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3 Relational Sufficientarianism
and Basic Income

Justin Tosi

People are attracted to egalitananism for many reasons. One popular rea
son for its appeal is that it expresses a strong concern for improving the
materia] conditions of the least advantaged. For many egalitarians, that
15 also probably the most attracave feature of the view,

The topic of this volume, then, presents the class of egalitarian deseribed
with an interesting dilemma. Proposals for universal basic income poli-
cies have enjoyed a surprisingly broad base of support. Versions of an
unconditional basic income have been endorsed by politicians in South
Africa, Scotland, Finland, and Switzerland. And both private and public
experiments with a basic income are underway. The idea has also drawn
support from unexpected parts of the ideological spectrum. In chis book,
for instance, there are arguments supporting a basic income from the
perspectives of both classical liberalism and anarchism.!

But what should egalitarians think of a universal basic income? On the
one hand, a universal basic income policy would probably make the least
advaneaged members of sociery materially betrer off—perhaps even sub-
stantially so. But on the other hand, the adoption of such a policy would
leave the distribution of goods (or welfare, or capabilities, or wharever
one takes to be the correct currency of egalitanan justice) far short of the
egalitarian ideal. The amounts of money typically proposed for a basic
income are not so large that they would significantly reduce disparities
in wealth. Pechaps some egalitarians would favor the adoption of a uni-
versal basic income, hoping that it would put us on the path to more
ambitious redistribunive policies. Others might be wary of such a policy,
fearmg that it would restrict the imaginations of policymakers so that
they focus on minor issues around the basic income rather than on the
possibility of more radical egalitarian measures, But let us set such stra-
tegic concerns aside and focus only on whar sort of philosophical evalu-
ation egalitarians should make of basic income policies.

Brian Barey considered precisely chis question, and he concluded thar
egalianans should oppose the basic income if they took.any of three
common foundations for their egalitarian commitments. Utilitarians could
not accept an unconditional basic income, he argues, because whether a
person should work depends on whether that person’s doing so would
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contribute to the maximization of utility. Luck egalitarians should oppose
a basic income because such a policy would treat those who simply
choose not to work similarly to those who, through no choice of their
own, are unable to work. It would, therefore, fail to distinguish between
cases of brute luck and option luck, as the former would enjoy greater life
satisfaction than the lateer. Finally, and most interesting for my purposes,
Barry argues that those who are egalitarians for reasons of solidarity or
fetlowship should reject a basic income because it would create a two-
class society of the employed and the unemployed:

It we take economic equality to be an equal marterial standard of
{roang . . . a system of basic income would create a society that was
markedly unequal because of the gap that would have to be created
berween those on the basic income and those in employment.?

[ suppose many egalitarians would agree with Barry's assessment. But
perhaps an egalitarian who remembers being drawn to her beliefs about
dsseributive justice out of a concern for the least advantaged will recog-
mize in his remarks the thinking of what Adam Smith terms the “man of
system.” Such a man “seems to imagine that he can arrange the different
members of a great society with as much ease as the hand arranges the
different pieces upon a chesshoard,™ and “is often so enamored with the
supposed beauty of his own ideal plan of government, that he cannot suf-
fer the smallest deviation from any part of it.”! If commitment to a theory
ot egalitarian juscice would lead one to reject a universal basic income as
unjust, then perhaps that is a strike against such a theory. For those who
became egalitarians because they wanted to help the least advantaged,
then this might be a good time to search for another theory. Alternatively,
those who think basic income policies are an actractive idea might be on
the Tookout tor a broader theory of justice that would endorse chem.

I'his chapter develops a tentative sketch of such a theory. Basically, |
will take it as a set point that a universal basic income is a just policy
and scarch for an explanation of why chat might be. If a basic income
strikes us as a fair and just idea compatible with our vision of a good
society, why s that so? The answer | defend below 1s that most recent
theorizing about distributive justice and egahtarianism 1s wrong. A just
souicty 1s not one in which people must enjoy equal holdings, equal wel-
tare, equal capabilities, or even cqual social status. ft is, rather, one in
which everyone enjoys sufficient social status. | call this view relational
suthcientarianism.

Distributive Egalitarianism and Its Discontents

Much of the debate among egalitarians in the post-Theory of Justice era
has been about the currency of distributive justice—or the “equality of
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what” debate.* The idea unifying participants in this debate has been
that there s some thing X that must be equalized across persons, and
our task as moral and political philosophers is to figure out whether it
is resources, welfare, capabilities, or something else. And once we have
settled that crucial question, the correct public policy is the one that best
approximates an equal distribution of that thing.

I would like to discuss two popular views that arose, ac teast in their
contemporary form, as reactions to this debate. The first view is called
relational egalitarianism and has been defended most prominendy by
Elizabeth Anderson and Samuel Schetfler.” Relational egalitarians argue
that egalitarianism 15 fundamentally about the elimination of soctal hier-
archy, and the equality worth caring about is relanional equality. Ander-
son in particular chides distribucive egalitarians for missing this poine by
fixating on the distribution of goods at the exclusion of all else. Histori-
cally, she poines out, egalitarian movements have been concerned with
bringing about equality of social condinions, in which people interact
with one another in a democratc society ot persons wich equal status.
It is not clear what the distribunive implications of this view are, and o
my knowledge, no one has attempted o work them out.” But crincally,
equal social relations are not reached simply by distributing things—and
certainly not by distribution of a single good.

Is relational cgalitarianism any more friendly to basic income policies
than are the forms of distributive egalitarianism considered earhier? The
differences between employed and unemployed members of society in
terms ot material holdings, weltare, and so on are not as hikely to oftend
relanonal egahitarians. It is not necessarily a problem for socal relations
among free and equal citizens of a basic income makes hetle headway in
lessening the gap between most and least advantaged along whatever
metric favored by distributive egalitarians.

But I think relational egalitarians’ focus on equal status creates
new problems. First is what we can call the jobs problem. Consider
the differences in status that might emerge as a result of some having
careers—some of which might even be enjovable—and others being
underemployed or even entirely dependent on the basic income. For bet-
ter or worse, many peoples’ self-esteem is bound up with their work. [e
is important to them that they be able to see themselves as productive
members of society who support themselves and their families, and who
make a positive contribution to their community through remuncrative
work.” Thus, if the basic income is supposed ta address the issue of r1s-
ing unemployment due to automarion, it does not satisfy the primary
concern of relational egalitarians. Simply giving people money does not
make them feel like the social equal of their fellow citizens when what
they really need is a job.’ :

For lack of a better term, we can call a second problem the problem
of rubbing it in. A basic income would open up lucratuve new fronners
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in conspicuous consumption. Most proposals for a basic income are uni-
versal, in the sense that everyont would get a basic income payment.
Some with far greater sources of income would no doubt seek out oppor-
[unities to signal how unimporgant their basic income is to them, and
businesses would undoubtedly meet their demand with creative offers,
alt of which would cost exactly as much as the full basic income pay-
out for individuals. Resorts would offer lavish “basic income weekend
getaways.” Michelin-starred restaurants would design a special “basic
income menu,” Even charities might get in on the act, offering conve-
nient ways to brag to your friends that you had donated your entire
basic income payout, since you certainly don't need it!? The idea behind
all offers would be to blow your entire basic income as frivolously and
demonstrably as possible. Perhaps some people would choose an even
simpler route, and sharea video of themselves simply burning the money.
In any case, enterprising minds would find ways to turn the amount of
money representing a basic income into a symbol of the lower class and
use it to create social distance berween that class and themselves. A basic
income could thus be used as a weapon against the possibility of a society
of equals.

The other view that stands in opposition to distributive egalitarianism
is sufficiencarianism.'? Sufficientarianism is also a doctrine abour distrib-
utive justice, but it holds that equality is not the correct distriburive ideal.
Instead, what matters from the standpoint of justice is thar people have
enough. Harry Frankfurt summarizes the case for sufficientarianism as a
reaction to distributive egalitarianism this way:

What | believe {egalitarians} find intuitively to be morally objection-
able, in the types of situations characteristically cited as instances of
economic inequality, 15 not the fact that some of the individuals 1n
those situations have fess money than others but the fact that those
with less have too little.'!

As Frankfurt presents it sufficientarianism is an error theory of egalitan-
anism. That is, it offers suppaort for an alternative theory by identfying an
understandable mistake that many egalitarians have made in their account
of their intuitions.

This same type of move will make an appearance later in the chapter,
so it is worth lingering for a moment to explain what 1 mean by this
characterization of Frankfurt’s argument. Here is an example of an error
theory in a different context. When people look at a straw submerged in
liquid, they sometimes think that the straw is bent. Their understandable
mistake is a failure to consider that, by the principle of refraction, hght
waves change direction when they change speed. The different medm
of the liquid causes the light waves to change speed, and thus direction,
causing an optical illusion. When children hear this explanation, they
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often protest that it cannot be true. They are looking right at the straw,
a_nd they would not make such a stupid mistake. This is not a good oI:'a-“-,
tiont to the principle of refraction, for the obvious reason thE;t the i
ciple undercuts the evidence on which the objection is based e
) Paula (_:asal offers the following objection to Frankfurt;s argument:
The cl.1l|m that all egalitarians, including some of the m(-)st 5%) hL'm‘
cated pbllos:)pllurs, believe that equality matters only bccaus-c thcp’ ‘Ml-
fuse ‘being poorer than others’ and *being poor’ is rather implausii‘)lz[’)‘i};
There are two obvious instances of equivocation in this objection Fra.nk
furt is not accusing all egalitarians of making rhis mistake, nor ‘do g h:
suggest thar this 1s the only reason anyone is an cgallmria,n Rath ':5 hL'
is plu:km.g the most plausible reason for a non-instrumental .coni:er“,f .
distributive equality and showing that even it is not a good rcas?) (:l;
There are, un_doubtcdl)', distributive egalitarians who base their belicf .
still worse mistakes. | For instance, John Rawls associates e f s of
cgalitarianism with envy.} some forms of
Frankfurt’s argument is attractive in part because of the prevalence
in orc?m.lr_v polincal discourse of the mistake he idennifies Du?fendc:sn uf
equaht}: often cite a concern for poor people as the first 'and m‘onv?
reason in favor of redistribution. Rightly so. Surely it is not imy lausEi'lL)ISE
that many of those who are convinced by these fmpulnr ap cEIs‘ col L
to l)ltzlnc}rc that a concern for the poor is the most compclllnp' b‘m’ tfm
cgal'lmrmnism. Nor is it implausible that a philosopher’s intuihno;'l.c:) (I)J
be, in some sense, rooted in chis belief. So there is reason to be sus iCi(l:
of an intuition that equality is intrinsically valuable, even if that iﬁr:uit' "
hc:?n'ggs to a sophisticated philosopher.'® Thus, it is a mistake to disn'll‘i)sl;
sufficie anism i e > SAMme Wi ismi
cip|L :);l:f{:;ms(;?lm much the same way thar children dismiss the prin-
AcchQing to sufficientarians like Frankfurt, a sociery’s distribution of
g.oud.s is just when everyone meets a threshold of suft'icu:n.cv If thatc ndo'
tion is met, then it does not matter if some have more (hal-ll' othc.rs '(Izln .
unless the currency of distributive justice is jobs, sufficientarians ;\.'ill o
have the same objection to basic income policies as relational egalisar -
Afnd ;fs I.ung as the basic income 15 high enough o meet thL%tllr;s;i?Is(i
;OI&;LIY.ILILTIL), it would seem that sufficientarians would endorse such a
[ suppose our search could end here, as we have identified a view of
dlSt.I'lhuilH.' justice that endorses the basic income.'’ But | thinic the 0'
an important grain of truth in relational egalitarianism. What is the oint
of isolating the question of what justice demands in the distribu:ipum;
goods from the question of what justice demands of social relatio i 0-
generally? We might not like what relational egalitarianism ha‘:bt "““"-.
n_bout bastc income policies institutionalizing unacceptable soc.nlu 511\
tions, but that d()Fs not mean we should expel all relational considc‘ra;:n::;
from our theorizing. Instead, | suggest we explore a theory that combinc-s
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what 15 gnod about sufficientarianism with what is good about relational
cgalitarianism. The resulting view is relational sufficientarianism.,

Relational Sufficientarianism: The Basic [dea

Relational sufficientarianism applies the requirement of sufficiency ro
sucial relations rather than distributions. Unlike distributive sufficien-
tarianism, this view does not demand that people have enough—or at
feast that is not its fundamental demand. Like its egalitarian counterpart,
relanonal sufficientarianism dovs not concern itself directly wich the dis-
tribution of goods. Tnstead, it says that society should aim at bringing
about sufficiently decent relacions and any intervention in the distribu-
tion of goods should serve that fundamental aim. The basic demand of
the view, then, is that everyone should have social status thatis sufficient
for decent relations, or those in which everyone is treated with sufficient
respect. Whae are sufficiently decent relavions? [ do not have a full theory
addressing that question to present here, but | take it that at minimum
thev would include everyone's rights being sespected, social mobility (i.c.,
absence of rigid hierarchical scructures), and access to important goods.'
Notably, they do not include equal social status. They might, however,
require equal status in some domains, as sufficient status might sometimes
just be equal starus, One obvious candidare is equality before the law,

Like its distributive counterpart, relational sufficientarianism can fruit-
fully be understood as an error theory, but this time of relational egalicar-
ianiso. Relational sufficicatarianism says that proponents of relational
cealitarianism confuse a concern that relations be decent for a concern
that they be equal. Again, the error theory interpretation of relational
cgalitarianism is supported by the cases people appeal to in support of
the view—that is, ones in which people are treated horribly, Here is how
one relational egalitarian, Carina Fourie, begins a paper on equal social
staru=:

in the US, black people were often expucted to step off the pave-
ment t get out of the way of approaching whites. In apartheid South
Africa, black people were expected to call white men “Baas™, which
means “Boss™ in Afrikaans, and white women, * Madam”. Although
typically this is what black people would call their white employers,
they were often expected to call any white people, including strang-
ers, “Baas™ or “Madam”. White people, on the other hand, would
often refer to adule blacks as “boy™ or “girl". These are examples of
what can be called social inequality. '’

We hardly need any assistance from relational egalitarianism to see thac
the trearment described in these cases is morally repugnant. The people in
these cases do not need equal social status across the board o have their
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sitnations remedied. They do not need a workplace without hierarchical
managemen, for instance, or the chmination of other voluntary associ-
tions that admit of distinctions of status. They need to have their rights
respected and not to be treated as absolute subordinates i all chings. In
other words, there is an awful lot of space between apartheid and a soci-
ety in which all have equal social status. Relarional sufficientarians reject
arrangements like the former while denying that a juse society requires
anvthing as extreme as the later,

o relational sufficientarianism diffecs from relational egalitarianism in
its view of the demands of justice concerning social status. It too focuses
on promoting a certain kind of celagions, bue it denies that we should
aim for equal status and the elimination of social hicrarchy. Instead, we
should aim for relations in which everyone has sufficient status and so
is treated well enough in interpersonal relasions. To paraphrase one of
Harry Frankfurt's slogans for distributive sufticientanianism, it evervone
were treated well enough, it would be of no moral consequence whether
some were treated better than others.

There could be more or less fine-grained approaches to relational suf-
ficiency. The coarsest possible view would hold that in some overall sum-
mary sense, there should be no social class {or set of peesons) whose
status is so low that they are not treared sufficiently well, At the other end
of the spectrum, one could hold that no one should be subject to insuffi-
ciently decent trearmenc in any of the various spheres of life, however one
divvies those up. I find the latter option more plausible and illuminating,
but I will not atterapr to work the view out here.

Status Relations in a Just Society

Let us now turn to a more detailed comparison of the case these two rela-
tional views offer for their accounts of status relations in a just society.
Again, relational egalitarians argue that social hierarchy should be elimi-
nated, whereas relational sufficicntarians hold char hicrarchy is unprobh-
lematic so long as everyone is treated with sufficient respect. Samuel
Scheffler offers the clearese rejection of hierarchy. Scheffler writes thae
social equality mateers to us “because we believe that there s something
valuable about human relationships that are, in certain cructal respects
at lease, unstructured by differences of rank, power, or status.” But, he
admits, “differences of rank, power, and status are endemic to human
social life."1 So how can we explain our toleration of hierarchy? Schei-
fler says that tolerable hierarchics are either instrumentally valuable, ~or
else it 1s not necessary, in order for a relationship to qualify as having an
egalitarian character, that 1t should be altogether unmatked by disone-
tions of rank or status.™ '’ .

I think that chis 1s simply not true of all tolerable hierarchics, unless
we interpret “egalitarian character™ so broadly thav it has nothing to do
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with social equality. Here is a story in which hierarchy is not instru-
mentally valuable and scill unproblematic. A phifosopher was seated aca
conference dinner next to John Rawls somenme after the publication of
A Theory of Justice. Apparently during his military service, Rawls con-
tracted crench foor, and it bothered him for the rest of his life, making
it uncomfortable to wear dress shoes. Rawls explained this situation to
his dining companion and asked permission to take off his shoes. The
man replied, “ You're John Rawls. You can do whatever you want!™ Now,
unless this person wenr around screaming at graduate students who
made similar requests, it would be ridiculous to classify anything about
this story as a social injustice. And if he did respond thar way to requests
from lesser philosophers, it would be unjust only because of his failure to
treat another person with respect, nat because of his special deference 10
Rawls. Thar is because what matters is that we treat such requests with
sufficient understanding, even if we're more understanding for people of
a certain social status than others. It seems to me that nothing valuable
is promoted by this deference to philosophical royalty that would excuse
the presence of social hierarchy.

But perhaps Scheffler’s other condition is active in this case, and this
is a relationship of egalitarian character that happens to include a fim-
ited distinction of rank. Those of us who have worked in political phi-
losophy for a while have all met people who knew Rawls and speak of
him wich such reverence that no impartial observer could describe their
relationship as “having an egalitarian character”™ with a straighe face. To
oursiders, these encomia to Rawls are sometimes a bit weird, but there is
nothing wrong with the relationships described therein.

We can find a less personal example in which hicrarchy is clearly appro-
priate by considering the workplace. There some people have more power
in their firm in virtue of their position. It could be objected that hierar-
chies within firms are acceptable only because they are instrumentally
valuable. 1 do not doubt that company hicrarchies are effective means of,
for example, increasing producrivity, but the face that they are so effective
does nor encail that they are justified only because of their instrumensal
value. Hierarchy within a firm need not be in competition with justice,
as it might be a result of justice. Suppose a principle of desert is ¢crue and
people should be rewarded with increased status in the spheres of life in
which they invest their efforts effectively. That people get deserved pro-
motions is unproblematic (and even laudable) so long as other people are
not depied access to important goods as a resule,

Bu, it might be objected, what about workplace tyranny? Some employ-
ers use company hierarchy to dominate cheir employees. They make them
take drug tests without any occupational justification for doing s0. They
place unreasonable restrictions on dress, what can be done during breaks,
and so on. It is not hard to find accounts of people making justified com-
plaints of lousy, arbitrary treatment from a boss who has been corrupted
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by power. Bur none of this provides a case for workplace democracy, or the
elimination of hierarchy within firms. It just suggesis that some e;nploy-
ers don’t treac their workers sufficiently well. But once again, there is a
lot of space berween sufficiently decent ereatment and equal status wichin
the ficm.

Finally, someone mighe object that [ have been unfair to relational egali-
tanans. A society of equals is not as demanding as [ am making it out o
be. Pechaps there is a place for earned and forfeited status in such a soci-
ety. Here is Scheffler again, on the limits of hierarchy under conditions
of social equality: ‘

[T|he participants in putatively egalitarian relationships must work
out the terms of those relationships for themselves. . . . Thev must
establish for themselves the divisions of authority and labor and the
patterns of mutual dependence thae will characterize their dealings
\?’ith each other, and they must determine whar kinds of role differen-
tiation their relationship can sustain while remaining a relationship
of equals.”

I.[ 15 fair to withhold judgment abour the specifics of whar characeer rela
tionships can take on while remaining egalitarian, as reasoning in the
:xlwstract cannot possibly account for all the potenrial complications. But
it also seems fair to insist that relational egalitarianism can allow only so
much hicrarchy before ic is no longer requiring that we trear one anuih‘cr
as social equals, bue merely as moral equals. And if all the view says is
that we should treat one another as moral equals (Le., with sufﬁci-cnt
respect), and in some special cases that requires social equality, then [
have a more accurate name for it: relational sufficicntarianism,

The Threshold of Sufficiency

Th_crc 1s one final reason worth considering here to favor relational suf
ficientarianism to distributive sufficientarianism. The latrer view has
always faced what I will call the threshold problem: Whac counts as
enough? Distributive sufficicatarians have tried to solve this problem by
specifying two kinds of thresholds, both of which face enduring objec-
tions. Some have offered absolute thresholds. Erankfure savs thac we
will have reached the poine of sufficiency when we have nu‘-;igniﬁcmr
adfliti()n‘ll desires that would be satisfied with further resources, 2! Ro;;ur
Crisp says thar sufficiency requires enough to support 80 years of high-
qua'lit}' life—an account he proposes as adequate for all poslsihh:- beings. >+
ﬂas:c questions of plausibility aside, absolute thresholds generally seu.m
cither too low for developed sacieties, or too high for developing t.)n‘cs.
Thc second strategy is to propose a relative threshold, according to
which whar counts as enough depends on how much some relevane class
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of others have. This would solve the problem just noted for absolute
thresholds, as the demands of sufficiency would vary by a sociery’s stage
of economic development. As critics have peinted out, however, this
method of specifyving a threshold conflices with Frankfurt's claims about
well-buing that motivate sufficiencarianism in the fiest place.?’ Frankfure
rejects egahtarianism in part because he says whar others have should
make no difference to vour well-being. But of course if this is true, what
counts as enough resources for a person should nor depend on what oth-
ers have, either,

Relanonal sufficientarianism is betrer equipped to address the thresh-
old problem. What it means to trear people with respect varies by cir-
cumstanice. One variable determining what decent social relations require
v plausibly the tevel of economic development and wealth of a society,
The resource requirements of relational sufficiency can thus vary depend-
ing on facts abour a sociery chat impact how its members relate 1o one
another: Roussean expressed something like che view | have in mind when
he wrote thae "no citizen should be so rich as to be capable of buying
anather cinzen, and none so poor thart he is forced to sell himself."2* The
amount of wealth required o sansfy char eriterion would vary according
w socrl and economic conditions. Relational sufficicntarianism thus does
not restrict iself to absolute thresholds of dissriburive sufficiency. And it
is consistent with Frankfurt’s claim thae well-being is non-comparative,
as the reason tor varying the threshold does not depend on the mere fact
ot others” high well-being. Instead, relational sufficientarianism bolds that
what counts as enough resources will depend on what is necessary to bring
about satticiently decent relations 1n a particular society,

[t 15 worth emphasizing one more nice result thae falls out of this view,
In some polincal circles, it has ately been a depressingly popular talking
pomt te disparage the less advantaged members of developed societies
who complain that they are living in relative poverty, “How can anyone
complan about poverty when they have access o a refrigeraror, some-
thing their ancestors would never have even dreamed of3™ is a common
mstance of the move have in mind. For relational sufficientarians, this is
aneast claim to put to rest. They can complain because what it means for
a premdustrial society to show sufficient concern for the well-being of s
members bears hirtle refation to whar it means for us 1o do so.

Conclusion

Itas e now o deliver on the pronuse [ made at the ourser of a view that
can embrace a basic income policy. | have worked out only the bare bones
of relasional sufficientarianism, but I hope it is clear enough that it is ber-
ter swited than the other views to serve as a cheoretical backing for a basic
icomie, For one thing, relational sufficientarianism can endorse a basic
income that ensures everyone has enough. And it can tolerate differences
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in the pavment amount for societies ar different scages of development.
More erincally, it can avoid the jobs problem faced by relational cealivas-
1arism, as the view endorses only imired concern for dafferences in social
status brought abouc by employment status. And it is unconcerned wich
the problem of rubbing it in that refanional egalitarians might bristie ar.
S0 unless a lack of employment oprions causes social relations to become
indecent despite a basic income, relational sufficientarians could endorse
such a policy.

Notes

L. See essays by Zwolinsks and Flamgan,

2. Bran Barry, "Equabity Yes, Basic Income No,™ i Arguimg for Buasie Dicome:
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Verso, 1992}, 140,

3. Adam Smuth, The Theory of Mo Sentunents {lndianapoles: Liberty Fund
Ine., 1983), 233-234.

4. G.A, Cohen, *On the Currency of Egalitarian Justice.” Ethes 99, no. 4
{1989} 906-944; Amartya Sen, * Equality of Whae3 ™ in The Tasmer Lectures
on Hunvan Valnes, ed. Sterling MeMurrin (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, (9801, 196-220.

- See, for example, Elizabeth S. Anderson, *Whart Es the Poine of Equaluyv:™
Ethrics 109, no. 2 (1999} 287-337; Samuel Schettler, Eqaaliey anid Traditoon:
Cecstions of Value in Moral and Politicaf Theury (New York: Oxtord Uni-
versity Press, 2014,

6. Though at least ane person has argued that someone should. See Christian

Schemmel, “Why Reladional Egalitarians Should Care Abour Distributions,”

Soctaf Theory und Practice 37, no. 3 (2011): 365-390,

Roberr Nozick famously poses the experience machine thought exXperinine,

i which he asks whether vou would plug into a machine for lite thar proviges

you with any subjective experience vou want, though vou are essennially dead

for purposes of the external world. Anvone who teaches this rhoighe aperi-
ment has hikely seen in many students 2 powerful revulsion ar the thought
of plugging in and making no contnibunion to socery. | suspect that smular
thinking is behind the negative reaction some have o the admiteedly far bess
extreme idea of a basic income as a replacement for the loss of opportuni-
ties to work. Robert Nozick, Amtrehy, State, and Utipia (New York: Basie

Books, 1974), 42--45,

8. Michael Chalbi has argued elsewhere, however, thar the stated desire 1o work
is an adaprive preference, See his “The Desire for Work as an Adaptive Pref-
erence,” Autonomy 4 (2068); 1-17.

2. Ct. Justin Tosi and Brandon Warmke, ~NMoral Grandstaoding,” Plafosuphy
and Public Affars 44, no. 342016): 197-21 7,

10. For a recent and thorough defense of distrtbutive sutficientanann, see
Liam Shiclds, Just Enough: Sufficiency as a Demand of fustice (Ediburgh:
Fdinburgh Untversity Press, 2018).

LE. Flarry Frankfuer, *Equality as a Mora Ideal,” Etbivs 98, no. 1 {1987 32,

12, Paula Casal, *Why Sufticiency Is Not Enough,™ Ethics 117, no, 2 (200173 305,

13. Given that philosophers have had such difficulty finding a basis tor cqual-
iy, this mught well be the most plausible reason. For one such discouragmg
search, see Richard |. Arneson, “What, If Anything, Renders AN umans

L
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Morally Equalz™ Peter Smger and His Critics, ed. Dale Jamieson (Oxford:
Blackwell, 19993, 103-128.

14 For another example, Ronald Dworkin writes: “lt 1s, 1 think, apparent that
the Unmited States talls tar short now [of the sdeal of equality]. A substannal
mnorty of Amenicans are chronically unemployed or earn wages betow any
realistic ‘poverty line” or are handicapped in various ways or burdened with
special needs: and most of these people would do the work necessary o
carn a decent living if they had the opportunity and capacity.” Ronald M.
Dworkin, A Matter of Principle (Cambridge, MA: Harvard Umiversity Press,
19533, 208.

15, \s we will see. though, sufficientariamsm as described so far might have
trouble specifying a society-specific basie ncome level.

16. Because T will not be giving a full account of what kind of relations are suf-
ficiently decent, and this view is new and the general idea unfamiliar, ic would
be understandable if one fele uncasy abour it. For instance, readers mighe
worry that some nasty coneeptions of sufficient relations are in this family of
views. But that is true of relational egalitarianism, too, befare one narrows
down the set to what is reasonable. So to provide some reassurance, I take
1 that any satisfactory account of decent relations would rcule out historical

1ste socteties, slave societies, and socseties i which women are second-class
Litans,

17 Carma Fourie, *What Is Socal Equahiey? An Analysis of Status Equality as a
Strongly Egahtarnan Wdeal,” Res Publica 18, no. 2 (2012): 107-108.

IS, Sehettler, Equality and Tradition, 223.

19, Scheftler, Equality and Tradition, 226.

2. Schettler Eqaaluy and Tradition, 226.

21, i rankfure, =Equaluy as a Moral 1deal,” 37-38.

22, Roger Crisp, " Equalies, Priority, and Compassion,” Ethics 113, no.4 (2003): 762.

23 Casal, *Why Sutficiency [s Not Enough,” 301,

240 fean-Jacques Rousseaa, The Busic Political Writings, st ed. (Indianapohs:
t Lackett Publishimg, 1987), 170. Rousseau’s statement may have implications
tor a cething on permissible holdings, as might my own view. But [ will leave
that issue aside for purposes of this chapter.
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