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Distributive justice is perhaps the central topic in contemporary Anglo-American political philosophy, and the place of responsibility in theories of distributive justice is among the most hotly debated aspects of that topic. The collection aims to advance this debate by examining problems such as: Under what conditions should we see people as responsible for their choices and the outcomes of those choices? How could such conditions be fostered by liberal societies? Should justice be sensitive to responsibility, that is, should what people are due as a matter of justice depend on what they are responsible for? If so, how should one depend on the other? For example, how far should health assistance and benefits depend on the past choices made by the sick and injured – say, a choice to smoke or a choice to engage in dangerous sports? What values would be realized and which hampered by making justice sensitive to responsibility? For instance, would it advance or hamper fairness or equality? 

The relationship between responsibility and equality has been especially prominent in the philosophical debates. This is partly on account of the fact that the relationship raises difficult philosophical problems. But the explosion of philosophical interest in the relationship has also undeniably been fuelled by the wider political debate and, specifically, the growing political hegemony of right-libertarian views of responsibility and the rise of so-called ‘conditionality’ in welfare regimes in the US and Europe that appealed to the personal responsibility of welfare recipients.
 Egalitarians responded to such developments by attempting to recapture responsibility – ‘the most powerful idea in the arsenal of the anti-egalitarian right’ – for their own cause.
 The collection both reflects the recent interest in the relationship between responsibility and equality, and contributes further to our understanding of the relationship. It re-examines the so-called ‘luck egalitarian’ (responsibility-sensitive egalitarian) stance on the relationship between responsibility and egalitarian justice by investigating arguments that are supportive as well as those that are opposed to the luck egalitarian view. 

In this introduction to the volume we provide an overview of the current state of the debate about the problem of responsibility and locate the contributions of the chapters of the volume in the context of this debate. But we will begin by mapping the rise to prominence of the subject over the last few decades. 

1. A Brief History of the Recent Debate 

The key events in the rise of the debate about distributive justice are of course John Rawls’ publications of the mid-twentieth century, culminating in 1971 with A Theory of Justice. Rawls’ great work made talk of the death of normative political theory seem thoroughly outdated.
 It sought to defend two principles of justice, which are initially described thus: first, that ‘each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive scheme of equal basic liberties compatible with a similar scheme of liberties for others’; and second, that ‘social and economic inequalities are to be arranged so that they are both (a) reasonably expected to be to everyone’s advantage and (b) attached to positions and offices open to all’.
 Two lines of argument offered by Rawls as support for and illumination of his principles are especially relevant in tracking the history of the recent debate over the place of responsibility in theories of distributive justice as the debate developed partly in response to the ambiguous status of the concept of responsibility in Rawls’ work. 

The first of the arguments relevant to the status of responsibility in theories of justice offered by Rawls concerns the second of the two principles he put forward. Recognizing that ‘everyone’s advantage’ and ‘open to all’ can each be taken in two ways, Rawls considers three interpretations of equality of opportunity.
 The first, ‘the system of natural liberty’, requires only that there are no legal barriers to persons gaining positions; there is formal equality of opportunity, but no attempt to control the economic inequalities that result from variations in natural talent, social circumstance, and sheer luck. As Rawls notes, ‘[i]ntuitively, the most obvious injustice of the system of natural liberty is that it permits distributive shares to be improperly influenced by these factors so arbitrary from a moral point of view’.
 The second interpretation, ‘the liberal interpretation’, adds to formal equality of opportunity the requirement that each individual has a ‘fair chance’ of attaining positions, and thus advocates what Rawls has called fair equality of opportunity. Fair equality of opportunity requires that social background does not affect individuals’ chances of attaining positions. While observing that this system removes the arbitrary influence of social class that is prevalent in the system of natural liberty, Rawls criticises the liberal interpretation on similar grounds: ‘[w]ithin the limits allowed by the background arrangements [those required to maintain equal basic liberties and fair equality of opportunity], distributive shares are decided by the outcome of the natural lottery; and this outcome is arbitrary from a moral perspective’.
 In other words, Rawls worries about the influence people’s native talents and abilities, which are arbitrary from the moral point of view, can have on their positions: those whose abilities are, or can be made, marketable would have an advantage over those without such abilities He settles, therefore, on the final ‘democratic interpretation’ of equality of opportunity, which curtails the influence of differential distribution of natural talent on people’s life chances. The democratic interpretation combines the more demanding fair conception of equality of opportunity with the ‘difference principle’, which only allows inequalities where they are to the benefit of the worst off members of society. Hence Rawls’ final statement of the second principle requires social and economic inequalities to be (a) ‘to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged’ and (b) ‘attached to positions and offices open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity’.


Before explaining the relevance of the above argument for the debate over responsibility and distributive justice, let us introduce the second argument found in Rawls that has implications for the debate. Rawls thinks that distributive justice should be concerned with the distribution of primary social goods (that is, among other things, rights, liberties, income, and wealth). In taking primary social goods, rather than (say) welfare or resources in general (including natural ones such as, for example, intelligence or health), as the appropriate object of, or grounds for, (re)distribution, Rawls faces the objection that some convert goods such as income and wealth into welfare at very different rates to others and thus big differences in welfare can arise. This happens, for example, when some people have so-called cheap tastes and thus can reach relatively high welfare levels with the help of relatively cheap goods. In reply, Rawls draws attention to our ‘capacity to assume responsibility for our ends’, and notes that, since persons with cheap tastes have acquired those in response to their reasonably expected income and wealth, ‘it is regarded as unfair that they should now have less in order to spare others from the consequences of their lack of foresight or self-discipline’.


What is the relationship between Rawls’ discussions of ‘moral arbitrariness’ and ‘assuming responsibility for ends’, and debates more explicitly concerned with justice and responsibility? Will Kymlicka has interpreted Rawls’ theory as a precursor of those later accounts that give individual choice and responsibility a central role. On Kymlicka’s view, Rawls is motivated by the ‘choices-circumstances distinction’ and ‘the “ambition-sensitive” and “endowment-insensitive” goal’, even if the democratic interpretation of equality of opportunity and the difference principle do not quite deliver the goal in question.
 Roughly speaking, distributions are ‘ambition-sensitive’ (or ‘choice-sensitive’, or ‘responsibility-sensitive’) when they depend on choices made by individuals (in ways that may reflect option luck
) and are ‘endowment-insensitive’ when they do not depend on differential brute luck. Brute luck is fortune over which individuals have no control (or which they have no responsibility for) while option luck is the upshot of risks that were in some sense deliberately taken on.
 
According to Kymlicka, Rawls aims at endowment-insensitivity since he holds that ‘[n]atural talents and social circumstances are both matters of brute luck, and people’s moral claims should not depend on brute luck’.
 To achieve ambition-sensitivity Rawls should have recognized, as Ronald Dworkin later has, that differential option luck can justify inequality; implementing the difference principle, however, would likely obliterate at least some inequalities arising out of differential option luck. This is because the difference principle is concerned with improving the position of the worst off members of society, as measured by primary social goods, and people with bad option luck can fall into this same category. In addition, Rawls fails to deliver endowment-insensitivity since his use of primary social goods as the metric of equality makes some brute luck inequalities invisible (most notably, those in health). According to Kymlicka, then, ‘while Rawls appeals to [the] choices-circumstances distinction, his difference principle violates it in two important ways’.
 

This interpretation is however disputed.
 Samuel Scheffler reads Rawls as denying any fundamental distinction between choices and circumstances, and so sees no contradiction in his position. Scheffler points out that Rawls discusses ‘the principle of redress’, which holds ‘that undeserved inequalities call for redress; and since inequalities of birth and natural endowment are undeserved, these inequalities are to be somehow compensated for’. This principle could well be motivated by the goal of endowment-insensitivity and the centrality of the choice/circumstance distinction. But Scheffler draws attention to Rawls’ assessment of the principle as having appeal ‘only as a prima facie principle, one that is to be weighed in the balance with others’.
 That is, while the principle is taken into account by Rawls, it is only one consideration among several. Rawls’ overall goal is to establish which conception of justice is the most reasonable for the purpose of regulating the basic structure of a heterogeneous democratic society. The claims of ‘moral arbitrariness’ are then put forward as a rebuke to the rival goal of rewarding talent or hard work, through the largely unregulated free market of the system of natural liberty. Moral arbitrariness matters in so far as ‘it helps to clarify the distributive implications of taking equal citizenship seriously’, but it is equal citizenship rather than the absence of brute luck inequality that Rawls sees as fundamental.
 Similarly, people are expected to assume responsibility for their ends because this is part of the division of responsibilities between the individual and society. This division is appropriate simply because people can be expected to cope with the fair shares allocated to them. The fairness of the shares is not a matter of choice-sensitivity, but is rather grounded in the fact that choices ‘are part of a distributive scheme that makes it possible for free and equal citizens to pursue their diverse conceptions of the good within a framework that embodies an ideal of reciprocity and mutual respect’.


Two things seem to emerge clearly from this dispute: first, that Rawls does not take the choice/circumstance (or option luck/brute luck) distinction to be fundamental, and second, that some have nevertheless taken his occasional invocation of similar ideas, especially references to the moral arbitrariness of factors such as social class and natural talent, to be suggestive of a concern with the distinction.
 At any rate, responsibility only came to the fore in debates about distributive justice with the publication of Dworkin’s ‘What is Equality?’ articles.
 Like Rawls’ ‘justice as fairness’, Dworkin’s ‘equality of resources’ is a complex account of justice and equality, only some parts of which need concern us here. In Dworkin’s case, however, these parts are at the core of his theory.


Dworkin asks us to imagine that all the resources in a society are to be distributed on the basis of an auction. Each individual has the same level of control over the composition of the lots, and each has the same amount of currency. Dworkin holds that the outcome of the auction will be equal if it satisfies the ‘envy test’ – that is, if each individual is satisfied with the bundle they end up with, in that they would not trade it for anybody else’s. Over time, however, as people make different choices, their bundles will change. According to Dworkin, it is unproblematic for some to come to hold more than others where that is the result of free and informed exercises of preference from equal starting positions. Those who play it safe and consequently hold less than successful gamblers can have no complaint as ‘the price of a safer life … is precisely forgoing any chance of the gains whose prospect induces others to gamble’.
 The difference between successful and unsuccessful gamblers is justified similarly: the risk of losing was the price paid for the chance of winning. Ex post redistribution from winners to losers cannot be prescribed as this would be to deny both groups their preference for risk taking, and so would amount to a denial of their equal role in creating the auction lots.

Variations in option luck are then a legitimate basis for departures from an initial equality of resources. Brute luck is a different matter. If an individual is unforeseeably struck by a meteor, or is the victim of sudden blindness, the disadvantage he suffers as a result is not explicable in terms of the risks the individual has taken. Dworkin acknowledges that the availability of insurance can transform what would otherwise be brute luck into option luck, but also that insurance against some types of brute luck is not and cannot be available in the real world. He therefore argues that elaborate hypothetical insurance markets are required to set the right level of compensation for natural disabilities and talent deficits, the most prevalent forms of uninsurable brute bad luck in the real world that cannot be eliminated through social reform, as class could be. The compensation is paid for through taxation of those without natural disabilities and talent deficiencies. 


One of the key considerations Dworkin presents in support of adopting equality of resources as the egalitarian ideal concerns persons with ‘expensive tastes’ – those that require above average resources to secure average levels of welfare. Equality of resources’ major egalitarian rival, equality of welfare, would require that those with ‘champagne tastes’ are maintained at the general welfare level, at societal expense. As Dworkin notes, ‘most people would resist the conclusion that those who have expensive tastes are, for that reason, entitled to a larger share than others’.
 But his position, unlike Rawls’, does not require that persons assume responsibility for their tastes, with compensation for expensive tastes ruled out altogether. ‘Cravings’ – those expensive tastes with which the holder does not identify – may give rise to compensation on Dworkin’s scheme.
 Thus, in distinguishing between tastes that do and that do not give rise to compensation Dworkin appeals to the distinction between ‘the person’, which defines what success in life would be like, and ‘circumstances’, which facilitate or impede that success. Compensation can be claimed for disadvantageous circumstances, but compensation cannot be claimed for that which is part of the person, as this sets the terms for a successful life rather than merely impedes or facilitates such success.  In this way equality of resources can recognize unfavourable obsessions for what they are without creating incentives for the cultivation of expensive tastes.


Dworkin’s theory can, on account of its use of the brute luck/option luck distinction, be seen as the first major account of distributive justice to place considerations of responsibility and choice at its centre. Subsequent egalitarian theories have sought to accommodate the distinction in even more explicit fashion. Two significant such theories are Richard Arneson’s equal opportunity for welfare and G. A. Cohen’s equal access to advantage.
 The principal difference between the two is the favoured measure of (equal) distributive shares: while Arneson preferred welfare, as measured by informed preference satisfaction, Cohen favoured a measure that included both welfare and resources. Both views endorse a deep equal opportunity (or equal access) conception of equality which objects to all disadvantages that do not result from the holder’s genuine choice (construed in some way).
 Arneson offers this more detailed specification: ‘Equal opportunity for welfare obtains among persons when all of them face equivalent decision trees [of possible complete life-histories] – the expected value of each person’s best (= most prudent) choice of options, second-best, … nth-best is the same’.
 Arneson and Cohen both require that the opportunities are (to use Arneson’s term) ‘effectively equivalent’, in that the persons have sufficient information, ability, and character to actually pursue the opportunities equally. 

Such equal opportunity views might be thought to provide a better account of egalitarian justice than equality of resources.
 The defensive aspect of this is that they provide a ready response to Dworkin’s expensive tastes objection to equality of welfare. The equal opportunity view differs from equality of welfare by only advocating compensation for expensive tastes in the less objectionable – or perhaps, wholly non-objectionable – cases where the holder is not responsible for bringing about their taste (or more precisely, the expense of their taste). The more positive, and more contentious, aspect is that these views identify welfare deficits as a source of disadvantage, and so can provide compensation in some compelling circumstances when equality of resources sees no disadvantage. Dworkin is probably right to say, contrary to Cohen,
 that painful but non-disabling medical conditions do not fall into this category, as equality of resources would advocate compensation in such cases as well, specifically when the sufferers do not identify with their conditions.
 Troubling cases arise, however, where (i) a welfare deficiency, (ii) identification with taste, (iii) disidentification with the taste’s expense, and (iv) lack of genuine choice regarding that expense all coincide.
 Consider, for instance, women who strongly identify with their preference (taste) for looking after their own babies personally.
 Relative to parents whose identification with that preference is weak, these mothers would often be disadvantaged whether they look after their babies or not, absent special redistributive action by the state. Such women can rarely if ever be said to have genuinely chosen their preference, and would usually disidentify with the welfare expense of it (resulting either directly from lack of contact with their child or indirectly from a radically reduced income should they devote themselves to childcare). By focusing on whether or not disadvantages are chosen, equal opportunity can explain why assistance from the state in such a case might be appropriate. Even where there is identification with preferences themselves, compensation may be due on account of bad price luck, ‘which is bad luck in the high cost of the preferences’.
  
Equal opportunity might, then, be thought to provide a more plausible cut between compensable and non-compensable expensive tastes. Cohen points out that in Dworkin’s paradigmatic case of a holder of expensive tastes, the holder – Louis, who has a taste for plovers eggs and pre-phylloxera claret – both endorses his tastes (grounds for denial of compensation according to equality of resources) and came to have them voluntarily (an irrelevance on Dworkin’s scheme, but grounds for non-compensation on Arneson’s and Cohen’s schemes). It is, according to Cohen, the second feature of the case that injects Dworkin’s treatment of it with some appeal. Where the two features come apart – where, for instance, a photographer identifies with their expensive taste in pastime, but the taste came about involuntarily – it is the (in)voluntariness that seems relevant to distribution.

The general view of distributive equality defended by Arneson, Cohen, and (in a less pure form) Dworkin continues to generate internal disputes over these and other matters.
 It has also come in for considerable criticism from other egalitarians. One prominent critic, Elizabeth Anderson, has named the view ‘luck egalitarianism’, and joined others in objecting to it on two distinct grounds.
 The first claim is that luck egalitarianism insults individuals both through intrusive investigations aimed at finding out what in their lives is due to luck and what they brought about themselves, and by expressing pity, envy, and paternalism. An early and particularly careful statement of this sort of argument is provided by Jonathan Wolff.
 He observes that a person’s respect-standing might be undercut through a failure of common courtesy, through a failure of trust, or through ‘shameful revelation’. Though Wolff grants that luck egalitarianism need not undercut respect-standing in the first two ways, he avers that the sort of detailed information it requires necessitates shameful revelation. For instance, an unemployment benefits claimant would have to try to convince the relevant authorities that she has made a serious effort to secure a job, in the process acknowledging her own powerlessness and eliminating any remaining self-respect.

According to Anderson, luck egalitarianism does not only insult its citizens: it abandons them as well. The most common kind of abandonment concerns ‘negligent victims’. Marc Fleurbaey’s iconic example features ‘Bert’, an uninsured motorcycle rider who likes to feel the wind in his hair, in spite of his knowledge of the risks.
 When Bert crashes, suffering severe but treatable injuries, luck egalitarianism will, according to Fleurbaey, note the free and deliberate character of his actions, and conclude that he has no egalitarian claim against being left to die. But such harsh treatment may seem contrary to our moral judgement. Fleurbaey urges that individual responsibility is not all that matters here – the scale of the disadvantage being suffered also counts.


Anderson takes these two objections as sufficient to undermine luck egalitarianism’s egalitarianism, and holds that it cannot be said to treat persons with ‘equal concern and respect’, as Dworkin himself requires of an egalitarian theory.
 The objections might also be thought to pose independent problems for any attempt to place responsibility at the heart of distributive justice, as it may appear that any resulting account of justice will be both demanding in information terms (and hence potentially disrespectful) and exacting in its distributive judgements (and hence potentially harsh). These problems would arise even in non-egalitarian accounts of justice.

Some writers, moreover, have found problems with luck egalitarianism’s use of the concept of responsibility itself. Susan Hurley has pointed out that luck egalitarians have refused to open the ‘black box of responsibility’, have sometimes conflated more than one notion of responsibility, and can not in any case specify or justify their egalitarianism by reference to responsibility-based goals such as luck neutralization.
 Other critics have suggested that luck egalitarianism assumes the truth of metaphysical libertarianism (that human free will exists and causal determinism is false) which is very much in doubt, and/or cannot be applied in practice in the absence of some such metaphysical certainty.

Those identified as ‘luck egalitarians’ have responded to this wide variety of critiques in an equally wide variety of ways.
 Dworkin, despite often being considered the first luck egalitarian, has been at pains to repudiate the label, and has sought to explain how equality of resources is not susceptible to the criticisms targeted at luck egalitarianism.
 Arneson and Cohen are happier to accept the label, but have also sought to defend their positions, both emphasizing that the contrast between their abstract principles and their policy implications may be greater than critics have allowed.
 It may, for instance, not be good luck egalitarian policy to conduct investigations into individual benefit claims, on account of the costs this imposes on some unfairly disadvantaged persons, and less precise policy tools may be utilized instead. Arneson has also been happy to accept Hurley’s suggestion that equality must be postulated separately from luck neutralization, and has emphasized that luck egalitarianism might be practically indistinguishable from outcome egalitarianism if hard determinism is true (that is, free will is an illusion).
 Both writers ended up endorsing significantly revised positions, Arneson combining responsibility considerations with considerations of the total amount of welfare and the amount held by the worse off in a pluralistic position he calls ‘responsibility-catering prioritarianism’, and Cohen providing compensation for judgmental tastes – those that are ‘informed by valuational judgment’
 – where they are disadvantaging, even when they are chosen. Although both positions are something of a departure from the earlier, stricter views, in that they allow for some cases of bad option luck to be compensable, they both appear to retain a significant role for considerations of responsibility.         

2. Responsibility and Distributive Justice


 We set out below some of the key themes in recent debates about distributive justice and responsibility, all of which are developed further in this volume. 
2.1 The Concept of Responsibility

As H. L. A. Hart once illustrated with the example of a drunken sea captain,
 there is not one but many different concepts of responsibility. The three probably most familiar are those of causal responsibility (A is causally responsible for X when A has caused X), moral responsibility (A is morally responsible for X when she is blameworthy or praiseworthy for X), and responsibility as obligation (A is responsible for X in the sense that A has some obligations with regard to X), including legal obligation. Which concepts of responsibility are most relevant to debates about distributive justice? Before answering this question, we want to emphasize that we think this is the right question to ask. While political philosophers have by now developed sophisticated accounts of the various organizing principles of distributive justice such as equality, priority, and sufficiency, the discussion about the place of responsibility in relation to distributive justice remains relatively under-developed, partly because not enough attention has been paid to what it is that theorists inquire about when asking about the place of responsibility in theories of distributive justice. Following a distinction commonly made in discussions of responsibility in moral philosophy, we want to suggest that that there are two distinct concepts of responsibility that are most relevant to distributive justice: agent responsibility and consequential responsibility.

First, to be responsible for something can mean that one has brought this something about. This is agent responsibility. To say that Ann is agent responsible for breaking a window means that she has brought it about, qua free agent, that the window is broken. So understood, attributions of responsibility for attitudes, outcomes, or actions to an agent are attributions of authorship. It might be helpful to locate the concept of agent responsibility with regard to the more familiar concepts of causal and moral responsibility. To attribute agent responsibility for X we need to find both a causal link between the person and X (i.e. attribute causal responsibility) as well as establish, in addition, that X stems appropriately from that person’s agency. Thus a person who breaks a window because she is thrown against it by a sudden gust of wind may be casually responsible for breaking the window but would not normally be seen as agent responsible for it if we believe that the force of the wind simply overrode her agency. On the other hand, to attribute moral responsibility we need to go one step beyond attributions of agent responsibility and decide whether the agents should be blamed or praised for what they brought about. Attributions of agent responsibility do not require us to make this call: we can say that a person is agent responsible for tying his shoelaces, or agent responsible for giving money to a bank robber at gunpoint, without the need to see such actions as blameworthy or praiseworthy. 

We thus distinguish between (1) attributions of authorship, and (2) attributions of moral blame/praise, reserving ‘moral responsibility’ only for the latter. The idea here is to distinguish between seeing people as responsible for X in the sense that X (appropriately) flows from their agency, and seeing them as morally blameworthy or praiseworthy. We know that sometimes in the literature a single term (be it agent or moral or attributive responsibility) is used to denote both attributions of authorship, and that it would now be appropriate to morally blame or praise the agent if moral blame or praise were appropriate (given some further facts). But we think in the context of debates about distributive justice, it is helpful (at least sometimes) to disambiguate the issue of whether the agent is morally blameworthy/praiseworthy or whether only the first condition for moral blame/praise - i.e. that s/he is the author of X - has been (established to have been) met. One of the reasons why we think it is helpful is that it allows us to flag up in a relatively straightforward way that luck egalitarian judgments of who is owed what as a matter of egalitarian justice need not track attributions of moral blame and praise.

More often than not what is at stake in debates about distributive justice and responsibility is precisely how people’s entitlements to resources (including opportunities) are affected by what they bring about – i.e. by their agent responsibility. This problem is frequently expressed as one of two questions: ‘when, if at all, does the fact that one has brought about one’s disadvantage annul one’s entitlement to assistance?’; or, with ‘choice’ serving as proxy for agent responsibility, ‘are those whose choices led to their disadvantage less entitled to assistance than those whose disadvantage is not a matter of choice?’

Agent responsibility then is the first concept at the heart of debates about distributive justice and responsibility. But since the idea of authorship is simultaneously complex and elusive, the concept itself can be developed in different ways. For one, authorship may be variously seen as a matter of what people choose as freely willing agents, or what they control, or deliberately choose, or choose when well-informed, or choose in the sense of responding to reasons, or choose in the absence of some autonomy-undermining conditions, or bring about absentmindedly when they should have paid attention, or bring about through forgetfulness, or some combination of those and similar proposals. 

In addition, fixing on a specific conception of agent responsibility requires establishing which outcomes, if any, can be linked to the conduct that is seen as itself appropriately reflective of the agency of the person whose responsibility is at stake. Are persons to be seen as authors only of outcomes that were certain to follow from their choices, or also outcomes that were merely likely to follow, or outcomes that were reasonably foreseeable, or what?
 Peter Vallentyne in his contribution to this volume offers a systematic proposal for how to deal with an aspect of this problem, namely the problem of how false beliefs affect which outcomes could be attributed to an agent who has them. To make the problem more concrete, imagine, with Vallentyne, a person who intentionally undergoes a painful medical procedure because she falsely – and through no fault of her own – believes that it will cure a disease she has. Is she responsible for the reduction in her well-being brought through the pain, or not? In his chapter, Vallentyne develops an account of how false or incomplete beliefs affect agent-responsibility, and thus entitlements, on a luck egalitarian account of justice.

The second concept of responsibility that is key to debates about responsibility and distributive justice is that of consequential responsibility.
 To say that a person is consequentially responsible for X is to say that the burdens and benefits that come with or constitute X are justly his or hers to bear (or to enjoy). Moral or legal responsibility can hence be understood as versions of consequential responsibility with the relevant burdens and benefits being, respectively, blame/praise and legal sanctions/opportunities. But the type of consequential responsibility that is at the core of debates about distributive justice may be seen as distinct in three senses. First, it is focused on burdens and benefits whose distribution is the concern of distributive justice such as, in the most general terms, advantage and disadvantage.
 Second, attributions of consequential responsibility normally presuppose the presence of agent responsibility. In this sense consequential responsibility is similar to moral responsibility, as attributions of blame and praise normally presuppose the presence of agent responsibility, but may be distinct from legal responsibility which can take the form of strict liability.
 Finally, and connectedly, consequential responsibility in the distributive sphere is seen by some as ‘holistic’, in the sense that whether any particular attribution (and thus any economic (dis)advantage) is correct (i.e. just) is dependent upon whether the many other attributions of consequential responsibility (and thus allocations of economic (dis)advantage) in society are correct. Retributive justice, by contrast, is often said to be ‘individualistic’, in that the justice or injustice of any particular attribution of consequential responsibility turns on facts about the subject – usually whether they are agent responsible for some thing that society finds intolerable – rather than on any general assessment of societal benefits and burdens.
 That noted, in his chapter in this volume, Matt Matravers maintains that arguments put forward in support of distributive justice’s holism also support holism in the retributive sphere. In both cases there are no morally relevant differences between persons prior to or independent of principles of justice. Even if there were such differences, it would be too complex to establish the appropriate rewards and penalties.

If we put both agent and consequential responsibility together we can phrase the problem at the core of current debates about distributive justice as follows: under what conditions, if any, could being agent responsible for finding oneself in a situation in which one suffers a disadvantage (or enjoys an advantage) make one consequentially responsible for the (dis)advantage as far as distributive justice is concerned? Notice that it is possible to pose this question without direct reference to the concepts of responsibility and in this sense, as with other concepts, responsibility can be understood as a mere epiphenomenon – a handy shortcut for talking about what really matters, that is agency and (dis)advantage. This is most clearly seen in Susan Hurley’s contribution to this volume, which challenges the traditional liberal view that assigns priority to individual responsibility. The cognitive sciences show that rational agency, which is presupposed by individual responsibility, is in fact formed by the public realm, and so individual responsibility cannot independently set the bounds of that realm. Hurley argues that those concerned with individual responsibility should focus on the conditions in which agency is exercised; they should endorse a progressive social liberalism that aims to combat manipulation and promote the social and political prerequisites for rational agency.

As mentioned earlier, there are other concepts of responsibility. For example,  vicarious responsibility, and role responsibility figure prominently in legal and social philosophy. We will introduce the concept of collective responsibility below (see section 2.4) but first we want to explain how the concepts of responsibility introduced above fit in relation to concepts that, for want of a better word, can be said to frame it.

2.2 Responsibility and Other Concepts 

Much controversy and interest in the debate about responsibility and distributive justice comes from attempts to explain the relationship between responsibility and crucial related concepts such as luck and desert. With regard to the relationship between luck and responsibility one major conceptual question is whether people can be agent responsible for what is a matter of luck for them or whether identifying something as a matter of luck for someone means accepting that the person is not agent responsible for it. It is possible, of course, to simply reserve the concept of luck to delineate the inverse correlate of agent responsibility. We are all in favour of conceptual clarity but it is also worth briefly noting the relationship between agent responsibility and the concept of luck that is not in this sense derivative of the concept of agent responsibility. Following Hurley, we will use the term ‘thin luck’ to denote luck that is the inverse correlate of (agent) responsibility and ‘thick luck’ to denote luck that is not derivative of the concept of responsibility in this way.
 

Thick luck can be understood - on one conception - as the absence of control: it is whatever happens to the agent that the agent did not control. So understood, the concept of thick luck differs from that of thin luck in two ways. First, control is not necessarily needed for agent responsibility,
 so while the form of thick luck at hand requires an absence of control, thin luck need not – whether it does depends on which account of agent responsibility turns out to be correct. Second, regardless of whether control is thought necessary for agent responsibility, there may be additional conditions for agent responsibility (for example, concerning reason-responsiveness), so while the presence of control ensures that thick luck is absent, thin luck may persist merely because further conditions have not been met. In sum, then, the absence of control is necessary and sufficient for thick luck, but the absence of control is neither necessary nor sufficient for thin luck (except, indirectly, if control is necessary and sufficient for agent responsibility). 
We will not attempt to specify fully the various concepts of luck and the relationships between them but let us briefly note the relationships in which thick and thin luck stand to brute and option luck. Option luck, as mentioned above, is a mixture of what the agent controlled or had agent responsibility for (e.g. she pursued a given risky option) and what she did not control or did not have agent responsibility for (e.g. the odds came out one way rather than another), while brute luck is the inverse of option luck. As these formulations suggest, option luck and brute luck can refer either to control or to agent responsibility. Thick luck can take the form of either brute luck or option luck. Thin luck stands in a complex conceptual relationship to option luck. On the one hand, option luck requires the presence of control or agent responsibility for choices, and where agent responsibility is present thin luck is by definition absent. On the other hand, option luck requires that agents lack full control over or full agent responsibility for the causal mechanisms which shape the consequences of their choices, and where agent responsibility is absent thin luck is by definition present. After all, there would be no question of luck if a fully agent responsible and controlling hustler not only tossed a coin, but also manipulated it in advance to ensure that it landed heads up. The relationship between brute luck and thin luck is simpler. Brute luck is either identical to thin luck (being the inverse of agent responsibility), or it is identical to the first form of thick luck canvassed above (being the inverse of control).
Given all these conceptual possibilities, it is worth emphasizing that many examples in the literature are vague about the exact sense in which the fictional persons described are or are not subject to luck. For instance, an aspect of a person’s situation may be neither a matter of thick luck nor thin luck – that is, they may both have controlled events and have agent responsibility for them – and writers who want to press on with examining the appropriate consequential responsibility in such cases may legitimately bracket off the question of whether it is the absence of thin or thick luck that matters. It is nevertheless useful to notice that terms like thin luck and agent responsibility, thick luck and control, and brute luck and option luck can each have a specific meaning that potentially marks a difference in the assignment of consequential responsibility – in what people are due.

Another concept that frames that of responsibility is the concept of desert. The two most straightforward ways in which the concepts of ‘responsibility’ and ‘desert’ relate is that agent responsibility can be thought to be one of the conditions for attributions of desert and/or desert can be thought to ground attributions of consequential responsibility. Regarding the first possibility, the thought here is that agent responsibility is a precondition for attributions of desert. On this conception of desert, a person can be said to be deserving, say, of a prize for rescuing someone only if she is agent responsible for rescuing him. Regarding the second, and related, possibility, some have argued that the burdens and benefits that people should be made to bear or enjoy are those that they deserve to bear or enjoy on a plausible theory of desert. In post-Rawlsian scholarship the idea that desert should dictate people’s entitlements is not fashionable, but it persists and perhaps nowhere more visibly than in the debates over responsibility and distributive justice.
 Two contributions to this volume provide qualified defences of that idea. 

Carl Knight defends the view that desert can be thought to ground consequential responsibility more effectively than can agent (or, as Knight refers to it, basal) responsibility. He holds that desert can plausibly be construed as responding to both agent responsibility and certain weighty ‘responsibility-independent considerations’ – especially those concerning basic needs – and it therefore provides a better approximation of the demands of justice than do purely responsibility-sensitive accounts of justice.

Larry Temkin’s chapter also addresses, among other things, the relationship between responsibility and desert. He presents a position he calls ‘equality as comparative fairness’, which focuses on how persons fare relative to one another, largely (but not entirely) in terms of comparative desert. Temkin suggests that focusing on comparative fairness appears to reveal several misunderstandings and ambiguities in the positions taken by egalitarians. For instance, comparative fairness rejects the alleged implication of luck egalitarianism that persons who become worse off than others through their own responsible choice, or through option luck, are always legitimately disadvantaged. Such inequalities are objectionable where they make equally deserving persons unequally well off, or unequally deserving persons well off disproportionately to their deserts – for instance, where a meritorious act of saving a drowning child leaves one relatively disadvantaged.
 

The relationships between responsibility and ideas that, unlike luck and desert, are not closely connected to its various senses (but which are nevertheless crucial in debates about distributive justice), are also relevant here. For instance, understanding the specific roles of responsibility and welfare promotion in a writer’s account of justice may be necessary for one to understand just what work responsibility is supposed to be doing. It would be unfair to complain that a particular responsibility-sensitive view showed no concern for efficiency, for example, were it the case that the view included a utilitarian principle as well as a responsibility-sensitive principle. Thus, although purely responsibility-sensitive views may appear uncompromising, in that they are typically construed as being solely backwards looking, pluralistic views can include both backwards-looking and forwards-looking elements that together affect the role responsibility plays in such an account. 

Leading luck egalitarians have argued for pluralistic accounts of distributive justice. On Temkin’s view, a wide range of normative considerations - including humanitarian concerns with reducing pain and suffering, and prioritarian concerns with promoting the condition of the worse or worst off - should be taken into consideration in addition to concern with comparative fairness. In his chapter Richard Arneson treats principles of sufficiency and priority as alternatives to standard (comparative) equality when it comes to selecting the egalitarian’s ‘maximizing function’. The maximizing function, taken together with the thing to be maximized (typically welfare, resources, or capabilities), constitutes the egalitarian component of luck egalitarianism. This is then combined with the ‘luckism’ component, which may be construed in terms of choice or desert. Arneson’s typology demonstrates the wide range of normative concepts that can be accommodated by responsibility-sensitive egalitarianism which in any case does not itself exhaust the possibilities for responsibility-sensitive justice.

2.3 Responsibility-Sensitivity and Equality of Opportunity

As was already made apparent in Section 1, arguments over responsibility-sensitivity intersect with and can even take the form of arguments over the proper meaning of or the requirements of equality of opportunity. We want to flag up two important ways in which responsibility-sensitivity relates to equality of opportunity. 

The first issue is the extent to which equality of opportunity is a pre-condition for egalitarian responsibility-sensitivity. The egalitarian credentials of responsibility-sensitive egalitarianism might be easiest to defend if it is assumed that equality of opportunity is a precondition for making people’s entitlements responsibility-sensitive.
 This would, however, as de-Shalit and Wolff observe in this volume, make responsibility-sensitivity inapplicable in our world, in which equality of opportunity of the type envisaged by egalitarians is nowhere on the horizon. De-Shalit and Wolff go on to argue that limited responsibility-sensitivity can be introduced even in the absence of equality of opportunity. This is clearly a normative problem but it also poses difficulties for responsibility-sensitivity as a viable policy and we return to this in the final section of this introduction. 

Second, there is the conceptual issue of when, if at all, requirements of responsibility-sensitivity depart from the requirements of equality of opportunity. We want to mention three possibilities but our list is not meant to be exhaustive. 

The first possibility is that specifying what responsibility-sensitivity requires is simply specifying what genuine equality of opportunity requires: nothing more and nothing less. This view is explicit or implied in the early luck egalitarianism of Arneson and Cohen.
 It would follow that theorists could appeal to the value of equal opportunity to justify responsibility-sensitivity. 

The second possibility is that egalitarian responsibility-sensitivity is a specific version/sub-set of equality of opportunity. Advocating responsibility-sensitivity then requires appealing to both the value of equality of opportunity and some other value(s). Both possibilities are explored by Stemplowska in this volume, who opts for this second understanding of the relationship between equality of opportunity and responsibility-sensitivity. She then uses the argument to claim that there is much less of a conflict between luck egalitarians and democratic egalitarians (such as Anderson and Scheffler) over the virtues of responsibility-sensitivity than the proponents of the debate seem to acknowledge. 

The third possibility is that responsibility-sensitivity conflicts with equality of opportunity. There are two possibilities here. First, equality of opportunity may be thought to require elimination of initial brute luck inequalities but not those that occur after the starting point, while responsibility-sensitivity may be sensitive to such later brute luck. Second, responsibility-sensitivity may not require equality of opportunity since unequal initial opportunities can be compensated for later. For instance, some may argue that there is no equality of opportunity unless people have an identical propensity to exert effort, but also hold that people are agent responsible for what they do on the basis of their differential propensity to exert effort and that entitlements ought to be (agent) responsibility-sensitive. Such a combination of views, or similar views, is perhaps most familiar from debates about punishment when it is simultaneously asserted that, under certain conditions, people are responsible for and should be punished for the crimes they commit even though they did not have an equal opportunity to avoid committing such crimes because, say, they were raised in a hate-inspiring environment.   

Fleurbaey in his chapter shows that it has been largely unacknowledged in the literature that there are four incompatible ways of structuring equal opportunities in order to achieve responsibility-sensitivity. Proponents of responsibility-sensitivity first need to decide if they want to conceive of it as a middle way between egalitarianism and libertarianism or as a middle way between egalitarianism and utilitarianism. In essence, they have to choose whether they want to neutralize inequalities due to factors for which people are not responsible, or make sure that there is a stable relationship between one’s exercise of responsibility – for example through high effort – and one’s outcome. Whichever of the two models they adopt, they will then face a further choice between privileging, to use Fleurbaey’s vocabulary, compensation or reward. Fleurbaey goes on to show how such choices would translate into very different wage policies, thus illustrating the need to disambiguate and provide more specific defences of proposals aimed at responsibility-sensitivity and/or equality of opportunity. 

2.4 Collective Responsibility

Discussions of responsibility and distributive justice have mostly proceeded by focusing on individual responsibility (in the way described above). As Kasper Lippert-Rasmussen observes in this volume, however, there can be collective as well as individual readings of the key proposals for how to make justice sensitive to responsibility. Specifically, he shows that once we look not only at individual but also collective responsibility we will notice that there are more versions of responsibility-sensitive egalitarianism than have been examined in the literature and new normative questions emerge regarding the power of differential choices to justify disadvantages. 

In general, debates about collective responsibility centre around three sets of questions. First, what does it mean to attribute responsibility (moral, legal, consequential etc.) to groups? Do we ever attribute responsibility to groups or do we talk of collective responsibility as a convenient shortcut for saying that we attribute responsibility to the individuals who make up the group? Second, what type of groups can be held collectively responsible? For example, must such groups be capable of agency or rationality? If so, which groups are capable of that? Can we, for example, attribute responsibility to groups that are not seen as persons in the light of the law or that do not even have formal decision structures? And third, what does it mean for individuals who are part of such groups that their group is seen as collectively responsible in some sense? This third question is the least explored in the literature on distributive justice and responsibility as well as in the literature on collective responsibility in its own right. It is taken up by Kasper Lippert-Rasmussen and David Miller in this volume. 

Focusing on collective responsibility, argues Lippert-Rasmussen, exposes hidden ambiguities in the standard formulations of luck egalitarianism. More importantly, it shows that individual responsibility has a less prominent role in egalitarian justice than is normally acknowledged: there are cases when it is not inegalitarian that an individual is worse off than others through no choice of her own and cases where it is inegalitarian that an individual is worse off than others through her own choices. 

Miller’s chapter does not take egalitarian justice as its starting point. His focus is on situations in which individuals share a collective responsibility for averting some anticipated harm, but some members of the group fail to do their fair share. Miller asks if this means that the remaining members of the group must now pick up the slack. His general answer is that they may have a humanitarian obligation to do so in certain cases. However, they do not have a duty of justice to do it. To deny this, according to Miller, would mean not being able to make sense of a fundamental distinction between ‘primary’ and ‘secondary’ responsibility for harm and the moral judgements that rest on it. But the argument also has wider significance for policy because, according to Miller, only duties of justice are more or less straightforwardly enforceable while the use of compulsion with regard to humanitarian obligations is problematic. It is to issues of policy that we turn next.
2.5 Implementing Responsibility-Sensitivity

We stressed earlier that the philosophical debate over responsibility and distributive justice developed against the backdrop of political controversy in welfare state democracies over responsibility-sensitive policies, that is policies advocating conditionality (or so-called ‘activation to work’) in the provision of unemployment insurance and other welfare/social security benefits. And yet the implications for policy of the philosophical debate over making distributive justice sensitive to responsibility are not straightforward. Worries over adopting responsibility-sensitive policies point to the conceptual difficulties in settling on a robust concept of responsibility; the potential of conditionality to undermine the self-respect of those who are helped and those who are left behind as well as to undermine the more abstract ideals of equal moral worth and equal social status of every person; informational difficulties in gathering the type of information that would be needed to determine who is responsible for their (dis)advantage or to test whether a given system allows people to self-select into the right categories; and, to mention one more, the costliness of setting up the necessary administrative system. These worries are, of course, juxtaposed against the potential advantages of adopting responsibility-sensitive policies such as, for example, showing respect for those who made good use of their opportunities; making distributions track desert; and efficiency gains due to incentive effects of conditionality (assuming conditionality is not designed to be merely or predominantly punitive).  

Of course, that the implications for policy design of the philosophical debate are not straightforward, even among those who agree on the fundamental normative principles in play, is in one sense unsurprising: philosophical debates are not policy debates. But the egalitarian debate over responsibility-sensitivity faces a special difficulty; the persistent, if not always explicit, criticism is that it has next to no relevance at the level of policy. Deciding which choices should be seen as genuine, for example, may be philosophically interesting, the criticism goes, but the ever more sophisticated answers philosophers give cannot be taken on board with the crude policy tools and constraints on political feasibility that we face. After all, even the best brain scans will not tell us how truly free our choices are and, in any case, there are good reasons not to request visits to the hospital neurology wing from welfare claimants. Indeed, the key protagonists of responsibility-sensitivity are themselves only too willing to acknowledge that the normative principles they recommend should not be seen as calls for conditionality in our very imperfect world.
  

Nonetheless, there are two ways in which the recent debate over responsibility-sensitivity seems especially relevant at the policy level beyond the obvious fact that the debate can alert policy makers to the advantages and disadvantages of adopting responsibility-sensitive policies. 

First, perhaps ironically, the recent debate over responsibility-sensitivity can be used to undermine a number of (at least nominally) responsibility-sensitive policies. This may seem surprising. Advocates of responsibility-sensitivity such as welfare conditionality and activation policies used to come from the conservative or libertarian camps. With prominent egalitarians attempting to show that responsibility-sensitivity may be required by equality, such policies seem to gain inescapable momentum. Indeed, one of the claims often raised at conferences, if not in print, is that egalitarians are shooting themselves in the foot by placing such an emphasis on responsibility. For even if their calls for responsibility-sensitivity are carefully worded and come only as part of a package of wider egalitarian reforms and pre-conditions, they seem to add momentum to responsibility-sensitive policies, if only because they can be taken out of context and used to justify welfare conditionality of the most brutal kind.
 Nonetheless, making responsibility the focus of egalitarian thought has resulted in far greater awareness than before of the many assumptions and countless difficulties involved in attributing responsibility to people in a way that could justify withholding assistance from those in need. Having accepted responsibility-sensitivity at the level of principle, luck egalitarians and their critics have shifted the debate over conditionality away from simple ideological disagreements towards debates that expose the controversial nature of the assumptions needed to justify attributions of responsibility. As a result, those who oppose responsibility-sensitivity can no longer be dismissed with mere assertions that hard work, not laziness, should be rewarded. We now have a clearer sense than ever before of the many pitfalls involved in adopting responsibility-sensitivity even if it is seen as desirable at some level. Some policies advertised as responsibility-sensitive can even be rejected because they in fact decrease the extent to which benefits are linked to responsibility properly construed. 
Second, as a number of contributors to this volume emphasize, even if ideal responsibility-sensitive policies are beyond our reach due to informational and other difficulties, it might still be the case that some degree of responsibility-sensitivity is necessary as a second-best policy within certain domains. De-Shalit and Wolff in their chapter explicitly ask what type of responsibility-sensitivity, if any, would be feasible and acceptable in the non-ideal circumstances of the real world. They argue for what they call the ‘weak asymmetry thesis.’ According to this thesis people should be allowed to benefit from their choices that turn out well to a greater extent than they should have to bear the costs of those that turn out badly. They defend the thesis with reference to the overall positive effects of adopting such asymmetry and by rejecting arguments that such limited sensitivity to responsibility would be unfair to those who have to share some of the costs of choices that turn out badly. 

One area of policy for which questions of responsibility seem especially pressing is healthcare. The healthcare schemes of different nations and different US states can be construed as drawing the line between those matters of health which are the responsibility of the individual, and those matters of health which are the responsibility of society, in different places – sometimes in very different places. While political philosophers can agree that some ways of assigning consequential responsibility in health are more likely to reflect agent responsibility than others, there is disagreement about whether agent responsibility should play a significant role in determining healthcare access in the first place. Often this is played out as a dispute between luck egalitarianism and the account of distributive justice from which it draws much of its inspiration, Rawls’ justice as fairness.
Shlomi Segall argues in this volume that Rawlsian ‘fair equality of opportunity for health’ is subject to two objections: first, it does not mandate treatment for genetically caused medical conditions; and second, it does mandate an equalization of healthcare opportunities, even when unequal opportunities would be of benefit to everyone’s health. Noting that standard luck egalitarianism is just as vulnerable to this second ‘levelling down’ objection, Segall proposes to (in the terms used earlier) replace its maximizing function of equality with a maximizing function of priority, creating a position that is concerned to promote the health of those who are not responsible for their low level of health, and among those, to give higher priority to those whose health is (even) worse.

Over many years Norman Daniels has developed a highly refined Rawlsian approach to health and healthcare. In his chapter here he argues that society’s responsibility to promote health is normatively primary. This primacy derives from the role health has in protecting opportunities of free and equal citizens, the protection of these (fair) opportunities being a key feature of Rawls’ justice as fairness. A form of agent responsibility matters on Daniels’ view, since it helps direct certain health promotion efforts (for example, ‘safe sex’ campaigns), but such responsibility is not the basis of society’s obligations, as it would be under a luck egalitarian model. Daniels argues that that model harshly refuses treatment for those who are responsible for worsening their health, and also has no rationale for promoting health.
3. Outline of the volume
The volume opens with chapters by Arneson and Temkin that map the conceptual terrain of responsibility-sensitive justice. The following chapters by Fleurbaey, Lippert-Rasmussen and Stemplowska focus in particular on competing interpretations of responsibility-sensitive egalitarianism while those by Matravers and Knight zoom in on the relationship between responsibility, justice and desert. Vallentyne’s chapter explores how the presence of false beliefs bears on the type of responsibility that is relevant to responsibility-sensitive egalitarianism. Hurley, De-Shalit and Wolff as well as Miller focus on responsibility - understood in various ways - in non-ideal contexts.  The volume concludes with two chapters, by Segall and Daniels, that examine the principle and policy of responsibility-sensitivity as applied to health care.
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� For further discussions of desert in this volume, see R. J. Arneson’s, K. Lippert-Rasmussen’s and M. Matraver’s chapters.


� Z. Stemplowska, ‘Making Justice Sensitive to Responsibility’, Political Studies, 57 (2009), 237-259.


� Arneson, ‘Equality and Equal Opportunity for Welfare’; Cohen, ‘On the Currency of Egalitarian Justice’.


� R. J. Arneson, ‘Egalitarianism and the Undeserving Poor’, Journal of Political Philosophy, 5 (1997), pp. 327-50; Cohen, ‘Equality of What?’. For discussion over the degree of ‘idealness’ of the conditions that can be profitably assumed in debates over responsibility-sensitivity see also Arneson’s, Daniels’s, Segall’s, and de-Shalit and Wolff’s chapters in this volume.


� See Wolff, ‘Fairness, Respect and the Egalitarian Ethos’, 112. 
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