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the costs and benefits associated with cooperation. The ability of
individuals to secure goods independently of others erodes incentives
to participate in efforts to improve a common life. (_Conside.r'the
collapse of public education in the United States.) AtOleC'd decisions
motivated by narrow and short-term interests can give market
outcomes a volatility which will disrupt the provision of many social
and political goods.

Of course, not all forms of ‘cooperative’ behavior are good, for
example, cartelization. And ‘exit’ is one important way of exercising
freedom. But in order to encourage individuals to have a sense of the
common good, markets need to be embedded in a larger social order
which encourages norms of reciprocity among equals, sha.ring and
participation. Creating this larger order requires, 1 believe, the
reorganization of production relationships, making managers demo-
cratically accountable to their workers, and encouraging . rputual
monitoring and the decentralization of certain economic decisions.??
Reforms of gender and race relations, and changes in our treatment
of children and those with disabilities, are also part of creating a more
humane and egalitarian society. How can we expect people who are
harassed, rendered passive, discounted, and subordinated to processes
and people that they cannot control to develop a sense of the common
good?

3 The Relationship between Status Equality and Material
Equality

Material equality can affect status equality in several ways. Stat.us
equality is conditioned, although not determined, .by ma'terxgl
equality. As I have noted, where there is greater economic equahty, it
is easier for people to ‘exit’ from oppressive and degraded relation-
ships. Equalization of material resources also gives to pepple a greater
opportunity to represent their interests and to bargain effectively,
thus allowing them to attempt to transform oppressive and degraded
relationships. It makes it less likely that some particular person or
persons will have the power to control processes of publ.ic dehber.atlc.m
(where such processes exist). A high degree of material equality is,
arguably, a precondition for a democratic society. .
Material equality is also a way of acknowledging the status e.que‘lllty
of persons.>* For example, consider Rawls’s difference principle,
which justifies inequalities in income and wealth only insofar as they
improve the position of the least advantaged. This principle forces us
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to justify material inequalities to the least advantaged person, because
it assumes her initial interest in an equal share in society’s wealth. The
baseline for Rawls’s difference principle (against which inequalities
are to be justified) is absolute equality in the distribution of primary
goods because this is assumed to follow from the equal worth of
persons and from an acknowledgement of their fundamental (and
equal) interests.

Conversely, it is plausible to assume that status equality will render
material equality more likely. The incorporation of people into social
institutions on terms of equal respect allows for the interests of each
to be equally counted. Where people’s interests are equally counted,
we can expect that relationships based on personal subordination will
be less stable.3* Moreover, status equality can change people’s sense
of what their fundamental interests are and what they are entitled to.
For example, the growing acknowledgment of the injustice of status
inequality based on gender has spawned movements for comparable
worth and pay equity.

There is an additional potential effect of status equality on material
equality which directly bears on Roemer’s version of market socialism.
In his book, Roemer focuses on changing the unequal distribution of
profits; his model does not attempt to reduce wage differentials. He
writes, ‘Indeed, the key to the market-socialist proposals outlined in
this essay is the fundamental asymmetry between wages and profits
as categories of national income: while considerations of efficiency
pretty much determine the distribution of wages among workers, they
do not determine the distribution of profits.”> Roemer does not
provide evidence for this assertion, but neoclassical economics has
many arguments designed to show that wages are determined by
the efficiency of the marginal worker. Such theoretical explanations
of wage differentials ignore the role of politics, culture and norms in
shaping wages. In the real world, compensation is determined not
only by efficiency but also by unionization levels, racism and sexism,
incomplete information, monopolistic power and unequal political
influence. The vast differentials in the wages of American and Japanese
CEOs, or American and British physicians, cannot be explained
without taking into consideration the effects of both institutions
and values.* If this is right, then there is a degree of flexibility in the
determination of wages. Giving workers more control over their
managers and executives might thus lead to a compression of wage
differentials. Status equality might lead workers and managers to adopt
norms which rule out large inequalities in material income.3”

Status equality and material equality may thus mutually and



