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Various forms of legal positivism and nonpositivism are competing philosophical theories of the grounds of law—the considerations relevant to determining the content of the law in force.  Many have doubted that the debate about the grounds of law is important.   In some cases the different theories yield different answers to particular questions about what the law is in a particular place.  This would seem to show that the debate matters, but only if knowing what the law is matters.  And this too, perhaps surprisingly, is something many have doubted.  I argue that the content of the law matters, on the face of it, just because many accept the law in Hart’s sense—they treat law as giving them reasons to act.  We cannot, moreover, accurately characterize people’s acceptance of law in other terms—as the acceptance of the outputs of conscientious adjudication, for example.  But of course people’s acceptance of law may be unjustified.  I argue that though there is no prima facie moral duty to obey the law, there frequently are instrumental reasons to obey the law.  Much of the paper is devoted to the argument that those instrumental reasons are typically stronger when they apply not to individual subjects of law, but to states.  Law for states, which includes international law as well as ordinary and constitutional domestic law, far from being dubious cases of law, in fact provide the strongest reason to care about the content of law in the first place.
