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the difference principle creates, rather than removes, unfairness. Treating
people with equal concern requires that people pay for the costs of their own
choices. Paying for choices is the flip side of our intuition about not paying for -
unequal circumstances. It is unjust if people are disadvantaged by inequalities "
in their circumstances, but it is equally unjust for me to demand that someone . 4. DWORKIN ON EQUALITY OF RESOURCES
else pay for the costs of my choices. In more technical language, a distributive
scheme should be ‘endowment-insensitive’ and ‘ambition-sensitive’ (Dwor-
kin 1981: 311). People’s fate should depend on their ambitions (in the broad
sense of goals and projects about life), but should not depend on their natura] -
and social endowment (the circumstances in which they pursue their
ambitions). '
Rawls himself emphasizes that we are responsible for the costs of our
choices. This in fact is why his account of justice is based on the distribution
of primary goods, not welfare. Those who have expensive desires will get less
welfare from an equal bundle of primary goods than those with more modest
tastes. But, Rawls says, it does not follow that those with modest tastes should
subsidize the extravagant, for we have ‘a capacity to assume responsibility for
our ends’. Hence ‘those with less expensive tastes have presumably adjusted
their likes and dislikes over the course of their lives to the income and wealth
they could reasonably expect; and it is regarded as unfair that they now should
have less in order to spare others from the consequences’ of their extravagance
(Rawls 1982b: 168-9; cf. 1975: 553; 1980: 545; 1974: 643; 1978: 63; 1985: 243~4). S0
Rawls does not wish to make the gardener subsidize the tennis-player. Indeed
he often says that his conception of justice is concerned with regulating
inequalities that affect people’s life-chances, not the inequalities that arise.
from people’s life-choices, which are the individual’s own responsibility (1971:
7, 96; 1978: 56; 1979: 14-15; 1982b: 170). Unfortunately, the difference principle
does not make any such distinction between chosen and unchosen inequali-
ties. Hence one possible result of the difference principle is to make some:
people pay for other’s choices, should it be the case that those with the least
income are, like the tennis-player, in that position by choice. Rawls wants the
difference principle to mitigate the unjust effects of natural and social dis-
advantage, but it also mitigates the legitimate effects of personal choice and
effort.

So while Rawls appeals to this choices—circumstances distinction, his differ-
ence principle violates it in two important ways. It is supposed to mitigate the.
effect of one’s place in the distribution of natural assets. But because Rawls
excludes natural primary goods from the index which determines who is least.
well off, there is in fact no compensation for those who suffer undeserved
natural disadvantages. Conversely, people are supposed to be responsible fo
the costs of their choices. But the difference principle requires that some
people subsidize the costs of other people’s choices. Can we do a better job

g ‘ambition-sensitive’ and ‘endowment-insensitive’? This is the goal of
rkin’s theory.

Dworkin accepts the ‘ambition-sensitive’ and ‘endowment-insensitive’ goal
at motivated Rawls’s difference principle. But he thinks that a different
ributive scheme can do a better job living up to that ideal. His theory is a
mplicated one—involving the use of auctions, insurance schemes, free mar-

s, and taxation—and it is impossible to lay out the whole theory. But I will
esent some of its central intuitive ideas.

Paying for one’s choices: the ambition-sensitive auction

vill start with Dworkin’s account of an ambition-sensitive distributive
eme. For simplicity’s sake, I will assume again that everyone has the same
ural talents (I examine Dworkin’s answer to the problem of unequal
ral endowments later). Dworkin asks us to imagine that all of society’s
ources are up for sale in an auction, to which everyone is a participant.
ryone starts with an equal amount of purchasing power—100 clamshells,
example—and people use their clamshells to bid for those resources
best suit their plan of life.
If the auction works out—and it can always be rerun if it does not—
one will be happy with the result, in the sense that they do not prefer
one else’s bundle of goods to their own. If they did prefer a different
dle, they could have bid for it, rather than the goods they did bid for. This
eralizes the case of the tennis-player and gardener who, starting with the
ne amount of money, acquire the land they need for their desired activities.
he auction works, this will be true of everyone—i.e. each person will prefer
own bundle of goods to anyone else’s. Dworkin calls this the ‘envy test’,
if it is met, then people are treated with equal consideration, for differ-
es between them simply reflect their different ambitions, their different
efs about what gives value to life. A successful auction meets the envy test,
)inakes each person pay for the costs of their own choices (Dworkin 1981:
s idea of the envy test expresses the liberal egalitarian view of justice in
ost defensible form. If it could be perfectly enforced, the three main aims
_ Rawls’s theory would be fulfilled, i.e. respecting the moral equality of
g, mitigating the arbitrariness of natural and social contingencies, and
Pting responsibility for our choices. Such a distributive scheme would be
even though it allows some inequality in income. The gardener and
~player have unequal income, but there is no inequality in respect and
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concern, since each of them is able to lead the life they choose, each has an

equal ability to bid for that bundle of social goods that best serves their beliefs

about what gives value to life. To put it another way, no one can claim to be
treated with less consideration than another in the distribution of resources,
for if someone had preferred another person’s bundle of social goods, she
could have bid for it as well. It is difficult to see how I could have a legitimate
complaint against anyone else, or they against me.”

(b) Compensating natural disadvantages: the insurance scheme

Unfortunately, the auction will only meet the envy test if we assume that no
one is disadvantaged in terms of natural assets. In the real world, the auction
will fail the envy test, for some of the differences between people will not be
chosen. Someone with handicaps may be able to bid for the same bundle
of social goods as others, but she has special needs, and so her 100 clamshells
will leave her less well off than others. She would prefer to be in their
circumstances, without the handicap.

What should we do with natural disadvantages? Dworkin has a complex
answer to that question, but we can prepare the way for it by looking at a
simpler answer. The handicapped person faces extra burdens in leading a
good life, burdens that cut into her 100 clamshells. Why not pay for all those
extra costs before the auction, out of the general stock of social resources, and

then divide up the remaining resources equally through the auction? Before

the auction, we give the disadvantaged enough social goods to compensate for
their unchosen inequality in natural assets. Once that is done, we give each
person an equal share of the remaining resources to use in accordance with

their choices in the auction. The auction results would now meet the envy test.
Compensation before the auction would ensure that each person is equally
able to choose and pursue a valuable life-plan; equal division of resources

within the auction ensures that those choices are fairly treated. Hence the
distribution would be both endowment-insensitive and ambition-sensitive.

This simple answer will not work. Extra money can compensate for some
natural disadvantages—some physically handicapped people can be as mobile
as able-bodied people if we provide the best technology available (which may
be expensive). But that goal is impossible to achieve in other cases, for no
amount of social goods will fully compensate for certain natural disadvan-
tages. Imagine someone who is severely mentally retarded. Providing extra
money can buy medical equipment, or assistance from skilled personnel,
things which ensure there is no unnecessary pain in his life. And more money
can always help a little more. But none of this can ever put him in a situation
where his circumstances are genuinely equalized. No amount of money can
make the severely retarded person as able to lead a good life as other people.

Full equality of circumstances is impossible. We could try to equalize
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circumstances as much as possible. But that too seems unacceptable. Since
each additional bit of money can help the severely retarded person, yet is
never enough to fully equalize circumstances, we would be required to give all
~ our resources to people with such handicaps, leaving nothing for everyone
 else (Dworkin 1981: 242, 300; cf. Fried 1978: 120-8). If resources had to be used
~ to equalize circumstances first (before the auction starts), there would be none
Jeft for us to act on our choices (bidding for goods in the auction). But one of
' our goals in equalizing circumstances was precisely to allow each person to act
on their chosen life-plans. Our circumstances affect our ability to pursue our
ambitions. That is why they are morally important, why inequalities in them
matter. Our concern for people’s circumstances is a concern to promote their
ability to pursue their ends. If in trying to equalize the means we prevent
yone from achieving their ends, then we have failed completely.

If we cannot achieve full equality of circumstance, and we should not
always try to achieve it, what should we do? Given these difficulties, Rawls’s
refusal to compensate for natural disadvantages makes sense. Including nat-
ural disadvantages in the index which determines the least well off seems to
create an insoluble problem. We do not want to ignore such disadvantages,
nor can we equalize them, and what could be in between, other than ad
‘hoc acts of compassion or mercy?

- Dworkin’s proposal is similar to Rawls’s idea of an original position. We are
0 imagine people behind a modified veil of ignorance. They do not know
place in the distribution of natural talents, and are to assume that they
equally susceptible to the various natural disadvantages which might
" We give each person an equal share of resources—the 100 clamshells—
d ask them how much of their share they are willing to spend on insurance
st being handicapped, or otherwise disadvantaged in the distribution of
1atural talents. People might be willing to spend 30 per cent of their bundle of
ources, for example, on such insurance, which would buy them a certain

level of coverage for the different disadvantages they may suffer. If we can

nake sense of this hypothetical insurance market, and find a determinate

swer to the question of what insurance people would buy in it, then we

uld use the tax system to duplicate the results. Income tax would be a way of
"ll.ecting the premiums that people hypothetically agreed to pay, and the

lous welfare, medicare, and unemployment schemes would be ways of
g out the coverage to those who turned out to suffer from the natural

advantages covered by the insurance.

- This _provides the middle ground between ignoring unequal natural assets

irying in vain to equalize circumstances. It would not lead to ignoring the

1o !em, for everyone would buy some insurance. It is irrational to not

tovide any protection against the calamities that may befall you. But no

would spend all of their clamshells on insurance, since they would have
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nothing left to pursue their goals with, should they turn out not to have any
natural disadvantages. The amount of society’s resources that we dedicate to
compensating for natural disadvantages is limited to the coverage people
would buy through premiums paid out of their initial bundle (Dworkin 198;:
296-9). This provides a principled basis to decide how much of society’s
resources should be devoted to helping those who are disadvantaged by the
‘natural lottery’.

Some people are still disadvantaged in undeserved ways under this scheme,
so we have not found the pure ambition-sensitive and endowment-insensitive
distribution we were looking for. But we cannot achieve that goal no matter
what we do, so we need a theory of the ‘second-best’. Dworkin claims that his
insurance scheme is fair as a second-best theory, because it is the result of a
decision procedure which is fair. It is generated by a procedure which treats
everyone as equals, and excludes obvious sources of unfairness, so that no one
is in a privileged position in buying the insurance. Hopefully everyone can
recognize and accept the fairness of letting their compensation be determined
by what they would have chosen in such a hypothetical position of equality.

It might seem that Dworkin’s unwillingness to try as best we can to mitigate
the effects of natural handicaps shows an inadequate regard for the well-being
of the handicapped. After all, they did not choose to be handicapped rather
than talented. But if we attempt to provide the highest possible coverage to
those who turn out to be handicapped, the result would be the ‘slavery of the
talented’. Consider the situation of those able-bodied people who must pay
for the insurance without receiving any compensation:

Someone who ‘loses’ in this sense must work hard enough to cover his premium
before he is free to make the trade-offs between work and consumption he would have
been free to make if he had not insured. If the level of coverage is high then this will
enslave the insured, not simply because the premium is high, but because it is
extremely unlikely that his talents will much surpass the level that he has chosen,
which means that he must indeed work at full stretch, and that he will not have much
choice about what kind of work to do. (Dworkin 1981: 322)

Those who were fortunate in the natural lottery would be forced to be as
productive as possible in order to pay the high premiums they hypothetically
bought against natural disadvantage. The insurance scheme would cease to be
a constraint that the talented can reasonably be expected to recognize in
deciding how to lead their lives, but would rather become the determining
factor in their lives. Their talents would be a liability that restricts their
options, rather than a resource that expands their options. The insurance
scheme would have the effect that those with greater talents would have less
freedom to choose their preferred leisure-consumption mix than those with
lesser talents. Hence, equal concern for both the handicapped and the talented
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requires something other than maximal redistribution to the handicapped
even though it will leave the handicapped envying the talented.!!

Jan Narveson says that this failure to ensure a real-world fulfilment of the
envy test undermines Dworkin’s theory. Suppose Smith is born with natural
disadvantages relative to Jones, so that Jones is able to earn a larger income.
Even if we tax Jones to fulfil the insurance obligations arising out of this
hypothetical auction, Jones will still have more income than Smith, an
undeserved inequality. As Narveson puts it, ‘the fact is that Smith is, in every
measure that matters to him or to Jones, way behind Jones in the actual world.
Can we hold with a straight face that the bundle of counterfactuals added to
his bundle of de facto resources sufficiently “compensates™ him in the terms
of a substantial theory of equality?” (Narveson 1983: 18). The envy test fails in
the world, and, as Narveson says, it seems peculiar to say we have compensated
for that by satisfying the envy test in some hypothetical situation.

But this objection begs the question. If we cannot fully equalize real-world
circumstances, then what else can we do to live up to our convictions about
the arbitrariness of one’s place in the distribution of natural and social
circumstances? Dworkin does not say that his scheme fully compensates for
undeserved inequalities, just that it is the best we can do to live up to our
convictions of justice. To criticize him, we need to show either how we can
do better living up to those beliefs, or why we should not try to live up to
them.

]

(c) The real-world equivalents: taxes and redistribution

This, then, is the core of Dworkin’s theory: we identify a just distribution of
resources by imagining an equal initial share of resources which is then modi-
fied over time as a result of people’s hypothetical auction choices (which are
~ choice-sensitive) and hypothetical insurance policies (to protect against
- unequal circumstances). This, he claims, is superior to traditional theories of
-~ equality, which provide no room for choice-sensitivity, and which provide no

principled criteria for dealing with unequal natural endowments. And, he

argues, it is also superior to right-wing libertarian theories—discussed next
-~ chapter—which focus exclusively on being sensitive to choices, while ignoring
the need to equalize circumstances.

But what would such a theory require in practice? Assuming that the insur-
ance model is a legitimate, albeit second-best, response to the problem of
-~ equalizing circumstances, how can we apply it to the real world? It cannot be a
matter of enforcing real insurance contracts, for the insurance market was
purely hypothetical. So what in the world corresponds to the buying of pre-
miums and the giving out of coverage benefits? I said earlier that we can use
the tax system to collect premiums from the naturally advantaged, and
use welfare schemes as a way of paying out the coverage to those who are
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disadvantaged. But the tax system can only approximate the results of the
insurance scheme, for two reasons (Dworkin 1981: 312—14).

First, there is no way of measuring, in the real world, what people’s relative
advantages and disadvantages are. One reason is that one of the things people
choose to do with their lives is develop their talents. People who started with
equal natural talents could come later to have differing skill levels. Those sorts
of differences do not deserve compensation, since they reflect differences in
choices. People who start off with greater skills may also develop them further,
and then differences in talents will partially reflect different natural talents,
and partially reflect different choices. In such cases, some but not all of the
differences in talents deserve compensation. This will be extremely difficult to
measure.

Indeed, as Richard Arneson notes, it would be ‘preposterous’ to even try to
measure the extent to which people are responsible for their income:

the idea that we might adjust our distributive-justice system based on our estimation
of persons’ overall deservingness or responsibility seems entirely chimerical. Indi-
viduals do not display responsibility scores on their foreheads, and the attempt by
institutions or individuals to guess at the scores of people they are dealing with would
surely dissolve in practice into giving vent to one’s prejudices and piques. (Arneson

20004; 97)

It would be impossible to make these determinations, and would involve a
gross violation of privacy to even try."”

Moreover, it is impossible to determine in advance of the auction what
counts as a natural advantage. That depends on what sorts of skills people
value, which depends in turn on the goals they have in life. Certain skills
(e.g. physical strength) are less important now than before, while others (e.g.
abstract mathematical thought) are far more valuable. There is no way to
know definitively, in advance of people’s choices, which natural capacities are
advantages and which are disadvantages. This criterion changes continuously
(if not radically), and it would be impossible to monitor these shifting criteria.

How then can we fairly implement this insurance scheme, given the impos-
sibility of identifying those rewards which accrue from talents rather than

ambitions? Dworkin’s answer is perhaps rather disappointing: we tax the rich,
even though some got there purely by effort with no natural advantage, and
support the poor, even though some, like the tennis-player, are there by choice
without any natural disadvantage. Hence some people will get less coverage
than they hypothetically bought, just because they are now, by dint of effort,
in the upper income categories. And some people will get more coverage than

they deserve, just because they have expensive lifestyles.

A second problem with applying the model is that natural handicaps are
not the only source of unequal circumstances (even in a society with equality
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of opportunity for different races, classes, or sexes). In the real world we lack
full information and cannot rerun the auction, so that the envy test can be
violated when unexpected things occur. A blight may ruin our gardener’s crop
for a number of years, leaving her with little income. But, unlike the tennis-
player, she did not choose to lead an unproductive lifestyle. That was a wholly
unforeseen natural contingency, and it would be wrong to make her pay for all
the costs of her chosen lifestyle. If she had known it would be so costly, she
would have chosen a different life-plan (unlike the tennis-player, who’was
aware of the costs of his lifestyle). These sorts of unexpected costs need to be
fairly dealt with. But if we try to compensate for them through an insurance
scheme similar to the one for natural talents, the result will have all the
shortcomings of that other insurance scheme,

We now have two sources of deviation from the ideal of an ambition-
sensitive, endowment-insensitive distribution. We want people’s fate to be
determined by the choices they make from a fair and equitable starting point
But the idea of an equal starting point includes not only an unachievable.
compensation for unequal endowment, but also an unachievable knowledge
of future events. The former is needed to equalize circumstances, the latter is

- needed to know the costs of our choices, and hence be held responsible for

them. The insurance scheme is a second-best response to these problems, and

 the taxation scheme is a second-best response to the problem of applying the
- insurance scheme. Given this distance between the ideal and the practice, it is

ixllevitable that some people are undeservedly penalized for their unfortunate
carcumstances, while others are undeservedly subsidized for the costs of their
choices.

Can we not do any better in achieving an ambition-sensitive, endowment-

insensitive distribution? Dworkin concedes that we could achieve one or other
: of thf_- aims more completely. However, the two aims pull in opposite
 directions—the more we try to make the distribution sensitive to people’s

gmbitionsk the more likely it is that some people disadvantaged by circum-
stances will be undeservedly penalized, and vice versa. These are both devi-

:fiﬂOns from the ideal, and equally important deviations, so a proposal which
- Concentrates on one to the exclusion of the other is unacceptable. We must
employ both criteria, even if the effect is that neither is fully satisfied
(Dworkin 1981: 327-8, 333—4).

This is a rather disappointing conclusion. Dworkin argues persuasively that

a ju.st distribution must identify ‘which aspects of any persons’s economic
Position flow from his choices and which from advantages and disadvantages
that ‘fvere not matters of choice’ (Dworkin 1985: 208). But it seems that in
Practice his ideal is ‘indistinguishable in its strategic implications’ from theor-

;::S, like Rawls’s difference principle, which do not mark this distinction
4rens 198s: 67; cf. Dworkin 1981: 338—44). The hypothetical calculations
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Dworkin’s theory requires are so complex, and their institutional implemen-

tation so difficult, that its theoretical advantages cannot be translated intg
practice (Mapel 1989: 39—56; Carens 1985: 65—7; cf. Varian 1985: 115-19; Roemer
1985a).

Dworkin admits that his is a very abstract theory, but insists it can be used
to evaluate real-world distributions, and to design public policies. The theory
is not precise enough to single out any particular distribution as the correct
distribution. But it can be used to rule out certain distributions as clearly
unjust. For example, Dworkin argues that on any plausible account of the sort
of hypothetical insurance people would buy against natural misfortunes, the

coverage would be ‘well above’ what is offered to the disabled, sick, or

unskilled in the United States or Britain today (Dworkin 1981: 321).
He also argues that his model shows the superiority of a ‘third-way’

between traditional socialism and free-market libertarianism (Dworkin 2000;
7; cf. Giddens 1998; White 1998). For example, he argues that his theory

explains why we need both a system of public health care and also the option

to buy private health insurance. The hypothetical insurance scheme shows

that the former is needed to equalize circumstances; the hypothetical auction
scheme shows that the latter is needed to be choice-sensitive (Dworkin 1993;
2000: ch. 8). Similarly, he says that his theory shows the necessity of combin-
ing generous welfare provisions (to equalize circumstances for those with
lesser natural talents) with certain workfare requirements (to ensure that tal-
ented but lazy people pay for the costs of their choices) (Dworkin 2000: ch. g).

Still, Dworkin’s policy suggestions are surprisingly modest. They are pri-
marily focused on ex post corrections to the inequalities generated by the
market—i.e. they take the existing level of inequality in market income as a
given, and ask how best to tax some of the unequal income of the advantaged
and transfer it to the disadvantaged. But these proposals leave unaddressed an
important plank in his theory—namely, that people should have equal ex ante

endowments when they enter the market. The policy implementation of his

theory should presumably include some real-world equivalent of the 100
clamshells that individuals start with in life, and use to make choices about
investment, savings, risk, training, and so on. This is surely as important (if
not more so) to achieving genuine equality of resources as ex post transfers of
market income. Indeed, if there were greater equality in people’s ex ante
endowments—i.e. in their capacity to invest in productive assets or in devel-
oping their own skills and talent—there would be less need for ex post
redistribution, since there would be fewer involuntary inequalities in market
income to correct after the fact.

Of course, any attempt to achieve this sort of ex ante equality would require
a major attack on entrenched economic divisions in our society. Dworkin
himself offers no concrete policy suggestions about how to achieve this. In this
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respect, his policy prescriptions are ‘surprisingly conservative’ (Macleod
1998: 151). Can we imagine more innovative ways to implement Dworkin’s
theory? Several theorists have offered more radical measures to achieve liberal
equality. Let me briefly mention four:

(a) ‘stakeholder society’: Bruce Ackerman has proposed giving everyone a
one-time lump-sum ‘stake’ of $80,000 when they graduate from high school,
financed by a 2 per cent wealth tax (Ackerman and Alstott 1999). People could
use this stake as they see fit—to pay for more education or training, to help
buy a house, to set up a small business, to buy stocks or bonds, or simply to
spend on their preferred forms of consumption or leisure. This is actually a
relatively old idea—going back at least to Thomas Paine in the eighteenth
century—and would seem to fit very comfortably with Dworkin’s theory. By
reducing existing inequalities in young people’s capacity to acquire productive
assets or to develop their marketable talents, it would help ensure that distri-
butions more truly reflect choices rather than circumstances.”

(b) ‘basic income’: Philippe Van Parijs has defended a guaranteed and
unconditional basic income—say, $5,000 per year—that is given to everyone,
whether employed or not (Van Parijs 1991; 1995). Liberal egalitarians have
sometimes objected to such an unconditional basic income on the grounds
that it might tax hard-working citizens to subsidize indolent citizens who do
not want to work, such as the ‘Malibu surfer’. But in fact it can be seen as
simply a version of the previous stakeholder proposal. The basic income can
be seen as the yearly interest on one’s ‘stake’. The basic income proposal
differs from Ackerman’s proposal primarily in not allowing people to cash out
their stake: they can only draw on the interest, rather than the capital. This
would alleviate worries that some young people might ‘blow’ their stake in
one go. But since having a guaranteed income makes it easier to borrow
money, this proposal would still help equalize people’s ability to invest in
productive assets, or in their own education and training.”®

A proposal that combines the ‘stake” and ‘basic income’ models has been
developed by John Roemer, under the label of ‘coupon capitalism’ (Roemer
1994; 1999: 65—8). Each young adult would receive a portfolio of stocks in the
nation’s firms, intended to give her a per capita share of the nation’s profits.
She could trade these stocks at prices quoted on a competitive stock market,
but could not cash out her portfolio. At death, each person’s portfolio would
revert to the Treasury, to be recirculated to the next generation of young
adults. Roemer calculates that one’s ‘stake’ of stocks could generate an annual
income of $8,000 per family in the United States. Roemer is not optimistic
that this sort of programme could be adopted in the USA, although he points
to the growing numbers of Employee-Share-Ownership Programs (ESOPs) as
a possible precursor.
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(c) ‘compensatory education’: John Roemer has defended a programme of
‘compensatory’ investment in the education of children from poorer families
and communities (Roemer 1999: 69-70). As he notes, it is a significant egali-
tarian achievement that most Western countries now invest more or less
equally in the education of all children, whatever their race or class. A century
ago, it was often only the male children of the wealthy who received an
education. However, equal public spending per child does not create equal
opportunities, because children from wealthy families typically receive many
advantages in their education and opportunities. Wealthy parents are them-
selves likely to be better educated, and to value education, and are willing and
able to invest more time and resources in the education of their children. If we
want to genuinely equalize opportunities, we need compensatory spending on
the education of disadvantaged children. For example, Roemer estimates that
to equalize future earning opportunities for white and black children in the
USA would involve spending ten times as much on the education of blacks,
per capita, than on whites.

(d) the ‘egalitarian planner’: Roemer has also suggested another approach
for implementing Dworkin’s theory, which he calls the ‘egalitarian planner’
(Roemer 19934; 1995). As we have seen, one of the main barriers to implement-
ing Dworkin’s theory is that we have no realistic way of determining the
extent to which any individual’s disadvantages are due to her choices or her
circumstances. Roemer agrees that this is impossible at the level of particular
individuals, but argues that we can try to neutralize the effects of certain
circumstantial factors at the social level. On his proposal, society would decide
on a list of factors which everyone agrees are matters of circumstance rather
than choice: e.g. age, gender, race, disability, and the economic class or educa-
tion level of one’s parents. We then divide society into groups or ‘types’ based
on these factors. For example, one type would be 60-year-old able-bodied
white males whose parents were college educated; another type would con-
sist of 60-year-old able-bodied black women whose parents received only
primary education.

Now within each type, people will vary considerably in their income or
wealth. Within the group of 60-year-old able-bodied white males whose par-
ents were college educated (call them type A), most persons might earn
around $60,000, with the top 10 per cent earning over $100,000 and the
bottom 10 per cent earning under $40,000. We assume that such inequalities
within type A are due primarily to the choices people make. Since all members
of type A share the same basic socio-economic and demographic circum-
stances, the inequalities we see within this group are likely to reflect different
choices about work, leisure, training, consumption, risk, and so on. So we
will not seek to redistribute resources within type A: we assume that the
distributions within types are broadly ambition-sensitive. Hard-working and
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prudent white males of educated parents should not be forced to subsidize the
choices of comparable white males with expensive tastes for leisure, or
irresponsible habits,

Similarly, there will be considerable variation in income within the group
of 60-year-old black women from less-educated parents (call them type B).
Perhaps the average income in this group is around $20,000, with the top 10
per cent group earning $33,000, and the bottom 10 per cent earning $10,000.
As before, we will assume that such inequalities within type B are due primar-
ily to people’s choices, since members of the group share most of the same
social circumstances. Hence we will not expect hard-working and prudent

- black women to subsidize the expensive or imprudent tastes of other black

womern.

So on Roemer’s view, inequalities within types are generally accepted as
ambition-sensitive. However, notice that there are enormous inequalities
between types A and B, and these, ex hypothesi, are due to circumstances not
choices. Hard-working and prudent members at the goth percentile of type A
earn three times as much as hard-working and prudent members at the goth
percentile of type B. That inequality cannot be explained or justified in terms
of choices. People should be rewarded for above-average levels of work or
prudence, but there is no reason why members of type A who exhibit these

. characteristics should be rewarded three times more than members of type B

who exhibit the same characteristics.

Similarly, compare the reckless and indolent white male at the 10th percent-
ile of type A who earns four times as much as the reckless and indolent black
female at the 10th percentile of type B. People should pay for their choices, and

o reckless and indolent people should accept that they will do less well than

others who are prudent and hard-working. But there is no reason why the
costs of these imprudent decisions should be four times harsher for members
of type B than for members of type A.

The goal of an ‘egalitarian planner’, therefore, is to accept inequality within
types, but to equalize across types. Thus everyone at the goth percentile of
their type should have the same income, no matter what type they belong to;
similarly at the soth or 10th percentile (see Fig. 3). This will still ensure that
people are held responsible for their choices: hard-working and prudent
members of each type will do much better than members with expensive
or imprudent tastes. But we will have neutralized the impact of the most
important unchosen circumstances. '

Of course, as Roemer acknowledges, this model can only neutralize the

effect of the most blatant and systematic forms of involuntary disadvantage. It

Wil not deal with the case of children raised by affluent and well-educated but

uncaring parents who neglect them. Some members of type A will not get the

advantages that are enjoyed by most members of their type, and may indeed
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face some of the same disadvantages suffered by most members of type B,
Such people will be unfairly penalized by Roemer’s scheme, which only iden-
tifies and remedies the most socially salient forms of circumstances. Still, as I
noted earlier, this sort of unfairness was present in Dworkin’s own account.
Roemer’s account does not eliminate this unfairness, but arguably would do
a better job in reducing it, by better achieving the twin goals of endowment--

insensitivity and ambition-sensitivity.

These are just a few examples of the interesting work being done on the:
practical implementation of Dworkin’s theory, and are a testament to the
influence his theory has had. Dworkin’s idea of the envy test describes, and

makes vivid, what it would be for a distribution scheme to fulfil the basic aim
of Rawls’s theory: a distributive scheme that respects the moral equality o

persons by compensating for unequal circumstances while holding indivi=

duals responsible for their choices. There may be a more appropriate app
tus for implementing these ideas than the mixture of auctions, insura
schemes, and taxes that Dworkin employs. But if we accept these fundament
premisses, Dworkin has helped us clarify their consequences for distributi
justice. Indeed, much of the most interesting work on distributive justice 1
the last twenty years has started from Dworkin’s basic premisses
attempted to refine our ideas of ambition-sensitivity and endowme

insensitivity."”
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It is worth pausing for a moment and reviewing the arguments presented so
far. I started by examining utilitarianism, which is attractive for its insistence
on interpreting morality in terms of a concern for the welfare of human
beings. But that concern, which we saw was an egalitarian one, need not
require the maximization of welfare. The utilitarian idea of gi;fing equal
weight to each person’s preferences has some initial plausibility as a way of
showing equal concern for people’s welfare. But, on inspection, utilitarianism
often violates our sense of what it is to treat people as equals, especially in its
lack of a theory of fair shares. This was Rawls’s motivation for developing a
] conception of justice that provides a systematic alternative to utiIitarianis?n
- When we examined prevailing ideas about fair shares, we encountered the,:
 belief that it is unfair for people to be penalized for matters of brute luck, for
- circumstances which are morally arbitrary and beyond their control. Th’is is
why we demand equal opportunity for people from different racial and class
backgrounds. But the same intuition should also tell us to recognize the arbi-
trary nature of people’s place in the distribution of natural assets. This is the
motivation for Rawls’s difference principle, under which the more fortunate
only receive extra resources if it benefits the unfortunate.

But the difference principle is both an overreaction and also an insufficient
j.react_io.n to the problem of undeserved inequalities. It is insufficient in not
‘,Vgrov?dmg any compensation for natural disadvantages; and it is an overreac-

on in precluding inequalities that reflect different choices, rather than differ-
gnt crcumstances. We want a theory to be more ambition-sensitive and less
! d.owment-sensitive than Rawls’s difference principle. Dworkin’s theor

pires to these twin goals. But we saw that these goals are unreachable in thei)rr
pure form. Any theory of fair shares will have to be a theory of the second-
st. [?workin’s scheme of auctions and insurance is one suggestion for fairly
lving the tension between these two core goals of the liberal conception of
equality.
- So Pw?rldn’s theory was a response to problems in Rawls’s conception of
uality, just as Rawls’s theory was a response to problems in the utilitarian
ception of equality. Each can be seen as attempting to refine, rather than
'ct,. the.basic intuitions which motivated the previous one. Rawls’s egali-
s s a reaction against utilitarianism, but is also partly a development
m utilitarianism’s core intuitions, and the same is true of Dworkin’s rela-
n'tF) Rawls. Each theory defends its own principles by appealing to the ver
| uttions that led people to adopt the previous theory. ’
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5. THE POLITICS OF LIBERAL EQUALITY

Most people view liberal egalitarianism as providing a philosophical justifica-
tion for the post-war liberal-democratic welfare state. Indeed, this linkage to
the welfare state helps explain the remarkable influence of liberal egalitarian
political theories. The 1950s and 1960s saw a significant extension of the wel-
fare state in most Western democracies, but there was no satisfactory politica]
philosophy at the time which could make sense of this phenomenon. The
appearance of Rawls and Dworkin’s work in the 1970s provided people with
an intellectually satisfying framework in which to make sense of political
debates around the welfare state.

Prior to Rawls’s work, the most common way of describing the welfare state
was to view it as an ad hoc compromise between competing ideals. Liber-
tarians on the right believe in liberty, and hence endorse the free market,
Marxists on the left believe in equality, and hence endorse state planning,
and liberals in the middle believe in a wishy-washy compromise of liberty and
equality. This is supposed to explain why liberals endorse the welfare state,
which is an ad hoc combination of capitalist freedoms and inequalities on the
one hand with various egalitarian welfare policies on the other.

But Rawls and Dworkin have offered us a more sophisticated way to think
of the welfare state. If their theories allow some kinds of inequality-producing
economic freedoms, it is not because they believe in liberty as opposed to
equality. Rather, they believe that such economic freedoms are needed to
enforce their more general idea of equality itself. The same principle that tells
liberals to allow market freedom—i.e. that it holds people responsible for
their choices—also tells them to limit the market where it penalizes people for
their unchosen circumstances. The same conception of equality underlies
both market freedom and its constraint. Hence the liberal favours a mixed
economy and welfare state not in order to compromise conflicting ideals, ‘but
to achieve the best practical realization of the demands of equality itself
(Dworkin 1978: 133; 1981: 313, 338).

This link between the philosophy of liberal equality and the politics of the
welfare state is so strong that many people call liberal egalitarianism ‘welfare
state liberalism’ (e.g. Sterba 1988), and describe Rawls as offering ‘a philo-
sophical apologia for an egalitarian brand of welfare-state capitalism’ (Wolff
1977: 195; cf. Doppelt 1981: 262; Clark and Gintis 1978: 311-14). But this
link is now being seriously questioned. It is no longer clear whether the
implementation of liberal egalitarianism would lead to the welfare state in any
recognizable sense.

For one thing, liberal equality requires each person to start their life with an
equal share of society’s resources, and the sorts of policies needed to achieve
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this go far beyond the traditional welfare state approach. As we have seen, the
welfare state is primarily concerned with the post factum correction of market
inequalities, through tax and transfer schemes. But as Mill recognized a long
time ago, to focus solely on post factum income redistribution is to make ‘the
great error of reformers and philanthropists . . . to nibble at the consequences
of unjust power, instead of redressing the injustice itself> (Mill 1965: 953). If
our goal is to achieve greater ex ante equality in endowments, we need to
directly attack the entrenched economic hierarchies of modern societies
which disadvantage the poor, women, or racial minorities. This might involve
quite radical policies, such as affirmative action, basic income, employee self-
ownership, ‘stakeholding’, payment to homemakers, compensatory education
investment, and so on. We would have to look at these one by one to see if they
move us closer to the results of Dworkin’s hypothetical auction, and that
answer will often depend on the particular circumstances. Perhaps liberal
equality would favour something like our existing schemes for ongoing
income redistribution, but only after a radical one-time redistribution of
wealth and property-ownership (Krouse and McPherson 1988: 103).

It is interesting to note that Rawls himself recognizes that the principles of
liberal equality cannot be met by the welfare state. He endorses the quite
different idea of a ‘property-owning democracy’ (Rawls 1971: 274). The
difference has been described this way:

welfare state capitalism (as commonly understood) accepts severe class inequality in
the distribution of physical and human capital, and seeks to reduce the consequent
disparities in market outcomes through redistributive tax and transfer programs.
Property-owning democracy, by contrast, aims at sharply reduced inequality in the
underlying distribution of property and wealth, and greater equality of opportunity
to invest in human capital, so that the operation of the market generates smaller
inequalities to begin with. Thus, the two alternative regimes exemplify two alternative
strategies for providing justice in political economy: Welfare-state capitalism accepts
as given substantial inequality in the initial distribution of property and skill endow-
ments, and then seeks to redistribute income ex post; property-owing democracy seeks
greater equality in the ex ante distribution of property and skill endowments, with
correspondingly less emphasis upon subsequent redistributive measures. (Krouse and
McPherson 1988: 84)"*

Rawls argues that a property-owning democracy would be superior to the
welfare state, not only in reducing the need for ex post redistribution, but also
in preventing relations of domination and degradation within the division of
labour. If ex ante endowments are more equal, then ‘no one need be servilely
dependent on others and made to choose between monotonous and routine
Occupations which are deadening to human thought and sensibility’ (Rawls
1971: 529, 281; cf. Krouse and McPherson 1988: 91—2; DiQuattro 1983: 62—3).
This raises an important point about the implications of liberal equality.



90 | LIBERAL EQUALITY

Dworkin often writes as if the most obvious or likely result of implementing
his conception of justice would be to increase the level of transfer payments
between occupants of existing social roles (e.g. Dworkin 1981: 321; 1985: 208).
But as Rawls notes, liberal egalitarians should also be concerned with the way
these existing roles are defined. An important component of the resources
available to a person include opportunities for skill development, personal
accomplishment, and the exercise of responsibility. These are predominantly
matters, not of the income associated with a given job, but of the social
relations entailed by the job. People would not generally choose to enter social
relations that deny these opportunities, or that put them in relations of
domination or degradation. From a position of equality, women would not
have agreed to a system of social roles that defines ‘male’ jobs as superior to,
and dominating of, ‘female’ jobs. And workers would not have agreed to the
exaggerated distinction between ‘mental’ and ‘manual’ labour. We know that
people in a position of initial equality would not have chosen these roles, for
they were created without the consent of women and workers, and in fact
often required their legal and political suppression. For example, the division
between doctors and nurses was opposed by women health care practitioners
(Ehrenreich and English 1973: 19-39), and the ‘scientific management’ system
was opposed by workers (Braverman 1974). Both changes would have taken
a substantially different form if women and workers had the same power
as men and capitalists. The result would probably be not only greater
equality in market income between these social roles, but also greater equality
in opportunities for training, self-development, and the exercise of
responsibility.

Dworkin says that increased transfer payments are justified because we can
assume that the poor would be willing to do the work in higher-paying jobs if
they entered the market on an equal footing (Dworkin 1985: 207). But we can
also assume that if the poor entered the market on an equal footing, they
would not accept jobs that, in Rawls’s words, make them ‘servilely dependent
on others’ or that are ‘deadening to human thought and sensibility’. We have
as good evidence for the latter as for the former. Liberal egalitarians, therefore,
should be concerned not only to redistribute income from the advantaged to
disadvantaged, but also to ensure that the advantaged do not have the power
to define relationships of dominance and servility in the workplace. And here
again, this cannot be achieved through the traditional tax and transfer
schemes of the welfare state, but requires instead increasing the ex ante
endowments people bring to the market.

It is to Rawls’s credit that he recognizes the limitations of the welfare state
in achieving liberal equality. Unfortunately, he does not provide much of a
description of his property-owning democracy—as one critic puts it, ‘these
points never find their way into the substance of his theory of justice’
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(Doppelt 1981: 276). Other than a rather modest proposal to limit inheritances,
Rawls gives us no idea of how to implement such a property-owning
democracy, or how to eliminate the entrenched class inequalities in our
society. Similarly, Dworkin offers no suggestions about how to equalize ex
ante endowments.

In short, liberal egalitarianism’s institutional commitments have not kept
pace with its theoretical commitments. This has led to a tension, perhaps even
a crisis, in the politics of liberal egalitarianism. William Connolly says that
liberalism’s theoretical premisses can be united with its traditional institu-
tions ‘as long as it is possible to believe that the welfare state in the privately
incorporated economy of growth can be the vehicle of liberty and justice’
(Connolly 1984: 233). He claims, however, that the demands of the private
economy conflict with the principles of justice that underlie the welfare state.
. The welfare state needs a growing economy to support its redistributive pro-
grammes, but the structure of the economy is such that growth can only be
secured by policies inconsistent with the principles of justice that underlie
~ those welfare programmes (Connolly 1984: 227-31).

According to Connolly, this has led to a ‘bifurcation of liberalism’. One
stream clings to the traditional institutions of liberal practice, and exhorts
people to lower their expectations concerning justice and freedom. The other
stream (in which he includes Dworkin) reaffirms the principles, but ‘the
commitment to liberal principles is increasingly matched by the disengage-
- ment from practical issues . . . this principled liberalism is neither at home in
the civilization of productivity nor prepared to challenge its hegemony’
(Connolly 1984: 234). I think this accurately describes the condition of con-
temporary liberalism. The ideals of liberal equality are compelling, but they
require reforms that are more extensive than Rawls or Dworkin have explicitly
allowed. Neither has challenged the ‘civilization of productivity’ whose main-
tenance has involved the perpetuation of entrenched inequalities of race, class,
‘and gender.

Part of the reason for this disengagement, I think, is that liberal egalitarians
_have gradually lost confidence in the ability of the state to achieve justice.
When Rawls wrote his book in 1971, the welfare state was seen by many people
s essentially successful, and indeed as having more or less ‘solved’ the prob-
lem of poverty and class division. In the past thirty years, however, that faith
has been deeply shaken. The recession in the early 1970s triggered by the
V_OPEC oil crisis, and the subsequent ballooning of government deficits, led
many to think that perhaps the welfare state was not in fact affordable or
§ustainable. And increasing economic globalization has persuaded many
people that cuts to taxes and government spending are needed for businesses
10 remain competitive with those in foreign countries.

Moreover, there was increasing evidence that the welfare state was not
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One could argue that liberal egalitarians have unintentionally played into the
hands of the New Right. Partly as a response to New Right critiques that the
welfare state penalizes the hard-working and rewards indolence and
irresponsibility, Dworkin has tried to emphasize that the welfare state can be
made more choice-sensitive. His policy recommendations focus on enabling
those with resources to have more choices (e.g. allowing supplementary pri-
vate health insurance), and on ensuring that the lazy or imprudent do not
impose the costs of their choices on others (e.g. workfare). As we have seen, he
- has not invested the same time or effort in thinking how the system can be
made more circumstance-insensitive,

This is understandable, in one sense, since Dworkin’s main departure from
traditional theories of equality is his concern for choice-sensitivity. And philo-
sophically speaking, I agree that justice requires that people have choices, and
pay for the costs of their choices. Moreover, the prospects for serious reforms
aimed at remedying unequal circumstances have appeared non-existent for
much of the last twenty years.

: Nonetheless, by focusing on ambition-sensitivity, liberal egalitarians may
f;j_;ve unintentionally reinforced the New Right’s agenda, which is obsessed
with identifying and punishing the irresponsible and indolent. According to
."g'_he New Right, the welfare state wrongly limits the choices of the well off in
order to subsidize the irresponsible behaviour of welfare dependants, In an
- 0dd way, Dworkin’s own proposals for private health insurance and workfare
fit into this framework. These policies do nothing to remedy unequal circum-
stances, and may indeed make it harder to generate public support for such
remedies. Allowing private health insurance might erode middle-class support
«_;?br public health care; and making welfare more conditional might further
._.sﬁgmatize the needy. That of course is not Dworkin’s intention. He wants
our p.o!icies to be both more choice-sensitive and more circumstance-
;M-a ens'ltxve. But he dc!es not consider the possibility that, in our current polit-
‘chmate, emphasizing choice-sensitivity simply reinforces stereotypes of
the “undeserving poor’ who are seeking public subsidies for their irresponsible
lifestyles.
1 Of. course, liberal egalitarians can and do challenge these stereotypes by
owing that many inequalities cannot plausibly be traced to people’s choices
i thf)se between types A and B in Roemer’s example). Moreover, liberal
tarians rightly insist that society can only legitimately hold people
ponsible for their choices if their preferences and capacities have been
Il?led under conditions of justice. To hold people responsible for their
Ices when society has not provided them with a decent education, for
ple, would be ‘a massive piece of bad faith’ (Elster 1992: 240; cf. Rawls
9% 14-15; Arneson 1981: 205; 1997a; Scanlon 1988: 185—201).° So we cannot
oke people’s allegedly ‘irresponsible’ behaviour as a reason not to remedy

as successful as people had hoped or assumed. To be sure, some welfare
programmes have worked well. Public pensions have largely eliminated the
problem of poverty amongst the elderly in many countries. However, other
programmes that were intended to promote equality have often ended up
either perpetuating the dependence and stigmatization of the poor (e.g. the
‘poverty trap’ created by means-tested benefits), or have disproportionately
benefited the well off (e.g. universal health care and education). Moreover, the
‘new economy’ seems to be producing ever-growing inequalities in market
income; the gap between executives and workers, or between college educated
and uneducated, has been steadily increasing. There is widespread concern
that large sectors of the population will simply be excluded from this new
knowledge-based economy. In short, the need for active state policies to com-
bat inequalities in people’s endowments and income is growing, yet most
liberal egalitarians feel less and less confidence in the welfare state’s ability to
achieve this."”

And of course all of this has taken place in the context of a major backlash
against the welfare state by the New Right in the 1980s, spearheaded by Reagan
and Thatcher, who argued that the welfare state denied individual responsibil-
ity, stifled creativity, and reduced efficiency. The result has been a cutback in_
many welfare programmes, and a resulting dramatic increase in inequality in-
many Western democracies, particularly Britain and the United States. Grow-
ing market inequalities are no longer checked by any significant level of
redistribution.

This has put liberal egalitarians in a bind, both intellectually and politically.
Intellectually, their theories require going beyond the traditional tax/transfer
welfare state to some form of ‘property-owning democracy’ or ‘stakeholder
society’. Yet politically, such ideas have seemed utopian in the difficult polit-
ical and economic environment of the 1980s and 1990s. Rather than trying to
extend the welfare state, liberal egalitarians have been on the defensive, trying’
to preserve what is left of the welfare state against New Right attacks, so as to
maintain at least minimal levels of redistribution to reduce poverty an¢
provide basic public services. ]

This may help explain the ‘surprisingly conservative’ tenor of many of
Rawls’s and Dworkin’s works (Macleod 1998: 151). Faced with the New Right,
liberal egalitarians have indeed been concerned to conserve what is left
the welfare state. Rather than emphasizing how inadequate the welfare state
is, in comparison with some ideal of a property-owning democracy, liberal
egalitarians have instead emphasized how necessary and justified the welfare.
state is, in comparison with a New Right vision of unrestricted property
rights. 1

And yet one can ask whether this intellectual timidity has actually served.
the goals of liberal egalitarianism, even from a purely political perspective.
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their unequal circumstances: the latter is a condition for being able to judge
the former.

In these and other ways, liberal egalitarians have tried to fight the New
Right’s tendency to ‘blame the victim’—i.e. the tendency to accuse the dis-
advantaged of being responsible for their own plight. Nonetheless, the liberal
egalitarian emphasis on ambition-sensitivity may have unintentionally
reinforced this popular perception that the main problem with the welfare
state is that it coddles the irresponsible.”'

Jonathan Wolff has argued that this problem points to an interesting
dilemma for theorists of justice. He suggests that liberal egalitarianism may
indeed be the best theory of justice, from a purely philosophical point of view.
But politically, it promotes the wrong ethos of equality (Wolff 1998). It
encourages the state to view its disadvantaged citizens with distrust, as poten-
tial cheaters. And in order to overcome this distrust, the disadvantaged must
engage in what Wolff calls ‘shameful revelation’—i.e. they have to prove they
do indeed suffer from some involuntary disadvantage, whether in their
natural talents or childhood upbringing. The inevitable result, he argues, is to
erode, rather than to strengthen, the bonds of solidarity and mutual concern
between citizens. Philosophically, it may be true that the fairest scheme of
distribution would distinguish voluntary from involuntary inequalities, but
any attempt to implement this distinction in practice creates distrust, shame,
and stigmatization. It may identify who has the fairest claims, but only
through a process that undermines the civility and solidarity that leads people
to care about justice in the first place.

Elizabeth Anderson has raised a similar objection to liberal egalitarians (or
what she calls ‘luck egalitarians’). She argues that liberal egalitarianism’s
emphasis on distinguishing voluntary from involuntary inequality leads to a
disrespectful pity towards the ‘deserving’ poor, and paternalistic hectoring of
the ‘undeserving’ poor (Anderson 1999). Here again, the philosophical argu-
ment for liberal egalitarianism may be defensible, but the politics involved
may not be.”

Wolff and Anderson suggest that these problems of ‘ethos’ are a reason for
abandoning liberal egalitarianism for some other form of equality. (I will look
at their preferred alternative in Chapter 5.) However, these ethos problems
may instead suggest that we need to separate the two pillars of liberal egali-

tarianism and locate them in different places. Perhaps from the first-person

point of view, when thinking about our own claims, we should make a con-
scientious effort to accept responsibility for our own choices, and to not

ask others to subsidize our choices. Internalizing this requirement of
choice-sensitivity should indeed be seen as an important part of the ‘ethos’ of

democratic citizenship. A good citizen would apply the choices/circumstances
distinction to his or her own claims. The problem arises, however, when we

THE POLITICS OF LIBERAL EQUALITY I 95

attempt to apply this distinction to others, and try to ascertain the extent to
which they are responsible for their plight. This can lead to the pernicious
dynamic of distrust and shameful revelation that Wolff discusses. So it might
be part of the ‘ethos’ of a good citizen that we do not pry into the
(ir)responsibility of others, but rather trust that they are trying to be as
'responsible in their choices and demands as we are in ours. Of course, this
" means we may be taken advantage of by some of our less scrupulous co-
citizens. But if we are successful in inculcating an ethos of good citizenship
~ that emphasizes the importance of voluntarily accepting personal responsibil-
ity for our own choices, there may be few such cheaters. (I return to the
question of whether or how liberals can promote an ethos of good citizenship
~ in Chapter 8.) In any event, a scheme of justice that encourages everyone to
view their co-citizens as putative cheats is not a promising basis for developing
trust and solidarity.

This suggests that the main focus for the politics of liberal egalitarianism
should be to remedy (the growing) inequality in people’s circumstances, per-
~ haps through the sorts of reforms proposed by Ackerman, Roemer, and Van
Parijs. This will almost certainly require radical reforms that go beyond the
boundaries of the traditional welfare state. According to Dworkin, the egalitar-
ian premiss underlying Rawls’s (and his own) theory ‘cannot be denied in the
name of any more radical concept of equality, because none exists’ (Dworkin
1977: 182). In fact, this premiss seems to have more radical implications than
either Dworkin or Rawls recognizes, implications that traditional liberal
institutions are unable to accommodate.

- It might be that a full implementation of Rawlsian or Dworkinian justice
would require substantial changes in the way we define and allocate property
rights (Buchanan 1982: 124-31, 150—2; DiQuattro 1983). It might also move us
~ dloser to radical changes in gender relations. The current maldistribution in
resources between men and women does not match the results of freely made
choices in either Rawls’s original position or Dworkin’s auction. Yet neither
theorist has anything to say about how this systematic devaluation of the work
and contribution of women can be removed. Indeed, Rawls defines his ori-
ginal position (as an assembly of ‘heads of families’), and his principles of
 distribution (as measuring ‘household income’), in such a way that questions
about the justice of arrangements within the family are ruled out of court by
definition (Okin 1987: 49). Of all the issues from which contemporary liberals
! have become disengaged, gender inequality is the most glaring omission, and

the one which liberal institutions seem least able to deal with (see Ch. g, s. 1
-~ below).

So the relationship between contemporary liberal theory and traditional
liberal political practice is unclear. The two have become disengaged in a
number of ways. Liberalism is often called ‘mainstream’ political theory, as
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opposed to radical or critical theory. That label is accurate iIzl one sense, for
Rawls and Dworkin are trying to articulate and defend the ideals that they
believe are at the moral base of our liberal-democratic culture. But it is
inaccurate in another sense, if it implies that liberal theories are .committed to |
defending all aspects of mainstream liberal politics, or to rejecting all aspects
of the political programmes of other traditions. It would be wrong jto assume
that the account of liberal equality I have presented is necessarily tied to any
particular liberal institution, or is necessarily opposed to any .partic.ular social-
ist, feminist, or multiculturalist proposal. We will have to wait ur:Et1l ‘fve exam-
ine these other theories before we can determine the extent of their differences
with liberal equality. ' .,
Some people argue that if liberals endorse these more radical reforms‘, they’
have abandoned their liberalism, or entered into a new phase of post-
liberalism’, since the focus is no longer just on protecting indivic.lua]s agains.t_:j
the state, but also on protecting individuals from oppressive social roles and
practices that developed under conditions of inequality' (e.g. Har_npton 1997:
191-209).”> That seems unduly restrictive, given the hlston'cal ties bemem;
liberalism and radicalism (Gutmann 1980). It is also misleaf‘hng, for however
far liberal principles take us from traditional liberal pz:actlces, t%ley are st
distinctively liberal principles. I have argued in this section that liberals need
to think seriously about adopting more radical politics.** In subsequent che.;p.;z
ters, I will argue that radical theorists need to think seriou:sly abf)ut ado'p g
liberal principles. Just as liberal practice often does a d{SSGWl‘CC to l1be': al
principles, I will argue that radical principles often c‘io a dlsservn:fa to radical a
politics. But before considering these theories, I will look‘ ﬁr_st in the ne ¢
chapter at a school of thought which argues that libel:al egalitarians have gone
too far in the direction of social and economic equality.

GUIDE TO FURTHER READING

The most influential statement of liberal egalitarianism is, of course, ]oh? Rawls’s
Theory of Justice (Oxford University Press, 1971). Early discussions of Raw.ls s a.rgume nt
can be found in Brian Barry, The Liberal Theory of Justice (Oxford University Pre.
1973), Norman Daniels (ed.), Reading Rawls (Basic Books, 1975), ar.1d Robert Pau _
Wolff, Understanding Rawls (Princeton University Press, 1977). Thirty yt'ears l? ¢
Rawls’s book remains a topic of undiminished interest. More recent dlslcuss:?
include Chandran Kukathas and Philip Pettit, Rawls: A Theory of Justice and its Cri
(Polity, 1990), and Robert Talisse, On Rawls (Wadsworth, 2000).. For a com[?rehens
overview of reactions to Rawls, see the five-volume (!) set entitled The Philosophy o
Rawls, edited by Henry Richardson and Paul Weithman (Garland, 1999.).' ; 4

Rawls himself has continued to develop his ideas, particularly in PoIr.ncal Liberalism
(Columbia University Press, 1993), The Law of Peoples (Harvard University Press, 19995
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others (Ch. 3, 5. 4b above), they write as if these obligations are a matter of ensuring that a fair
share of resources is allocated to children and the infirm. They do not discuss our obligation to
provide care for dependants (V. Held 1995b: 130). . .

51. Tronto calls this the ‘containment’ strategy, used by mainstream theorists to contain or
diminish the challenge that care theory poses to traditional political theory (Tronto 1993).

52. For the idea that care for dependants or the vulnerable should be seen as an obligation
of citizenship, see Held 1993; Tronto 1993; Bowden 1996: 154; Bubeck 199s. This is obviously a
dramatic revision to the traditional conception of citizenship which assumed that a good
citizen was ‘independent’, meaning neither a primary care-giver nor in need of care {Y?ung
1995b). A stronger claim is that citizenship in general should be defined as a relatlor}shxp or
practice of care, and should be informed by the same values and virtues as are f(.).und in more
traditionally caring relationships, such as mothering or friendship (e.g. Sevenhuqser‘l .1998: 5.5;
Bowden 1996: ch. 4). This claim is often associated with ‘maternalist’ accounts olf Flttzenshlp,
mentioned in Chapter 7, which suggest that mothering provides a rflcfdel for citizenship m
general (e.g. Nedelsky 2000; Held 1993; Ruddick 1987). Other f'f:mln!SFS argue t%lat, while
citizenship may include as one component an obligation of care, it als(f includes virtues and
practices which are distinct from, and even in conflict with, those found in mothering or other
relations of care (e.g. Dietz 1985; 1992; Nauta 1992; Mendus 1993; Mouffe 12925:). o

53. This preference for a more modest notion of ‘agency’ (or even ‘partial agency’) . partly
rooted in care-based thinking about our obligation to sustain relationships, but also in post-
modernist critiques of the very idea of a coherent self or choosing subject. Fo.r attempts to link
care theory with postmodernism, see Hekman 1995; Sevenhuijsen 1998; White 1991; Flax 1993.
For the view that feminists should maintain a (revised) conception of autonomy, see Nedelsky
1989; Friedman 1997, and the essays in MacKenzie and Stoljar 1999. '

54. For example, Leslie Wilson says that the reason why the ‘ethical self of a person requires
a certain sort of autonomy’ is that it enables us ‘to become the sort of person W}‘IO can be
genuinely one-caring’. Hence an autonomous person exercise.s lher )autorlomy trying to
determine ways in which one could become a better caring individual .{Wllson 1988: 2{'—2),.
Likewise, Ruddick says that the reason why attentive love requires ‘realistic sel_f—preservat:on 4
rather than ‘chronic self-denial’, is that we can become better caring individuals that way
(Ruddick 1984b: 238). This is some distance from the traditional pic.ture of a.utonomy as the
free pursuit of projects that matter to one for their own sake, and which occasionally compete
for time and energy with one’s moral obligations.

55. For tentati\grz suggestions about what such an integration would look like, see V He}d
1995b: 130—-1; Narayan 1995: 138—40; Bubeck 1995; Clement 1996. As Nz?rayan emphasizes, in
many real-world circumstances, justice and care are mutually reinforcing, rather than com-
petitors. Improved care can be seen as an ‘enabling condition’ for more adequate forms of
justice; and greater justice can be seen as the enabling condition for more adequate forms of
care. Hence the two can be seen ‘less as contenders for theoretical primary or moral and
political adequacy and more as collaborators and allies in our practical and political efforts to
make our world more conducive to human flourishing’ (Narayan 1995: 139—-40).
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