of fact, it would make no sense, from a practical point of view, to recognize to Amerindi-
ans suffering thirsty and fame a right to compensation toward Europeans in the first millennium. Rather dif-
ferent is the reasoning for the current era where some responsibilities of the persons and peoples which are
better off for the burden of persons and peoples who are worse off may be conceived and the unjust distribu-
tion of socioeconomic opportunities may be linked to a specific global institutional order (Pogge, 2008: 52).
However, the second requirement for compensation does not discard the validity of the first one (as long as
this is not disproved even against the ‘feasibility proof” sketched out in the above-mentioned example).
Rather, it can strengthen the justifiability of the claim to redress global socioeconomic inequalities. To sum
up, the arbitrariness of distribution of socioeconomic opportunities and responsibilities for the lack of the
correction of this unfair distribution can be considered two reasonable elements to demonstrate the validity
of the principle of redress and, accordingly, assess the injustice of socioeconomic inequalities.

* %k sk

The article has tried to demonstrate that the widespread focus on national socioeconomic inequality,
so-called methodological nationalism, is not only a problem of empirical research but affects also social and
philosophical reflections, turning into a normative nationalism. Indeed, even a preeminent scholar, like John
Rawls, which has revived the debate on social (in)justice is not immune from a normativity bias deriving
from the rooted methodological nationalism.

The arguments of the lottery of birth and the related principle of redress of morally arbitrary ine-
qualities provide a valid and appealing understanding of the extent to which socioeconomic inequalities
ought to be considered as unjust. Accordingly, socioeconomic inequalities ought to be assessed as unjust,
thus be redressed, the extent to which they are undeserved, since morally arbitrary, such as those related to
the natural lottery. Indeed, the latter makes the distribution of socioeconomic opportunities arbitrary, thus
unjust, insofar as this distribution is determined by natural assets and historical and social fortune.

However, this article discusses only one aspect of the unfairness of inequalities since the compensa-
tion of socioeconomic inequalities must be balanced with the protection of individual liberties. Accordingly,
further research can be directed to the crucial relation between different kinds of inequality, such as liberties
and socioeconomic opportunities or conditions, as well as effective and efficient measures to fight against
inequalities of socioeconomic opportunities and basic liberties at the global level.

What is sure is that the contemporary global inequality is a gruesome fact, deeply related to other
crucial global challenges, such as economic migration and environmental degradation, with which human-
kind must deal always more. To this aim, empirical research and normative theories cannot anymore address
socioeconomic inequalities and injustices only as a national matter but they must give proper relevance also
to the global level.
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AHHOTAIUSA

I'mobajpHOE COMATbHO-3KOHOMHYECKOE HEPABEHCTBO — OJ{HA M3 BEJIMYAMIINX MPOOJIEM COBPEMEHHOM 3I10-
xu. B maHHOW cTaThe JenaeTcs MOMBITKA MIPEICTaBUTh KapTUHY TEKYIIETO COIMATbHO-YKOHOMUYIECKOTO He-
PaBEHCTBA Ha TIO0ATFHOM YPOBHE WM MIPOAHAIM3UPOBAThH, B KAKOW CTEIIEHHU €ro CIeAyeT OIICHUBATh KaK He-
crpaBeyuBoe. I MOCTHXKEHUS STOW IENH WCCICHYIOTCS SMITUPHUYCCKUE JTaHHBIE, CBSA3aHHBIE C POCTOM
IJI00aJIBbHOTO COLMATbHO-3KOHOMHYECKOTO HEPABCHCTBA, M KPUTHYCCKHM OICHMBACTCS UX 3HAYCHHE B CBETE
MIPUHIIMAIIA YCTPAHEHUSI MOPAIBHO TPOW3BOJIBLHOTO HEPABEHCTBA. B cTarhe yTBEep:KmaeTcs, 4TO Ha TI00ab-
HOE COIMAIbHO-)KOHOMHYECKOE HEPaBEHCTBO BIHSIOT JIBE aKTyallbHBIE MPOOJIEMBI KaK C METOJIOJIOTHYE-
CKOM, TaK U C HOPMATUBHON TOUYEK 3pCHUS. DOMITUPUICCKUIN aHAIN3 TOKA3BIBAET, UTO CYIIECTBYET IIUPOKO
pacnpocTpaHeHHBIH METOJOJIOTHYECKAN HAIMOHAIN3M, KOTOPBIH CTAaBUT IMOJ YIPO3y OOCYXICHHE COIHAIb-
HO-’KOHOMHYECKOTO HEPABEHCTBA Ha III00ATLHOM YPOBHE, B TO BpeMs KaK KPUTHUIECKAast OI[CHKa COIMAILHO-
SKOHOMHUYECKOTO HEPABEHCTBA IMOKA3hIBACT, YTO €0 HECIPABEAIUBOCTH MOXKHO 3aIUTUTH JaKe OT BO3pa-
KeHui Poyi3a npoTHB MPUHIIKIIA BO3MEILECHUS YIIepOa MOPaIbHO MPOU3BOJBHBIX HEPABESHCTB.

KiroueBble cjoBa: CONHUAaJIbHO-DKOHOMHYCCKOE HEPABCHCTBO, FHO63JTPI33HI/I$[; IIPOU3BOJI; HECCIIPpaBCIJIN-
BOCTB, METOJIOJIOTHYCCKUM HaITHOHAIN3M.
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