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Distributive Justice and Political Ideologies
A Rejoinder to Stoian

ALEXANDRU VOLACU

Introduction

In his reply to my article on distributive justie&d political ideologies,
published in a previous issue 8fudia Politica, Valentin Stoiahhas raised a
number of important points and has paved the wayafomore in-depth
discussion on the concept of distributive justi&oian offers three central
objectioné to my arguments. First, he claims that the viewdftributive
justice which | purport to describe is flawed bdkbcause it refers to specific
distributive justice theories, not to distributiuestice as a field of philosophical
investigation, and because it implausibly narrows/ the scope of the field
due to its incorporation of the notion of a pattémierpreted in a Nocizkian
sense) instead of a distributive principle. Secdmal,claims that one of the
ideologies that | present in my article as beingpmpatible with distributive
justice, i.e. anarchism, cannot be intelligiblyatissed within the framework of
distributive justice since it belongs to a differdeld, namely that of political
obligations. Third, he claims that | offer an unfaonstrual of the European
Left Platform (henceforth, ELP) manifesto by foagsi on a holistic
interpretation of Marxism and that under a moreqadée account, the ELP is
not incompatible with the idea of distributive jgst In this rejoinder | will
largely concede the latter point but offer a retiotaof the first two objections.

Before delving into Stoian's objections let meeflyi explain the project
| set out to undertake in my original article. Téwe idea of that paper was to
offer an account of the compatibility between tthea of distributive justice and
a number of standard political ideologies. Sincesnoh detailed account can
presumably be realised in the space of a jourrtaler my strategl was to
appeal to a structural definition of a theory aftdbutive justice and to examine

Alexandru Volacu, “On the Ideological Incompdlities of Distributive Justice”Studia
Politica. Romanian Political Science Revjesl. 15, no. 1, 2015, pp. 109-132.

Valentin Stoian, “Distributive Justice and Paliti Ideologies: A Reply to VolacuStudia
Politica. Romanian Political Science Revijdhis issue.

A few other specific objections to some of my claiare also offered, and will be
discussed here as well, but they do not occupyaaleole in his paper.

Which [ justify in Alexandru Volacu, "On the Idegical...cit”, pp. 111-112.
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whether commonly shared features of these thea@esincompatible with
contemporary ideological platforms of EU and USitmal parties, which
embody the ideologies in questiolVhile | concluded that distributive justice
appears to be highly compatible, and even requlvgdsocial-democracy and
that it is incompatible with libertarianism, anaissh, conservatism, socialism
or monistic ideologi€s the main ambition of that paper did not necebsari
reside in these resultsbut rather in the provision of some preliminary
groundwork for linking normatively salient discumss that usually take place
independently and at different levels of abstractio

On the Concept of Distributive Justice

As mentioned in the introductory section, oneha tentral claims of
Stoian's is that | mischaracterize the notion efributive justice in two distinct
ways. The first way relates to the fact that whdefine is not the concept of
distributive justice, but only theories of distrtlwe justice. The second one
relates to the idea that | presqmtternsas being one of the constitutive
elements of a theory of distributive justice, isteof using the broader notion
of distributive principles. | will treat each ofdke objections in turn. First of all,
| agree with Stoian that distributive justice cam Understood as a “field of
philosophical investigation”, a claim which | dotndowever, dispute in my
article. Secondly, | consider Stoian's claim thatonflate the concept of
distributive justice with particular theories ofsttibutive justice to misfire,
since | explicitly state that the formula “justisesetting A demands that B be
distributed to C according to some pattern D, gamstd by conditions of type
E”® is a “general structure [which] captures all thajon operationalizations of
distributive justice®. Thus, the formula means to say something abceit th
general structure of a particular theory of disttibe justicé’, not about

5
6

Or, where no such political party exists, dingttl some core aspects of the ideology.
See Mihaela Miroiu, “Ideologii politice: o perspiza etici”, in ldem (ed.), Ideologii
politice actuale Polirom, Igi, 2012, pp. 15-34 for a distinction between maajst
borderline and pluralistic ideologies.

| also stress this aspect out in the concludeatien of my initial paper: “I underline [...]
the fact that the conclusions of this paper shbeldéreated with caution, since they follow
an analysis which aims to be as comprehensive ssilpe in the inclusion of ideologies
and elements of distributive justice, on pain ofi@re in-depth exploration of only one of
these elements on various ideologies, or alterelgtivon the relation between one
ideology and the various operationalizations ofrifigtive justice elements. These tasks
will unfortunately have to be postponed for otherks” (see Alexandru Volacu, "On the
Ideological...cit", p. 132).

Alexandru Volacu, "On the Ideological...cit", J10.

Ibidem.

As Stoian importantly points out, theories oftdimitive justice may permissibly not take
positions on all of the elements presented.

10

Romanian Political Science Review vol. XVI ¢ no. 2+ 2016



Distributive Justice and Political Ideologies. A Riinder to Stoian 279

distributive justice as a field of philosophicalve@stigation. In my own view,
distributive justice interpreted as a field of pisbphical investigation is
composed via the aggregation of particular theaofedistributive justice and
nowhere in my original paper do | claim that fledd itself is the direct subject
of my formal definitiort”.

Stoian's second claim, however, reveals a deegbnmmre substantive
divergence in interpreting the notion of distrilvetjustice. His argument is that
the fourth element in my definition offers an exaesly narrow construal of
the idea of distributive justice, since patterns simply a category of a much
wider set of distributive principles and any onetltgse distributive principles
can be included in a theory of justice. In his demms, “patterns of distributive
justice are principles of distribution tied to naudimensions (such as merit,
or, why not, height), while principles are simpglavant statements about how
goods and benefits should be distributed”. He arrfrgues that “the relevant
meaning of the term distributive justice is that #nd result is a distribution of
burdens and benefits according to a morally relexaa” and that

“the only kinds of theories to be refused the deination of theories of distributive
justice (more because they refuse any type ofgeigtian any type of distribution) are
those that deny moral equal status to all humadstasse that accept that in economic
distribution ‘might makes right’ i.e. those whousé to make any moral statements”.

Defined in this manner, we would be able to includany theories
within the field of distributive justice, even thés such as Nozickian
libertarianisn®, since it also entails a mechanism of distributjoe. the free
market). This way of defining distributive justideowever, raises a number of
issues.

1 There is a further, rather marginal objectionhivitthe context of the general argument,
which Stoian also raises in relation to my struaitaefinition and which is also worthy of
discussion. His claim is that the example whicldvide for the operationalization of the
A term mistakenly includes elements such as thenmanity or the world, which properly
belong to the scope of justice, not the site ofiges But | strongly fail to see why this
would be the case. Including the community as phthe site of justicenot the scope,
entails that some principles of justice should peliad at the level of one particular
community (e.g. guiding institutions that only ctragh behaviours within that
community), instead of other levels, such as ttighe basic structure of the society for
instance. Surely, this idea might not necessaglgdmpatible with a liberal view but not
all theories of distributive justice have to be swacted within a liberal framework.
Furthermore, the world can also be the site ofgast we adhere to a view which claims
that there should be global institutions constrinithe behaviour of states and
individuals. The cogency of such a view is not undispute here, nor was it under
dispute in my original article, where | merely intked to show what sorts of elements
might be part of a theory of distributive justiaegt to defend the plausibility of any
particular theory.

2 Robert NozickAnarchy, State and Utopi®lackwell Publishers, Oxford, 1974.
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First, the idea that a theory which denies equataistatus to all
individuals should not count as a theory of disttile justice is not in itself
uncontroversial and requires a substantive defemtech Stoian does not
provide. In the absence of such a defence, iti<lear why the line between a
theory of distributive justice (or, simply, justjcand a statement which cannot
be qualified as a theory of distributive justiceliawn precisely at the line of equal
moral status, especially since there are autherso deny that individuals have
equal moral status while remaining committed tovthleie of justice.

Second, as previously set out, Stoian's view maroitted to the idea
that all theories that say something about theridigton of “burdens and
benefits according to a morally relevant rule” dkddoe counted as theories of
distributive justice. But this seems to directlynfimt with another view of
distributive justice which he earlier expounds (avidch draws on Lamont and
Favor?), namely that

“distributive justice is a field ophilosophical(as opposed to scientifighvestigation
(akin to metaphysics but, despite its institutiopl@cement- that is, in political science
departments, dissimilar from political science mQpn which the competing theories tell
us something about hoprimordially economiqas opposed to purely politicajenefits and
burdens produced by frameworkshould belistributed (benefits) or shared (burdehs)

This latter definition is much more restrictive ththe former, since it
requires that the benefits and burdens which aetject of distributions: (1)
need to be produced within a common framework &jdbe primordially
economic. But this (largely) Rawlsian account waigard some distributive
guestions as falling outside of the field of distiive justice, questions which
the broader definition mentioned above will inclugihin the field. Consider
the following case, proposed by Derek P&tfit

Divided World.The two halves of the world's population are, a@ suppose,
unaware of each other's existence. Perhaps thatistlaas not yet been crossed.
Consider next two possible states of affairs: (1) &a100 and half at 200 or (2)
everyone at 145.

Since Stoian's latter account of distributive pestirequires that the
benefits and burdens distributed be produced inomnmon framework, it

13 See for instance Uwe Steinhoff, “Against Equalpgees and Concern, Equal Rights, and

Egalitarian Impartiality”, inldem (ed.),Do All Persons Have Equal Moral Worth?:
On ‘Basic Equality’ and Equal Respect and Conge@xford University Press,
Oxford, pp. 142-172.

Julian Lamont, Christi Favor, “Distributive Justic The Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (Fall 2014 Edition), Edward N. Zalta Jed URL =
http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/fall2014/entjiestice-distributive/.

15 Derek Parfit, “Equality and PriorityRatiq, vol. 10, no. 3, 1997, p. 206.

14
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follows that distributive justice cannot say angthiabout the desirability of a
particular allocation of benefits and burdens betwthe two populations, since
clearly no common framework has been establishéteashave never been in
contact before. This view is standardly held byhatg who understand justice
to necessarily presuppose a relational elethe@n the other hand, since none
of the two allocations deny that individuals arerahcequals, nor do they
presuppose that “might makes right”, by his firgffidition'’ the allocative
guestion would fall within the field of distributvjustice since it pertains to a
distribution of benefits and burdens.

Third, and most importantly, if we follow Stoiardgfinition, whereby
any theory which makes statements about the disioito of burdens and
benefits but does not deny equal moral statusildiofanake moral statements is
a theory ofdistributive justiceand that if it fails on the latter two points (eitg.
denies equal moral status or refuses to make rataments) it fails because it
cannot be considered a theoryjogtice then it is impossible to distinguish
between a theory of justice and a theory of digtile justice, since the two
types of theories cover an identical range of caBes if this is an accurate
depiction of the field of justice, then the questtarns to why we should label
any theory as one dfistributive justice, rather than simply as a theory of
justice. In order for the notion of distributivesjice to make sense we therefore
require a criteria used to delineate theories sifithutive justice and from other
types of theories of justice. Such a criteria isvided by Nozick, who argues
that patterns are basic building blocks of theooiedistributive justice and that
his own libertarian theory falls outside the scopealistributive justice since it
is not patterned. Stoian argues that Nozick's adca which | also appeal), is
mistaken, and that Nozick's brand of libertarianmaperly belongs to the field
of distributive justice, since his proposed pritegoof justice in acquisition,
justice in transfer and the principle of rectificat do say something about the
way in which benefits and burdens should be disteith in society. My counter-
claim is that the distinction between justice angtributive justice is
illegitimately extinguished by this interpretatiosince theories of distributive
justice do not only spell out implications concegidistributions of burdens
and benefits, but make distributions gmmitive™ objects of the theory, rather
than other theories of justice which hold distribos of burdens and benefits to
an exclusivelyderivativestatus. This view draws on Andersohiaccount of the

16 gee for instance Elizabeth Anderson, “What isRoéint of Equality?” Ethics vol. 109,

no. 2, 1999, pp. 287-337.

As presented in this rejoinder. In Stoian's ow@giaccount the order in which the two

definitions are offered is reversed.

By primitive | mean that the respective objeats assumed as fundamental and are not

derived from other types of objects.

19 Elizabeth Anderson, “What is...citldem “The Fundamental Disagreement between Luck
Egalitarians and Relational Egalitarian€anadian Journal of Philosophyol. 40, no. 1,
Supplementary Volume 36, 2010, pp. 1-23.

17

18
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distinction between luck egalitarian theories, Jwhicshe sees as a
quintessentially distributive theory, and demoaratuality, which she sees as
a quintessentially relational theory. In her vidheories of distributive justice
have the following characteristics: “Justice itselbnsists in a desirable
distributive pattern. Rules of regulation are jilsti as instrumental to
achieving this distribution, and people have theuei of justice to the extent
that they aim at it. The justice of agents is degifrom an independent standard
of the justice of states of the worfd” On the other hand, relational theories
“identify justice with a virtue of agents (inclugjninstitutions). It is a
disposition to treat individuals in accordance wghnciples that express,
embody, and sustain relations of social equalitystributions of socially
allocated goods are just if they are the resubtvaryone acting in accord with
such principles. The justice of distributions isrided from an independent
standard of the justice of agents, which involveafarmity to principles of
justice that regulate their condu@t” While Anderson does not explicitly
discuss Nozickian libertarianism for instancesihot difficult to notice that the
theory would fall in the latter category rather rihthhe former, since it also
makes the claim that particular distributions aoé jost in themselves, but are
simply produced if agents conform to a just procedu Nozickian
libertarianism, as well as Anderson’'s democratigaéty, are therefore theories
of justice but not theories of distributive justicender this view, since the
extent to which distributions of burdens and beaedfie to be considered just or
unjust is entirely derivative on some other, maiefive, feature.

To conclude this section, the point is not thaiiét's construal of a
theory of distributive justice is inherently flawetut rather that there are
multiple plausible interpretations of the conceptl dhe literature specific to
contemporary analytical political philosophy doesot n appear to
uncontroversially endorse any particular conceptidém fact, as | have shown
earlier on, Stoian himself offers two views (whiate distinct from the third
view defended in the previous paragraph) of whheary of distributive justice
is, which do not fully overlap (for instance, onkethem includes cases like
Divided Worldwithin the scope of a theory of distributive jegsti while the

20 |bidem p. 2.

2 bidem

22 Note, however, that in a different work Andergsee Elizabeth Anderson, “Justifying the
Capabilities Approach to Justice”, in Harry Brighoubeyrid Robeyns (eds.Measuring
Justice: Primary Goods and CapabilitieSambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2010
pp. 81-82) explicitly claims that Nozickian libetignism is a theory of distributive
justice, since it does specify a distributive rafeen if this rule is an unconstrained
procedural one. To the extent that in this work @émson also uses the notion of a theory
of distributive justice and the notion of a theofyjustice interchangeably | maintain that
her own interpretation conflicts with the view smit in Elizabeth Anderson, “What
is...cit” and in Elizabeth Anderson, “The Fundanaéncit”, which has been described
above.
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other denies that such a theory is applicable ler Qivided World case).
Stoian's criticism is still valuable however, in & as it presses for a more
detailed specification of what is precisely meayttliee notions of distributive
justice and theories of distributive justice, aktaghich | hope to have more
successfully addressed here than in the originialer

On Anarchism and Distributive Justice

A second line of criticism opened by Stoian conesethe idea that
anarchism, understood as a political ideology, pmsaian illegitimate place in
my analysis, since it cannot be intelligibly diseed within the context of
distributive justice. Stoian offers two central iola in order to defend his
position: (1) anarchism fits in with debates in ftedd of political obligations,
not in the field of distributive justice and (2)sttibutive justice presupposes a
coercive state and anarchism rejects the existehopercive states. While |
largely agree with Stoian's analysis of anarchidmdisagree with the
implication that my initial argument is negativedffected by his claims. Once
again, | will examine each of them in turn. It Bfiditely true that philosophical
(and, perhaps, ideological) anarchism normally tenposes with the idea that
we have duties or obligations to abide by statéaity, a discussion which
does indeed take place within the philosophicdtfief political obligations.
But this does not prevent us from examinipgssible implications of
ideological anarchism in connection to the idedaisfributive justice, since the
conclusions might be that the two notions are symptompatible. In my
article | wrote that

“the pattern element is incompatible [...] with estdasm, in both the individualist and

collectivist versions, since the common thread Wwhiens through both of them is that
anarchism is the approach which considers thdbatis of human association must be
voluntary®,

Thus, anarchism has distributive implicationsncei it does say
something about the way in which benefits and msd#ould be distributed in
a specific group, but, much like libertarianismne tistributive implications are
only derivative since the theory is not patterndeireby falling outside the
purview of distributive justice. Maintaining Stolaranalogy that anarchism and
theories of distributive justice are different figh different ponds, | would
argue that | never claimed that anarchism is aifisthe pond of distributive
justice, but | merely offeredne reasorfor why anarchism cannot swim in that
particular pond.

2 pAlexandru Volacu, “On the Ideological...cit.”, p15.
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Such a reason is also provided by Stoian in hisrsk claim, where he
once again appeals to the Rawlsian definition thfemry of distributive justice in
order to argue that we cannot discuss about sechi¢is outside the framework of
a coercive state. Assume, for the sake of the agrthat this is right and that in
order for something to count as a theory of distiile justice we need a commonly
shared framework for the production of benefits ambercive mechanism through
which distribution would be achieved (although this by no means
uncontroversial). The conclusion which we shouldwdris then simply that
ideological anarchism is incompatible with disttitsel justice, a conclusion which |
also draw using a different argument. Now, it mightobjected (although | find it
implausible) that my argument is mistaken since dbsence of a pattern is
insufficient for the exclusion of a theory from tfield of theories of distributive
justice, but Stoian's argument does not advanagstasitive claim of this type,
merely offering instead a different argument wheds to the same conclusion as
my own. | therefore fail to see how either of Sisatwo claims show that my
argument that anarchism is incompatible with distive justice is wrong, since
they either explicitly state the same conclusi¢ie (first claim) or also argue in
favour of it through different means (the secoriha).

On the ELP, Marxism and Distributive Justice

A final major objection offered by Stoian concemg conclusion that
socialism, as embodied by the European Left Platfos incompatible with
distributive justice. The argument | originally efed* was that the ELP draws
on a Marxist interpretations of society which doest allow any place for
individual responsibility, a constraint which | aegl is central in mainstream
theories of distributive justice. Two types of argents can be deployed against
my initial position: (1) the Marxist account whictinderlies the ELP's
discussion of class struggle does not preclude idersgions of individual
responsibility from entering the picture and (2Qliindual responsibility is not
essential to a theory of distributive justice. 8tohas opted to take the first of
these routes and in this process he has launctednnample discussion on the
more general relation between Marxism and distieyustice. While | do not
guestion the soundness of his analysis of Marxisth@importance which this
analysis has on its own, only a very specific pamgages with my own
arguments, namely the discussion on holism/indalidm. Here, Stoian argues
that while the holistic account which | adhere &s llbeen a common thread in
the history of Marxism, more recent accounts belmpgto the field of
Analytical Marxism dispense with the standard veevd provide individualistic

2 |bidem p. 119.
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interpretations of the Marxist framework. | thifkat Stoian is right in pointing
out that if Analytical Marxism can be used to dssiwconcepts such as class
struggle in individualistic terms (and | see nos@ato reject this idea), my
initial conclusion regarding the ELP Manifesto $aiFurthermore, the second
route described above can also plausibly be takdnadnile | also point to it in
my original text® as a potential caveat, | now consider that itsieely refutes
my original claim concerning socialism and the ELAx discussed in my
original paper, individual responsibility can béeirpreted as a constraint placed
on the pattern of distributiéh While it is true that a wide range of the most
salient theories of distributive justice do makenmofor some form of individual
responsibility’, other theories of distributive justice may plalysbe constructed
in the absence of such a constrdimind if our methodological strategy is to
examine the link between ideologies and commongreshcore features of
theories of distributive justice it is highly quiestable that ideologies which do
not take individual responsibility seriously shouid rejected as incompatible
with the idea of distributive justice, as | prevébusuggested.

Conclusions
In conclusion, | am grateful to Stoian for his gtgiful criticism of

some of the positions which | held in my origingicde. While | disagree with
his conclusion on the question of what it meansaftiteory to count as a theory

% |bidem p. 118.

2 Other values, aside from that of responsibilityight also constrain the distributive
pattern, such as efficiency (see Bertil Tungodéaier Vallentyne, “On the Possibility of
Paretian Egalitarianism"Journal of Philosophyvol. 102, no. 3, 2005, pp. 126-154),
fairness (see Alexandru Volacu, Oana Dervis, “RisiraVelfare Egalitarianism and the
Expensive Tastes Objection’Contemporary Political Theory Advanced Online
Publication, doi: 10.1057/cpt.2015.67, 2015) oreosh

27 see Ronald Dworkin, “What is Equality? Part 2: &y of Resources"Philosophy and

Public Affairs,vol. 10, no. 4, 1981, pp. 183-345; Amartya SengiMBeing, Agency and

Freedom”,Journal of Philosophyvol. 82, no. 4, 1985, pp. 169-221; Richard Arneson

“Equality and Equal Opportunity for WelfareRhilosophical Studiesvol. 56, no. 1,

1989, pp. 77-93; Gerald Cohen, “On the Currency d@liEgian Justice’Ethics vol. 99,

no. 4, 1989, pp. 906-944; Eric Rakowskigual Justice Oxford University Press, New

York, 1991; John Roemer, “A Pragmatic Theory of Resjfulity for the Egalitarian

Planner”,Philosophy and Public Affairsvol. 22, no. 2, 1993, pp. 146-166; Richard

Arneson, “Luck Egalitarianism and Prioritarianisnithics vol. 110, no. 2, 2000,

pp. 339-349; Serena Olsaretti, “Responsibility am& tConsequences of Choice”,

Proceedings of the Aristotelian Societyol. 109, no.1l, 2009, pp. 165-188; Zofia

Stemplowska, “Making Justice Sensitive to Respditgib Political Studiesvol. 57, no. 2,

2009, pp. 237-259.

See for instance Kasper Lippert-Rasmus&xmntology, Responsibility, and Equality

University of Copenhagen, Copenhagen, 2005.
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of distributive justice and with his conclusion any assessment of the
incompatibility between ideological anarchism andtributive justice, his

comments have opened the way for a deeper discussidhese matters and
have helped me to clarify my initial positions irslaarper way. Furthermore, |
find his main objection to my construal of the ingmatibility between

socialism and distributive justice convincing arndgether with the second
argument | have offered in the previous sectiorha$ led me to recant my
initial position on the issue. On the wider projectlined in the initial article,

which seeks to examine political ideologies in temh their relation with more
abstract normative concepts (such as distributistige) the bulk of work

remains, however, to be done. On this topic, ad, welgree with Stoian in

claiming that “the best comparison should [...le¢ween individual theories of
distributive justice and individual ideologies” mat than by comparing
ideologies with commonly shared core features ebties of distributive justice
as | have done, but | retain the hope that thederalysis advanced in my
original paper can be construed as a plausiblénpredry groundwork for more

in-depth future studies.
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