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1. Introduction

Any comprehensive account of intragenerational, egalitarian justice must supply an account of the relevant currency in terms of which people should be equally well off.
 Several accounts are offered in the literature, e.g., Arneson’s (1989) equality of opportunity for welfare, Dworkin’s (1981a; 1981b; 2000) equality of resources, and Cohen’s (1989) equality of access to advantage. Similarly, any comprehensive account of intergenerational, egalitarian justice must provide an account of the relevant currency in terms of which people should be equally well off across generations. This issue has received less attention. In part, this may reflect the view that, at the level of fundamental principles, the shift from the intragenerational to the intergenerational metric-issue raises no issues not already dealt with by theorists focusing on the former and reasonably well-explored issue. On this view, the intergenerational currency issue is merely a matter of applying conclusions established in a different context to the intergenerational issue, so to speak. At a suitably basic level, I think this view is correct: there is no issue of the metric of distributive justice that is a distinct issue of inter- (or intra-)generational justice. Metrics of intra- and intergenerational justice do not diverge.

This no-distinct-intergenerational-metric-issue contention is compatible with the following two claims. First, considering the intergenerational issue may bring out in particularly salient ways the implications of a view about the metric of justice, implications that the theories may not have in intragenerational contexts as we know them. This may affect which view on the metric of justice, we accept.  
Second, having a well-defended theory of the metric of justice in an intragenerational setting we may apply this metric to an intergenerational setting and find that, together with other views we hold, it has surprising implications regarding intergenerational justice that, on reflection, we find we should accept even if they conflict with our initial convictions regarding intergenerational justice.
Here I will explore three issues that, while they do not arise in the context of intergenerational justice only, might offer a new angle on the currency issue. First, several theorists addressing the intragenerational issue have argued that an individual who is worse off through having expensive preferences is not worse off in terms of the relevant currency of egalitarian justice. On the assumption that, often, later generations have expensive preferences compared to earlier generations – goods that were luxury goods for past generations are seen as necessities the availability of which generate little satisfaction by and for later generations – welfarist egalitarianism would seem to recommend redistribution of resources in favor of later generations. Some might take this as an objection to the view that welfare is the currency of justice (Section Two). 
Second, welfarist egalitarians seem to allow cultivating cheap preference among future generations thereby allowing the present generation to deplete natural resources, and some may see this as a problem with welfarist egalitarianism (Section Three). Like the former objection, this one concerns expensive preferences, but here the focus is on one party’s actively and deliberately cultivating cheap preferences in another party.
Third, in addressing the intragenerational issue Dworkinians have paid much attention to the issue of the slavery of talented. The idea is that insofar as internal resources, e.g. productive talents, are included in the measure of resources in terms of which people should be equal, one hour of leisure for a talented person will count as a much greater consumption of resources than one hour of leisure of an untalented person. Suppose, plausibly, that work by one generation affects positively the resources at disposal for all later generations and suppose that all members of the first generation are untalented relative to members of later generations (in the sense that had one of the later generations been the first, the amount of resources conferred on later generations through the efforts of the first generation would have been much greater than they are as a matter of fact). It seems that their situation gives rise to an intergenerational problem of ‘the slavery of the first generation’. I discuss various resourcist responses to the slavery of the first generation (Sections Four to Six) and argue that we make best sense of the problem from a welfarist perspective. 
Having addressed two issues of the metric of justice in relation to intergenerational justice, I end the paper (Section Seven) with some more general, critical remarks on two anti-welfarist-arguments that Jerry Cohen cites as his reasons for favoring something other than a purely welfarist metric of justice. While the present paper offers no direct defense of the view that welfare is the currency of intergenerational justice, it offers an indirect defense of this view by deflecting a possible criticism thereof and by resisting resourcist proposals as to how one should accommodate the problem of the slavery of the first generation.

One preliminary matter: I write about redistribution across generations as if there was some way of taking resources from one generation wherever it is located in time and giving these to another generation wherever it is located in time. Obviously, such direct redistribution across generations in a backwards direction is impossible and this, among other factors, means that the principles of regulation of intergenerational equality must be different from the fundamental principles of intergenerational equality. My concern in this paper is limited to the latter matter. Accordingly, it is no objection to what I write below that, say, redistribution in favor of past generations is impossible. Even if such redistribution is impossible, this does not prevent us from asking if the world had been more just, had past generations been as well off as the present generation and this is the sort of question we ask, if we are concerned with fundamental principles of justice as opposed to principles of regulation (Cohen 2008: 5, 19-21).

2. The expensive tastes of future generations
One important challenge to a welfarist metric appeals to the idea of expensive tastes. In his defense of primary goods as the currency of justice John Rawls offers the following thought: “Imagine two persons, one satisfied with a diet of milk, bread and beans, while the other is distraught without expensive wines and exotic dishes. In short one has expensive tastes, the other does not” (Rawls 1982: 168). If welfare is the relevant measure of egalitarian justice, the latter person should have more resources than the former, since he is less good at converting resources into welfare. However, Rawls thinks this is not just: “As moral persons citizens have some part in forming and cultivating their final ends and preferences. It is not by itself an objection to the use of primary goods that it does not accommodate those with expensive tastes” (Rawls 1982: 168).
 I conjecture that the difference Rawls wants to illustrate is one that is particularly pertinent to different generations: members of most of mankind’s early generations would have been more than satisfied with a “diet of milk, bread and beans”, many members of the present generation require at least occasional “expensive wines and exotic dishes” to get to the same level of satisfaction, and who knows what exorbitant tastes future generations will develop.

Before I proceed, I should say a bit more about what expensive tastes are. Rawls’ example above might be misleading, and may give an undeserved bad name to expensive tastes, because the example does not specify what is the ground of the two persons’ being satisfied and distraught respectively. If the distraught person’s dissatisfaction derives from an anti-egalitarian preference that he has greater satisfaction or consumes more expensive goods than others, this might be an objectionable stance, from an egalitarian point of view, but it need not reflect that he has expensive preferences in the relevant sense.
 For a person to have expensive preferences in Dworkin’s and Cohen’s sense is for this person to “need more income” than others do “simply to achieve the same level of [some form of] welfare as those with less expensive preferences” (Dworkin 2000: 48), be that form of welfare satisfaction of preference, or self-development, or good experience, or whatever other form of welfare is brought into view” (Cohen 2004: 5-6). A person who is very good at converting resources into welfare may have an anti-egalitarian preference that he has more than others and still have cheap preferences overall in the relevant sense, e.g. beside his anti-egalitarian preference he has other preferences that are very cheap.
 So construed the concept of an expensive preference is a relational concept: it describes the relation between the preferences of persons. Accordingly, a person may have expensive preferences relative to one person and cheap preferences relative to another. 
The relevant baseline for whether someone has expensive preferences could be different, i.e. different from the expensiveness of satisfying other people’s preferences. It could be expensive relative to what it could have been had this person acted differently or been subjected to different conditions. Alternatively, preferences could be said to be expensive if the difference between the amount of resources required to achieve a certain of level satisfaction and the minimum amount of resources required to achieve the same level of satisfaction had the agent acted differently is higher than it is in the case of other individuals.
 Members of the present generation may have expensive tastes compared to members of previous generations on Dworkin’s definition, but they may not have expensive preferences relative to previous generations on the definition just proposed. Even though it takes more resources for members of the present generation to reach a certain level of satisfaction than it did for members of past ones, they could not have acted differently such that they might have reached this level of satisfaction with fewer resources, whereas, possibly, members of past generations could have done so.
Unlike Rawls and Dworkin, Arneson and Cohen do not think the expensive taste objection shows that justice is not concerned with welfare. Rather, it shows that “(w)e should replace equality of welfare by equality of opportunity for welfare” (Cohen 2010: 11; cf. Arneson 1991; 1989). Hence, if the person with expensive tastes and the person with inexpensive tastes initially had equal opportunities for preference satisfaction, justice should accommodate the person who deliberately chose to develop expensive tastes. Cohen thinks that this response is truer to the underlying motivation of the expensive taste objection.
 
This view, applied to intergenerational justice, strikes me as having plausible implications. Even though future generations may have preferences that are massively more expensive than those we have, we should transfer resources to them only if the expensiveness of their preferences is not suitably related to choices they made or could have made. Rawls might disagree on the ground that his view about non-compensation for expensive preferences is informed by his view of justice as a feature of relations of social cooperation, relations which do not obtain between past generations with cheap preferences and later generations with expensive preferences. Hence, on his view there is no injustice in either compensating or not compensating expensive preferences across generations. 
Myself, I consider this Rawlsian reply suspect, because it ties justice to the existence of relations of social cooperation. Also, I do think we can imagine situations where justice requires that we take into account expensive preference and do not simply let the frustration these generate (in the absence of a greater allocation of resources) fall on those who have such preferences. Consider the following case: generation1 can choose between two policies both of which will give generation2 and generation3 the same amount of resources. However, the first policy will cause generation3 to have expensive preferences, whereas the second policy will cause neither generation to have expensive preferences. Assuming that everything else is equal, I believe it would be unjust for generation1 to choose the first policy thereby causing inequality of welfare between future generations. If so, from a third-person perspective at least, an expensive preference is not, pace Rawls, simply something for which the bearer of the preference bears full responsibility.
 
In a later treatment of the topic, Cohen (2004: 7-8) revises his position relative to the one he espoused in his 1989 article. First, he stress that what matters is not whether the preference holder is responsible for having the preference, but whether the holder can reasonably be held responsible for the fact that her preference is expensive (cf. Arneson 1991). So if I cultivate a certain preference, which I could not possibly have foreseen would turn out to be expensive I may be due compensation, according to Cohen. Albeit I can reasonably be held responsible for holding the preference, I cannot reasonably be held responsible for the fact that it is expensive and this is what matters justice-wise. 
Second, Cohen’s 2004 position distinguishes between preferences that are informed by valuational judgments and those that are not.
 An example of the former is a preference for opera, where this preference reflects the value judgment that a good life requires acquaintance with fine arts. An example of the latter might be a strong preference for back massage that one has simply because it is pleasant without in any way judging back massage or the accompanying pleasant experiences to have any value.
 In the case of the former preferences, Cohen believes that someone who has an expensive preference which is informed by valuational judgment and could be unschooled or which the holder deliberately chose to develop may be due to compensation on account of his expensive preference: “the subject’s approving identification with their expensive tastes… is something that I regard as a reason for offering it, since, where identification is present, it is, standardly, the agents’ very bad luck that a preference with which they strongly identify happens to be expensive, and to expect them to forgo or restrict satisfaction of that preference (because it is expensive) is, therefore, to ask them to accept an alienation from what is deep in them” (Cohen 2004: 7).
 
Consider Cohen’s 2004 view applied to the issue of intragenerational justice. More specifically, contemplate the suggestion that, on this view, there is very little intergenerational injustice. Our preferences may be much more expensive than those of people who lived in medieval times and the preferences of future generations might reasonably be expected to be even more expensive than those of the present generation. On Cohen’s 1989 view, egalitarians would not want to accommodate such preferences provided that those holding them could school themselves out of them. Hence, there might be injustice in our having more resources at our disposal than previous generations, since we cold school ourselves out of our expensive preferences, e.g. by making ourselves used to scarcity. And similarly, there might be no injustice in our using present resources that will lead to the frustration of later generations’ expensive preferences, which they can school themselves out of. However, on the assumption that expensive preferences are backed up with evaluational judgments, neither of these claims follow on Cohen’s 2004 view. Hence, the present generation should transfer resources to accommodate the very expensive preferences of future generations, because these are informed by evaluational judgments. This might be seen as a powerful objection to Cohen’s 2004 position. It seems to imply that justice is compatible with massive intergenerational inequalities provided that these are suitably related to valuational judgments.
In part because of this implication, I am not happy with Cohen’s 2004 position on the welfarist component in his access to advantage metric. First of all, I do not see why, for the purpose of realizing egalitarian justice, we must simply accept the valuational judgments of others. These might be thoroughly misinformed and easily revised. In such cases, might we not withhold compensation on the ground that they could (or we could) easily (and by rational means) school them out of their present (misinformed) valuational judgments? Cohen rejects withholding compensation for expensive preferences informed by valuational judgments on the ground that this amounts to asking holders “to alienate themselves from what is deep in them” (Cohen 2004: 7). We might be doing so if we asked them to school themselves out of their expensive tastes keeping the valuational judgments informing them, but no such alienation is involved in their schooling themselves out of their expensive tastes and the relevant valuational judgments. 
Moreover, I do not see why the mere fact that something involves a valuational judgment means that this is something that is “deep in them”. Some valuational judgments informing preference may be rationalizations of preferences whose existence go back in time longer than the relevant valuational judgment and is one that has been acquired through a reasons-insensitive process. The holder of such a preference may not, if informed about the genesis of her valuational judgment, see it as something that is deep in her.

The upshot of this response to Cohen’s 2004 position is that insofar as we revise Cohen’s 1989 position to give a greater role to valuational judgments we should not go as far as to compensate for expensive preference informed by revisable or superficial valuational judgments. In fact, I would further and say that Cohen’s 1989 position represents a more plausible view on intergenerational justice than does his 2004 view.
3. Causing future generations to have cheap preferences

Whether one accepts the suggested amendment to Cohen’s 2004 position on expensive preferences, there is a different challenge to welfarism in general in relation to intergenerational justice. Suppose that one generation has a significant influence on which tastes the next generation develops, i.e. whether the next generation will have expensive or inexpensive tastes. So suppose that generation1 faces the following choice: to preserve equality of welfare it can either abstain from using certain natural resources that will then be available to satisfy generation2’s preferences which will be identical to those of generation1. Or it can make sure that generation2 develops cheap preferences in which case generation1 can use more resources. The question then is whether generation1 acts unjustly if it makes generation2 have cheap preferences. If it is unjust that would count against not only equality of welfare but also equality of opportunity for welfare, since the two generations have equal opportunities for welfare (Vrousalis forthcoming: 12).
 Call this the preference engineering objection.
In my view, the preference engineering objection does little to undermine welfarist egalitarianism. First, I do not think that there is an egalitarian objection to engineering cheap preferences in future generations. To see that the present scenario is not objectionable for egalitarian reasons insofar as it is objectionable at all, consider a scenario in which a generation develops cheaper preferences to achieve equal satisfaction for it and future generations at a higher level. This seems wholly compatible with equality. If so, why should it make a difference, from an egalitarian point of view, whether a generation develops cheap preferences, or whether it engineers a future generation to have cheap preferences?
Second, I do not think that engineering cheap preferences as such is objectionable. Note that people generally are too critical of cultivating cheap preferences. One reason this is so is that they assume that cheap preferences is a separate category of preferences different from most of our preferences. But, as a matter of fact, it is hardly surprising that few of us have desires to direct operas, to own the largest private collection of paintings by Monet, or to be the first tourist who travel three times into space. Most of our preferences are formed in ways that are informed of the costs of satisfying them. This is good. It saves us a lot of frustration.
 And in some, but by no means all, cases this is unproblematic.

Cases where substituting cheap preferences for expensive preferences are unproblematic are cases where these are non-brute, i.e. our preferences reflect valuations. In some cases our preferences conflict with our evaluations, e.g. the preference for meat. If we could affect the preferences of future generations such that they would have no such brute, expensive preferences, I do not think this is in any way problematic. (You might think that certain ways of causing others to have or not have preferences are problematic, e.g. because they violate the autonomy of the person in question, but this is not to deny that this person’s preferences bear on her welfare.) In the case of preferences based on valuations, there is nothing problematic about making people holding cheaper preference provided they can reach cheaper preferences through some deliberative sound route from their present evaluations.

In fact, I would take a stronger view than the view that it is permissible in the indicated range of cases to make future generations hold cheaper preferences. We could be morally required to make future generations hold cheaper preferences. Indeed, some respectable environmental aims involve precisely this, e.g. changing people’s preferences in relation to private vs. public transportation or in relation to air travel and holidays. More specifically, if we can achieve equality across generations by ensuring that future generations will have cheaper preferences than we have, this might well be morally required. Note that whether a preference is classified as cheap or expensive depends on what the baseline is and in the case of future generations there are several possible suggestions as to what the relevant baseline might be. If, for instance, the baseline is how costly the relevant generations’ preferences would have been had we not intervened, there is an obvious question as to what makes it so problematic that we act with the intention of affecting whether future generations’ preferences will be costly or not.
 In sum, I conclude that the engineering preferences objection is no strong objection to welfarist metrics. In fact, this particular objection has nothing specifically to do with welfarism vs. resourcism. If we determine people’s share of resources through Dworkin’s auction, we could imagine future generations’ preferences being engineered by present generations in such a way that they do not envy the resource bundles of previous generations, in which case no inequality of resources obtain across generations. I contend that if preference engineering is a problem for welfarism, then so it is for Dworkinian resourcism.
4.  Dworkin’s resourcism and slavery of the talented

I now set aside expensive preferences to turn to the possible problem of slavery of the first generation. To understand this challenge we need a bit of background. Dworkin’s favored metric is resources. So on his view people should be equal in terms of the amount of resources that they command. But how do we compare different bundles of resources? On Dworkin’s view, we should apply the envy test (Dworkin 2000: 68-69). This test says that we should divide resources among us and then see if anyone prefers the bundle of resources possessed by others relative to her own. If this is the case, equality of resources does not obtain and we should redistribute until we reach an envy free distribution.

Which resources are relevant for the purpose of applying the envy test? Clearly, external resources such as land and water should be included in the test. But what should we say about internal resources such as labor power (or organs)? The question here is tricky because, on the one hand, clearly labor power is a resource and people who command more labor power or more valuable labor power than others command more resources. On the other hand, labor power is closely tied to a person’s talents and personality in such a way that people possess very different amounts of labor power and that addressing this inequality appears problematic. This is where Dworkin’s concern about the slavery of the talented comes into the picture.

In the case of external resources Dworkin imagines that such resources are divided among people through the mechanism of an auction, where everyone who participates in the auction bids at the auction and where everyone has an equal amount of bidding power. Hence, the price for external resources that many want to command becomes high because there are many bidders. 

Suppose that internal resources are included among the resources that people bid for at the auction. Since people have very different skills and talents, talented people can expect that their labor power, i.e. essentially their time, will cost much more than the labor power of the untalented. Hence, if I am a talented person who would like some leisure, I will have to bid at the auction for some of “my own” time. Because I could alternatively be very productive in those hours I would like to spend in a leisurely way others will offer high bids for those hours. Accordingly, I must use a lot of my bidding power to ensure some leisure for me. Similarly, if I were a talented person who wanted to spend some of my time in a job which I find fulfilling, but for which I am not particularly talented and in any case results in a product not many want to buy, I would need a lot of my bidding power to ensure that this is possible for me. Indeed, if we allow coalitions of buyers who pool their resources to buy the labor power of talented persons, I might end up owning none of my time and the owners of my labor power might decide whatever I do.
 This, Dworkin submits, is not fair: the result of the auction so construed would be “that each would have to spend his life in close to the commercially most profitable manner that he could, or, at least if he is talented, suffer some very serious deprivation if he did not. For since Adrian, for example, is able to produce prodigious income from farming, others would be willing to bid a large amount to have the right to his labor and the vegetables thereof, and if he outbids them, but chooses to write indifferent poetry instead of farming full time, he will then have to spend a large part of his initial endowment on a right that will bring him little financial benefit. This is indeed the slavery of the talented” (Dworkin 1981: 311-312; 2000: 90).
  

In relation to welfarist theories of distributive justice, the slavery of the talented objection is interesting, because it seems to pose no problem at all for such theories. Welfarist egalitarians think that people should be equal in terms of welfare, whether understood in terms of (ideal) preference satisfaction or in terms of pleasant mental states. To the extent that talented people would have less welfare than others if they were to spend their lives ‘close to the commercially most profitable manner’, welfarist theories of egalitarian justice does not require that they do so. These might see no injustice in talented people working for more hours than untalented people to the extent that this is compatible with equality of welfare. It might be so compatible if, say, the kind of work talented people do typically is more rewarding than the kind of work untalented people do. Hence, insofar as the slavery of the talented is a problem for egalitarian theories of justice it is a problem for resourcist egalitarian theories. 

Because Dworkin defends resourcist egalitarianism and finds the slavery of the talented problematic, he needs to address the problem. He does so by excluding labor from the auction and from the envy test. Hence, at Dworkin’s auction one cannot bid for the labor power of others and when determining whether some envy the resource bundle of others, one should disregard the labor power they command. This way Dworkin’s theory avoids the problem, as he diagnoses it, but it is also clear that he runs into another. Some people might simply be endowed with high-value labor power and Dworkin thinks justice should be endowment-insensitive. Hence, he needs some mechanism to address the inequality between those who are endowed with high-value labor power and those who are not. For that purpose he proposes an insurance scheme, where people ensure themselves against being untalented or nor being highly talented. In principle such a scheme, might lead to the same problematic results as Dworkin thinks follow, if we allow people to bid at each others’ labor power at the auction. However, as a matter of fact they will not, the reason being that people will be unwilling to ensure themselves against not being among the most talented. To the extent that they were they would have to pay a very large premium should they actually turn out to be among the very most talented in which case they would in effect be exposed to what Dworkin considers to amount to slavery of the talented.
  
5.  Slavery of the talented and intergenerational justice   

Set aside for the moment how compelling the slavery of the talented objection is. What I want to consider in this section is a version of it that applies to the issue of intergenerational justice. In his discussion of the objection, Dworkin imagines a setting of where the issue is one of intragenerational justice. But let us consider applying the envy test and the idea of the auction to a very simple intergenerational setting.


Suppose we have one hundred generations, where all members of the first generations dies at the very same moment, which is also the moment at which all members of the second generations comes into existence, and so on and so forth. For some reason there will only be one hundred generations. Suppose, moreover, that labor expended by one generation improves the situation of all ensuing generations in that it boosts the productivity-increase of all later generations. Hence, the labor of the first generations makes a difference to the value of all later generations and in particular it makes a tremendous accumulated difference to the value of the labor of the last generations. The labor of the last generation makes no difference to any other generation.

If, under these assumptions, we were to apply the auction and the envy test to the issue of intergenerational justice, the value of the labor of the first generation would be much higher than that of the later generations. Many would want to bid at their labor power, so members of the first generation would have to use a lot of their bidding power to ensure that they have any leisure at all. Indeed, if coalitions of buyers from several generations are allowed they might find themselves where others completely outbid them in an attempt to buy up their time.


It is important to see that nothing in this story depends on members of the first generation being talented in any ordinary sense of the word. Indeed, they may in principle be less talented than later generations. The sole reason their labor has greater value than that of later generations’ is that they have the fortune (or curse) of their labor being located in time in such a way that it affects the value of all later generations. A terminological lesson that one might draw from this observation is that “slavery of the talented” may be a misnomer.

A more substantive issue is raised by the fact that when we talk intergenerational justice, the issue of the moral status of possible people becomes unavoidable. Applied to the auction, when used to elucidate intergenerational justice, the issue becomes who can bid for resources. One option would be to say that only those people who actually exist at some point in time should be included in the group of people who bid at the auction. Another option would be to say that all people for whom it is true that there is a distribution such that these people would exist under this option. Either option may seem problematic. Specifically, if we go for the latter option the problem of the slavery of the first generation is deepened. Suppose that how many people in later generations will exist depends on the productive efforts of the first generation. So the higher efforts, the more food there is available. The more food is available, the more descendants there will be. In this scenario, the first generation will have to outbid not only people who will actually exist in the future, but also people who could exist provided that the first generation uses its time for productive purposes. Presumably, we could end up in a situation where the demand for the first generation’s labor power is such that they will lead lives not worth, in welfarist terms, living.

The upshot of this is that Dworkin’s slavery of talented objection seems to exist in an analogous form in relation to intergenerational justice. Accordingly, if slavery of the talented is a good objection to resourcist egalitarian theories of intragenerational justice that requires that we think of labor power differently from how we think of other resources, something similar would seem to follow in the case of resourcist egalitarian theories of intergenerational justice. 
At this point one might reply that this is no big deal. Dworkin addressed the problem of the slavery of the talented in relation to intragenerational justice by treating the labor of the talented as something to be accommodated through his insurance scheme rather than through the envy test and the auction. So why cannot he similarly address the issue of intergenerational justice in terms of an insurance scheme? 
Unfortunately, it is not immediately apparent that Dworkin’s insurance scheme can deal adequately with the intergenerational issue. For whereas people in Dworkin’s scheme would insure against not being sufficiently talented, they would not ensure against not being “talented” in the special sense that the first generation is talented in relation to the distribution across generations. The benefits that follow from being talented in this sense accrue to others and not to those who possess the talents themselves. Indeed, insofar as people are deprived of knowledge of which generation they belong to and were to insure against belonging to some particular generation, they would insure against belonging to the first and poorest generation.
 This, I believe, reveals the important point that the insurance device is not essentially tied to the elimination of inequalities. One insures to guarantee some kind of compensation in disadvantageous situations. In the normal intragenerational setting Dworkin assumes that being untalented is a disadvantage. But in the intergenerational setting being untalented, because one belongs to the last generation, is not a disadvantage. But if the amount of resources that one commands can diverge from the amount of advantages that one takes into account, when making up one’s mind about insurance, equality of resources does not ensure equality of the relevant kind of advantage, if Dworkin’s insurance device does.

In another setting Cohen and Dworkin have discussed the difference between welfarist and resourcist conceptions of egalitarian justice. Cohen imagines a case of a person who is very good at controlling the movement of his limbs and very adept at moving them. So in an important dimension he is more resourceful than the rest of us. The problem is that he experiences pain whenever he moves his limbs. On Cohen’s view this person is worse off than the rest of us in a way that is relevant from the perspective of egalitarian justice. Since he does not have fewer resources than the rest of us – he is very capable of moving his body – and the experience of pain is not a resource, but merely something that affects his welfare in his case, this shows, Cohen argues, that welfare is relevant, too, from the perspective of egalitarian justice.
 

We can illustrate the relevance of this dispute to the understanding of Dworkin’s auction if we imagine that exercising one’s talents is separated from one’s attention in a way that they are not as a matter of fact. Suppose that there are great differences in people’s productive talents. It is just that exercising one’s talents through productive labor is a bit like driving on a deserted road. It does not require one’s attention. Accordingly, a talented brain surgeon can compose and even write down poems while performing surgery. Non-talented person cannot perform the surgery, whether they attend to it or not, and the talented person can do it unattentatively without loss to the quality or speed of her work. The point here is that being at work does not prevent one from doing the things one likes or deems important. Hence, there is no reason why talented people who put in a lot of hours should envy untalented people who do not. Still, talented people do not count as less talented for this reason or as people who do not command more internal resources than untalented people. Hence, the ground for envy in Dworkin’s scenario cannot be that untalented people have more resources than talented one’s if labor is put up for bidding at the auction.
 I have proposed that envy registers welfare as well. 
6. Slavery of the first generation: An objection

So far I have assumed that it constitutes an objection to resourcist egalitarian accounts of intergenerational justice if any were to lead to the slavery of the first generation. But this is not something that can simply be assumed. In the case of the slavery of the talented, some have argued that Dworkin fails to give convincing egalitarian reasons for why talents and labor should not be put up for sale at Dworkin’s auction. Miriam Cohen Christofidis has put forward this line of argument. In her view, the situation of the talented in intragenerational auction is nothing like slavery in the literal sense (Christofidis 2004: 32). Admittedly, talented people might find themselves facing a “severely restricted choice” where they will have to use most of their purchasing power at the auction to ensure that they control at least some part of their time. But it is not clear that they end up worse off than others in any way that egalitarians need regret. That would follow only if all people cared about in relation to their jobs was the number of hours they put into it such that the less, the better. However, people care about other things too, e.g. the fulfillingness of their job (Christofidis 2004: 36), and since, typically, the jobs of talented people are more fulfilling than the jobs of untalented people, it may well be that hardworking talented people are not envied by much less hardworking untalented people.


Might one offer a similar response to the slavery of the first generation? I do not think so. In real life, there is every reason to believe that the further back we go in history the less fulfilling jobs were. And in any case, we do not need to rest our case on what might be the truth of the matter. All we need to do is to stipulate that in our example the jobs of the first generation are less fulfilling than later jobs without exception. Because the ideal of equality of resource should give the right answer in this hypothetical case as well and because it does not, the objection works independently of the truth about the historical development of the fulfillingness of jobs. 
To sum up the discussion in the two last sections: insofar as there is such a thing as the problem of the slavery of the talented, there is a similar problem in relation to the slavery of the first generation. While this problem may be softened in the case of talented people, because they tend to have more fulfilling jobs, there is no similar way of softening the objection in relation to the slavery of the first generation. Moreover, it is not clear how one can employ Dworkin’s idea of an insurance scheme to an intergenerational setting. In fact, the device seems problematic in intra- as well as intergenerational settings. I conclude that the slavery of the first generation constitutes an important challenge to Dworkin’s resourcist position.
7. The Specification Objection and Cohen’s Tiny Tim

Having considered an anti-welfarist argument and developed the challenge to resourcism of the slavery of the talented, I shall conclude this paper by considering two reasons Jerry Cohen cites in favor of his view that the metric of justice cannot be purely welfarist. The first consideration derives from Dworkin’s work. According to Dworkin, welfarist metrics are appealing in the abstract. However, it needs to be specified what welfare consists in. And here welfarism can be specified differently and for any specification there are very counterintuitive implications. Hence, despite the attraction of the abstract view that the metric of justice should be what really matters for people – the quality of their lives and not just the resources they have – the view should be rejected in view of the fact that all of its specifications have counterintuitive implications. The second consideration, which represents Cohen own line of argument against pure welfarist metrics and which he develops at greater length, concerns Cohen’s adaptation of Dickens’ Tiny Tim. Tiny Tim is unable to walk and, thus, is worse off resource-wise compared to others. However, Tiny Tim has an unusually sunny temperament and, hence, is better off welfare-wise than most others. According to Cohen, justice requires that Tiny Tim be supplied with a wheel chair even if he is better off welfare-wise than most others. If so, the metric of justice must have a resource component. As I will show neither of these considerations justifies moving away from a purely welfarist metric.


Consider first Dworkin’s specification objection. If this objection is a reason to reject a welfarist measure, it must be because no resourcist, or mixed metric, suffers from comparable counterintuitive implications. But Cohen offers no argument to this effect and, offhand, to do so seems impossible. The very reason why welfarist measures are attractive in the abstract – as Dworkin (2000: 14) and Cohen agree they are – is that they are non-fetishist in that they focus solely on (part of – recall footnote three) what people care about non-instrumentally and for their own sake – is a reason to reject any specification of a resourcist measure, which by definition must focus on something other than what people care about non-instrumentally and for their own sake. Accordingly, one would at least need to see some argument for why the specification problem is a stronger reason for rejecting welfarist metrics than the fetish objection is a reason for rejecting resourcist metrics.


There is a further problem with the specification objection, which is this: it presupposes that any specification of the welfarist measure has strongly counterintuitive results. But, as Dworkin acknowledges (2000: 16), he does not show this. He does not discuss all possible accounts of welfarist metrics. In response, it might be said that this is an unreasonably demanding requirement and that the most that can be reasonably demanded is that he discusses (and refutes) the most commonly accepted and plausible welfarist metrics. But neither does he do that. Richard Arneson (1991: 161-164), for instance, shows that Dworkin fails to discuss the view that welfare consists in satisfaction of the preferences my ideally informed self would have for my actual self. 

Turning now to Cohen’s example of Tiny Tim, I want to register skepticism about this example’s capacity to refute welfarism. First, if I think hard about the example I do not think justice is promoted if people who are able to walk are forced to give up resources to provide Tiny Tim with a wheelchair and as a result end up worse off than he is in terms of how well their lives go than Tiny Tim’s does. But, second, even if we have inclination to go along with the view that this is what justice requires, there seems to be several error theories which might explain this intuition in the absence of any resourcist component in the metric of justice. 

One such error theory conjectures that to most people the ability to move around is such an important causal requirement for whatever constitutes welfare or even that it is a component in some objective list element in welfare that people fail to take fully onboard in their assessment of the case that Tiny Tim really has a life that goes better than other people. To support this account, consider the following example. Normal Tim has the ability to move around like the rest of us. However, he lives among people whose ability to move around has been boosted relative to what is the present species normal. That is, all his enhanced fellow human beings can move around much faster and for much longer time than he can. Accordingly, Normal Tim has a resource deficiency relative to his enhanced fellow human beings. However, like Tiny Tim, Normal Tim is blessed with a sunny temperament and care not one bit about moving around faster or for longer time. Normal Tim is preoccupied with reading and writing novels and even if his legs were enhanced, he would never use this enhancement to move faster or longer than he already does. I conjecture that not many people think justice requires that Normal Tim is enhanced. But since his resource deficit relative to his fellow human beings is comparable to that of Tiny Tim’s to his fellow human beings, we can infer that it is not simply the resource deficit which motivates the response in the case of Tiny Tim that justice requires that he would be given a wheel chair even if this results in inequality of welfare. 

By way of further support for my error theory, suppose Tiny Tim has a gloomy temperament, but no disabilities. Suppose you can give him a pill that will enhance his temperament, but paralyze his legs. I conjecture that many of those who share Cohen’s view on what justice requires in relation to Cohen’s case of Tiny Tim, would not favor giving Tiny Tim this pill for Tiny Tim’s own sake. If this conjecture is correct, these people do not think that Tiny Tim has as much welfare as others, despite his sunny temperament, and the fact they think he should be offered a wheelchair does not show that they are not committed to equality of welfare.


One possible suggestion here might be that something like a sufficientarian view of justice lurks in the background, e.g. that justice requires that everyone approaches something like species normal bodily functioning or some such thing. But note that this view is not comfortably canvassed by people like Cohen who thinks that justice is equality and not, say, equality and sufficiency. Moreover, there are various problems with considering the species norm as morally significant (McMahan 2002: 147-148).
8. Conclusion

I have argued that the expensive taste and the engineering preferences objections do not defeat the welfarist view of the metric of (intergenerational) justice; that it is unclear that Dworkin’s resourcist metric can respond adequately to the challenge of the slavery of the first generation; and, finally, I have expressed skepticism about the strength of the two considerations that Jerry Cohen gives for including a resourcist component in his favored currency of egalitarian justice.
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� For present purposes, I shall assume that the correct account of distributive justice is a luck-egalitarian one. For most of my arguments, this assumption will make no essential difference. 


� If they did, might not the metric of life-time equality similarly differ from the metric of time-slice equality? And might not the relevant metric for comparing generationn with generationn+1 differ from the relevant metric for comparing generationn+2 with generationn+3?


� For the record, I am not certain that welfare is the metric of justice. I think that intrinsic preferences people have for states of affairs other than those that involve their self-interest may count as well. In a world in which people have only other-regarding preferences for different species of non-human animals, it might be unjust if some people’s preferences in favor of penguins’ welfare are satisfied, while other people’s preferences in favor of pigs’ welfare are unsatisfied. I do not address this issue elsewhere in this paper.


� I assume that an unjust distribution can arise despite the fact that everyone acted the best she could to promote justice.


� Dworkin (2000: 48-59) presses a similar objection to equality of welfare. 


� Even if the preference represents an objectionable stance, it is not clear that egalitarians will not want to accommodate it. Similarly, a preference that one has lesser satisfaction than others is an anti-egalitarian preference. It would, ironically, qualify as an expensive preference if it is expensive to satisfy, say, because comparisons of levels of satisfaction are very costly.


� A hyper-egalitarian preference is one that is informed by the desire to have no greater satisfaction or not to consume more expensive goods than others.


� On Cohen’s view of the normative significance of expensive tastes this might be a concept of expensive tastes that is normatively more relevant than the concept Dworkin defines.


� Dworkin thinks otherwise. For him identification rather than choice is of the essence (cf. Scanlon on pilgrimage).


� Normally, expensive preferences are discussed in relation to cases where it is the bearer of the preference who can cultivate it or refrain from so doing.


� Cohen does not say what kind of valuational judgment that he has in mind: prudential value judgments, or just any kind of value judgment (“Although the universe is better for someone’s having this expensive preference, it need not be me and my life is not better for having it”).


� Cf. Arneson’s (1991: 162) three indicators of the presence of a desire.


� I am not sure what this implies with respect to a snob’s expensive, anti-egalitarian preferences. A snob may identify with his expensive preferences.


� What about someone who has cheap preferences that have been formed through a similar reasons-insensitive mechanism? These people may have the same level of satisfaction as others through fewer resources. Would Cohen deny that these people might be due extra resources?


� In his critique of preferentialism, Vrousalis imagines a situation where the present generation instills a “self-denial ethos” in future generations such that members of these have “very cheap preferences” (Vrousalis forthcoming: 12). It is not clear what such an ethos amounts to. If it amounts to valuing getting along on few resources, I do not think instilling such an ethos need be objectionable. If it amounts to valuing a second-order preference for having less preference-satisfaction than others, e.g. past generations, it might be objectionable. But then it is not clear why a fully informed individual, who knows about the genesis of such a preference, would have such a preference. Accordingly, it is unclear that the case is a counterexample to all forms of welfarism. 


� We do not only care about the amount of satisfaction of preferences, but we care about this as well. 


� There are two ways in which we can affect this matter: by affecting the content of the future generations’ preferences or by affecting whether satisfying them will be expensive when they are held.


� It is not clear what to say about cases where A envies B’s bundle, and B envies A’s bundle. Clearly, one can improve on this situation, but it is not clear if this will be an improvement in terms of equality. More generally, it is not clear that there is any egalitarian reason to rerun the auction, as Dworkin thinks is the case, when everyone envies the resource bundles of all others to an equal degree. 


� In his reply to Christofidis, Dworkin responds that a talented person “could, if she wished, borrow enough to purchase control of herself” (Dworkin 2004: 351). Others could borrow too to purchase control of the talented person, but the talented person could borrow more money than others could “because it is less expensive to monitor debt service than it is constantly to ensure that an employee is working to the exact limit of her high-production endurance” (Dworkin 2004: 351). This reply is unconvincing for two reasons. First, it involves an appeal to what is at best a contingent truth about how loan markets etc. function and it is difficult to see that a fundamental question of justice, to wit, whether labor is to be assessed in the same way as external resources for the purpose of determining whether equality of resources is satisfied, can be determined by such facts. Suppose that technologies or human psyche changes such that it becomes more, not less, “expensive to monitor debt service than it is constantly to ensure that an employee is working to the exact limit of her high-production endurance”. Then Dworkin would have to concede Christofidis’ point. Second, it is ad hoc to introduce the possibility of borrowing money which can then be used at the auction to bid at resources. If the auction is to serve as a device of ensuring equal distribution of resources, participants must a have equal buying power. But if participants can borrow extra bidding power on the basis of their talents, then that introduces an inequality between the participants that undermines the auction’s capacity to model equality of resources.


� See Christofidis’ comment on Dworkin’s claim that a talented person would have to “to spend his life in close to the commercially most profitable manner that he could” (Christofidis 2004: 34). Not incidentally, that Dworkin’s use of the term “serious deprivation” in the quotation above is somewhat puzzling. For, ex hypothesis, talented Adrian does not command less resources than others do. He may envy others, if Dworkin is right, but this may simply show that Dworkin’s envy is sensitive to factors other than resources. Christofidis thinks -- rightly in my view -- that this takes us into the territory of welfarism (cf. Arneson 1989: 89).


� Precisely for this reason it is not clear that the device guarantees the realization of equality (cf. Dworkin 2000: 104-105).


� Here some might object that there is no way that intergenerational compensation can take place in this case. But I don’t think this is true. Compensation here might take the form of the first generation using a disproportionately large proportion of natural resources leaving much less to ensuing generations than they would have done had they merely used their equal share of natural resources. In any case, as noted in the last paragraph of Section One, I discuss the justice of distribution irrespective of the possibility of redistribution.


� If Dworkin’s claim about the willingness to ensure against having the talents of a movie star etc. is true, then the insurance scheme would allow for very considerable inequalities between generations.


� Cohen defends what he calls ’access to advantage’ as the relevant metric of egalitarian justice. Advantage includes both resources, as in the case of tiny Tim with the sunny temperament, and welfarist elements.


� Dworkin seems to define resources as things that can be “used… in making something valuable out of one’s life” (Dworkin 2000: 80). Talents are resources in this sense, according to Dworkin.
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