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SECTION I- INTRODUCTION

There are few concepts in contemporary philosophical debate that gather so much common agreement as the Principle of Equality. From utilitarians to Kantians, moral philosophers declare that equal consideration of interests is morally required. This principle will be referred to as the Principle of Equality (Dworkin 1977: 179-83, Kymlicka 1990: 12).  
Thomas Christiano has, in various articles and in his book The Rule of The Many (Westview Press 1996)
 defended the view that an acceptance of democracy as a method of decision-making follows from the acceptance of the Principle of Equality. If his claim is correct, he might have succeeded to give a moral argument for democracy where others have failed. The aim of this thesis is to critically analyze this claim.

Since ancient Greece, some of the most powerful arguments against democracy have gained strength from the notion that there are good and bad decisions to be made in politics, and what matters in not who makes these decisions, but rather which decisions are made. The sort of argument that Christiano presents is an argument that if successful, it would show that even if a dictator would make the best decisions, democracy would still be something that we have a reason to promote and defend. This argument calls attention to an intrinsic quality in democracy, namely that democracy is the embodiment of the Principle of Equality. This means that the Principle of Equality, when properly understood and applied, is the democratic process.
 If we accept that the Principle of Equality is intrinsically desirable, we must also accept, according to Christiano, the intrinsic desirability of the democratic process of decision-making (Christiano 1990: 151).

What we will investigate is if Christiano succeeds in providing this intrinsic defence of democracy. If Christiano succeeds in his intention, an undemocratic government could not justify its existence by appealing to the Principle of Equality, even if this society were less unequal in the distribution of the goods of life than it would have been if it were democratic. 

According to Christiano, justice is to equally consider each one’s interests. That is because each one has a life to live and no one is to be (without reason) considered as less important than anyone else (53-54). If we understand the Principle of Equality as equality of well-being, Christiano agrees that the relation between democracy and The Principle of Equality becomes rather unclear. A dictator may be as good as any democratic legislature in distributing the resources in a way that would guarantee equality in well-being (56).

Christiano suggests that we should instead interpret the Principle of Equality as a principle that recommends an equal distribution of resources, or means to achieve well-being. Since, among these means, political influence is of special importance, an equal distribution of these resources is required by the Principle of Equality (59).

The following is my summary of the premises of the argument:
1. Justice requires that individuals should be treated equally with regard to their interests.

2. There is a special category of interests that are deeply interdependent, so that what affects one, affects everybody; these are interest in the collective properties of society. The air that we breathe is one example. It is inevitable that we have air of some quality, and it is something that is relevant to us all.

3. These interests can generally only be served through a collectively binding procedure. That is a procedure of decision-making that is decisive. These procedures might be democratic, but might also be the result of a dictator’s decisions.

4.  The Principle of Equality requires equality as regards the means for participating in deciding on the collective properties of society. These means are votes, campaign finances and access to information (59).

Therefore: According to the Principle of Equality, each one ought to have an equal amount of these means, and this is the principle that the democratic decision-making is about: equality in political influence.
The discussion will focus on claims (2) and (4) and the problems actualized by these claims. In section II I will explore these premises and elaborate my critique against the second premise. I believe that this premise is acceptable, but that Christiano’s notion of collective properties is very problematic. My aim will be to revise this premise in order to make his argument stronger.  

In section III I will challenge the following claim:

“Egalitarian institutions cannot depend on the notion of equality of well-being to serve as a principle for solving political disputes” (66).

According to Christiano these institutions should rather interpret the Principle of Equality as a principle of equal distribution of resources (or means) to achieve well-being. 
In section IV I will enquire into the debate concerning what we ought to distribute equally if we accept the Principle of Equality: Ronald Dworkin suggests that we ought to refute well-being as an appropriate equalisandum. If his conception of well-being is adequate, his powerful arguments might provide support for Christiano’s claims. Gerald Cohen will, on the other hand, provide us with an important example against equality of resources. As we will see, both these philosopher’s arguments will prove to be decisive for a refutation of Christiano’s argument.

In section V I will discuss a problem actualized by the fourth claim. Although resources ought to be equally distributed, Christiano’s claim that votes are resources of special importance needs some extra defense. Christiano suggests that what may seem to be an illusory conflict of interests when citizens advance their conceptions of justice are in fact conflicting interests of special importance. This implies, according to Christiano, that the only way to treat these interests equally is to give them equal shares in political authority. (72-3) I will challenge this suggestion.
According to an Objectivist theory about the good, we have reasons to care about things that are in our interest, regardless of our preferences (Scanlon, 2003: 169-187). I believe that given this theory of the good, that Christiano implicitly recognizes, the Egalitarian Argument will not be sound.

If my assumption that Christiano accepts Objectivism is false, I will maintain that the objectivist approach is the correct one and that it falsifies his argument. Perhaps this implies that we ought to consider an alternative to the process of democratic decision-making.

SECTION II- CHRISTIANO’S EGALITARIAN ARGUMENT 

In this section I will (a) introduce the reader to Christiano’s argument, (b) comment on the parts that I will eventually criticize and (c) discuss how he should revise premise (2).

2.1
Definitions

Here I will state the definitions applied by Christiano in his argument. If not explicitly stated otherwise I will use them as he does.

“(A(n interest
 is something that is a component of a person’s overall well-being. I have interests in pleasure, friendship, knowledge, health and so on. I am better off when my interests are satisfied and worse off when they are not. An interest is not the same as the satisfaction of desire. I may desire many things that do not contribute to my own good” (54).

“Well-being
 is usually thought to involve happiness, health, knowledge, friendship, pleasure, self-respect, and the respect of others as well as a sense of belonging to a community with others, as well as other things that people desire for their own sakes” (63). 

Although not explicitly stated, this seems to me as if Christiano accepts some kind of Objectivist theory, since Christiano’s claims seem to imply that we have objective reasons to want the things listed in the quote and that these reasons may be dependent, but not provided, by our desires. 
“(R(esources
 are money, power, liberty and opportunity, as well as votes and information that people usually desire for the sake of achieving greater well-being. They may be described as tools, instruments or means for pursuing our aims” (63).
2.2
A closer examination of the premises of the Egalitarian Argument

The first premise, that justice requires equal consideration of interests, seems to me to be the least controversial. Perhaps one could object to it and claim that justice implies that each one is to be treated without any regard whatsoever of his or her interests. But this is not a premise where I disagree with Christiano.

The third premise, concerning the necessity of a procedure of collective decision-making seems plausible to me. Such a procedure might be, but is not necessarily, a democratic one. All that is needed is a procedure to decide on issues that would help to coordinate the citizen’s collective actions. An example of a system that does not have a procedure of collective decision-making is a free market. This lack of coordination is, as shown by prisoners-dilemma examples, clearly suboptimal. Although one could be in favour of a society without collective decisions, I won’t defend such a model here. Instead, my examination will be on the second and the fourth premise. In this section I will begin to discuss Christiano’s definition of collective properties, which I find very peculiar. 

2.3
Collective properties 

The special category of interests that is mentioned in the second premise concerns what Christiano refers to as ‘collective properties’.
 To understand Christiano’s argument it is necessary that we have a precise and accurate definition of collective properties, since these are the common interests that could be subject to the electorate’s opinion. The following is my summary of Christiano’s definition of collective properties. The following are necessary and sufficient conditions for X’s being a collective property:

1. Non-exclusivity: one cannot affect one person’s life in relation to X without affecting each one’s life in relation to X. Take pollution control as an example. If the air was impossible to breathe, this would either affect everyone or no-one.  

2. Publicity: X affects people’s interests, not their preferences. If I choose to engage in homosexual intercourse privately, I do not impinge on others well-being, even if I might be frustrating their preferences. 

3. Inevitability: the fact that people share X is inevitable, it may vary in its form but its having certain collective properties is necessary.

4. Alterability: X is alterable. To return the pollution- example; our community could change the quality of the air. If X could not be altered by the society, X could not be a collective property (60-61). 
Christiano has things like environment, public security, education, healthcare and defence, etc in mind. The conditions stated above are to exclude ‘nosy’ preferences, such as preferences about: (a) trivial choices (condition 1), such as the colour of my shirt and (b) private choices (condition 2), such as the practice of one’s sexual inclination. The conditions are also to include things that are (c) important to all of us, because of their inevitability (condition 3) and things that are meaningful enough to engage conflicting interests (condition 4). There are a number of problems with these conditions that I intend to investigate:

2.3.1
Non-exclusivity

It is rather unclear what Christiano means by ‘affected’. I believe that we ought to make a distinction between two levels being affected: direct and indirect. 

X directly affects me if and only if: X changes my level of well-being in some aspect.

X indirectly affects me if and only if: X changes something for me, but this change does not impinge on my level of well-being. 

Thus, if I cut my cheek while shaving, this changes something for the reader, namely that it is true of her that she lives in a world where I cut my cheek this morning. But I would also be indirectly affected if someone frustrated my preference that a certain outcome be realized if this frustration does not affect my well-being. For example: I see a poor old woman in Tijuana. I then hope that her life will go well. Several years later, this woman wins on the lottery and this makes her life go well. This implies that my wish that her life would go well is realized. But her winning the lottery does only affect me indirectly if I am unaware of this fact.

Does Christiano mean directly affected, as I would be if the government would cut down on the support for students, or indirectly affected, as I would be if cross-dressing were prohibited (assuming that I do not practice cross-dressing)? In both cases we are dealing with what Christiano defines as collective properties (legislation and the distribution of public means for students are typical collective properties). It seems to be a problem for the Non-exclusivity- requirement that we might be able to change a person’s well-being by altering some public properties without directly affecting other people’s well-being. Thus the direct criterion is too narrow. On the other hand, if we understand this requirement as involving indirect affection, it would be quite empty, since people in Indonesia would be indirectly affected by our legislation on cross-dressing. Indirectly affected seems to be a criterion that is too wide. 

Say, for example, that we are to vote for or against a law that obliges us to abstain from drinking alcohol while driving. As I do not have an appropriate vehicle, and let us assume that I will, in fact, never be involved in a car-accident, I would not be directly affected by any outcome of the referendum. Would this imply that this particular issue is not part of the collective properties of society? According to Christiano’s requirement, if we understand ‘affected’ as ‘directly affected’, it seems that this issue is not a collective property.

The reader must also ponder upon the possibility that if we interpret ‘affection’ in Christiano’s requirement as ‘indirect affection’, we might be including too much in what ought to be decided collectively. Perhaps my aunt is troubled by the fact that some people participate in homosexual intercourse. But surely we wouldn’t want my aunt’s nosy preferences to make those people’s private life a collective property? 

The most plausible way to understand this requirement is, I believe, to define ‘affected’ as directly potentially affected
.

In a choice between X and Y, X directly potentially affects me if and only if: X could, by a certain minimum probability relative to my stakes at hand, affect me directly.
Thus, a nuclear power plant in my vicinity could affect me in a very dramatic way if an accident would occur. Most probably it won’t, but the mere potentiality is morally significant. In a similar way, even if the prohibition against ‘drinking and driving’ won’t in fact affect me, I still have a reason to care about changes in what would lead to a potential effect on my well-being.
 These reasons are, according to my suggested understanding of this principle, provided by the probability of this potential affection and by the potential change in my level of well-being. This implies that I have a stronger reason to care about something that may kill me or seriously hurt me, and a less strong reason to care if the probability that this is going to happen is very little. 

Thus we have a requirement that is more adequate to political decisions. We could, for example, explain why my aunt’s attitudes as regards other people’s sexuality are irrelevant if we agree that changes in the collective properties matter because they directly potentially affect us. There is no reasonable risk for my aunt to be directly affected by other people having homosexual intercourse in her vicinity. Similarly, we could explain why we all should care about the referendum about restrictions on alcohol consumption when driving. Although I would most probably not be directly affected, I might be affected in a direct way by the result. And this potentiality is of moral importance.

2.3.2
Publicity & inevitability

With the second requirement, publicity, Christiano states that if I make a choice about my private life that does not impinge on another person’s well-being, this does not provide us with a reason to complain of injustice (99, fn). I partly agree with Christiano. It is important to have a requirement that rules out nosy preferences. The problem is, however, that I might make private choices that might affect my own well-being in a serious way. 

I could, for example, produce and consume some drug that is very dangerous. That I do not harm others does not, I suggest, deny others the right to act, by means of the law, against my perilous consumption. If I am, as Derek Parfit suggests might be possible (Parfit 1984: 321), essentially another person in my late 60:s than I am now, this may affect our judgements about interpersonal and intrapersonal concerns. This is, however, a discussion that will not be developed here.

If we enquire into the requirement of inevitability, it seems odd that Christiano claims that the fact that we share certain collective properties is inevitable. Assume that our public water supply has deteriorated in such a way that only rich people can afford to drink untainted water. This implies, according to Christiano, that the water supply is not a collective property. This is, I believe, not what he had in mind when he formulated this requirement. We should revise it in order to make it fit better with our intuition. 

A revised form of this requirement could state that: 

1. X is inevitably a public concern if and only if X potentially directly affects a significant amount of the electorate, by a certain minimum probability relative to the stakes at hand.

2. X is to be regarded as a collective property if X is inevitably of public concern.

This requirement differs from Christiano’s in the sense that it makes it irrelevant if only a minority in fact uses a certain collective property. Thus, even if only one person had actual access to this property, it would be a public property, if it were of great public concern, for the electorate to decide upon. 

My conclusion after a critical analysis of the conditions of collective properties is that they are not adequate and ought to be revised in different ways. Still, for the sake of the discussion we move on to the core issue in Christiano’s Argument of Equality.

The fourth and last premise of the argument is that we ought to understand the Principle of Equality as equality of resources. But it is not clear that democracy follows from the Principle of Equality even if we accept that equality of resources is the appropriate understanding of this principle. We will discuss this issue in section IV. But I will first explain to the reader why Christiano wants us to agree with him concerning equality of resources in the following section.

SECTION III- EQUALITY OF RESOURCES

In this section, my aim will be to: (1) introduce the reader to Christiano’s epistemic argument against equality of well-being and (2) refute it.

3.1
Two theories about the good
As stated above, if the Principle of Equality is to be understood as equality of well-being, the relation between the Principle of Equality and democracy is unclear. But one could understand well-being in two different ways. Not all interpretations of well-being will be as vulnerable to Christiano’s critique. Therefore I will swiftly present them here before we move on to study his argument

1. The Desire theory- well-being is to be understood as the satisfaction of one’s desires.

2. Objectivist theories- well-being is to satisfy a certain list of substantive goods
. A substantive good is to be understood as something that we have a reason to want for its own sake. 

An implication of the Desire theory is that my well-being is very difficult for others to know anything about. This is implied by the internal nature of our desires. Our desires are in our minds, where only oneself has an unrestricted access. Thus, Christiano’s epistemic arguments to be discussed below about our well-being would be powerful if the Desire theory was our theory about how to understand well-being. I believe that we should reject this theory. If we accept an Objectivist theory, it seems to me that Christiano’s arguments will loose much of their appeal.

3.2
Christiano’s three epistemic arguments

His arguments are the following:

(I) The incompleteness of knowledge means that it is difficult and sometimes impossible to evaluate the things we believe are important in our lives. Christiano states that there are two basic reasons for this incompleteness: (a) human cognitive capacities are too weak and (b) individuals do not have a complete understanding of most of their interests.
(II) The changeability of preferences undermines, according to Christiano, the possibility for us to direct our attention to the satisfaction of preferences instead of interests. Even if we were able to measure preference satisfaction, it would be impossible to figure out how equality of preference satisfaction would be practically implemented, given the mutability of our preferences.

(III) The contestability of comparisons argument proceeds, according to Christiano, from the notion that there is considerable disagreement about what interests are the most important and how one is to value the satisfaction of those interests (64-66).
I remind the reader of how we are supposed to interpret well-being, according to Christiano. Well-being is to be understood as involving (among other things): happiness, health, knowledge, friendship, pleasure, self-respect, and the respect of others and a sense of belonging to a community. We could all agree that these things matter. Some might value friendship more than health or knowledge more than happiness. Some might have conflicting conceptions about their interests. So to some extent there is plausibility in Christiano’s claims.  Our conception of our own good is in many ways too crude. If the Desire theory had been true, it would have been as difficult as Christiano suggests finding out how to bring equal well-being to the people.

But let us remember what we are talking about here. We are talking about distributive justice, and in this case it will most often work perfectly with this crude conception of the goods of life. It is neither impossible nor difficult to state that public health, education, and happiness are of great importance, nor is it difficult to provide means to that which our well-being consists of.
In Sweden, for example, the welfare-politics during the 20th century had a clearly formulated egalitarian aspect, and the politicians have always emphasized equality of well-being as well as equality of resources. Equal access to education, healthcare, public transportation, meaningful activities for youths and a rich cultural program were all tax-financed welfare-goals that have been promoted to increase the equality of our well-being. 

Human cognitive capacity might be too weak to make detailed lexical lists of the things that are in our interest, but it is sure enough not too weak to see what people need in order to live good lives, or what would be needed to improve the lives of many people. And some of these things could be provided by the state.

Some do not have an appropriate understanding of their own good; they fail to understand what is good or bad for them, Christiano states. But does this really imply that no understanding could be reached about what is good for these people at all? I think not. On the contrary, that is why we have doctors, psychologists, architects, economists and other experts that, although they might be mistaken, often know better than we do how to help us to promote our well-being.

Also, the fact that there is substantial disagreement regarding which interests are the most important does not imply that we cannot distinguish between urgent and less urgent needs. The fact that someone might be inclined to forgo a decent diet to achieve a certain ideal appearance does not provide us with strong reasons to aid this person in her projects. According to T. M. Scanlon, there are some concerns that one might not have needed to embrace, and are therefore supported by ‘peripheral’ reasons. If we consider the reasons a person presents in defense of a specific concern, we might in a rough, but nevertheless sufficiently precise, way categorize these in a relative urgency scale (Scanlon 2003: 79-80).

 Christiano’s arguments are essentially epistemic: well-being is difficult to know anything about. But if we think about our own lives as well as contemporary welfare-politics, we find that (a) absolute and complete understanding is not necessarily required to make fair choices in distributing welfare and (b) the necessary knowledge about our good is not difficult to obtain, provided that we accept an Objectivist theory of the good.

Although Christiano’s arguments fail to in a sufficient way prove the epistemic difficulties with equality of well-being, there are others that support this view and defend equality of resources. We will discuss this defense in the following section.

2.3
Outline of my argument: 

(1) Had the desire-based view of well-being been the best view, then knowing people’s well-being would, as Christiano holds, be hard.

(2) We should reject that view.

Therefore:

(3) We might be able to know people’s well-being. 

(4) We can cause people to be better off or worse off. 

Therefore:

(5) We could strive towards equality of well-being.

Therefore:

Christiano’s epistemic argument does not provide us with a reason to reject equality of well-being.
SECTION IV- EQUALITY OF WHAT?

The argument provided in the previous section was merely negative. There could be some other reasons to prefer equality of resources than those presented by Christiano. In this section I will present powerful positive arguments provided by Ronald Dworkin and Gerald Cohen for equality of well-being. My aim in this section will be to: (1) introduce the reader to the debate On the currency of egalitarian justice
 and (2) defend an Objectivist account of equality (equality of well-being according to Christiano).

My general idea is that Cohen, who advocates equality of access to advantage
, includes more things than mere hedonic states in his notion of what is important as an equalisandum. The theory he defends includes also resources as an important part. Likewise, Dworkin’s theory of equality of resources does also include more things than Christiano’s theory does. 

4.1
Expensive tastes

Cohen’s and Dworkin’s disagreement in this debate regards how to treat people with expensive tastes. Expensive tastes are to be understood, according to Cohen, not as snobbish reluctance to a simple lifestyle, but rather as an inability to get satisfaction from an ordinary lifestyle. For example, if the only music I can enjoy is opera and the production of this music is more expensive than techno-music, I would be disadvantaged, by my expensive taste, in my opportunity to enjoy music. Although I would refuse to take a (magic?) pill that would make me like some music that is cheaper to produce (techno), I wish opera were cheaper. Justice requires, according to Cohen, that I be compensated for my bad price luck. (Burley 2004: 6-7).  

Dworkin’s reply is that if I would refuse to change my expensive taste for a cheaper one at little or no cost, I could hardly claim that I am worse off than she who likes techno-music. Sure, I would be better off if opera was cheaper to produce, Dworkin claims, but wouldn’t we all be better off if those things we enjoy were cheaper? Thus, expensive tastes that could not be classified by the person who has them as handicaps should not be compensated for, according to Dworkin (Burley 2004: 344-346). But this disagreement between does not create any significant difference for my discussion of Christiano’s Argument of Equality.

Before we begin our investigation the reader must bear in mind that Cohen’s account of what welfare is differs from Christiano’s. Normally, welfare is regarded as identical with well-being, which in turn is identical with some kind of hedonic state. Christiano’s account of well-being comes closer to what Cohen calls ‘advantage’, that is something that includes hedonic states, but also other things, (maybe) such things which might constitute a list of substantive goods (Cohen 1989: 920-921, see also fn 23).

Also, the reader should know that Dworkin includes more things than Christiano does in his notion of resources. According to Dworkin, physical and psychological abilities should be included. Thus to be able to walk, talk and think is considered to have these resources (Dworkin 1981b: 301). 

When I refer to Cohen’s and Dworkin’s notion of well-being I will use the word hedonic well-being to make things more clear.

4.2
What is Equality of welfare?

Dworkin argues that those who promote equality of welfare have been able to gain appeal for their view because they have abstained from specifying what ‘welfare’ actually consists in. If we analyze each candidate for this concept we will, Dworkin suggests, find that equality of welfare is a rather unappealing form of equality. This analysis occupies the major part of his famous article What is Equality? Part 1- Equality of Welfare (Dworkin 2000: p11-64).
Dworkin distinguishes between three theories, or suggestions of how to understand the equalisandum of equality of welfare:

(I) Success theories- according to these theories a person’s welfare is a matter of his success in fulfilling his preferences and satisfying his desires. This is what I have referred to as ‘the Desire theory’.

(II) Conscious- state theories- these are the Objectivist theories that point out hedonic states as the only possible good. I will refer to them as hedonic theories.

(III) Objectivist theories- according to these theories, there are certain substantive goods of life, such as pleasure, friendship, love, knowledge, health and freedom. If two people are equal in the amount of goods proposed they are, according to objectivist theories, also equal in a relevant sense, regardless of their preferences or desires. 

Dworkin argues eloquently against (I) and (II), but when he comes to the Objectivist notion, he just says that this theory is merely equality of resources in ‘the language of welfare’. This is so because the objective notion holds that if two people are equally healthy, mentally sound, equally educated and have in all the other relevant ways the same amount of the substantive goods that are proposed, these people are equal in a relevant sense, even if they differ in their appreciation of these things. According to Dworkin this is the same as equality of resources in his understanding of ‘resources’ (Dworkin 2000, 46-47).

Thus, if we state that there are some things that make our life go better because they have the property of being a substantive good we are, according to Dworkin, to understand these things as resources. It is for me unimportant what we call these things that are so important to us. What may be important is that the same things that Dworkin calls resources, things that ought to be distributed equally, include those things that Christiano refers to as ‘things that make up our well-being’. Thus, Dworkin is in favour of equality of well-being in Christiano’s use of the term. 

Therefore: Dworkin’s argument against equality of welfare is not appropriate to use for the notion of well-being that Christiano proposes, since they are different things.
4.3
Cohen’s refutation of equality of welfare and of equality of resources

Cohen presents in his famous article a strong argument against equality of hedonic well-being and equality of resources that we will investigate. What follows is my version of his examples: 

No Legs: Suppose that since Samara’s legs are paralyzed, she lacks important means, or resources, to lead a normal life. If we would provide her with a wheelchair, she would regain at least some of the means that her condition has denied her. Egalitarians should agree that, since Samara lacks, by brute
 bad luck an important ability, she ought to be compensated for this at least by being provided with a wheelchair. But if Samara happens to be a very glad person, who’s overall level of hedonic well-being is above the average, those who defend equality of hedonic well-being would not invest resources in giving her a wheelchair. They would rather help a healthy person that is quite comfortable with her life, although not as happy as Samara is. This is, as Cohen points out, an implausible recommendation. Thus, we should either refute or revise equality of hedonic well-being (Cohen 1989: 918).

No arms: Samara’s arms also suffer from a condition. She can move her arms, she has (we assume) extra strong arms, but her problem is that several hours after moving her arms, she experiences severe pain. Thus, she does not lack the ability to move her arms, but it is extremely costly for her to do so. Suppose that there is an expensive medicine that, if taken regularly, would alleviate her pain. Our egalitarian intuitions tell us that this what we ought to do is to compensate her so that she might be able to buy this medicine. The problem for those who defend equality of resources is that since Samara does not, in the relevant sense, lack the capability to move her arms, we ought not, according to the resource-egalitarian, compensate her for her painful condition (Cohen 1989: 918).

Cohen defends a revised form of equality of welfare, namely equality of access to ‘advantage’. According to this theory, one should be compensated not only for having lesser resources (as in No Legs); one ought also to be compensated for having less hedonic well-being than others (as in No Arms). The relevant question to ask, according to Cohen, is not “is this disadvantage a lack of resources or a lack of hedonic well-being”, but rather ”could this person have avoided to suffer from this disadvantage or could this person now choose not to suffer from this disadvantage”
 (Cohen 1989: 21). If the answer is yes to the relevant question, the egalitarian ought not provide this person with compensation for her disadvantage. Thus, Cohen’s egalitarianism does compensate for expensive tastes, such as an exclusive diet, provided that this taste is not voluntary. 

Cohen’s theory of equality of welfare thus includes hedonic well-being as an important component, but it includes even more. Cohen never explicitly states what ‘advantage’ is supposed to mean; still this notion seems to me to be the same thing as an undefined list of substantive goods. As we have seen, Dworkin’s view is not so far from this as he might think.

4.4
Who is Cohen’s straw man?
When Cohen illustrates why we ought to refute equality of resources, his arguments are built upon an earlier and more implausible notion of resources than that which Dworkin now defends
. His examples are actually directed against Christiano’s notion, namely that resources are to be understood only as means to achieve a good life, never as things that are good in themselves (Christiano 1996: 63). Dworkin does not defend this view anymore. In his account, we ought to provide Samara in No Arms with compensation, since her pain is to be regarded as a handicap and thus a lack of resources, even if pain (and it was only pain in this example, since she could move her arms perfectly well) is essentially a hedonic state that is intrinsically undesirable, and not merely a lack of means to achieve something else (Dworkin 2000 296-7). This is actually what Cohen wants to include in his notion of ‘advantage’ (Cohen 1989: 920-21). 

If we ought to subsidize expensive tastes that are involuntarily acquired, as Cohen thinks, or if we only should subsidize those expensive interests that are involuntarily acquired and regarded by its possessor as a handicap is not of any importance of how we should consider what ought to be distributed. Both views are compatible with equality of substantive goods, that is, equality of well-being, in Christiano’s words. 
4.5
A reconsideration of the argument

But, the reader asks herself, if Dworkin and Cohen suggest that resources (in Christiano’s narrow use of the word) ought also to be distributed equally, does this not imply that Christiano is in fact supported by their respective powerful arguments? As Cohen describes in No Legs, not only welfare ought to be distributed equally, but also resources, even if the person in question is very happy without her wheelchair. 

This is indeed an argument against the notion that only hedonic well-being ought to be equally distributed. But if we apply an Objectivist account, we do not face the same problem. All the Objevtivist has to say is (very plausibly) that to be able to move around freely is an important substantive good and that we ought to compensate someone for lacking this good. 

Dworkin and Cohen agree that equality is important and they agree that what ought to be distributed equally are things that matter. Equal distribution of resources is important to Cohen and Dworkin, but if we would consider resources as Christiano considers them, as only ‘means to achieve well-being’: would the urgency of the equal distribution of resources be as important? I don’t think so. 

Consider: Meltdown:

 There are two communities, Smallville and Littleton where we, the state-government, are to distribute resources for their healthcare. The two villages have the same number of citizens and these citizens are equally wealthy. We also believe that health is something important, something that is a substantive good. Smallville happens to be located near a nuclear meltdown which took place several decades ago. Because of this cancer is still much more common in Smallville than in Littleton. Therefore Smallville has higher healthcare-costs. 

According to Dworkin and Cohen we ought to give more money to Smallville, since they have a greater need. Christiano has to, according to his definition of resources, deny this. For him it would be fairer to allocate the same amount of resources in both communities. The explanation to his recommendation is that there is a tension between equality of well-being and equality of resources. If we provide the two communities with the same amount of resources, they will be unequal regarding their amount of well-being, since Smallville would lack the resources to take care of all cancer patients. And if the distribution would be such as to provide the communities with equal well-being, they would certainly be unequal in resources. Thus it seems to me, as neither Dworkin nor Cohen would agree that equality of resources is of any importance in this case.

A possible objection could be that the difference between these communities could not be explained in any other way than that they are unequal in resources, since it is more expensive to provide Smallville with the same average health level as that in Littleton. Perhaps the inhabitants in Smallville are equally wealthy to those in Littleton because nobody wants to live close to a nuclear meltdown, and the house prices are thus very low in Smallville. There is some force in this objection
. 

Consider Inbreed:

In two other communities we have a similar dilemma as in Meltdown. One community has more people suffering from severe diseases than the other. We may call this community Lakeside. In Lakeside, only poor and illiterate farmers live. Inbreed is common. Some say this is the cause of all the diseases. It seems as Lakeside’s neighbor village, Lakeville, which is equally poor, has had the luck to avoid inbreeding. The difference between these villages seems to be not a difference in resources, defined as means to achieve a certain good, but rather a difference in the villagers inherited physical condition. This is, as suggested by Christiano, something that is a substantive good. The reason to provide Lakeside with additional resources in order to make them equal in well-being has nothing to do with a previous lack or deprivation of resources. 
 While considering the following quote, observe that Christiano sees ‘knowledge’ as a component of our well-being:
“Consider primary education. We do not evaluate it on the grounds of its ability to ensure that each has equal well-being in the end; that would be simply impossible. We judge the justice of primary educational institutions on whether they have devoted equal resources to each and every pupil. Sometimes we think more resources ought to go to the students who need more help as a result of previous deprivation in their backgrounds, but this involves compensating the students for lack of resources in the past. Beyond this already difficult task we cannot go” (Christiano 1996: 68).

This means that if my daughter would suffer from dyslexia, she would not receive more resources to provide her with special teachers, expensive learning materials and so on. This seems to me as an unequal egalitarianism, which I do not believe that we should accept. It is not impossible to help those who are handicapped in different ways by simply giving them additional resources in order to make them equal in, say knowledge or health. 

4.6
An outline of my Argument

1. Dworkin’s notion of equality of resources overlaps equality of well-being.

2. Cohen advocates equal access to advantage, which is same thing as equal access to well-being.

3. Equality of well being is equality of substantive goods.

4. Their arguments are plausible.

Therefore: We ought accept equality substantive goods.

SECTION V- JUSTICE AND URGENCY

Let us assume, for the sake of the argument, that Christiano is right on what ought to be equally distributed, namely the resources of society. Does this imply that votes and other political resources ought to be equally distributed? This is what we are going to investigate in the following section. The question to be discussed will thus be that of: how and whether the equal distribution of votes is an embodiment of The Principle of Equality. Part one will discuss Christiano’s argument concerning people’s conflicting conceptions of justice. The next part will criticize Christiano’s underlying principle: that we always have a reason to consider peoples conceptions of justice. 

5.1
Conceptions of justice

Conceptions of justice are, Christiano admits, a matter of judgment. They can be true or false. But when our interests are genuinely opposed, we cannot solve this by rational argument as we could in the case of our conceptions of our interests. Christiano believes that interests are not correct or incorrect as judgments are. And this is why we need a fair procedure of resolving conflicts between different interests (Christiano 1996: 71).

An example would illustrate this to the reader more explicitly: Our community is discussing whether to construct a new subway station (a typical collective property) in the Downtown district. Paula, who lives in Downtown, but is afraid of tunnels and never travels by subway, believes that the building of the new station is not in her interest. She believes that it is unfair that her tax-money pays something that she will never use. Paula is in this case mistaken, since she has not thought about that it will be easier for her to ride her automobile to her workplace in Uptown, since so many people that today travel by automobile or bicycle will be able to use the subway.

Joanna, on the other hand, who lives in Suburbia, has a correct conception of her interests. She knows that she will never use the subway and the traffic from Suburbia to Uptown will not decrease because of the new station. Joanna has no interest in the new subway station to be built. This interest, according to Christiano, is nothing that can be false or correct. No rational persuasion can make Joanna give up her interests (Christiano 1996: 71). 

Karen has an opposing interest. She lives in Downtown and would benefit greatly from the new subway station. The conflict between Karen and Paula could be solved if Karen explained to Paula her reasons to accept the new station. This conflict could not be solved between Karen and Joanna, since they have genuinely opposed interests (or so we assume) regarding a collective property in society. Their conflicting conceptions of justice are irreducible
. Only a democratic decision could solve this conflict in a fair way, Christiano states (Christiano 1996: 72-3). 

The reader must be asking herself by now if not Karen and Joanna, since they both are (let us assume) reasonable individuals with a desire to find the most fair and just solution, could at least hypothetically agree on a plausible compromise that could not be rejected by any rational and fully informed person
. If so, the participants in the agreement should prefer the given compromise. 

5.2
Four interests of special importance

Christiano has not one, but four answers to the suggestion stated above. He suggests that there are four interests that all come into an irreducible conflict when people advance opposed conceptions of what is just. The only way to treat these interests equally, according to Christiano, is to give them equal shares in political authority. 

(I) “Each person has an interest in being taken seriously by others. When an individual’s views are ignored or not given any weight, this undermines his or her sense of self-respect, in which each has a deep interest” (Christiano 1996: 72). 
By this Christiano means that everybody has an interest in having her conception of what is just heard and taken into account. I do not believe that everyone actually has this interest; if this is a descriptive assumption about a matter of fact, it is clearly false. A person who, because of severe misconceptions of justice, believes that she ought to starve her daughters beyond recognition and feed her sons does not have an interest that her conception of justice should be taken seriously by others. This is so because we believe that her conceptions of justice are so twisted that if they were regarded as legitimate, they could result in a great harm for her children. If we listen to her but pay no regard to the recommendation her conception of justice requires, that we starve her children, it is unclear if we have shown her more respect than we would have if her conceptions of justice were totally neglected.

Perhaps Christiano’s claim is a normative claim about how we ought to treat people. But even if we accept that this claim is a normative one, this does not imply that taking people’s interests seriously is having their conceptions of justice heard and considered. If someone finds it just that people who are not Caucasian ought to be slaves, we might have good reasons to ignore this person’s claim to be taken seriously by others. Preferences that are so blatantly unjust are, to put it simply, irrelevant to consider (Rawls 1971: 31, 450, 564).  

In addition, it is not obvious that the best way to provide people with means to make their conceptions of justice heard is to provide them with equal voting power, since votes are a rather blunt mean of expressing one’s conception of justice. Rather it could be an aim for a fair society to defend the freedom of expression and to provide cheap and public means for the citizens to make their voices heard.

(II) “There is a tendency to cognitive bias in articulating and elaborating conceptions of justice, particularly in contexts of actual political conflicts. [...] Thus, serious conflict of interest is likely to accompany controversies of justice” (Christiano 1996: 72-73). 

Christiano believes that since we are biased by our conceptions of our interests when we state our conceptions of justice, those who are unable to argue for their conceptions of justice will be disadvantaged by the decisions taken. I believe that Christiano has got things mixed up. Conceptions of justice could be true or false. To this he does agree (Christiano 1996: 71). Accordingly it is possible that we might find a conception of justice that is true in a manner that all potentially affected would be unable to rationally reject it. Thus, if someone’s conception of justice were biased by her (selfish?) interests, this could be a reason to exclude this person from the decision-making. Or at least it would be a reason to diminish her power in the voting process to the extent that her interests bias her conceptions of justice. 

Brian Barry presents an example where five persons share a railway compartment. Four of them wish to smoke, and the fifth suffers from severe allergic reactions from tobacco smoke. Assume also that there are no possibilities to change compartments or to smoke in the corridor. According to Christiano the four smokers might be biased in their conception of justice by their conception of their interest to smoke. But it is obvious that at least one person affected could rationally reject their decision to smoke. Therefore, we see, that the fact that some people’s conception of justice are biased by their conception of their own interests, does not provide us with a reason to solve matters by majority vote (Barry 2003: 330-331).
(III) 
“A third interest associated with advancing a conception of justice is that a person will most likely experience a sense of alienation and distance from a social world that does not accord with her sense of justice. She will have a sense of nonmembership” (Christiano 1996: 73).
I believe that Christiano is too pessimistic about the possibility to find a rational agreement that could consider the interests of all those that are affected. If individuals are rational, they are able to advance conceptions of justice that could be accepted by other rational individuals, and this includes of course minorities and indigenous people. I agree with Christiano’s claim that a person, or group of persons, might feel alienated if their conceptions of justice are too distant from those of the majority. This might be a problem, but, as is shown by several historic examples,
 the majority principle may be as reluctant to consider the conceptions of justice of the minority as any other form of government. It is, in other words, unclear that if a particular minority had an equal vote, they would feel less alienated from society. Additionally, if other rational individuals could reject their conceptions of justice, it might be preferable that they would feel alienated than that society would implement their conceptions of justice. 

(III) “[A] person’s view will not be taken seriously [...] if that person does not posses the power to affect political decision-making. [...] So each person has an interest in having his or her own view taken into account in discussion...” (Christiano 1996: 73).
According to Christiano one must include in the decision-making, not only the interests of those potentially affected, but also their view from where they proceed to their particular conception of justice. If people did not have the power to affect the decision-making, no one would listen to them and no one would consider their view (Christiano 1996: 73). Although I agree with the statement that the decision-making progress ought to consider the views of all those potentially affected, I am not certain that if individuals lacked power in the decision-making process they would be left without any regard to their interests or their views. Consider animals, children, poor people in other countries, the mentally handicapped and senile: although they could be treated with even more consideration to their interests, it is clear that at least some importance is attached to their interests and to their views, insofar as they possess something like a view. 

But, the reader may object, isn’t it so that those individuals named above would be treated with greater respect if they had, if possible, better possibilities to take part in organizing society? Perhaps those individuals that are unable to make their voices heard should have intrest groups that could defend their interests in the democratic process. This may be a possible, perhaps even a plausible solution. But it is not the only possible way to arrange the decision-process in a way that could generate concern for the interests of those that have no political resources.

Those who decide ought, according to the Principle of Equality, to consider the interest of all those affected who have interests, that is those who at least constitute a point of view (Scanlon 2003: 135). This is possible even if those individuals whose interests ought to be considered lack power to make their voices heard. Thus there are two problems with the equal allocation of votes to accomplish this equal consideration of views. 

1. It gives more power to those able to vote and no power at all to those unable to vote. 

2. A democratic legislature might have less understanding of the views of those unable to communicate their views than a non-democratic legislature. 

5.3
Relative urgency of interests

Christiano’s argument gains strength from the notion that ‘to treat a person as incompetent in discerning her interests is to undermine a fundamental support for her self-respect’ (Christiano 1996:74). This argument, in turn, gains force from the notion that a person is always the best judge of whatever might be in her interest. This claim is supported by the Desire-theory. But since we ought to reject this theory, the force of the notion that to treat a person as incompetent in discerning her interests is a lack of respect towards this person, looses much of its appeal.

I believe that we ought to reject the claim that we always fail to respect people if we disqualify their ability to discern their own interests. If this belief is justified, Christiano’s four arguments (I-IV) on why interests genuinely conflict when people advance opposed conceptions of justice, will be refuted or at least greatly devalued.

We ought to, according to T. M. Scanlon, when considering two conflicting interests, not compare how the persons involved feel about these interests, but rather study the reasons in favor of attaining the specific good that the interests aimed to achieve (Scanlon 2003: 75). Scanlon argues further that there might be two kinds of interests: those that a person could to some extent control, in the meaning that the person might not have had this interest, and those who are unavoidable in a general context. Thus, it might be that I have an interest in playing golf rather than tennis, but it could have been the other way around, if I had liked tennis more than golf. I could not, on the contrary, not have the interest of having a good health, since I always have at least one reason to promote my health. The fact that I could have had a certain interest implies that it is to some extent peripheral in my ‘list’ of different interests, no matter how much importance I attach to this interest (Scanlon 2003: 79).

If I had an interest that was peripheral by its nature, such as to loose a lot of weight in a (let us assume) unhealthy manner, which was opposed to another interest with a more central position, such as having a healthy life, it would be better for me not to pay attention to the first interest, since the reasons supporting the second interest belongs to a category of reasons that we recognize as more urgent (Scanlon 2003: 75).

If, as Scanlon suggests, we may claim that the importance of a certain good to be attained is somehow indifferent to personal preferences, I believe that we can also deny that people always should be treated as if they had the best knowledge of their own interests. Thus Christiano’s concern about people’s interests being harmed by not being attained for by a democratic decision-procedure seems to be overrated. 

5.4 Outline of my arguments: 

The fifth section enquired into the question whether conflicting conceptions of justice could result in an irreducible conflict. If this were true, some method of solving this irreducible conflict of interests would be required. Democratic voting could be this method. I believe that if we accept, as Christiano implicitly does, an Objectivist view on the nature of justice, conflicts on conceptions of justice will remain only if at least one person is not fully rational. Thus irreducible conflicts on conceptions of justice are not possible. 

This section also enquired into the question whether it is always morally prohibited to ignore a person’s conception of justice. 
The argument concerning the possibility of irreducible conflict in conceptions of justice:

1. There are true or false answers to each question concerning justice.

2. We can, if we are rational, have true conceptions of justice.

Thus:

3. A conflict between two conceptions of justice has, according to (1), an answer.

And:

4. We can, if we are rational, find this answer.

Thus:

5. Irreducible conflicts of conceptions of justice are impossible. 

The argument concerning the consideration of our conceptions of justice

1. Sometimes people are not the best judges of what is in their own interest.

2. Sometimes people prefer things that could be rationally rejected by someone potentially affected. 

Therefore:

3. We ought not always base our decisions on each one’s conceptions of justice.

SECTION VI- CONCLUSION

6.1
Concluding remarks 
Christiano tried to give an intrinsic defense for the democratic decision-process by appealing to the Principle of Equality, one of the most acknowledged principles. If he had succeeded, his defense would have been very powerful indeed. I believe that I have shown that he has failed. The reasons are: 

1. His epistemic arguments for equality of resources are not adequate.
2. Cohen and Dworkin present arguments that are far more powerful in defense of equality of well-being.
3. Even if we would accept equality of resources, we should not accept the view that when people advance conflicting conceptions of justice, this could lead to an irreducible conflict.  
6.2
Summary

This enquiry began with a discussion of the second premise of Christiano’s Egalitarian Argument and the notion of collective properties. After analyzing the consequences of different uses of the word ‘affected’, my conclusion was that we ought to involve potentiality as a significant component of our view of what ought to be counted as a collective property. 

The fourth premise of Christiano’s argument was given a far greater amount of discussion. In section III, the discussion introduced the reader to Christiano’s critique of equality of well-being, and to the conclusion that his critique was inadequate. Christiano is not the only philosopher that has objected to the notion that it is our well-being that ought to be distributed equally. Most notable among these objectors is Ronald Dworkin. Section IV enquired into the debate between Ronald Dworkin and Gerald Cohen on “the currency of egalitarian justice”. My conclusion was that their quarrel was not about the notion of well-being that Christiano refuted, but about what to do with people with expensive tastes. Thus it seems that Christiano will not gain support by Dworkin’s powerful arguments in favor of equality of resources. 

My fifth section enquired into the question whether conflicting conceptions of justice could result in a genuine conflict. If this were true, some method of solving this irreducible conflict of interests would be required. Democratic voting could be this method. I believe that if we accept an Objectivist view on the nature of justice, irreducible conflict will remain only insofar as at least one part is not fully rational. Thus genuine conflicts on conceptions of justice are not possible. 
6.3
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� All page references in the introduction and chapter one and two refer, if not explicitly stated, to this book.


� It is unclear if this interpretation is the correct one, this quote seems to support my interpretation: “Democratic decision-making is the embodiment of this equality of resources.” (59). 


� My italics.


� My italics.


� My italics


� Collective properties are sometimes referred to as ‘collective goods’.


� I thank Sven Nyholm for this insightful comment.


� One could argue that the fact that I live under a risk is something that actually affects my well-being, regardless of me knowing it. This is another way to state the view I defend. 


� I here follow Derek Parfit (1984: 493-501). On his account, hedonism qualifies as an objective-list theory with only one thing in the list- namely pleasure.





� Ronald Dworkin has elucidated why in his excellent book Sovereign Virtue (Dworkin 2000: 21-48).


� I here follow T. M. Scanlon. Value, desire and the quality of life, p 169-187 in his book The difficulty of tolerance, Cambridge University Press: 2003


� This is also the name of an influential article written by G. A. Cohen, published in Ethics, Vol. 99, No. 4 (Jul., 1989), 906-944, that will be referred to frequently in the following chapter. 


� “Hence the principle I endorse responds to inequalities in people’s welfare opportunities. But (...( advantage is a broader notion than welfare” (Cohen: 1989, 916).


� Brute bad luck is the kind of bad luck that you could not avoid to suffer, that is not the kind of bad luck you suffer from when gambling or taking risks.


� In the article Expensive tastes rides again, Cohen proposes an even more radical view on expensive tastes. On this view, if a person sees her expensive taste as an important part of her personality, she ought to be compensated for this taste, even if she could abstain from having this taste (Burley 2004: 7-8).


� “(T(here is no place in the theory (...( for comparisons of the welfare levels of different people” (Dworkin 1981b: 335).


� My gratitude is once again directed towards Sven Nyholm.


� I assume that irreducible in this context means ‘impossible to find a solution that could not be rejected by any rational and fully informed person.


� That is, and I follow Scanlon (Scanlon 2003: 132), a right conception of justice, but not an issue that will be discussed in this thesis.


� A contemporary example of this could be the Turkish government’s reluctance to confess the atrocities committed to ethnic minorities after the collapse of the Ottoman Empire.
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