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STUDYING EQUALITY 
John Baker 

 
How should we now construct the intellectual project of the left?  In this paper, I 
argue for one answer to this question, by setting out the case for the field of 
equality studies as it has developed in the Equality Studies Centre at University 
College Dublin.[1]  In the first section, I argue that equality is an appropriate 
focus for leftist enquiry.  In the second section, I characterize equality studies in 
terms of its central questions and emancipatory research paradigm.  The third 
section compares equality studies with some other progressive and 
interdisciplinary projects.  I finish by returning to the relationship between 
equality studies and egalitarian politics.  My overall aim is to encourage 
progressives to look at their own work from an equality studies perspective and 
thereby to encourage them to develop their own forms of interdisciplinary 
cooperation along similar lines. 
 
1.  Why Equality? 
The argument for treating equality studies as a central intellectual project of ‘left’ 
or ‘progressive’ movements is as follows.  First, any such project should be driven 
by basic principles which define our central commitments.  Equality is an 
enduring principle of progressive politics, so it is at least one candidate for this 
job.  Of the other principles associated with the left, some refer to particular forms 
of equality, while others identify goods which need to be incorporated into 
egalitarian ideals.  Moreover, the idea of equality provides a useful framework for 
negotiating conflicts between other values and, more importantly, for recognizing 
their interdependence.  None of this shows that it is impossible to structure the 
intellectual concerns of the left in other terms, but it does show that equality is 
well suited for this purpose.  Let’s now look at that argument in detail. 

If our task is to characterize the intellectual project of a progressive 
political movement, it stands to reason that the best place to start is with what that 
movement is trying to achieve.  It might be said that it aims to achieve socialism, 
or democracy, or a new world order, but these institutional answers to the 
question rest on a deeper foundation, namely a set of political principles and 
empirical analyses.  Thus if some form of socialism remains a key objective of the 
left, this is because the principles to which the left is committed, together with 
some analysis of how capitalism violates these principles, provide a case for 
socialism.  Of those two elements of the case for socialism, it is clearly the 
principles which define the movement’s deeper objectives, while the analysis 
shows how those objectives are to be achieved.  If all progressives were agreed on 
one particular model of socialism or democracy or global order, it would be 
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relatively unimportant whether we defined their task in terms of the model in 
question or the principles which motivate it.  But as no such agreement now 
exists, it makes sense to focus on the deeper, less derivative level of objective 
expressed by political principles.  Even at this level there are important 
disagreements; one of the strengths of focusing on equality is that these 
disagreements can be pursued rather than neglected. 

I shall take it for granted that equality is an important progressive value: 
equality of some sort has always belonged to the ideals of the left.  Nor could 
anyone deny that in today’s world, with its widespread and savage inequalities, 
the ideal of equality is no longer relevant.  The real issue is whether it makes 
sense to give equality special status among progressive ideals as the defining 
concept in our thinking.  I will argue that it does, because of the special 
relationships between equality and those other values.  But to do this it is 
necessary to say a little to begin with about the idea of equality itself. 

Equality is a complex ideal.  On the face of it, and perhaps ‘strictly 
speaking’, equality is about the equal distribution of some good (or bad) between 
two or more relevant parties.  But in the real political world, the idea of equality is 
used a little more loosely without losing its distinctive connotations.  In particular, 
it is reasonable to include among egalitarian viewpoints not just a commitment to 
strictly equal distributions, but also a belief in substantially more equal 
distributions, in distributions which give priority to the position of the worst off, 
and in universal entitlements such as the satisfaction of everyone’s basic needs.  
These principles are logically distinct, but they belong to a common political 
tradition and perspective.  Nor is equality entirely a matter of distributions, in the 
sense that certain kinds of relationship, such as domination, oppression and 
subservience, are clearly relations of inequality even if it is not very helpful to 
portray them as unequal distributions of some good.[2]  

It is partly because equality itself has this wide range of meanings that a 
number of the principles traditionally associated with the left can be seen as 
aspects or elements of an egalitarian outlook.  To start with an obvious example, 
the demand for progressive taxation is an egalitarian demand because it seeks 
greater equality of income, even if it stops short of making all incomes the same.  
Again, the left’s traditional opposition to poverty and degradation is egalitarian in 
character because it consists in the assertion that everyone is entitled to a decent 
life.  For the same reason, the idea of human rights is essentially egalitarian 
because it insists on ensuring certain basic rights for everyone.  A fourth example 
is the political idea of liberation or emancipation, which is sometimes contrasted 
with equality by feminists and others.[3]  Liberation is an intrinsically egalitarian 
idea because it consists in the removal of unequal relationships of domination and 
oppression.  What is nowadays called the ‘politics of recognition’ is egalitarian on 
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the same score, because it is concerned with replacing relations of intolerance and 
contempt with relations of equal respect and appreciation.  In all these cases, the 
principles in question call for egalitarian distributions or relationships in at least 
the loose sense of equality set out above. 

In the case of other principles, the connection to equality is more 
complicated but still important.  It arises out of the fact that any equality is an 
equality of something – income, wealth, power, respect, status, and so on – where 
the ‘something’ in question is some good or value.  By contrast, a number of the 
ideas usually associated with the left refer to these goods or values themselves, 
such as freedom, community, self-realisation, security, self-respect and a healthy 
and sustainable environment.  Far from there being a conflict between equality 
and these other goods, the idea of equality makes explicit something which all 
leftists implicitly endorse, namely that these goods are being claimed for everyone 
equally, not just for some privileged few.  Will we have equal freedom, or will 
some people have much more freedom than others?  Will everyone enjoy the 
benefits of community, or will some be excluded?  Are we concerned with 
improving the security of the least secure, or only of the privileged?  Will we 
work to conserve and improve everyone’s environment or neglect the poor?  
Because of its egalitarian character, the left has always asked these questions and 
must continue to do so.  And because these values are important, egalitarians will 
always be concerned about their distribution.  It follows that focusing on equality 
does not divert us from other progressive values.  On the contrary, because 
principles of equality are always about other values, we must assert them at the 
same time as we assert the claims of equality. 

What is normally at stake in discussions about the conflict between 
equality and other values is actually more complicated, namely a problem about 
whether some particular type of equality, for instance economic equality, is 
compatible with some other type of equality like political equality.  These are 
genuine problems of egalitarian theory and I do not want to minimize them.  What 
I want to point out is that equality provides a useful framework for discussing the 
relations among and conflicts between the values we believe in.  Precisely because 
we can talk about both equal liberty and equal membership it is possible to discuss 
the relation between freedom and community in an egalitarian framework.  At the 
same time, this framework prevents us from neglecting the issue of how liberty 
and membership are distributed; it prevents us using the supposed conflict 
between these values as a cloak for defending the privileged.   

Fortunately, the relationship between different types of equality is more 
often complementary than conflictual.  Political equality is simply not possible in 
a society marked by substantial inequalities of wealth and status, due to the power 
these confer on the privileged and the obstacles they place in the way of full 
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participation by the poor and marginalized.  Human rights are almost impossible 
to sustain where there are severe inequalities of wealth, status, and power.  Even 
in the narrowest sense of the term, the freedom of the poor and oppressed is very 
limited: it is the force of law, after all, which prevents a poor person from leaving 
a shop with the same goods as a rich person and prevents employees from 
controlling the companies they work for.[4]  If different types of equality were 
constantly in conflict and failed to combine into any kind of coherent egalitarian 
project, then the value of equality as a tool for integrating a variety of concerns 
would disappear.  The fact that, on the contrary, different types of equality are 
mutually supportive and interdependent reinforces the argument for using equality 
in this way. 

I have argued that many important progressive ideals can be related to 
equality either as aspects of equality itself or as values to which the idea of 
equality can be applied, and that equality therefore also provides a useful 
framework for relating different values to each other.  It is on this basis that it 
makes sense to take equality as a central or defining concept for progressive 
politics.  Such a focus does not exclude other values, even if they are not related 
to equality in one of the two ways I have mentioned, because it is always possible 
to ask whether the pursuit of equality should be qualified or supplemented by 
other normative ideals.  All I am saying is that equality is sufficiently inclusive to 
provide a framework we can build on.  It may not be the only framework available 
but it is a framework worth using. 
 
2.  Central questions and methods of equality studies 
Equality studies is the study of significant equalities and inequalities in human 
life, both as it has been and as it might be.  A more precise account of equality 
studies can be given by setting out its central questions.  Here are six such 
questions. 

1.  What are the central, significant, dominant patterns of inequality in our 
society, western capitalist society more generally, and, more generally still, the 
world at large?  An initial task of equality studies is simply to get a grip on the 
scale and patterns of existing inequalities.  How are income and wealth distributed 
among households and individuals?[5]  What are the differences in income and 
occupational status between men and women?  How do different classes compare 
in access to education?  Which ethnic groups are discriminated against and denied 
basic rights?  What are the basic facts about the global distribution of resources?  
Although this is essentially a descriptive task, it provides the backdrop for a wide 
range of egalitarian concerns. 

2.  What are the best ways of explaining these inequalities, using which 
overall frameworks?  Contemporary social science is awash with explanatory 
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frameworks: rational choice theory, systems theory, structuralism, post-
structuralism, functionalism, hermeneutics, marxism in its various versions, 
critical theory, psychoanalytic approaches, and so on, each with their internal 
conflicts and sub-divisions.  We cannot study inequality without making use of 
such frameworks, but there is certainly no consensus, even among leftists, on 
which of them are most helpful.  So equality studies must currently operate 
pluralistically, encouraging work within different paradigms, and learning what 
we can about inequality from each of many traditions.  For the moment, I would 
be sceptical about the prospects for a uniform explanatory theory of inequality, 
while recognizing that in particular contexts some approaches throw more 
explanatory light than others. 

3.  What are the central principles or objectives of equality?  What in 
principle are egalitarians trying to achieve?  There are many possible conceptions 
of equality.  It is clearly a central problem for equality studies to articulate these 
conceptions and explore their interrelations and relative merits.  There has been a 
considerable amount of theoretical work in this area in the last thirty-five years.[6]  
A common feature of this work is to consider the relationship between equality 
and other normative concerns, such as freedom, community, cultural diversity, 
individual well-being, sexual difference, environmental values, and so on.  
Although there is no emerging consensus on either the formulation or justification 
of egalitarian principles, it is clear that these contributions nevertheless form a 
distinct theoretical family. 

A great deal of egalitarian theory concerns the problem of defining the 
egalitarian ideal: what might be called, as Tawney put it rather vaguely, ‘equality 
of condition’.[7]  It is also worthwhile to try to distinguish more limited objectives 
which can be treated as intermediate steps to more radical aims.  For example, for 
the purpose of public policy we might distinguish the following steps towards full 
equality: (a) equal formal rights and opportunities, and the removal of barriers 
(‘equal access’); (b) equal rates of participation among social groups (‘equal 
participation’); (c) equality of outcome or success among social groups (‘equal 
success’); and (d) overall equality of condition.[8]  Setting out a radically 
egalitarian ideal does not itself decide the case between radical and reformist 
political strategies, nor is it meant to distract us from urgent action to secure basic 
needs and other human rights. 

4.  What are the best institutional frameworks for achieving equality in 
different spheres?  The institutional parallel to setting out egalitarian principles or 
objectives is to set out the case for corresponding social institutions, in the broad 
sense of economic and political structures, legal systems, educational systems, 
family forms, and so on.  Although there has been a tremendous amount of 
relevant work in this area, it rarely has an explicitly egalitarian focus.  Thus, for 
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example, there have been many recent discussions of models of socialism, and 
particularly of the use of markets within broadly socialist structures.[9]  But 
although issues about distribution usually arise at some point or other in these 
discussions, only a few authors have focused on the egalitarian case for 
socialism.[10]  References to the idea of political equality are more prominent in 
the considerable literature on participatory democracy.  Yet few treatments are 
based on an integrated conception of the role of participatory democracy in a 
wider egalitarian project.[11]  Similar remarks could be made about work on other 
social institutions.  Situating these discussions within an equality studies 
framework can help to bring out more clearly the purposes of alternative 
institutions and their role in a coherent vision of an egalitarian social order. 

As with egalitarian principles, we can talk about both the social 
institutions necessary for a fully egalitarian society and other more limited 
reforms.  The institutions of contemporary welfare states are not directed towards 
full equality, but do aspire to certain limited egalitarian objectives such as the 
elimination of poverty and the satisfaction of some basic needs.  How these 
institutions can be reformed to achieve these limited goals more effectively is a 
perfectly legitimate question for contemporary egalitarians. 

5.  Within a given institutional context, what policies would best promote 
equality?  Whether we are concerned with the ‘utopian’ question of a fully 
egalitarian society or the reformist question of improving the world as it stands, 
the state and other institutions face a range of policy choices which may be more 
or less egalitarian.  A large amount of contemporary work in social policy is 
concerned with this question, often in connection with limited objectives, such as 
equal opportunity and the relief of poverty.  Well-known examples are debates 
around affirmative action and welfare reform.[12]  There is no precise borderline 
between major policy initiatives and institutional reform (question 4), but some 
issues are clearly on one side or the other.   

6.  What are the best political strategies for promoting equality, given our 
vision of equality, our understanding of the causes of inequality, and the 
(corresponding?) obstacles to achieving equality?  Work on egalitarian principles, 
institutions and policies is concerned with both the long-term goal of a radically 
egalitarian society and more immediate reforms.  How are these changes to be 
brought about?  What is needed is an understanding of social change which uses 
the successes and failures of egalitarian movements to develop practical strategies 
for promoting equality.[13]  There are obvious reasons for pursuing this task in 
full cooperation with marginalized and oppressed groups involved in egalitarian 
politics. 

It is a mark of the intellectual coherence of equality studies that these six 
central questions are so inter-linked.  Although it is certainly possible to address 
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some of them without addressing them all, work in each area can be improved by 
considering its relation to the others.  This is most obvious in the sequence from 
question 1 to question 6, since it is clear enough that we need to identify 
inequalities in order to explain them, that both explanations of inequality and 
egalitarian principles are required for the task of developing egalitarian 
institutions and policies, and that we cannot develop a political strategy for 
equality without identifying our long-term aims, our immediate objectives, the 
principles which should govern our actions and our analysis of the obstacles 
before us. 

But the interdependence also works in other directions.  The task of 
describing patterns of inequality (question 1) depends on the explanatory and 
normative concerns of equality studies (questions 2 and 3) because deciding what 
count as the most significant forms of inequality depends both on which 
inequalities are thought to be causally significant in producing other inequalities 
and on which inequalities matter most from a normative point of view.  Choosing 
which inequalities to identify and describe is also partly dependent on strategic 
issues (question 6) because the degree of inequality in our world is largely 
concealed from the public, or lost in a forest of other facts and statistics.  Merely 
exposing and documenting the scale of inequality is therefore important both 
academically and politically. 

How we explain inequality (question 2) is affected, at a deep level, by 
certain egalitarian norms (question 3).  This is not because there are simple 
political tests of whether one explanation is better than another, but because our 
values inevitably affect the way we understand others, how we react to different 
ideas and how we relate to others in research.  So, for example, a person who 
values human autonomy simply cannot countenance a sociological explanation 
which treats people as the passive carriers of social structures and will inevitably 
adopt explanatory frameworks which allow for human agency.  An anti-racist will 
be suspicious of theories which ascribe racial inequalities to innate inferiorities.  
A radical democrat will look twice at the theory that political apathy is functional 
for stability.  And as I discuss further below, someone who is concerned about 
oppression will research oppression in a different way from someone who is not. 

Finally, we cannot engage in the task of articulating and justifying 
principles of equality (question 3) without asking what these principles entail in 
terms of social institutions and policies (questions 4 and 5) and whether these 
implied changes are remotely feasible.[14]  We cannot defend these principles 
unless we have an explanation of inequality which makes it a contingent rather 
than inevitable feature of human society (question 2).  Even articulating the 
principles to begin with is a task which has always learnt from and reflected the 
political priorities of groups engaged in egalitarian struggles (question 6).   
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The six questions set out above are by no means definitive of a field which 
is only in the early stages of development, and are in any case rather open-ended.  
For example, it might be suggested that we should explicitly include questions 
about the history of equality and egalitarianism, treating these as valuable in their 
own right and not just as contributions to other concerns.  Another challenging 
suggestion is that we should highlight the question of personal transformation: 
what changes do we have to make in our own lives here and now if we claim to 
take equality seriously?  It would be foolish to treat the six questions as 
exhaustive, but they do establish a coherent core for the study of equality. 

With such a wide range of questions to address, it is clear that equality 
studies has to make use of a range of methods of enquiry.  It is an interdisciplinary 
project that requires skills and knowledge drawn from political theory, empirical 
politics, sociology, law, economics, psychology, and probably other disciplines as 
well.  Like any cooperative project, it must operate on the basis of a certain 
division of labour – no one has to know everything – but it is important for its 
practitioners to listen to and learn from each other if their cooperation is to be as 
fruitful as possible. 

An important aspect of any of these methods and disciplines is how they 
impact on the lives of people who suffer most from inequality.  In particular, if the 
overall aim of egalitarian research is to reduce inequality, the research process 
should itself be egalitarian or ‘emancipatory’ in various ways.  For example, it 
should as far as possible give a voice to and support the efforts of the oppressed 
and marginalized.  It should be a reciprocal process, in which researchers and 
oppressed groups work together to understand inequality and to develop 
egalitarian strategies.  The focus should not be on studying the dispossessed and 
marginalized but on identifying structures of oppression and working out how to 
remove them.  All of that is easier said than done (for instance, I cannot pretend 
that this paper is itself fully emancipatory by these standards), but it represents a 
challenge to existing forms of research which egalitarians have to take seriously if 
they want to practise what they preach.[15] 
 
3.  Equality Studies Compared with Other Interdisciplinary Projects 
Equality studies has not developed on a green-field site.  It is built on the 
foundation of similar projects associated with the left and similar interdisciplinary 
fields of enquiry.  A comparison with some of these projects and fields may help 
to clarify both their relationship to equality studies and its distinctive 
characteristics.  No attempt is made here to make comprehensive comparisons, 
but simply to identify some salient differences. 

An obvious antecedent to equality studies is marxism, once the paradigm 
leftist project.  Like marxism, equality studies seeks not just to describe and 
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explain the world but to change it.  Like marxism, equality studies takes its 
normative stance from the point of view of the oppressed and exploited, and treats 
social class, in at least roughly the same sense, as a key organizing concept.  Like 
marxism, equality studies is a holistic approach to society in the sense that it tries 
to look at how major social institutions operate in interrelated ways to sustain and 
reproduce certain social relations.  But there are also significant differences. 

One important difference from marxism is the explicitly ethical focus of 
equality studies.  Although it is sometimes maintained that marxism contains a 
coherent ethic centred on the ideas of alienation and exploitation, there is a long-
standing and unresolved dispute about whether such an ethic really exists in 
Marx’s mature writings and, in any case, about how any such ethic should be 
characterized.[16]  By contrast, it is essential to equality studies to consider how 
an egalitarian ideal can be articulated and justified. 

A second important difference is that equality studies is centrally 
concerned with more forms of inequality and oppression than those associated 
with class.  This is only to say that equality studies attempts to build upon and 
integrate recent thinking on gender, development, ‘race’, disability, sexuality, 
cultural pluralism, and so on, much of it originating in critiques of marxism.  It is 
true that, in its most ambitious forms, marxism has also attempted to understand 
and respond to these types of inequality; these forms of marxism might in this 
regard be seen as particular approaches to equality studies.  But marxism as a 
tradition has tended to focus on class to the exclusion of other inequalities. 

As a successor to marxism, equality studies occupies a similar position to 
critical theory.[17]  As the interests of critical theorists, and Habermas in 
particular, have turned towards integrating social and ethical theory, they have 
formulated a project very close to that of equality studies.  One significant 
difference is in the scope given to the idea of equality.  Habermas’s egalitarianism 
remains essentially proceduralist – his focus is the strongly democratic self-
government of free and equal citizens – and other forms of equality come into the 
picture only derivatively, either through reflection on the presuppositions of 
democracy or as the result of democratic decision-making itself.  It might also be 
said that critical theory has had a tendency to pay more attention to critique than to 
strategies for change.  But rather than trying to start an argument with critical 
theorists, I should like to invite them to compare their project with the idea of 
equality studies and to consider how closely the two are related.  If critical theory 
is a fundamentally egalitarian project, as I believe it to be, is it not a species of 
equality studies?  Can this view of critical theory help its practitioners to develop 
a new self-understanding, new practices and new alliances? 

There are very strong parallels between equality studies and women’s 
studies.  Both fields cut across traditional academic disciplines for the sake of 
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developing holistic understandings and promoting social change.  The theoretical 
basis of women’s studies is contemporary feminism, which I have already 
suggested to be essentially compatible with egalitarianism at the level of basic 
principles.  There is therefore a considerable overlap between women’s studies 
and equality studies.  There are also some obvious differences of concern.  On the 
side of women’s studies, there is in principle an interest in understanding any 
aspect of women’s experience, regardless of its connection with gender inequality.  
On the side of equality studies, there is obviously an interest in forms of inequality 
other than gender.  But the degree to which women’s experience reflects gender 
inequality, and the degree to which gender inequality permeates and is shaped by 
all other inequalities, mean that the areas of common interest are much more 
extensive than the areas of difference.  I should like to suggest that equality 
studies is in fact the logical extension of a women’s studies which gives full 
recognition to those other types of inequality which cut across gender. 

These points might be made, in a more or less qualified way, about such 
areas as disability studies, community studies, development studies, peace studies 
and environmental studies.  These fields are all characterized by an 
interdisciplinary focus on issues of practical concern, and each of them has the 
potential to address equality issues.  On the other hand, the ideological spread in 
these areas is typically wider than in equality studies or women’s studies, so that it 
is in principle possible to develop a programme of studies in any of these areas 
which ignores inequality almost completely.  I would suggest that in their most 
progressive forms they can be seen as branches of equality studies, directed at 
understanding and challenging inequality and oppression in its many dimensions 
and contexts. 
 
4.  Equality Studies and Egalitarian Politics 
In this paper I have argued for treating equality studies as a central intellectual 
project for leftist politics.  I tried to show, first of all, that equality is an 
appropriate focus for this project, since it is both an enduring value of progressive 
politics and a useful framework for discussing and integrating other values.  I 
went on to spell out six central questions of equality studies, ranging from the 
description and explanation of patterns of inequality through the construction of 
egalitarian principles, institutions and policies to the development of effective 
political strategies, emphasizing the inter-relations among these tasks and their 
connection to an emancipatory paradigm for research.  Finally, I compared 
equality studies with the related projects of marxism, critical theory, women’s 
studies and some other interdisciplinary fields.  My aim throughout has been to 
encourage progressives to think of equality studies as a possible framework for 
their own intellectual task. 
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In one form or another, all of these issues concern the problematic 
relationship between leftist academics and political movements.  We are all 
familiar with allegedly radical intellectuals who have disappeared in the labyrinth 
of an arcane research programme which has no discernible connection to political 
progress.  At the same time, the demands of paid and unpaid work make it nearly 
as hard for academics to find the time and energy to be politically involved as for 
other workers; their privileged social position also creates obvious barriers and 
disincentives to progressive political action.  Equality studies is not on its own a 
solution to these problems.  But by highlighting the issue of the relationship 
between researchers and oppressed groups and by recognizing strategies for 
change as a central concern, equality studies does attempt to build the connection 
between research and political practice into its approach.  After all, the point of 
equality studies is the development of an egalitarian society.  In that respect, as in 
others, it is an essentially political project. 
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Notes to ‘Studying Equality’ 
1. This paper belongs to a larger, collaborative research project currently 

under way in the Equality Studies Centre at University College Dublin.  I have 
preserved the use of the first person singular because this paper represents a view 
of our collective project from a particular perspective.  (For a complementary 
perspective, see K. Lynch, ‘Equality and Resistance in Higher Education’ 
International Studies in Sociology of Education 5 (1995) 93-111.)  I am grateful to 
participants at a conference on Reconstituting Social Criticism, Queen’s 
University Belfast, June 1996, for comments on an earlier version, and to Alan 
Carling, Shane O’Neill, and Equality Studies students and staff for many helpful 
suggestions.  Information about the Equality Studies Centre is available on the 
world wide web at http://www.ucd.ie/~esc/. 

2. I. M. Young, Justice and the Politics of Difference (Princeton: Princeton 
University Press, 1990).  The perspective of this paragraph is elaborated in J. 
Baker, ‘The Challenge of Irish Inequality’ in J. Dunne, A. Ingram and F. Litton 
(eds), Just Politics (Dublin: Wolfhound Press, 1997) 00-00. 

3. See A. Phillips (ed), Feminism and Equality (Oxford: Blackwell, 1987) 
for some examples. 

4. G. A. Cohen, Self-Ownership, Freedom and Equality (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1995). 

5. Joseph Rowntree Foundation, Income and Wealth Inquiry Group Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation inquiry into income and wealth, 2 volumes (York: Joseph 
Rowntree Foundation, 1995). 

6. Some key texts are J. Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press, 1971), R. Dworkin, ‘What is Equality? Part 2: Equality of 
Resources’ Philosophy and Public Affairs 10 (1981) 283-345, D. Rae et al  
Equalities (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1981), M. Walzer, 
Spheres of Justice (Oxford: Blackwell, 1985), R. Norman, Free and Equal 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1987), G. A. Cohen, ‘On the Currency of 
Egalitarian Justice’ Ethics 99 (1989) 906-44, S. M. Okin, Justice, Gender, and the 
Family (New York: Basic Books, 1989), Young, Justice and the Politics of 
Difference, A. Sen, Inequality Reexamined (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1992). 

7. R. H. Tawney, Equality (London: George Allen & Unwin, 1964) 
8. Equality Studies Centre, ‘A Framework for Equality Proofing’, Paper 

prepared for the National Economic and Social Forum (Dublin: Equality Studies 
Centre, 1995) section 2. 

9. For example, J. Le Grand and S. Estrin (eds), Market Socialism 
(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1989), D. Miller, Market, State and 
Community: Theoretical Foundations of Market Socialism (Oxford: Oxford 
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University Press, 1989), A. Nove, The Economics of Feasible Socialism Revisited 
(London: Unwin, 1991), J. Yunker, Socialism Revised and Modernized: The Case 
for Pragmatic Market Socialism (New York: Praeger, 1992), P. Bardhan and J. E. 
Roemer (eds), Market Socialism: The Current Debate (Oxford: Oxford University 
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