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Abstract.

Equality is a main social ethical value. It firatges two essential questions. The operational
guestion “equality of what?”, and the apparentlyenoasic and primitive one: “why
equality?”. There turns out to be several reasongduality of very different nature and
scope, from pure rationality (“equal treatment @fi@s in the relevant characteristic”,
“permutable treatment of equals”, plus “full det@mation”) to tautology (everybody should
have some specific item) and to identity with thestrbasic freedom (non-domination). This
article analyzes all forms taken by social equaliith their reasons, consequences and the
many relations between them, including the logycpiizzling “non-sufficient reason for
inequality”; the various equalities of liberty; teucture of the overall distribution of goods,
income or welfare in social justice; responsibifitge equality; equalities of opportunity;
equity-no-envy and identical domains of choicejtpral equalities; impartialities; relational

equality; reciprocity; ontological equality; a sety of equals.
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Summary
Equality is a main value of social ethics. Inteiashequality implies interest in the

corresponding equality. But why is equality valudtd®eems that the basic question “equality
of what?” can be answered only when the more lmpsstion “why equality?” has been
answered in the first place. It turns out thatéheme many reasons against equality. And the
reasons that lead to it are also many, includipgraly logical one (equal treatment of equals
in the relevant characteristics), an identity with most basic liberty (non-subjection), and a
tautology (everybody should have some item). Atgualquality is only secondarily an end-
value in itself and is generally a derived valug/oMoreover, it is applied to a variety of
domains. Nevertheless, the central place it hold®cial ethical judgments makes the
clarification of these issues a necessity. Thiuihes the rationality of equality, the necessary
property of “permutable treatment of equals”, ttrarsge logic of the often-repeated “non-
sufficient reason for inequality”, equalifgliberty (non-subjection) and the various equalities
of liberty, the various different but equivalent equalitiesttdetermine overall distributive
social justice given different capacities to eamd # enjoy, responsibility-free equality and
equal joint responsibility, the variety of equagiof opportunity, fundamental insurance,
comparative egalitarianism (and “equity-no-envyatjonales and forms of impartiality,
political equality (includingsegoria the equal right and means of talking to all asher
comparisons and measures of inequalities, positkational equality and reciprocity,
ontological equality and its consequences, equatlhveorth and equal respect and

consideration, equality of conditions, and a sgoiétequals.

1. The problem of equality
1.1 Dual passions

Equality is a mathematical concept that inducedjthi#otine (notwithstanding liberty and
fraternity). This conclusion of the Enlightenmehows the astounding and unnatural duality
of the two faces of the coins in this currency. M&tuality, contrary to Hume’s view, a
notion from reason sets passions ablaze. For rey stbue can a mere structural property stir
up so intense emotions. Anger is the common reattiohe irrationalities of arbitrariness and
partiality. On the one hand, indeed, throughout &mistory, in revolutions and wars of

independence many people chose to die for equaldiyno fewer to kill for it. Lack of



equality ignites social protests and fuels socialements. It arouses the most burning social
sentiments, whether righteous indignation againjsstice or pitiful feelings of envy,
jealousy, inferiority, superiority or condescensibrstances are the outrages of subjection,
domination, discrimination, exploitation, starvatiamid plenty, favouritism and nepotism.
On the other hand, however, the analysis of segjahlity (the discipline akology) also
arouses passions of another kind, mathematicdleing one of the most formalized and
logic-intensive field of social science. It incligjdor instance, the logic of equal treatment
and non-sufficient reason (a topic shared withpihiégosophy of probabilities), the modern
developments of Aristotle’s “arithmetic or geometrlichotomy, the parallel roles of
equality in the theory of justice and of symmetrythat of physics, and the concept- and
theorem-rich formal theories of social justicerriass, equity (the latin name for equality),
equality in liberties and opportunities, reciprgciénvy and its absence, the many equalities
of optimum and just distribution and taxation, intgdities and “original positions”, and the

comparison and measure of inequalities.

1.2 Why compare? Evils of equality and of its absence

Is, however, equality the right question? It isoanparison. But why compare? Isn’'t what
matters what each person has — in goods, posgbijliwelfare, dignity, respect, consideration,
etc. —, full stop? Why nosy comparisons with otRahghy not care about each person’s own
situation only? Shouldn’t she mind her own busireess shouldn’t we respect this
preference? If we compare because this persorvisien) jealous or covetous, is this a good
reason? Should we give her the other’s good tchstbid pain? Or shouldn’t we discard,
indeed blame and condemn, such ugly and vicioumése(envy is “the most odious and
anti-social of sentiments” John Stuart Mill wrotept a passion but a disease” Jon Elster
added). If the comparison arouses some painfuirsent of inferiority or judgment as such
by others, or more serious shame, or sentimergapdriority, pride and vainglory for the
other person, should these feelings be taken odouwmt — at least to what extent — or should
they rather be adjusted by education and the pssgremorality or psychoanalysis? At any
rate, are not comparative sentiments, whethere@lit or vicious, the sole responsibility (or

accountability) of their holders?

On general grounds, is not the peculiar choicegoflity arbitrary, unjustified,

irrational? Why “choose equality if there is nogsea for inequality”, as so many have



proposed, since the same logic leads one to clayosenequality as well if there is no reason
for anything else? Is “why not?” a serious answemthy?” Is not valuing equality just the
mere aesthetic appreciation of evenness or symmedmather bourgeois or military taste, but
what else can be the motive, in art-loving Greet®rocrustes who equalizes people’s height
by shortening or extending passers-by to make #eunally match the size of his bed in a
kind of anticipation of the egalitarian revolutiopguillotine? Is not equality the levelling of
ambitions (“He who rises up will be brought downCelui qui s’éléve on I'abaisserasays

the popular revolutionary sorfga ira), the flattening of natural diversity, possiblytarasing

of the variety of cultures which constitutes themmaalue of mankind? Is not famously
equality the enemy and destroyer of liberty? Equadmes jeopardize incentives to earn,
savings for growth, support of the arts (and, indé®th equal self-ownership and equal
happiness since people have different capacitieario and to enjoy). Aren’'t we better
protected by hierarchical armies, more efficiefél¢t by hierarchically organized productive
firms? Aren’t the masterpieces of civilizations fireduct of vast labour exploitation often of
the most insufferable and odious kind (no Louvrerséilles or Taj Mahal with equality, no
exquisite pieces of literature or subtle philosoplithout a leisure class, no Athenian
punctiliously egalitarian but time-consuming citizedemocracy without slaves) — as it is

unfairly said, the free and equal Swiss producedctiucou-clock.

Hence, are not claims of equality superfluous,oeiwus, unfounded, dangerous,

undefined and a priori contradictory?

Well and good. Observe mankind, however, andfiacis that are intrinsically linked

to inequality.

Slaveries (still 100.00Baratins— literally, “captives” — in a country this authlored
in, Mauretania). Racisms (including “ethnic cleaigSiby Nazis, in Rwanda or in Bosnia).
Apartheids. Sexisms of all kinds and intensitieslt@al dominations and discriminations.
The waterfall of disregard, contempt, prohibiti@mgl conditions of caste systems. The feudal
“order” system attacked by a Revolution which defirwhat it violated as liberty, equality
and fraternity (“someone who has not lived in #meien Régiméoes not know what the
pain of living is” said Talleyrand). Then, from exuights of property taken to mean liberty,
the class system with exploitation of man by maaduoal formal freedom, starvation amid

plenty and vast inequalities of opportunity. Reviolns against it leading to Nomenklaturas of



“more equal than others”, the gulag and the rulafe. Dictatorships. Nepotism. Add,
whatever their sources, wealth inequalities andagesgroup life expectancies with
differences of 50 years. The utmost violationsegoria— the Athenian basic democratic
equal right to public expression — by our mass-meée@imocracies where only journalists,
media owners and politicians speak to the redt@people. The view of Rousseau (a former
servant) that one should be neither so poor aaue to hire oneself nor rich enough to be
able to rent someone. And “saved-skin” as the Wekan name for babies born with a clear

complexion peau sauvéa Martinique).

But also, in the then crystallizing caste systéra,birth of the antidote, the
enlightened emancipating lightening of the Buddiki&ing in hissangha(community) a
chandalawoman — a bastard of an outcaste and a foreiggmelpwest and worst of all ranks
— thus inventing the universal equal value of alnlans, later transmitted to stoicism and
from it to Christianity (Saint Paul’s “there is fmnger neither slave nor free man, man nor
woman, jew nor gentile”) and to the modern worldeTtommon demand of equal treatment
of equals in the relevant characteristics, impbgdhe simple rationality of the possibility of
justifying, giving a reason for (section 4) — adgprima facie in the absence of an
overpowering reason (e.g. impossibility or the jgmbt/ of making everybody better off with
inequality).Faute de mieuXinally, the eschatological dream-time equalitéshe classless
society, the chain of karma lives, and the Chmis&iqualizing positive discrimination of the

inverse wealth-related accessibility to paradise.

1.3 Equality asfirst virtue of society

This vast array of facts, emotions and reasonblkstias the overwhelming importance of
both the question of equality and of its necessanceptual clarification. Equality may
sometimes be so bad that only one thing can beewiissabsence. “Inequality is the source of
all evil” is Rousseau’s (1755) clear-cut conclusitdra nevertheless elaborate investigation.
Aristotle and John Rawls see justice as actualealiequality and find it to be the first virtue
of society. Indeed, “Justice is equality, as evedybthinks it is, quite apart from other
considerations” is Aristotle’s teaching to the Ksigon inNicomachean Ethic$Social ethical
equality, the topic here, is almost consubstantial withatsecepts of justice in the same field
(social justice, distributive justice, compensatstice, restorative justice, commutative

justice,diorthic justice, etc.).



1.4 Of What?

Of course, equality can a priori be of many thingish often opposite actual consequences.
The equalities classically claimed have been abuartypes, including:
Equality of income or goods.

Equality of basic rights or liberties.

Equal right to the product of one’s labour or cajpes.

Equality in psychological welfare (happiness, $atison).

Equality in “real” freedom of choice.

Equality of opportunity.

The political equalities.

Relational equality, equality in social relations.

Equality in dignity.

Equality of consideration.

A society of equals.

Ontological equality, the equal moral worth of hurea

Equality is commonly thought to mean equality indmes or goods. It can also be in
liberty, however. Historically, in fact, the firabhd main demand for general equality was
equality in rights and notably in basic rights whare essentially liberties (“men are free and
equal in rights” is the opening statement of thBAlDeclaration of the Rights of Man and of
the Citizen). This freedom from forceful interfecencan also be and has been seen as
forbidding income redistribution, thus as meaniggad full self-ownership (i.e., each person
is entitled to the effects and products of her @apacities to work and earn, and to enjoy)
and hence implying a precise opposite of incomalktyuEquality may be not in goods but
in the (psychological) welfare or “happiness” peogérive from them thanks to their
capacities to enjoy. On the contrary, it can bme(other) resources given to society, and
therefore in the “real liberty” of using them, themmplementing the “formal liberty”
provided by the basic rights. If these resourcesattached to the individuals, as their earning
capacities or social conditions are, transfergecsic policies achieve this equalization. This
can give various equalities of opportunity. Equyatian also be in the variety of social
relations, processes, statuses, situations or wonsli Of particular importance is political

equality, equality in political power and civic guand its manifestation in democracy.



Finally, one kind of equality is particularly funti@ntal in the ethics of modernity: that of the
basic moral worth of humans as such, with the b&deespect, consideration, dignity and
social and material consequences. This “ontologiqahlity” refers to our common humanity
which should be respected in all its instancesi¢basral equality). In Kant’s words, all
humans are equal in the kingdom of ends, and nslooeld consider any other as a means
only. Equality can also appear in different typésubes that permit to determine individual
situations. It is, for instance, an equality of gigs in utilitarianism or in the highest social
income (highest sums of individuals’ utilities acomes). Equality is also sometinrete-
equality (or functional equality, that is, the items of individuals are deriveahfrtheir

specific given or chosen characteristics by theesane or function. As is noted below, this is
the very structure of rationality in the sense @viding a reason for, with important

consequences.

1.5 Equality and Modernity: Formal and Real Equalities

The equalities considered here are results of esdig society, often by institutions but
sometimes by individuals. In almost all societtesré are peer groups with some values of
equality between their members, and, often, edesldf certain types with larger extensions.
However, we are also particularly interested inadityiin the ethics of modernity. The logical
analysis of equality will apply to all cases. Thkies of modernity is characterized by the
acceptance or demand, by large majorities of pdijpuls, of certain equalities for large
populations, universally for some equalities. Thegal values are, first, moral basic worth,
classical basic rights and some sort of demociRegpect, and basic rights when the
distribution of resources is given, are non-rivhb( is, one individual's benefit from an item
does not prevent or impair similar benefits foravt) and therefore the demands may simply
be that each person should have them, which im{fiegs equality. In contrast with these
consensual values of the ethic of modernity, tthgcas deeply divided with regard to the
distribution of goods — the economic values. Thiauppositions are, on the one hand, a
divided family of “egalitarians” who favor equality incomes, goods, resources or welfare
and, on the other hand, “classical liberals” whoeaate self-ownership of all personal
capacities (to earn and enjoy) — and hence, bw#ye equal self-ownership for all. This issue
and the resulting structure of the optimum distiidms are discussed below. Note that since
(prima facig equal treatment of equals in the relevant charastics turns out to be a

logically necessary property of a determinate $atiaice with minimal rationality (cf.



section 4), equality appears in two different wiaysocial choice: (1) as this rationally
necessary property of all social ethics which agspto the particular equalizand and scope of
this ethics whatever they are — it can in particbhlman equal freedom, for instance; and (2) as
the particular values of the noted family of distional “egalitarians” (in goods, incomes,

resources or welfare).

We will point out various relevant structural proges of the object of equality. Just
note for now that equality can be between indivisldmut also between groups or institutions
variously defined (with, possibly, the problem efating the situation of the group to that of
its members). For simplicity in presentation, hoarewe will use expressions of equality

between persons or individuals only.

2. Why Equality?

Equality raises two classical questions: “of whgifitluding between whom and under what
circumstances) and “why?”. The operational quessdiof what?” However, it seems that it
can be answered if and only if we first have thewaar to the other, apparently deeper
guestion, “why?” The issue is more subtle, howe@emsider, for instance, the very common
claims that all humans should equally have somgthirch as, for instance, “the basic rights”,
or “at least the food needed for survival.” Thig hat”, whatever its own reason, constitutes
the reason for this equality, it explains it. Thiérg answer to “equality of what” entails the
answer to “why equality”. In this case, the mentafrequality is in fact redundant. Yet it is
often emphasized for reasons noted below. In anettemple, the very commonly given
reason “I divide this cake equally because | seeeason to divide it otherwise” has a
puzzling logic analyzed shortly (section 4). Inatlkeases, equality and its reason or value are
just two different names for the same thing, aswhe most important equality as non-
domination or non-subjection (the two faces ofgshme relational coin).

When reasons for equality are considered, theistyifact is that there is not one
reason or motive for equality but many of themyedy different and often unrelated kinds.
The two most important types of reason for equality of totally different natures. One is
equality as logic or rationalitylt concerns the reason for “equal treatment obésj, the
logic of justification, the property of “permutaity’ and the meanings of justifying equality

by the absence of a sufficient reason for inequéiection 4). The other type is social. It is



equality as non-subjection and non-dominatiaprotective or negative relational equality,
justified by this type of liberty and of dignitynd extending to the general properties of
relations between equals. Equality as rationahbty apply to all issues — economic, social,

political.

Logic — if one dares say — provides also anothesae for equality which is trivial
from its viewpoint, a tautology, and is neverthelefien repeated, sometimes with great
emphasis and a great importance attached to &.i$bquality as generality or universaljty
meaning that each member of a given group hasouidthave some given property of any
nature. This is extended into a comparison: eaahlmee has, all members have, all members
equally have. This property then is general tontileenbers of the group. It is “universal” in
this group, but the term “universal” is often resaf for cases in which the group is all
mankind. Logically, this mention of equality is tewlant. Its presence may have two reasons
aiming at reinforcing the claim or value. One igitaw attention to the fact that, in the
present or past states, some members only havaddhb property. Another may be to appeal
to other reasons for equality, namely comparat@mméss (section 3) based on the logical
reasons mobilized by the emphasis that the peisaqsestion have the same relevant

characteristics (section 4).

Comparative equalityesults from the comparison of persons’ endowmefitise
items relevant in nature and in measure (e.g. psrtiee appropriate relative concepts —
relative to some specific characteristic of thespa). Equality then results from sentiments of
relative fairness, and it prevents the variousa@gntiments that may be aroused by
inequality (such as envy or sentiments of injustic€airness, inferiority or superiority). This
fairness, however, is based on the notion thapénsons have the same relevant
characteristics (no one deserves, needs or iseehtd or accountable for more than the other)
and on the logical reasons presented in the sedé@ialing with rationality as a reason for
equality (4). Relatedly, the principle of “equitp+envy” saying that each person prefers to
have her own allocation or situation rather thaat tf any other person holds a central place
in equality analyses, because it actually amountsd result of aequality of freedom of

choicein the strict sense of an identity of domainsluodice (section 7).

Equality, therefore, is essentially a derived valtiderives from direct (end-) values

by implications which are varied and opposite petynd direction. In the various cases, it is
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a condition, a cause or a consequence. For nonrdion, equality is factually identical with

it and hence its moral value can be a consequdnteDirectly comparative approval of
equality results from some sentiment of propriegyhaps supported by the justification from
rationality. However, it is not sure that equalgyor can be valued as an end in itself, directly,
although it may look like this in some egalitarjadgments that appear as gut feelings or
flashes of moral intuition, prior to considered lgaes (the opposite of the search for a good
reason). This may concern, in particular, the basith of humans, relational equality in

itself (relation between equals), comparative 89) the absence or impossibility of a reason

for inequality, and the pure quasi-aesthetic valigalance and symmetry.

When the relevant equality is impossible or costiyother grounds, some reasons for
it or judgments favoring it can extend to prefegrlower corresponding inequalities. This
extends considerably the complexity of the prob&d constitutes a vast field of studies.
When what is wrong with inequality is that peopleoshave the least have too little, and if
another situation can improve their situation igfntly without costs in the other people’s
endowments of this item or of other nature that anake the overall situation worse, the
solution may be to maximize the lowest endowmentsnaximin” (“practical justice” for
interpersonally comparable (“fundamental”) ordinalities in Kolm (1971), the “difference
principle” for an index of “primary goods” in Raw{$971), or Parfit's (1995)

“prioritarianism”).

Finally, some equalities induce, entail or requitieers. This can result from the
existence of strictly complementary goods. Foransg, enjoying some right or liberty may
require some condition such as the access to soraerd of some good. But the most famous
and classical example is Pigou’s derivation of équ@me from the utilitarian highest sum—
hence with equal weights—of identical concave imial utility functions. A more elaborate
similar property is the basis of the present-dalfasist theory of comparisons and measures

of inequality (section 10).

The essential question of the relations betweealdgg@and liberty will be split in two:
equalityas liberty, the historically most important defensive relaibequality of non-
subjection and non-domination (section 3), agdalityof liberty, including the basic rights

and the various cases of equality of freedom ofaghand of opportunity (section 6).
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3. Equality asliberty:

the defensiverelational equality of non-domination and non-subjection

Equality, nowadays, is commonly considered as ogbés liberty. This usually refers to
inequalities in income and wealth resulting fromeflexchange, and to interferences by public
redistributions tending to reduce these inequalitiesometimes also refers more
philosophically to freedom permitting the manifeésta of differences in preferences in a
diversity seen as an inequality. However, libertg aquality entered—and founded—the
modern world not as enemies but as associatestber, as identical situations. Such a
radical change as overthrowing the “feudal” orageuired the association of these two
powerful values. The principle that “men are frad aqual in rights” (the 1789 Declaration)

transmutes dominated subjects (and their mastdsegual and free citizens.

The absence of the relation of subjection and datdn is, indeed, in a society, both
the most basic equality and the most basic lib&gJations are more intrinsic to society than
comparisons are, and, in a relation, freedom filoenother's command and equality are
practically synonyms. Domination is a person’s poteecompel another do something,
notably by force or threat. By nature, the corresfiog subjection is the most vicious of
unfreedoms since, in it, a person’s will determiamether’s acts. It is in essence worse than a
simple constraint, not only because of the a ptadertainty, but, much more basically,
because it constitutes a kind of amputation of phtihe dominated self, and this substitution
of wills, this occupation of the other's commanates by force (or ruse), is the annihilation
of the condition for agency, autonomy, self-resgaxt dignity. Domination is usually
maintained by force, but it may be worse when tmidated subject endorses the situation in
“voluntary serfdom” as Etienne de La Boétie pufte situation admits of degrees, however,
depending on possibilities and costs of avoidirgdbmination. Slavery is one extreme, and
there are many forms of it. Avoiding subjectiors@netimes prevented by a status of lower
category (caste, etc.) one is born in. Serfdomiadrde types also exists, as do lifetime
servants of the same master. Domination sometinass|nerades as free exchange, which is
fictitious when the alternative is starvation oe thck of satisfaction of some essential need.
The wage relationship differs from an exchangeeofises by its being subjection to the
boss’s orders within some limits, and the wage erammay have no real alternative or,
perhaps, has the only choice to replace one miagt@nother. This limited possibility to leave

the relation also results in a low wage, henceuabty in this respect too, and situations of
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unequal exchange and exploitation. Intrafamily dwation and emancipation from it towards
equal status, power and rights and duties is ampagiolem of mankind. The domination can
also be group-wise, as with colonial situationsl equal status obtained by independence or
liberation (or by equalization by integration). Atiis covers, of course, a large variety of

situations according to cases, places and histq@&s#ds.

The absence of subjection, or of strong forms,a$ifointly an equality in itself — a
relational equality —, and, if all members of aygqor of mankind) have to be free from the
corresponding domination, an equalityliberty and an equality as generality (or

universality).

4. Equality From Logic

4.1 Overview

The basic property @dqual treatment of equals in the relevant charastes results from

logic for two different reasons. In oregjuality as rationalityit results from rationality in the
relevant and most common sense of providing a reagostifying. This holds whatever the
reason, and even from simply being favourable twige a reason since the equal treatment
of equals turns out to be a necessary conditioalfoeasons. The second way in which logic
requires equal treatment of equals is the propegyplained shortly — of “permutable
treatment of equals” plus the requirement of felledmination (uniqueness) of the result.
However, this equality of equals is sometimes &erior solution and, then, “permutable
treatment” is the second-best logically egalitacancept. The next two sections discuss
these topics. Then, the famous principle of “ingight reason” for inequality is examined
and shown to be either fallacious, tautologicalnn possible ways, or any of the two above

reasons.

The relevant characteristics may include, notadblgescription of the relations to
possibilities. At any rate, this equality cangrena facie that is, in the absence of an
overriding reason which may be impossibility or jbiat relevance of some other value
(which may be the ideal equality of something edsenanimous benefit from leaving

equality, and so on).
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4.2 Equality From Rationality

Equal is rational, rational is equal. Indeed, radio in its most common sense, used here,
means to give a reason, to justify, or to begiddat or at least to intend to. It opposes the
irrational, unjustified or arbitrary. Assume indivali receives of the relevant item of any
nature (goods, income, wealth, position, righteffem, power, respect, honour, reputation,
consideration, bundles of these, interpersonallgmarable level of satisfaction, etc.; the item
may even be a rule providing something to an imdial as a function of some facts possibly
including some characteristics of hers, and thektyus that the same rule is used for
various persons, a deriveale-equalitywhich will shortly appear to be the very form of
rationality itself). If this specifig; is intrinsically justified, given a reason forjglteason a
priori refers to a number of relevant charactessstif individuali, of any nature. The set of
these relevant characteristics is denoteyg. dhe reason that leads to chogseecause of;
is described by a function

X=r(yi). 1)
Note that we write (1) rather thapFri(y;) with a functionr; proper to individual because, in
this case, the reasons, a priori proper to indaiduthat leads one to writg should be
included in the set of relevant characterisyicand the function takes form (1). Moreover, a
complete social choice determines a uniguand them is a proper function. Then, if
another persor, has an identical (equal) set of relevant charistites, y;=y;, relation (1)
implies that she receives=x. This equality is derived from the simple requigsrhof

justifying, giving a reason, that is, from ratiomabpplied to this social issue.

Note that this rationality provides, in fact, tweqgivalent) types of equality: a
conditional equalityx=x; if y;=y;, and a&unctional equalitymeaning that the same function
is used for all individuals, which manifests thevensality of rationality (giving a reason)
fully applied. The former is alssubstitutability that is, if another individuglthani, for
whichy;=y;, is substituted to individua) thenx=x;. The latter is also calledile-equality that
is, the same rulg rather than specific rulespossibly different for different relatesy; to x;;
rationality (in this most common sense) impliegratjuality. (The converse is not true,
although it generally holds; most rules descrilasoas; logically, however, there can be rules
not justifiable from a “reason” — at least from aegson other than the simple desire that
there be some general or universal rule for ingdachelping forecast or indeed just for

securing equal treatment of equals). The equakty results from a requirement of
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rationality wheny;=y; (if direct comparisons are furthermore introdudedgction r may also
depend orx; for j#i for describing these comparisons; then, it shaidd depend oy , and

y;=Yi entails the comparison betweerandx; which favorsx=x;).

In this pure rational equality, there is no direcimparison betweex andx;.
Sentiments of justice or fairness refer in paracub the choice of the relevant characteristics
yi. This choice implies the answer to the questiaqu&ity among whom?” A particular form
of characteristicy; is simply “belonging to a certain set of individs; then thex; of all

these individuals should lpgima facieequal (“equality from generality”).

The property of equad for equaly; holdsirrespective of the specific reasonTihe
simple fact of giving a reason, justifying, suffscir this result. This is common grounds of
all reasons and a necessary property for the existef a reason. Hence, the mere a priori
posture or intention to provide a reason whatemersuffices for the result=x; if yi=y;".
This is strictly minimal rationality. A reason whigields unequal resultg£x) is applied to

different sets of relevant characteristigsy).

A remarkable consequence is that if one has teswnething perfectly divisible
between a number of persons who have no otherarelfferent characteristic, thejris —
or amounts to — belonging to this group and hesdtlkd same for all, and general a priori
rationality (and more generally any particular rabmsistent with the constraint) requires
equal sharing. No reason can give another chorgeotner choice is necessarily without a
rule and hence without a reason — i.e. irratioBglal sharing is the only rational (and
ruleful) solution (a unique one if all the goodlistributed). This is, of course, what is usually
done. An example can be drawing lots between thessons: rationality requires allocating
equal probabilities to them (actually, this is ackbf normative application of the basic
Condorcet-Laplace axiom of the theory of probabsi}.

4.3 Permutable Treatment of Equals

Denote az=(X;, yi) the pair ofx, andy;. Choose the set of characterisfjcas being
sufficiently encompassing far to include all that concerns persdior the judgment under
consideration. Then, if individuals attributedz instead oz whereas individuglis

attributedz instead of, the two social states are not relevantly distéerand are equivalent
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for this evaluation. Hence, any permutation ofzH@etween the personsreates equivalent
social states. Consider now that all the individudelonging to a subset | have the same sets
of characteristicgi=y. Then permuting the=(x;, y) between personf | is identical to the
same permutation of the only between them. Hence, these permutationseof tfive
equivalent social states. Thisgermutable treatment of equals in the relevant abtaristics

If, for instance, the social choice is made throagiocial ethical maximand function of the

(in a particular case they are individuals’ weljathis function should be symmetrical in

thesex.. Consider three applications of the property afpgable treatment of equals.

4.4 Full Determination

If some of these; differ from one another, these permuted sociaéstare not all identical
since at least one individual has differgnn some of these states. However, a virtue of a
principle of social choice is that it lsemplete providingfull determinationthat is, it
designates one of the alternative social statesratther than several alternative — for instance
equivalent — ones. Indeed, notably, action andemtation is the realization of one of the
mutually exclusive possible alternatives only, #mel principle fully plays its role of guiding

the choice solely if it has this property.

Now the states derived by the permutations okithetween the personsf | (with
yi=y) are one and the same state if and only if aliélkeare the same. This is equal treatment
of equals in the relevant characteristics. Theegfoermutable treatment of equals plus full

determination implies equal treatment of equals

For illustration, consider a society of two indiuals 1 and 2, equal (identical) in their
relevant characteristicg:€y>). Write (X1,X2), in this order, the overall allocation in the
society. Then,d,b) and p,a) are equally good (permutable treatment of equBls) they
differ if a#b since each individual then has a different alliocain each of these two states
(overall allocation). They constitute the same sotuas required by full determination if and

only if a=b, that is, equality.

4.5 Permutability as Second-Best Equality
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However, it may be that, actually, some unequalttnent of equals is better than equal
treatment of equals. For instance, some colletéisks are better performed with a
hierarchical organization of the people, evendéiytha priori have the same capacities. This is
conspicuous for the military defence of society, ibis also the case for many productive or
administrative tasks: firms and administrationsenaverywhere a hierarchical organization.
Then, people have different powers, which usuaihais different statuses (and unequal
pay). Society (and all its members) may also béfreim a differentiated education of people,
even if their abilities in all respects are a gridentical, thus creating efficient “specialists”.
Savings provides another example. Aggregate satiegsme investment and provide
growth. Since people usually save a larger fraatifottieir income when this income is larger,
an unequal distribution of income provides highggragate savings even if people have the
same propensity to save (as a function of thewnme), hence a priori a higher growth rate.
For a similar reason, private support of the agtsahits from unequal income distributions
(with rich sponsors). There may also simply be @lper of non-divisible consumption goods
or tools lower than the number of individuals, @nd usually better that they be actually
distributed and used rather than not using theati athich is the feasible equality. In all such
cases, unequal treatment of a priori equals isrgépdetter than possible equal treatment. It

may be that everybody benefits from it in the end.

In such situations, permutations of the different ranks, education, incomes or items
— between individualswith identical relevant characteristigsy provide social states that
cannot be judged otherwise than “equally good” fiemmexternal standpoint although they are
not so for each of these individuals. This permietaéteatment of equals is the “egalitarian”
property of such cases. The property it keeps #qgoal treatment of equals is the equal
social value — in some sense — of permutationsa¥iduals’ allocations. It is a kind of
second-best egalitarianism. The drawback is tleatdnresponding social choice is no longer
fully determined by the problem alone, since on#hefsocially equivalent permuted states
has to be chosen. A strictly egalitarian desiregoalize the individual situations leads to an
overall worsening. Using lotteries or rotation el&ssical means to face such situations (both
were used, for instance, by the Athenian demod@éyl official positions). Lottery provides
a choice with the possibility of ex ante equalliyf it leaves the actual, ex post, inequality.
Similarly, rotation achieves inter-temporal equadit the cost of permanent inequality at each

date.
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4.6 The Principle of I nsufficient Reason

Answering the question “Why equality?” by the takiWhy not?” seems hardly serious.
However, “if there is no reason for inequality, ose equality” (or “if there is no good, valid
or sufficient reason for it”) is the “reason” fogueality proposed by innumerable people,
including some of the best minds (Aristotle in Mieomachean Ethic&'homas Hobbes in
Leviathan John Locke in th&econd Treatise on Governmenwith the addition “If God
wanted us to treat them unequally, he would havergus a sign” —, Condorcet in his 1789
proposal for a Declaration of Rights, and nowadajfter Isaiah Berlin in 1956, Richard
Peters, Herbert Hart, Benn, Graham, Hugo Bedeaph8&h Lukes, Bernard Williams,
Richard Brandt, Brown, Richard Hare, William FrankeChaim Perelman, Grinsberg, Brian
Barry, Derek Parfit, David Miller, Agnhar Sandmo, tAony Atkinson, Louise Marcil-Lacoste,
Wayne Norman, Ernst Tugendhat, John Rawls who megpthat a good reason for inequality
would be that everybody or the poorest benefit figrand so on). Consider, however, the

following properties of this most famous positian équality.

(1) Indeed, if there is no reason, or good or sigfit reason, for inequality, what else can one
advocate but equality? This seems to be a taut@bgut providing reasons. Any other

choice would be irrational or arbitrary.

(2) However, if this argument in favor of equalisyof any use, this implies that there is no
other sufficient reason for equality either. Themnsider any state with inequality. There is
no reason for any other state, with equality ogusdity. Therefore, the same argument leads
one to advocate this specific unequal state. Bintdls argument leads one to choose any
state, equal or unequal. This apparent tautologyfact worse: a fallacy.

(3) The same reasoning is the “principle of norfisignt reason” which is the basis of the
axiomatic epistemic foundation of the theory oflgability, introduced by Laplace and...
Condorcet (the philosopher of the pair): if thex@o reason for an event to be more likely
than another, attribute equal probabilities to thelmwever, the principle is, in this context,
actually an axiom. This suggests that, in sociacst this statement could just express a
“moral taste”, an a priori preference for equalityhat it adds to just expressing this is open-
mindedness: if there is a reason, a fortiori a gmoehlid reason, and unavoidably a sufficient
reason, for states with inequality, one is readgitandon this preference. However, equality
and inequality are a priori unevenly treated: aoaas required for inequality, not for
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equality. This is grima faciepreference for equality. But not a justified ose far. Why this
unequal treatment of equality and inequality, Hegmmetrical status of symmetry and

asymmetry?

(4) However, preferences do or may also interveneéciding what counts as a good, valid,
acceptable, and in the end sufficient reason fequlity, that is, one that can override the
choice of equality. Then, the statement just ixHbose equality if | do not prefer something
else to equality”. However, this can mean two teirdgpending on whether preference alone
is considered or the necessity of choosing aldeitist, we have pointed out that this choice of
equality is to be seen as resulting from a prefa¥eHence, the statement just says: “I prefer
equality if | do not prefer something else to egyalThis is a strange preference structure
which omits indifference (and is not given a reagwi Second, in fact, a choice has to be
made between mutually exclusive alternatives. Ttlenstatement becomes: “I prefer to
choose equality rather than anything else if | doprefer to choose anything else rather than

equality”, which now is a tautology.

(5) Nevertheless, the absence of reason for ingguady also mean two other things. One is
that no imaginable reason for an overall allocatioses inequality. This certainly implies that
all possibly relevant characteristigs- which could a priori be used for such a reasane—
identical for alli. Then, for any reasan the definite;=r(y;) are also identical for ail This
simply is the general a priori equal treatmentopiads.

(6) In particular, we may have to choose the atiooax; to the individuals who belong to a
certain set, while we have no (other) reason for this choktence, the relevant
characteristic of these individuals is only thagytlibelong to the sét This isy; for all thesa.
Hence thesg are identical. Then any reason based on them gleesicalx; for alli. Note

that, here, there is no a priori other reason eeitbr equality nor for inequality.

(7) A different type of reason can justify the miple. With sufficient sets of characteristics
yi, permutations of the individuals’ paizs(x, y;) among the individuals are not discernible.
Then, if all thesg; are equal (perhaps just fdbelonging to the séj, this permutation is
identical to a permutation of the individual alltioasx; only among the individuals. These
permutations are therefore equivalent for any eatadn of the social state. If one is a
solution, so are the others. Yet, whenxthare not all equal, some of these permuted states

differ from one another since at least one indigiceceives different,. However, a
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complete social choice consists of a unique saluflden, this can only happen if theare

all equal. Equality results from permutable treattred equals and the requirement of full
determination of the choice, as already noticedrig the cake between two equal
individuals in proportions (1/3, 2/3) or (2/3, 1i8)equivalent in moral terms although it is not
equivalent for each individual. For the proport{@®, 1/2) only this multiplicity is avoided.
We have pointed out cases in which equal treatiwieedqjuals is less good than unequal
permutable allocations, but the outcome in thetadttuations is not uniquely determined.

Finally, the insufficient reason for equality ishar a fallacy, one of two tautologies
(direct and concerning preferences for choicegryr of the two basic logical possible
reasons foprima facieequality (providing a reason and permutabilityspiull

determination).

5. Equalities Deter mining the Overall Distribution

5.1 The Five Alternative Equalities of Distributive Justice

Besides the equalities protecting against foragom-subjection, basic rights and democracy,
the most important role of equalities may concemadverall distribution of the resources of
society. Equalities are used in many types ofiat Inspired by Max Weber’s remarks
about people’s ethical judgments, Michael Walz&8@) argues that this is how it should be
with equality in each of a variety of “spheres udtjce”. One sphere, however, is much more
important than others in volume: that in which imsdistribution is determined (especially
since various services can optionally be bought disposable income — i.e. put in the
market sphere). This overall distribution of theaerces of society through income belongs
to the domain of “macrojustice” — that John RavdBsc*social justice”, but the common use
of this term is sometimes more extensive (inclugfnginstance, the question of handicaps).
This contrasts with the multifarious issues of “rojastice” specific as regards goods, people
or circumstances, and with issues of “mesojusticgicerned with specific goods but

important ones that concern everybody (e.g., edutand health).

For macrojustice, five polar theories of the appiaip distribution are classical and
important claims. As for all theories of justickey are characterized by what they hold

should be equal. These equalizands are charactdryzevo aspects. One is their substance
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(material, currency, metric) such as income orueses, welfare as happiness, or, in an
equality from generality, self-ownership. The sataspect is their structure, as with an ideal
equality in individuals’ income, resource endowmentvelfare, or an equal weight in the
highest sum of welfare (utilitarianism) or of incem Figure 1 shows this overall structure of
the issues. The values of liberties, responsibiéititittement, happiness, needs, deserts and

merits are implicit, as we will see shortly.

Figure 1. The Topology of Equality

These five polar equalities of social justice a@eyndifferent in nature. The most
tangible of these equalities is that of incomeslfaye classically means, in this context,
psychological welfare, for instance satisfactiomappiness. Economists classically and
basically represent it by individuals’ utilitieso@cepts of equality, addition, or other
operations, concerning such notions may, of colnrsg@roblematic, but classical theories
consider them and this may more or less providghr@uidelines for policies. Income
egalitarians differ from welfare egalitarians bgittholding that individuals are accountable
for and entitled to their own different capacitiesenjoy (utility functions). This may be from
a concept of the self “respecting” the “core séhit provides the evaluation of sensations and
the choices of actions, or because this “utilis/téplaced by preferred aims, objectives,
ambitions or “life plans” (Rawls) chosen by the migpeho then is responsible for them. If, in
addition, people are also entitled to their ownazdies to produce and earn (and hence to
their resulting income), the result is equal selership. It suffices, for it, to say that each
individual has self-ownership — hence it is alsegnality from redundancy, generality or

universality.

Equalities in welfare or income from which it istrpmssible that everybody has more
whereas income transfers are a priori possibleatsmbe described as maximizing the lowest
individual endowment of these items, or “maximiti"equality is desired because individuals
who have little of the item have too little, anddme situation with inequality can give more
to everybody than situations with equality, eqyabtto be replaced by maximin (for instance
Rawls’s (1971) “difference principle” for “primaryoods” and Kolm'’s (1971) “practical
justice” for interpersonally comparable welfarehigassumes that policy can improve the
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lowest endowment without excessive cost (notablgims of lowering those of other

people).

Equality in weights is a priori anterior — more &iggam” — in the evaluation.
Nevertheless, the egalitarian aspect of utilitasieindue to equal weight is classically
forcefully (and redundantly) emphasized by JereragtBam and quoted by John Stuart Mill:
“each is to count for one and nobody for more thia@". It is the basis of Richard Hare’s
(1981) defence of this philosophy as an interpi@tanf Kant's view that each individual
should be given equal consideration (it seems, kiewé¢hat the product of individual utilities
would not give them less equal consideration thair sum — it amounts to comparing
relative variations in utilities rather than thabysolute variations).

5.2 The Equivalent Multiple Equalities of the Overall Distribution

If everybody, which includes voters and officidls|ds that some social principle is irrelevant
for a problem, this principle cannot be implemerftadhis question on social grounds. Now
people actually hold that the comparison of indisl$’ capacities to enjoy (hedonistic
capacities) or their variations, and of their taste relevant for allocative choices in two types
of cases: when they refer to suffering and wherdtsiibution is between people who
sufficiently know one another to feel empathy tadgathe others. Allocations in a hospital or
in a family are typical cases. If national fratéyractually ruled the minds, or in case of
national disasters creating general sufferingptineciple of overall national distribution (for
instance for the income tax) would be in the wataiamily. In the other cases, people’s
opinions about income distribution are instancasassociations of the other two cases only,
income egalitarianism on the one hand, and theosatiership of classical liberalism on the

other. The resulting social and political synthesisompromise is a mix of these two values.

The normal way of representing the resulting incemehat they are the sum of two
parts, an egalitarian income and a classical litara. For clarity, denote a®ne of then

individuals,y; her income,/; her labourw; her wage rate. Her earned incomwiig; . The

average wage rate 8. Theegalitarian incomas theequalsharing of individuals’ earnings

during anequallabourk, kw: for individuali. This egalitarian income ikw . Above that,
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however, individuals arreeto work ¢, and keep their earning from the extra labour,
(¢; =Kk)w; . Their disposable income is
yi =k + (4 —k)w.
For individuals participating in this redistributicthe equalization labour should be such that

k < ¢, because people do not accept taxing leisure’, at the value of labour (W, > W),
and providing a wage supplement (8 —w;) if w, <w) to hoursk — ¢, which provide no

wage seems absurd.

This redistribution is egalitarian in various res{se On tangible grounds, it is the
more egalitarian the higher the equalization latkaar(it is not at all fok=0, the pure self-
ownership of classical liberalism). On rationalgnds, it has a number of remarkable
egalitarian structures. It transfédrem eachequallyin labour k or in equal proportion of her
capacitiekw), andto eachequallyin income (). It implies anequal minimum incomé&w .
It amounts to each receiving agual universal basic incomiév financed by arqual labour
k of each or irequal proportiork of each capacitw. It also amounts teach individual i

equally yielding to each other the produst{k/n) of anequal labourk/nin a kind of

general equal labour reciprocityt is alsoequal free exchangef labour for a wageffom an
equal allocation(of kw in income andk in labour or the complementary leisuréhe two
parts of income arequality according to deser{equal incomekw for the equal labouk)
and tomerit (i.e. including the effects of personal capacitig$or labour/, — k),
respectively. Individual i’s leisure id =1-/, if total time is measured as 1. Individual i's
total income including the value of her leisure; A, is

Y, =y, +wA =w +k(W-w)=kw+ (1-k)w . But P = kw + (1-k)w, is the value of a
price index for the two prices of income or constiompgoods, 1, and leisure; for
individuali, with respective weightkw and1-k . Hencey;/P; is the same for ail But;

/P; is by definition the corresponding “real income™purchasing power” of individual
Therefore, the distribution in question also ameuatqual purchasing powewhich is a
kind of equal real liberty for individuals’ choices of income (or consumpii@nd leisure (or

labour). This equal liberty is not an identity afrdains of choice (with differem).

Note that basing a tax on the wage rate can be a@a®irethe present French tax law,

by exempting overtime labour earnings from the medax, over a low benchmark. There is
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de facto no cheating (because it would be too cmaeld to hide this basis from the possible
controls).The full theory adds dimensions of labour othenttaration, notably formation
(Kolm, 2004, 2008a, 2010).

6. Equality of Liberty

6.1 Basic Rights or Equal Negative, Protective, or Civic Liberty

The use or threat of force may be steady or ocoakié person may incur it from others as
individuals, in groups or through institutions. Talesence of such forceful interference
defines a freedom called social, protective, negdi term of Kant, John Stuart Mill and
Isaiah Berlin) or civic (John Stuart Mill). Its dpgation to various specific issues constitutes
the basic rights or basic liberties. With this ttem, a forceful constraint on someone can
only implement a previous acceptation of it andcabbt a previous agreement (possibly an
implicit one) of this person. This absence of farcenter-individual relations is an equality,
and a general basic demand of modern society iathadividuals benefit equally from such
liberty (equality as generality or universalityhi¥ demand is even that this liberty has

priority (this is the first and main statementloé tcorresponding constitutions).

Is this general equal liberty with priority posgphowever? This raises an essential
conceptual issue with important consequences. Ntaniers, such as Rousseau, Condorcet,
the text of the French Declaration of the Right&4ain, John Stuart Mill, and John Rawls
have held that these basic liberties or rights khbe, with priority, “equal for all and, then,
maximal” (Rawls even admits inequality if this peéisreach or the least endowed in these
liberties to have more of them, as he does abaunhgry goods”). However, they consider
jointly these rights and liberties plus some mdanmmake them actual possibilities or “real”
(as Marx puts it). They want to face Anatole Frasmodjection that: “rich and poor people
alike have an equal right to sleep under the bat{fee traditional shelter of Paris tramps).
However, there is no a priori limit to these me@inghe number of private planes and
airports for freedom to move, the size of privaéhedrals for freedom of worship, the
privately owned media for freedom of expressiomer, this principle uses all the resources
of society without even a principle for choosingvixeen these various real liberties. The
solution of defining some amount of means for e#gtt is a priori arbitrary. Moreover, any

equality of these means for all would be found wdrg everybody than some other, unequal
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solution because people make different uses oéthigbts and have different preferences

about them.

The rational solution consists in distinguishing thrmal rights from the means of
benefiting from them, and in putting the questidbthe means in that of the general
distribution and of the free exchanges of goodsltieg from it (with the possibility of some
minimum income — see section 5). Then, when acwomstentions of different individuals
oppose one another and cannot be implementedyjoihts opposition can be attributed to the
means and is solved by the property rights conogriiem (for instance, the occupation of
the same place at some time) and not to the “fdrngdits in themselves. Then these rights
are non-rival between them and can be equally indidl and used at satiety by everybody.

6.2 Equal Real Liberty

The next issue about liberty concerns people’s meéifree action, which was the topic of
the section on the overall distribution (5). Theessary distinction between general
“macrojustice” and more specific issues of “miciijoe” and “mesojustice” is explained
there. The basic liberties imply equal freedom»afrenge, given the overall income
allocation. The theory of macrojustice obtainsracttire of distribution which can be defined
in various ways as equal liberty (although witHetént domains of choice as a result of the
different earning and productive capacities ofitithviduals — see section 5.2 and Kolm
2004, 2008a, 2010).

6.3 Equality of Opportunity

Equality of opportunity describes a set of casesoofality of liberty to be found in various
issues of justice at all levels. A priori it meahs identity, for various agents, of a set of
alternatives among which each can choose. In #mlatd and most common meaning, this
refers to social conditions of access to certamebts, positions, situations, jobs or
possibilities (such as access to various typesloéaion) — for instance, with regard to
various types of discrimination or family influendéhe concept has been extended to
transform these formal freedoms into more “realkgrand these direct choices into their
outcomes, by adding the effects of personal capaand social settings and thus considering

opportunities for income, achieved level of edwmatior the actual performance permitted by
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jobs or positions (perhaps for given levels of gjfdOne could also consider equality of
opportunity for welfare as happiness or satisfachy adding the consideration of capacities
to enjoy or be satisfied. Equality of opportunityi$ describes cases that are different and
sometimes opposed. This explains why politicianalidtinds love the concept whereas

practically all philosophers criticize it severely.

The initial motives for equality of opportunity @@ or arise from two different and
opposed perspectives, one for realizing an equatitythe other for criticizing another
equality. The equality to be realized is that ahsgoossibility of choice, as the name
indicates (for example, one wants access to ceptasitions without discrimination or other
obstacle for some people). The other motive ithjection to policies of equalization or
uniformization, for different people, of outcomasedn part to their actions, and the demand
to replace this equality by that of domains of cledn which these agents choose, thus
replacing an equal outcome by an equal libertyutsye this end. Since this change generally
leads to unequal results of actions, this staneatisegalitarian in this senséhe emphasis is
often not only on the comparison between the agaittalso on some competition between
them, for which the equality of opportunity is sogpd to provide fair conditions. This elicits
the classical leftist judgment, preferring not otilg “actual” outcome equality but also or
mainly the possibly convivial relationships jeopaedl by the competition, as expressed in
the statement that “equality of opportunity is gdodhorse races but not for humans”.
However, equality of opportunity includes both lityeand equality in possibilities; the
absence of such equality includes cases that aer@ty considered to constitute the most

viciously unjust features of societies.

The basic feature and difference between the casesst in the definition of equal
versus unequal opportunities. The main one retedsscrimination that limits choices on the
basis of such criteria as race/ethnicity, famibste, feudal-like order, gender, religion, and so
on. Apart from formal discrimination, the principdéten refers to advantages provided by
family relations, including favoritism, nepotisnacsal networks, information, direct support,
and the role of families in education at home aciiool. A basic issue is whether personal
capacities, innate or due to family influence, bbtan childhood, are counted among the
sources of the opportunities in question. The fasmoaritocratic slogan “the career opened to
talents” refers to a situation in which positiome allocated according to talents alone,

banning other social discrimination. Policies didmat as “positive discrimination” are
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usually attempts to compensate for disadvantagestireg from social setting and family

influence.

The simple slogan “equality of opportunity” thusvecs a number of cases that are
quite different and can belong to opposing ethicaitions. Formally, there are several types
of equality of opportunity.

Negative equal opportunity in actidrans formal social discrimination of all kinds.

Positive equal opportunity in actidrelps people who cannot perform some relevant
action to actually perform it.

Equal opportunity in action and resuthplies that if some people choose to perform
the same action, they will obtain the same outcgussibly with help for those who are
disadvantaged as a result of unfavorable persapaaities or circumstances (notably social

environment).

The next step would simply be equality in outcombich is not equality of
opportunity from the point of view of its causest lwvhich can be equality of opportunity for
the further use of the outcome in so far as inisnéermediate product — such as wealth or

education or health as used for further choicesaatidns.

6.4 Equality and Responsibility: Responsibility-Free Equality and Equal Joint
Responsibility

Responsibility is the assignment of the effectarofiction to the actor. It requires freedom,
which conversely implies responsibility if this issis raised. The allocative principle of
responsibility holds that this should determinedHecation of benefits and costs (and not
only blame or praise). This principle can be equafiplied to several or all actors. If this is
the only principle, facts of society which do nesult from members’ actions have no
particular reason for their allocation and therefthreir value should be equally shared (from
rationality). However, beneficial or detrimentapasts of society are generally joint products
of the actions of several people and of given fa&part from particular structures of the
effects of the acts (separability, additivity, syetny), there is no a priori solution to the
corresponding allocation of costs or benefits. Haavewhen several agents’ acts and the
allocation of the resulting benefits or liabilitiage collectively chosen by a required

unanimous agreement between these people, edobrofitas a veto power on the realization;
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therefore she is fully responsible for it, and reemcparticular for her own act and her benefit
or liability. When there is some impediment to theneral agreement (in the nature of a
“transaction cost”), a solution is to estimate wihég agreement would have been were this
impediment absent and to impose the obtained sfgand acts (this is a “liberal social
contract” — see Kolm 1985). Recently, the respalisHiree equality has been emphasized
by Gerald Cohen (1989), and closely analyzed ologbphical grounds by Mat Matravers
(2007) and on economic grounds by Marc FleurbaB9g&® A particular important
application on a delicate point differentiates tvain theories of what should be equal. John
Rawls (1971) and Ronald Dworkin (1981) hold pedplly responsible for their own tastes,
preferences, capacities to enjoy (and hence “ufilihctions”), which is a priori rather strange
but can be defended by considering people’s eredsied or values as “ambitions” or “life
plans” chosen by them. In contrast, the ordinarglfarist” theories include compensations
derived from differences between individuals’ heidarapacities. E. Anderson (1999)
provides particularly penetrating and cogent astits of the various scholarly theories of this
responsibility-free (or “brute luck”) egalitarianns

6.5 Fundamental Insurance: Equal Hypothetical Liberty

A “fundamental insurance” is a hypothetical mutinglurance undertaken by people against
the risk of some disadvantage that in fact thegaaly have. This may be, for instance, having
a poor health or having received a poor educatemabse of family environment. This theory
provides a rationale for corresponding compensatangsfers that mitigate the inequality. It
rests on a putative free choice (an exchange, whakes it be a kind of “social contract” in
the technical sense of a putative collective agesgjrand it also is a “partial original

position” with a “partial veil of ignorance” (seelow). Its assimilation of a choice

concerning justice to a choice in uncertainty pgiari problematic but is to be accepted if this
is general opinion. This is the case, for instafmethe European system of public health
insurance; the fact that what people pay does eyl on their given propensities to be sick
implies a “fundamental insurance” of these handicdjnis particular kind of “liberal social
contracts” (the impediment to the insurance agregmehe “arrow of time”) has also been

directly suggested by Ronald Dworkin (1981).

7. Comparative Egalitarianism
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Sentiments favouring equality are often the residtirect intuition-like comparative
judgments. However, the logical “equal treatmergaals in the relevant characteristics”
certainly lurks behind such emotions. Neverthelsssh judgments seem close to aesthetic
ones, as remarked by Kant and confirmed by braiation on resonance imagingif comes
from a Germanic word referring to beauty, and thhee® and Latin concept for beaukglon

andpulchrum were never neatly and consistently distinguidheah the moral good).

When the individual items that are compared haversé dimensions about which the
individuals can have different preferences (thihéscase, for instance, for bundles of
commodities), it is possible thao individual prefers any other’s “allocation” todr own
without these individual allocations being identidehis principle, callecgquity-no-envyis
one of the most commonly used in egalitarian sgidiece the early 1970s. Its egalitarian
properties are readily seen. If there is one (dd¥idimension only, the principle implies
equality. If the individuals have identical prefeces, the principle implies that they are
indifferent between all individual allocations. Hewver, the most important egalitarian
property of this principle is that it amounts toequality in liberty. Indeed, it is satisfi¢d
and only if there exists a domain of choice sueh ¢#ach individual’s allocation can be
chosen by this individugWith her given preferences) a domain identical to jtthe “if” is
obvious and the “only if” is easy: the set of thdividual allocations plus any individual
allocations that no individual prefers to her ovamstitutes such a domain. The analysis of
this principle in Kolm (1971), after mentions bynJEinbergen and Duncan Foley, was
followed by a large number of applications and aatis reviewed by William Thomson
(2008). It cannot be called “no envy” by itself base the sentiment of envy arises from the
joint presence of the other’'s and one’s own alliocaih one’s “utility function”, but it is
formally related to structural properties of a gaeuheory of envy deriving individuals’
“envy-free preferences” from their possibly enviqueferences (Kolm 1995).

8. Palitical Equality: Democracy

One of the most important application of equalityd politics, in the realm of democracy.
The Athenian four equalities of democracy still\pde the basic framework:

Equality in the eyes of the law, monomia

Equality in voting, “one man one vote”, democracy stricto sensu

Equality in public expression for influencing oteeorisegoria applied in Athens as a
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right to equal time of speech in the assembly tifems.
Equality in theaccess to official positiongmplemented there by drawing lots or by

rotation.

This was for a middle-sized society, with officidist a priori the possibility of mutual
influence between citizens. Women, slaves anddaess were excluded, and official
positions soon became the privilege of memberafafent families.

Later democracies had a variety of restrictiongatiing rights or access to positions.
In present-day mass societies, the most violatatbdeatic equality issegorig since the flow
of public messages is that of the mass media ielwhitiny aristocracy of journalists, media
owners, and politicians send views, values, infaioma(and entertainment) to the mass of the
people who are gagged in this respect (internet®pew possibilities which already have
had some important political effects, but it is sote whether this will or can develop at the
level of the overall problem). As is well knowntredugh democracy has led to important
inequality-lowering redistributive transfers in nyactountries, it also allows corporate and
other interest groups to buy favourable laws wihtdbutions to campaign$he various
specific rules of particular democratic systems aégse innumerable issues with respect to
equality. In the end, the main egalitarian virti@e®mocracy is as a barrage against

dictatorship, the harshest inequality.

9. Equality and Impartiality

From a social point of view, humans manage to shelo opposed selves “in their breast” as
Adam Smith puts it. Their self-centered and pagedf favours themselves and the people
they like or have particular relations with onlyowever, the “mirror neurons” in their brain
also provide them with an impartial self able tketan objective view putting everybody —
themselves included — on the same footing: Thighiat Thomas Nagel (1986, 1991) calls
“the view from nowhere” — but is there such a plaseowhere or is it, rather, from

everywhere jointly?

A priori, the distribution most favourable to somets strict interest is without
equality. Moreover, among situations with equabitysome kind, one (in general) is most

favourable to this person’s interest than the @thiéor instance it is equal incomes (barring
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incentive effects) for people with low earning poyand equal self-ownership in the free
market for people with high earning capacities. phaeson’s impartial self, however, will
generally make some other choice with some scetjahlity. But will this latter impartial
choice be the same for everybody? This is ofteiebedl, for instance by Adam Smith
implicitly, by John Stuart Mill who takes the eqiako be that of the weights in an
egalitarian sum of utilities (and probably by Thaagel). However, the a priori only
logical structural requirement of an impartial junggnt is that it respects equality of some
sort. Hence, there is a priori a very large chéicesuch a judgment. Moreover, the impartial
individual evaluation uses some psychological attarsstics of this person which a priori
differ from one person to the other. Thereforerehtends a priori to be different impartial
evaluations (hence with different equalities) toe various individuals — other phenomena

such as a common moral culture or mutual influehoeugh dialog can change this.

However, since an individual's impartial judgmehsociety does not depend on her
own specific interests, she produces such a judgihgine is asked to judge when she does
not know which specific person she is, which speaituation is hers. Each individual may
still be purely self-interested, but her ignorapoevents her from favouring her own actual
self-interest. On can think of this as a time segeewith evaluations “before” the
individuals know which specific person they will, iefore the actual individual situations —
with the specific interests attached to them —-aasgned. John Rawls (1971) calls this state
the “original position”, in which individuals evate “behind the veil of ignorance”, and this
way of thinking is the most famous modern theoringbartiality. A first result appears
straightforwardly: if the individuals in the origihposition face the same (uncertain) prospect,
and if they have the same preferences about tloesrtainty, their evaluation there has to be
the same: they make an equalanimous'original social choice.” Rawls then assumes that
some possible risks faced by these individualsarsevere that they choose maximal
protection thanks to three principles in order wdmpty: (1) the basic liberties (equal and
maximal, discussed above); (2) non-discriminat{@)ithe “difference principle”, that is, the
highest possible level of the lowest individual ewdhent of “primary goods” (one of which
is income or wealth), which is not an equality hessincentive and disincentive effects
permit unequal allocations to induce a higher potida, hence to provide more to the least
endowed. This implies, however, that the indivigualthe original position, who are
assumed to make a social contract for the adopfitime “principles of justice”, do not also

agree not to follow their self-interested impulsdsen working in real life (see Cohen, 2007).
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Rawils built this theory in order to provide an ai@ive to utilitarianism, then the
prevailing view in English-language philosophy. Hwer, John Harsanyi (1976), working
out the theory of the original position with thassical theory of “rational” choice in
uncertainty and the noted assumption of identiwdividual preferences shows it to have a
utilitarian-like structure! The individuals in tlegiginal position want to maximize a sum of
individuals’ utilities obtained from the mathemaitiexpectation of utility with equal
probabilities of being all the actual individuatsowever, the added utilities are the particular
von Neuman-Morgenstern specification for choicegrinertainty, which a priori differs from
a specification which could represent “happinessf @ariations of it, as required by classical
utilitarianism. Moreover, the individuals may alse risk-seekers, which leads to the most
unegalitarian result (e.g. when they value havihgaxiety's wealth so much that they
accept, for this risk, large chances of having mggh Furthermore, the various individuals, in
the original position, should in fact have differ@emaximands because they a priori differ with
respect to (1) their preferences for being theadtulividuals (some prefer to be rich, others
prefer to be liked or famous, still others prefebe good), and (2) their risk-aversion. For
both theories, to begin with, the reduction of aich of justice or social optimality to a self-
interested choice in uncertainty is problematie: filtymer is accountable to society and ethics,
as the second is not. The theory of “moral timerisigd, which asks the individuals to
consider that they are the various actual indiviseisaccessively in time is another

impartiality theory which, however, raises simiaoblems.

10. Equality asL ower Inequality

Philosophers discuss equality, but since largelgepsado not exist in real life, sociologists
study inequality (Melvin Tumin, 1967, provides aogmverview) and economists compare
and measure inequalities. This comparison and measinequality has developed into a
very large field of studies from the mid-1960s Questions such as the following are
analyzed. Does income inequality increase or deerednen all incomes vary in the same
proportion or by the same amount? Does a transier & richer person to a poorer one
diminish inequality (it augments the inequalitiedvieen the poorer and the equally poor and
still poorer, and between the richer and the egualh and still richer, yet it may be favoured
on the grounds of welfare if the poorer suffersifrihis poverty)? Are the relevant

inequalities relative or absolute? And so on (KA@66). Multidimensional inequalities and
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inequalities in liberty are also studied. THandbook of Income Inequality Measurement

edited by Jacques Silber (2000), gathers reflestadrmost of the experts.

Multidimensional equalities and inequalities rgiseticularly thorny questions. Can
the inequality in one good be morally compensatedduality in another, or, rather, by a
distribution in this good negatively correlatedwibe distribution in the former? Is there a
difference in income which can compensate a pdwalth inducing living one year less?
Max Weber’'s (1962) remark that people want equaiityach good induced Michael
Walzer’s (1983) theory of “spheres of justice” wilpriori equality sought in each “sphere”.
However, in a society with an extensive markettifiable by freedom of exchange), one

“sphere” is particularly large in volume, that atome received and spent.

Multidimensional equalities, that is, equalitiese#ch of several goods, are in general
such that other, unequal distributions are prefebyeeverybody, because people a priori have
different tastes. However, among allocations o$¢hgoods that are not so dominated, some
can be defined as “more equal” than the othersifRagch individual consumes some of each
good, these solutions turn out to amount to equames (Kolm 1977, 1996b). One famous
proposal of such multidimensional equality is S€&%85) for individuals’ “capabilities”; the

noted result applies to it.

11. Positive relational equalities, reciprocity

Equality in social relations does not solely inwlhe noted absences of domination, too
unequal distribution or envy. It has many otherelsions. Equality can also be with respect
to status, respect and consideration, with, notablytual respect and consideration. In such a
society, people relate to one another on an egoéihy and interact with others alter ego
They are knights of the round table of society.ISasociety of equals something other

than an egalitarian society, although it certalimhyts inequalities of various types. It adds a
requirement of liberty in the consideration of a#)evhich situates these relations on the
verge of fraternity (or sorority). Relations betwesrjuals are described in particular by
Marcel Mauss (1924) and David Miller and Wayne Namm A. Mason (1998). P.
Rosanvallon (2011) shows their various forms inrtfeglern history of Western societies. E.
Anderson (1999) shows how their principle can sdiheevarious social problems in a society

of “democratic equality”.
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These positive relational equalities can be suppdsly a basic sociopsychological
property of humans: the tendency to treat othedsralate to them as they treat you and relate
to you; such reciprocity is a relational egalitarf@action that is a main cement of society
(Kolm 1984, 2008b).
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Figure 1. Thetopology of equality



