
Let’s Make Luck Egalitarianism Great Again! 

Or, Against Egalitarian Pluralism 

 

Recently it has been fashionable to adopt a pluralistic account of egalitarian justice, incorporating 

aspects of both luck egalitarianism and relational egalitarianism. This kind of pluralism considers 

both theories to articulate distinct aspects of egalitarian justice, and claims that social equality will 

only be fully obtained when the commitments of each theory are met. As Lippert-Rasmussen has 

recently argued, the luck egalitarian component will deal with the justice of people’s individual 

holdings and distributive positions, whereas the relational egalitarian component will deal with the 

way in which social interactions are regulated by fair and just social norms.1 Each of these 

components are necessary for a fully comprehensive account of egalitarian justice, and considering 

that each component is apparently only accommodated separately by each of the two theories, the 

pluralist argues that we need both theories in order to arrive at an attractive account of what is 

required by social equality. 

However, in this paper I argue that we should not be pluralistic egalitarians. Instead, we have good 

reason to reject relational egalitarianism altogether and simply adopt an attractive version of luck 

egalitarianism. To begin with, I claim that both luck and relational egalitarians would not accept 

pluralism about equality, because at times the theories are problematically incompatible. This 

makes pluralism an implausible account of egalitarian justice. In light of this, I defend an account 

of luck egalitarianism that can also accommodate for the component of justice that deals with 

social norms and interactions, which Lippert-Rasmussen argued was monopolised by relational 

egalitarianism. This version of luck egalitarianism also offers a more attractive account of how we 

ought to counteract social inequalities, through a neutralisation approach that properly captures 

why inequalities matter to us. As such, if we accept a decent theory of luck egalitarianism, that 

theory can accommodate relational inequalities and provide a more convincing account of how we 

ought to neutralise any injustice that may arise from these inequalities. Therefore, we do not need 

to be monist relational egalitarians, nor do we need to be pluralist about egalitarian justice. We can, 

however, make luck egalitarianism great again.  
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