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Democracy is the solution to the riddle of every constitution. In it we find the congtitution
founded on its true ground: real human beings and the real people; not merely implicitly
and in essence, but in existence and in redlity ... Every other political formation isa
definite, determinate particular form of the state [in which] the political man leads his
particular existence aongside the unpoliticd man, the private citizen... [But] in
democracy the formal principle is identical with the substantive principle. For this reason
it isthe first true unity of the particular and the universal.*

Only in unlimited voting, active as well as passive, does civil society actudly rise to an
abstraction of itself, to political existence as its true universal and essentia existence. But
the redlization of this abstraction is aso the transcendence of the abstraction. By making
its political existence actud as its true existence, civil society aso makes its civil
existence unessential in contrast to its political existence. And with the one thing
separated, the other, its opposite, falls. Within the abstract palitical state the reform of
voting is the dissolution of the state, but likewise the dissolution of civil society.?

1 Marx, “Critique of Hegel”, pp. 87-88.
2 Marx, Writings of the Young Marx on Philosophy and Society, p. 202.
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Preface

Lady make deegulaion and privdization have dominated economic policy in Wesern
Europe, while Eagtern Europe has snce the early 1990's been opening up for private cepitdist
devdopment. This is thought to enhance individud freedom, and equdity, and thus expand
democracy in severd ways. Democratic development is more or less associated with the date's
withdrawd from the politicd scene But as | will argue throughout this theds this line of
reesoning may wel be a profound thregt to the notion of contemporary politica, and economic
democracy. | am going to ague that, socidism pressrves and protects mgor advances in
democracy, namdy that of freedom and equdity, better than capitdism does. There are of course
other dtenatives Philippe van Paijs, Elizabeth Anderson, and John Roemer dl presents
convincing and wdl deveoped ‘Red libataian’, wdfae-date, and socid democratic modds,
but the novety of my argument is to go beyond the dasscd problems these modes are supposd
to solve, and address feasble socidism because socialism as a politicd  theory, has
ingopropriately been rgected too early. The misson is not to present a new politica tractate,
rather to criticize capitdiam fram a feasble socidist camp, with references to Alec Nove, G. A.
Cohen, and Amartya Sen among others.

Snce the collapse of Soviet Union, a dogmatic, libera-economic rhetoric has characterized
much of today’s politicd debae | think this debate suffers from wdl-founded reasons why
market deregulation is thought to be the best politicd solution to society’s convoluted problems.
The collgpse was haled in the liberd, market oriented West in a sdf-congraulaory mood, which
was thought to be warranted because the West had “won” a certain kind of war that had been
waged in the preceding four decades. Is sdf-congratulation the most suitable way to receve the
grest changes in the soddis world? Is market deregulation the only feesble solution to the riddle
of democratic freedom and equdity? | will ague that capitdian undermines the mogt
fundamental principles of democratic devedopment. Its problems have far from been exhaudibly
investigated. If we look beyond the fact that Soviet dae communism faled in many respects,
dating that a rgection of socidiam on behdf of the Soviet Experience is too easy, we have a cae
for a reexamination of Socidism’'s democratic incitement. Had we reason to believe that a falure
of a paliticd sysem meant it dould no longer be consdered, there would hardly be any case for
politicd sciencea dl.
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What is to be Asked?

In my view, paditicd philosophy must rdy on empiricd as well as logicd assartions. Together
they form ethicd daements, that is Satements with some sort of normaive property. In this
theds, the normative discusson relies on a discusson of rights that is which rights should we
have, not: which rights are there? Further, in making these ehicd satements we have to
diginguish between vdues. Vdues ae the ehicd rdevant propety of a right. Mord dams
based on intringcdly vaudble rights are often used in politicad and socid arguments. Following
Amartya Sen, rights may be important in three different ways Fird, they can be consdered to be
vaduable instruments to achieve other gods This is the “ingtrumentd view” and is wdl illudraed
by the utilitarian agproach to rights® In this view, rights have little or no intrindc importance.
“Violaions of rights are not in itsdf a bad thing, nor fulfillment intringcdly good.”® However,
the acceptance of rights promotes, according to this view, things that are utimatdy important, to
wit, utility.

The scond view may be cdled the “condraint view’, and it is about seeng rights as
congtraints on wha others can or cannot do. “In this view rights are intringcdly important.
However, they do not figure in moral accounting as gods to be generdly promoted, but only as
condraints that others must obey.”” As Robet Nozick hes put it: “Individuds have rights and
there are things no person or group may do to them (without violating these rights).”® Rights “set
the condraints within which a soda choice is to be made by exduding catan dterndives
fixing others, and so on.”® The third and find approach is to view fulfillments of rights as gods to
be pursued:

This “goal view” differs from the instrumenta view in regarding rights to be intringcaly

important, and it differs from the constraint view in seeking the fulfillment of rights as

* For a similar view, see Henry Shue 1996. Shue seems to argue that rights are social constructions rather than
metaphysical entities.

° Amartya Sen 1988, p. 58.

® lhid.

" 1bid.

8 Robert Nozick 1974, p. xi., ascited in A. Senibid.

% bid., p. 166.



goas to be generdly promoted, rather than taking them as demanding only (and exactly)

that we refrain from violating the rights of others.*®

There is, however, an interesting question of dud roles of rights in the sense that some
rights may be both intringcdly important and indrumentdly vauable For example the right to
be free from famine, war or genocide could be regarded as being vdudble in itsdf as wel as
sarving as agood ingrument to promote other goals such as security, longevity or utility.

Following these lines there are two generd conclusons to draw. Firs, we mug digtinguish
between:

(1) Theintringc vaue of aright;

(2 Theoverdl vdue of aright taking note inter dia of itsintringc importance (if any).™*

This diginction is important because it amounts to a discusson of which festures an ethicd
agument embraces. The didinction is aso important in examining the mora standing of property
rights, which is a fundamentd problem in this thess Second, no mord assessment of a right can
be fully independent of its likely consequences. After dl, empiricd arguments are quite centrd to
mord philosophy.*2

Bearing this in mind, the following three quedtions are asked, and ther short answers will
be

19 A Sen, ibid.

AL Sen, ibid., p. 59.

12 On the other hand, Elizabeth Anderson suggests alternatives to rights-as-goal s and rights-as-constraints: “One can
construe rights as constraining the types of justification that can be offered for certain actions. On this view, the
“right to freedom of speech” for exanple, is aright against the state’ s reasons for restricting speech— e.g., that state
officials don't like what's being said. But it is not a right against all reasons for restricting speech. If what | say
directly endangers others— e.g., through an incitement of riot — that could be a reason to restrict it. If one thinks of
property rightsin thisway, then it is easy to reconcile them with substantial redistribution for the sake of abolishing
hunger, destitution, etc. One could have a property right in athing in the sense that one’s right to it is protected
against certain reasons for appropriation — e.g., that a passerby just wants it — without having one’s right to it
protected against certain other reasons for appropriation — e.g., state seizure in an emergency, or taxation for
promotion of the general welfare. Thisis not a purely consequentialist view either, since the rights still have some
force in that they must be of general application to be fair (the state is not allowed to single out members of the party

out of power as the parties from whom property will be taken for promotion of the common good).” (Elizabeth



(1) Why democracy? Because it has necessary and empirica consequences that prevents people
from killing each other™® and this must be regarded as an end in itsdlf
(2) Why soadism? To make possible and preserve mgor advances in democracy.
(3) Why not capitdisn? Because it does not necessarily render democracy possble, and even
have traits incompatible with democracy.

We may sy tha soddism is a sufficient condition for democrecy. That is given soddism, then
democracy. Capitdiam, on the other hand, is nether a necessary, nor suffident condition for
democracy. Hence it would be rationd to choose socidism over capitdiam, snce the former
guarantees a democratic end, wheress the latter can only arive a democracy by ‘accident.” There
ae as dated ealier, other politica condtitutions, which will probably produce democracy as well
a socidigm does. Hlizabeth Anderson, Philippe van Paijs, G. A. Cohen, John Roemer, and
David Schweickat are al concerned about dternatives to capitdism, and some of their aspects
ae conddered in this thess but the man emphass here is placed on feesble socidism snce
socialism in generd is rgected as a feesble solution through datements such as ‘Hidory has
itsdf rejected socidism. Just look a the Soviet Union.’™ Besides the lack of causd explanatory
properties, this datement is exdusvey empiricd, and no argument shdl be mounted to indicate
its invdidity. Empirical evidence is important, which is why | use it, but accuracy is required
when congdering it in normative discussons.

But how do we explan tha dmos dl democracies in the West rdy heavily on capitdigt
production? Are these countries not to be viewed as democracies? Indeed they ae. However,

when it comes to freedom and equdity as core concepts of democrecy, there are certan

Anderson, private correspondence of March 28" 2001). However Anderson’s distinction needs not bother us here,
since we are basically concerned with which rights we should have. On this, | think Anderson would agree.

13 That i, freedom from famine, war, or genocide.

14 F. A. Hayek would probably agree: “[D]emocracy ... is probably the best means of achieving certain ends, but it is
not an endinitself.” (F. A. Hayek 1960, p. 12, ascited in David Schweickart 1993, p. 180.)

15 See eg. Tom Mayer 1994, Robin Blackburn (ed.) 1991, John Gray 1986. After all, if we are so keen in comparing
Soviet state communism to Western Capitalism with regards to people killed, why do we not count the 40 000 people
killed each day from hunger and nutrition related diseases (ICPF 1994: 104; 106.) on capitalism’'s account? Although
this seems more obscure than mere executions, it does not mean that capitalist property regulations fare better with
respect to people killed than authoritarian collectivism. On this, see Amartya Sen 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1987,

1988, 1999, A. Sen & J. Dreze 1989, 1995.
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mechanians in the cgpitdis mode of production that clearly redraints these qudities and thus
democracy itsdf. The capitdiams | will discuss in this theds ae the ones in USA and
Scandinavia, and their proponents. There are of course differences. However, | will not focus on
the conditutions per se, rather on trats and chaacteridics they have in common, tha is
‘capitdigt properties like eg. mgor dlocaion of private resources, private markets, and property
rights; but dso on ‘noncepitdis propeties like eg. a legiddive entity, redistribution, and
public goods. There is a tendency that Norway, Sweden and Denmak (i.e. the ‘Scandinavian
wdfaig modd’) move towads capitdism a la USA (through deregulaion, privetization, tax
relief etc.), so that the critique of certain trats in the later will dso, to some extent, embrace the
former. Further, certain trats are defended by proponents of capitdism in theory, even though the
conditution in generd is subjected to citiciam. For indance, Robert Nozick argues for the
unredricted acquidtion of private property as a source for potentid profit gaining. Not only thet,
he dso thinks that the protection of this right is the only misson tha a sate should havel® So,
Nozick is genedly hodile to redigribution of property, i.e through taxes and ‘governmentd
restrictions on freedomi.'” He is thus defending legidation and practice in USA with respect to
property rights, but is a the same time criticd to the redtrictions on these rights. Hence, it would
not be flawed to criticize him as a defender of some capitdigt agpects in the US but it will
certainly be wrong to use him as a defender of the US system as a whole. But what characterizes
the cepitdism | condder, and how am | to view soddism throughout this thess? Before
answering these questions, we need firgt to daborate the concept of democracy a bit further.

16 Robert Nozick 1974.
17 | pid.
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Why Democracy?

Some will ague that democracy can hadly be an end in itsdf.’® | agree. However, | think
democracy has necessary consequences that are good, and indeed better than that of an autocracy.
Among them ae the adlity to paticpae in the dedsonmeking process and the dility to
dismiss a government on grounds of disagreement. Because many (maybe too many) are sadly
driven by odf-interest’®* and because this interest differs from one individud to another, a
democratic end will actudly prevent people from engaging in dedtructive behavior. Additiondly,
democracy haes contingent empiricad consequences related to the prevention of war, genocide and
famines® There are of course many deficiencies of contemporary democracy, but this is not the
subject of my thesis?* True, democracy, as well as socidism and capitdism, are very problematic
and ambiguous terms. | will define the lagt two separatedly bedow. Since a discusson of what

18 Eg. F. A. Hayek 1960.

19 This somewhat reasonable, but sad, presumption has lead many people to the fatal conclusion that capitalism is the
only economic arrangement that is both feasible and effective. The first is due to a classical attribution error based
solely on blurred empirical observations. It is the democratic property of contemporary capitalist societies that has
been successful, not its capitalist appendix. Second, there is substantial evidence that efficiency may very well rely
on other motives than self-interest. Japan, one of the most successful capitalist nations in the world, flourishes
economically with a motivation structure that, to a very large extent, departs from the simple pursuit of self-interest,
which is thought to be the bedrock of capitalism. Michio Morishima has outlined this through the notion of the
“Japanese ethos’. On this, see Michio Morishima 1982, Amartya Sen 1987, 1999, especially pp. 265-266.

20 There is, however, an interesti ng flip side to this coin. It is evident that contemporary capitalist democracies
actually fare well with respect to war (see Gleditsh & Hegre 1997), genocide (see Ervin Staub 1989), and famines
(see A. Sen 1981, 1984, 1985A, 1988, 1992, 1999.) and this should lead me to defend capitalist democracy as well.
Nevertheless, there are forces within capitalism that generate such horror, and its prevention is to be found in the
democratic feature of such systems, not its capitalist attribute. An example will illustrate this: Consider the global
trade of mass-destructive weapons. Because such behavior islargely self-destructive, it is present only to the extent it
generates profit. However, it is a well known fact that two democratic nations have never entered a war against each
other. This behavior, on the other hand, is to be attributed to the democratic feature of contemporary capitalist
democracy.

21 On this, see eg. Dahl & Tufte 1973, Robert Paul Wolff 1976, Robert Dahl 1989, A. Carter & G. Stokes (eds.)
1998, Christopher Pierson 2001.



democracy redly is requires a thess of its own? | will stick to these aspects, which | think
representatively  embraces the notion of democracy, and judifies a reexamination of socidism.
Investigeting problems of modern democracy, Joshua Cohen & Jod Rogers® and J. Roland
Pennock?* gress the following features among others:

1. Freedom. Thisincludes

(@ Negative freedom or liberty;*®

(b) Pogtive freedom;

(c) Pdliticd, socid and economic rights.

2. Equdity. Thisindudes

(@ Power not concentrated in few hands,

(b) Equa opportunity to participate;

(©) Absence of vast economic and materid inequdities.

There are of course other features of democracy, some of them very important?® but in
order to limit the dze of this thess | will congder only these agpects, of which broad consensus
is edtablished. The sdection is not abitrary, however. In my view these aspects are the most
important conditions of democracy, and ae indeed necessty for others to evolve. Eg. an
dectord body is nonsense without the equa freedom to paticipate through eections. Taken
together, 1 am going to argue tha, with respect to freedom and equdity (1-2) as core concepts of
democracy, socidisn?’ fares better than capitaism?

22 On this, see e.g. Anthony H. Birch 1993, Samuel Bowles & Herbert Gintis 1986, lan Budge 1996, April Carter &
Geoffrey Stokes (eds.) 1998, Cohen & Rogers 1983, Copp Hampton and Roemer (eds.) 1993, Robert Dahl 1989,
David Held 1996, 1995, 1993 (ed.), Jochen Hippler 1995, George Kateb 1986, John Keane 1988, Vincent Ostrom
1997, Carole Pateman 1985, Roland Pennock 1979, Christopher Pierson 2001. Over 2000 books and articles on
democracy were published during the last decade.

%3 See Cohen & Rogers 1983, pp. 49-167.

2% See Roland Pennock 1979, Ch. 6.

25 | will use the terms ‘negative freedom’, ‘liberty’, and ‘freedom from coercion’ interchangeably throughout this
thesis.

%0 Seenote 22.

2T Of akind | will define below.

28 Of akind found USA and Scandinavia, to be elaborated bel ow.
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Sometimes | will argue in the following way: Cepitdism has effects that are incompatible
with the notion of democracy. Thee effects, often reated to freedom and equdity, are absent
under socidism, i.e socidism lacks mechanisms, which generate these effects Therefore,
socidisn provides a better solution to the redization of democracy then capitdism does | will
ague that capitdism is indeed a mode of production® but one in which cetan given
mechanisms® fosters huge inequalities, and absence of ‘red freedom’ 3!

| believe Marx was a democrat and the tradition would be enlightened if he were reclamed
& such. Although mogt of Sovigd date soddisn rgected democrdic incitements, this was
primarily due to lack of democraic reasoning in the Russan policy overall, not the lack of
democrdtic principlesin Marxism. As John Gray S0 precisdy put it:

The failings of Marxist regimes — their domination by bureaucratic dlites, their economic
crigis, their repression of popular movements and of intellectual freedoms, and their
dependency on imports of Western technology and capital — are al to be explained as
historical contingencies which in no way threaten the validity of Marx's centra

conceptions.*

A decade has passed snce Alec Nove wrote his second edition of The Economics of
Feasble Socialism®* Examining the Rusian Experience, among others, he condructs a ‘new’
democratic gpproach:

Is the ‘socidism’ here pictured preferable to capitalism, or to the imperfect and mixed
‘system’ that now exists? [...] In my view it would provide better opportunities for more
people to influence their own lives and working conditions, reduce the dangers of
unemployment and of civil drife, provide sufficient encouragement to enterprise and
innovation and give some attention to the qudity of life. Of course it guarantees none of

29 G. A. Cohen argues against using this term, insisting that a more apt designation for the epochal units into which
historical materialism divides history is“economic structure”. On this, see G. A Cohen 1978, pp. 79-84.

30 Mechanisms necessary for capitalism to evolve, such as profit gaining, private ownership etc. These features are
indeed properties of the capitalist mode of production as found in USA and Scandinavia, and additionally as defined
by many defenders of capitalism on theoretical grounds.

31 Thisnotion isintroduced by Philippe van Parijsin hisReal Freedom for All. See P. van Parijs 1995.

32 John Gray 1986, p. 160. Gray is however critical to this approach. See also J. Gray 1985, 1995.

%3 Alec Nove 1991,
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these things. Nothing can. People can vote for triviality, watch soap-operas on television,
leave litter at beauty-spots. Conflicts of interest can go too far and threaten stability. But
a least the sociadism here presented should minimize class struggle, provide the
indtitutional setting for tolerable and tolerant living, at reasonable materia standards, with

afeasible degree of consumer sovereignty and awide choice for the citizens.®

| have nothing to add. Even if we do suppose tha socidigs like Alec Nove, and mysdf for that
maiter, should be hedd ‘accounteble for the Soviet Experience, a reexamination of its fessble
modd is just what is required. Further, it has to be a comparaive andyss and presented in
opposition to contemporary capitaism and its ancestors as a feasble dternative.

34 |bid., p. 248,
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Which Socialism?3®

This theds conddes, as the title suggests, feadble socidism. In Alec Nove's terms feasble
soddian

...should be conceivable within the lifespan of one generation — say, in the next fifty
years, conceivable, that is, without making extreme, utopian, or far-fetched assumptions.
| would add that for a society to be regarded as socidist one requires the dominance of

socia ownership in the economy, together with political and economic democracy. %

Because Max's chaacterization of the communis society is hady deveoped, ‘extreme,
‘utopia’, and rather impracticd, | will not consder this notion.®” | will only briefly discuss what
Marx meant by ‘socidism’ beow, taking note thet it does not suffice for the line of reasoning in
this thess. Nor will | consder Soviet dae socidism,®® because if we had reason to think
sddian redizable only in the Soviet expeiment, there would hardly be any case for soddism
even in theory. | will argue for the case of feasble democratic socidism, and will here only
provide a wesk definition of soddiam, because mogs of its content is daboraied throughout this
thes's, and presented in contrast to capitaism.

It is somewha hard to find an interesting academic agpproacth, which defends capitdiam, as
it exigs in USA or Scandinavia today on intelectud grounds The right-wing writers | indude in
this essay are dealy criticd of contemporary capitdism®® but are, a least in some respects,
defending its libertarian principles. Hence, when | speek of capitdism throughout this thess, |

% This question is addressed by Norberto Bobbio in his book of the sametitle. For his approach to this question see
Norberto Bobbio 1988.

% Alec Nove 1983, p. 11. Nove's discussion makes extensive use of comparative examples of socialist programs:

The Soviet Experience, Hungarian and Yugoslav models of socialist organization, and Allende’s Chile. Further,

Nove stresses that “[w]e naturally assume that the state will exist; indeed it will have major politico-economic
functions. [...] [S]hips will have captains, news-papers will have editors, factories will have managers, planning
offices will have chiefs, and so there is bound to be the possibility of abuse of power, and therefore a necessity to
devise institutions that minimise this danger.” (A. Nove 1991, p. 209). See also Robin Archer 1995, Alec Nove 1990
and Leszek Kolakowski 1978.

37 On this, see Stanley Moore 1980, Bertell Ollman 1978.

%8 On this, see Leszek Kolakowski 1978, Alec Nove 1983, Christopher Pierson 1986.
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typicdly refer to defenders of the capitdis aspects in question. Where such reference is not
made, | have in mind contemporay capitdis democracies as found in the in the US and
Scandinavia. Although, cepitdis development differs in many respects from one conditution to
another, the aspects discussed in this thess are mostly subjected to generd agreement. It should
adso be noted that no known capitdis system of property rights actudly takes a purey higorica
fom a la Nozck and his libetaian followers As Hlizabeth Anderson points out, the lawvs of
bankruptcy, corporate law (with limited lidbility), inheritance, intdlectud property, banking, and
red edate in actud capitdis economies bear only a pasing resemblance to libertarian rules,
which would be much worse for economic deveopment and prosperity then what actudly
exigs* And, as van Paijs rightly argues there is no contradiction a al between capitdism, a
sydem with mos means of production privady owned, and massve redigribution of
entittements via a vast welfare gate**

It should be noted, however, that this is not an extensve treatment of the problems related
to applied, twentieth-century socidism?®® even though | am fully aware of them. What is reevant
here are the features of socidisam that contribute to democracy. So how is socidism viewed
throughout this thess?

A paliticd economic arangement is socialis when private ownership to the means of
production is absent, or replaced by some form of non-private or public ownership, i.e the date.
The abalition of private propety in means of production is pat of what mogt socdids intend in
goesking of socidism. However, it is evident that many soddids intend more as wdl. This
indudes more equa didribution of soda goods, more absence of dass dominaion, and more

39 Robert Nozick among them, see Nozick 1974.

“0 Elizabeth Anderson, private correspondence of March 28™ 2001. See also E. Anderson 1990, 1993.

! See Philippe van Parijs 1995.

42 on this, see J. M. Barbalet 1983, Robert N. Berki 1983, Norberto Bobbio 1988, Terrell Carver 1982, 1998, Joseph
Femia 1993, Ben Fine 1983, Alan Gilbert 1981, 1991, John Gray 1986, Alan Hunt (ed.) 1980, Martin Jay 1984,
Leszek Kolakowski 1978, George Lichtheim 1984, Steven Lukes 1985, Tom Mayer 1994, John McMurtry 1978,
Karl Ove Moene 1990, Stanley Moore 1980, Alec Nove 1983, 1990, Bertell Ollman 1978, Rodney G. Peffer 1990,
Christopher Pierson 1986, Adam Przeworski 1985.
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democratization of decisonmeking process.*® Together, these aspects promote and secure the
democratic design we have stipulated above.

As | view Max as a democrat, we have to briefly look & wha Max meant by the term
‘socdiam’. In awell-known passage, he states that

[b]etween capitdist and communist society lies a period of revolutionary transformation
from one to the other. There is a corresponding period of transition in the political sphere
and in this period the state can only take the form of a revolutionary dictator ship of the

proletariat.**

According to this passage, socdidiam is not a mode of production as suggested above, that is a
politicd economic sysem with forma equdity and without privale owneship of sodey's
principd means of production. On the contrary, socidism is here meant to be a trangtiond dage
reeched before the inevitable outcome of communism. This seems highly anti-democratic.
However, Marx’s concept of the dictaiorship of the proletariat ought not to be undersood as an
authoritarian, anti-democratic regime.  As Jon Elder agues “[tlhe dictaorship of the
proletariat... is characterized by mgority rule extralegdity, dismantling of the Sate apparaus,
and revocability of the representatives”® Where the dictatorship of the proldaria exidts,
democrecy petans. The dictatorship of the prolgaria is radicd democracy: direct popular
control of the socidd inditutions — sodd, politicd, and economic — that co-ordinate behaviors
and shape individud’s life. It is easy to see this trangtiond date of affairs more democratic than
bourgeoise democracy, snce the working dass is congderably larger than any other dass. Hence
its dictatorship conforms to the rules of mgoritarianism. Socidian is to be ataned through a
process in which the proletarian mgority achieves politicd power and directs the reorganizations
of the propety reations of capitdis society. Through this, the vaues of freedom, <df-
determination, and equdity, are achieved.

Teken togeher we may drav the following prescriptions of feesble socdism and
cgpitalism as concelved throughout thisthess:

43 Some might say that socialism consists at |east of these claims. Additionally, capitalism may also embrace the last
condition, and even do so in several capitalist countries, especially Norway, Sweden and Denmark.

44 Marx, “Critique of the Gotha Programme”, p. 355.

45 Jon Elster 1985, p. 448.
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1) Public ownership to the means of production. (Y es/Not in generd).*®

2) Public contral of investment. (Yes/No).

3) Presence of more than two political parties. (Yes/'Yes).

4) Presence of a decison-making, representative, legidaive entity, i.e, a dSde gopardus
(YesYes).

5 Frequent governmentd dections. (Yes'Yes).

6) Freedom of gpeech when it does not exdude any group, dass or individud from participating
with equd rights. (YesYes).

7) Taxation. (YesTo some extent).

8) Public control of digtribution of socid goods*’ (Yes/Nat in generd).

We see that 3, 4 and 5 ae somewhat democratic ingtitutions (not vaues) that both fessble

soddisn and cepitdian have. 1 and 8 differ dightly in degree from Scandinavia to USA, the

latter being the least redtrictive.

Some remarks on the word feasible have to be made. Feasble means possble, managesble,
or concevable*® Let us agan turn to Noves definition. He daes tha Feasble Socidism
“...should be conceivable within the lifespan of one generation — say, in the next fifty years,
conceivable, that is, without meking extreme, utopian, or fa-fetched assumptions™® Is it possble
to achieve? Yes given some minimum sandards regarding politicd and economic dructures. |s it
likdy to be achieved? No, because the politicd ecaromy is heading in the other direction. Why
should we drive for it if it's unlikely to be achieved? Because in creding a better society we
should aways consder normative ideds to drive for, dthough the ideds ae unlikdy to be fully
redized.>

“% Feasible Socialism/Capitalism.

4" That is, school, education, health care, roads, parksand military and police service. Hence we move beyond the
classical economic distinction between goods that are ‘non-excludable’ (or ‘inexhaustible’) and those who are not. If
we adopt the economic distinction, any goods for individual consumption — health care, childcare, etc. — would not
be a public good. However, when it comesto privatization policy, it is exactly thiskind of goodsthat isin question.

“8 The New Oxford English Dictionary 1993, p. 926.

49 Alec Nove 1983, p. 11, underlining added.

50 Compare Kant’ snotion of * Eternal Peace’.
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Although Marx thought that socidism was scientific in nature™ he did not bdieve tha its
economic extendgon was. As G. A. Cohen putsit:

By unifying socid theory and socia practice, sociadlism suppresses social science. It
makes intelligible in practice gpheres of human contact, which had been inteligible only
through theory. When socia science is necessary, men do not understand themselves. A
society in which men do not understand themselves is a defective society. Socialism is
not a defective society, and therefore socid scientific theory is foreign to it. Capitaism is
obscure. Only science can illuminate it. But in the bright light of socialism the torch of
the specidized investigator is invisble. [...] The past development of the productive
forces mekes socidism possible, and their future development makes socialism
necessary.>?

If socidism were indeed the inevitable outcome of inexorable historica processes, supported by
sience, there would be nothing further to say. Socidism would then preval over cgpitdism on
scientific, not mora grounds. Mord arguments would be, & beg, irrdevant.

°1 As opposed to capitalism. Further Marx believed that what most clearly distinguished him and Engels from the
nineteenth-century French socialists was that their version (or vision) of socialism had this scientific character, while
Proudhon and Fourier’s was utopian. What Marx intended by this contrast was that the French socialist constructed
elaborate visions of a future socialist society without an adequate understanding of existing capitalist society. For
Marx, on the other hand, socialism was not an idea or ideal to be realized, but a natural outgrowth of the existing
capitalist order. In one interpretation we might say that Marx’ socialism was descriptive in nature, whereas
Proudhon’ s was normative.

52 G. A. Cohen 1978, p. 338, 206.



1. Freedom

How much freedom | have depends on the number and nature of my options. And that in
turn depends both on the rules of the game and on the assets of the players: it is avery
important and widely neglected truth that it does not depend on the rules of the game

aone®?

Freedom is a least as important to democracy as any other agpects. In a democracy we
have to be free in order to express our views, citicize, form unions, paties and any other
politicd agenda. If we are deprived from these freedoms, there cannot exist any democracy. | will
argue that these freedoms ae best protected and sustained under socidism, and that Max's
critique of capitaiam provides us with solutions to overcome the problems of fresdom.

There are four gpproaches to the statement that freedom is necessary if democracy is to be
redized:

(1) That Marx's ‘theory’ of freedom provides us with a necessary condition for democracy;

(2) That capitdigt freedomisan ‘illuson’ under which many individuas lack actud freedom;

(3) That socidism protects and promotes ‘red freedon’;

(4) Thet capitdism does not protect and promote ‘red freedon’.

| will condder them dl. Taken together, socidism fares better than capitdism with respect to

freedom, despite wha is widdy supposed. Hence the following chepters will rdate to the

questions:

() What meakes cgpitdism unju or undemocratic when it comes to a certan concept of
freedom?

(2) Why isthe capitdist market undemocratic?

(3) What makes socidism more democratic than capitdism with regards to the given concept of
freedom?
So the fird chepter is a recondruction of Marx's nation of freedom and its reation to privae

property in generd. The second chepter deds with the capitdig market and its limitations on

freedom. The find chepter in this section condders the notion of ‘red freedom’, that is, a concept

53 G. A. Cohen 1995A, p. 54.
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of freedom that overcomes the problem of the libertarian view that freedom is to be consdered

only in terms of absence of restraints or coercion.



1.1 A Concept of Freedom

On Max's view, freedom is to be interpreted as the opportunity for self-determination where this
indudes both negative freedom i.e, freedom from the undue interference of others, and positive
freedom i.e, freedom to determine on€'s own life to as great an extent as is compdible with an
equad opportunity for dl.>* Since Max dealy is an egditarian, he is dso committed to an equa
digribution of these socid goods. | will quote Rodney Peffer in his accurate characterization of
the Marxian notion of freedom:

[T]he demand for negative freedom must be interpreted as the demand for a maximum
system of equal liberties. Similarly, the demand for positive freedom must be interpreted
as including both the right to equa participation in dl socia decison-making processes
that affect one's life and the right to equal access to the means of sdf-redization. Findly,
in societies characterized by moderate scarcity, the right of equal access to the means of
sdf-redization must be interpreted as entailing, first, the right to an equal opportunity to
atain socia offices and positions and, secondly, the right to an equal opportunity to
acquire other socid primary goods (income, material wedlth etc.).”®

So Marx thought, and | think he was right in thinking that:

(1) Freedom is essertidly the opportunity for sdf-determination and is basad on the mord vdue
of autonomy;

(2) SAf-determination entails both negetive freedom and pogtive freedom;

(3) Negative freedom is bascaly freedom from the excessive interference of others,

(4) Pogtive freedom is bascdly the opportunity to determine one€'s own life to as great an extent
as is compatible with a like opportunity for dl;

The opportunity to determine one sown life (4) entails both;

(@ Theright to equd participation in dl sodd decison-making processes, and,

(b) Theright to equal access to the means of salf-redization.>

>4 Rodney Peffer 1990, p. 115.
*|bid.
%6 |bid., p. 123.



Of course, there is some discrepancy in the approaches to freedom between the earlier and the
late Marx, but snce none of them undermines the conditions of democracy, | will not discuss
these here.™’

A necessty oondition to individud freedom is for Max sdf-determinaion. Sdf-
determination presupposes control of oneg' s own life.

A being does not regard himsdf as independent, unless he is his own master, and he is
only his own master when he owes his existence to himself. A man who lives by the favor
of another considers himself a dependent being.%®

This embraces bu are not reducible to Rawls view that “[t]his or that person (or persons) is free
(or not free) from this or that congraint (or set of congraints) to do (or not to do) so and s0."*
Although Rawls are fully aware of the didinction between postive and negive freedom,® it
seems not bother him very much: “Quedtions of definition can have a best but an ancllary
role”®* Marx's conception aso includes a rejection of this narow view tha liberty exhausts the
category of freedom. It isdso thisMarx is describing (and condemning) when he argues that:

This sphere that we are deserting, within whose boundaries the sale and purchase of
|abor-power goes on, in fact a very Eden of the innate rights of man. There aone rule
freedom, equality, property and Bentham. Freedom, because both buyer and seller of a
commodity, say of labor-power, are congrained only by their own free will. They
contract as free agents, and the agreement they come to is but the form in which they give
lega expression to their common wil. Equality, because each enters into relation to the
other, as with a smple owner of commodities, and they exchange equivalent for
equivalent. Property, because each disposes only of what is his own. And Bentham,
because each looks only to himself.®2

> On this, see Hilliard Aronovitch 1980.

%8 Marx, Economic and Philosophical Manuscripts, p. 165.

%9 John Rawls 1999, p. 177.

60 For ageneral treatment of this distinction, see Isaiah Berlin 1969.

®% | bid.

52 Marx, Capital Vol. 1, p. 176. Y ou may want to overlook the polemic gestures against Jeremy Bentham.
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Further, it is wdl known tha Max's conception of freedom is somewha cosdy linked to
the notion of privete propety. This is dso rdevant for the discusson of democracy, Snce as, we
have edtablished, democracy relies on a certan concept of freedom, which in tun rdies on
certain organizations of property relaions.

Capitdiam’s priority of and Max's oppostion to private propety is obvious. As he daed:
“the theory of the Communids may be summed up in the dngle sentence: Abdlition of privae
property.”®® Capitdist private propety “is the power possessed by private individuds in the
means of production which dlows them to dispose as they will of the workers labor power.”®
The difference between the vaue of labor-power (the amount it costs to produce the labor-power)
and the vaue such labor-power is ale to creste when put to work for a normd working day, is
smply cdled “surplus vdue”® We should note tha Max sometimes cdls this “unpad labor.”
Its maximization is the core conduct of capitdism, and its accumulation requires that the worker
receive less than he produces. Hence, a pat of his labor is unpad. This is the nature of
exploitation.®® Exploitation is eo ipso, unjust. So, in order to insure an equitdble and just sysem
of production, private propety to the means of production has to be abolished,®” so tha the
proletariat can lead the lives they want, and determine their own future. This freedom is for Marx
cdosdy rdaed to autonomy — the ability or subgtantive freedom of people to leed the lives they
have reason to vaue. Private property, in contrast, divides on€'s life activities, not “voluntarily,
but naturdly.”®® The use of naturally refers here to arhitrary divison as opposed to sdlf-chosen.

83 Marx & Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, CW, vol. 6, p. 498.

64 George G. Brenkert 1980, p. 80. The problem here appears to be who owns the means of production, not the
market per se.

®5 |bid., p. 81.

®8 |bid. For treatments on the nature of exploitation, see John Roemer 1982A, John Roemer (ed.) 1986, Jon Elster
1985, G. A. Cohen 1978, Arun Bose 1980. Roemer defines exploitation as follows: “A group [will] be conceived of
as exploited if it has some conditionally feasible alternative under which its members would be better off.” (Ibid.,
1986, p. 103). Further, “[a] coalition is socidistically exploited if it could improve its lot by withdrawing with its per
capita share of society’s assets, once alienable assets are distributed equally.” (lbid., p. 109). For an excellent
treatment of Marx’s mathematical analysis and the ‘Transformation problem’, see P. A. Samuelson 1971, A. P.
Lerner 1972.

®7 George G. Brenkert, 1bid.

58 Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, pp. 47-48, ascited in G. G. Brenkert, ibid., p. 82.
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But this is hadly enough to condemn private property reaions for its rgection of freedom.
However, Max continues that people who engege in a society where private propety to the
means of production perssts,

[c]arry on their work independently of each other... and do not come into socia contact
with each other until they exchange products... [Thus] the relations connecting the labor
of one individual with that of the rest appear, not as direct socia relations between
individuals a work, but as they really are, material relations between persons and socid
relations between things.®®

Rather than citizens in a community we may fed tha life gets its content when we enter a market
relaion and exchange products (or buy them). Our life is determined by our ability to buy things,
not by our free paticipation in politicd maiters “Because private propety promotes only the
abdract and disguised objectification of onesdf in one's objects and reldions, private propety is
a denid of freedom.”” In a socity where private property to the means of production is
introduced, privacy is rased to an utimate sodd principle of the categoricd form: “Mind your
own business’.”* Each individud is expected to take care of himsdf and not to depend on others
to look after his own interests. Every extenson of private property thus represents an extenson of
the gohere of egoism. This divides the society into transactions in which there is dways one sdler
and one buyer of the services provided.”” Profit is ganed through maximization of surplus vaue.
Profit-gaining capitdism as such has indeed made supendous technica and indudtrid progress —
its development of productive forces far surpassing tha of al earlier socid formations. | addition,
dl commodities in this mode of production is st out for sde induding labor power. Man is
subordinated to production. Production is measured or impeled by profit, not by the stisfaction
of human needs that is production is dlocated vis-a-vis purchesng power. As we move
downward the demand-curve, production of the goods in quedion cesses This is a risk of
unbridled capitdism. In order to survive, a capitdis must rank the profit motif above dl other
concerns, such as laborers rights, work-place democracy and other ethical aspects of her practice.

%9 Marx, Capital, vol. 1, p. 73, ascited in G. G. Benkert, ibid., p. 83-84.
0 Ibid.
1bid.

2 The two parties, seller and buyer, have conflicting interests when it comes to payment and price setting.
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In this case, the worker is used as a means for the generation of surplus vaue and consequently
materid wedth — wedth that is widded agang him or her. Where large-scde exploitation exids,
class society is ingrumentaly necessary, because it is only under conditions of cass domination
that productive capacities can expand — through “invesment” of technologica innovations and in
new productive fediliies However, can a sociely maintan without some degree of exploitation?
Aggregate supply has to come from somewhere, whether it is from the public body, or from the
privale market. Nevethdess capitdism seems more prone to severe exploitaion than socidiam,
because individud producers would not generdly be willing to meke the sacrifices reguired for
further developing productive forces, unless effectively coerced. In most cases  innovation
typicdly requires more that just incorporating new tools or methods. It requires radicd socid
reorganizetion and massve socid didocations of a sort tha raiond, sdf-interested individuds
would typicdly not voluntarily choose Hence, an exploiting class that gppropriates the economic
aurplus and dlows it to be used to sour deveopment is essentid for the devedopment of the
productive forces.”® This is the superiority of capitdism over socidism. Clealy, profit would not
effectively escdate if each party to a transaction tried to satisfy the other’'s preferences a his own
expense.’® The success of a commercid transaction, its bringing benefit to both parties, depends
on the possbility of drawing sharp lines between the interests of the parties. One must be dble to
define and satify on€'s interest independently of the other. If this fals, so does the transaction,
and the busness in generd. So we might say that the freedom to acquire private property, and of
course the potentid profit gained from it, is redly a matter of trid and eror. The outcome of a
transaction can ether be success, tha is if profit is gained, or falure, that is if the other party
withdraws. Thisisthe rule of the market.

"3 For methodol ogical approach to thisescalation, see G. A. Cohen 1978. For acritique, see Jon Elster 1985.
4 On this, see Elizabeth Anderson 1990, 1993, p. 145.
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1.2 The Market

In a common interpretation, a market transaction confirms to the notion of zerosum, that is, the
fird patner of the transaction in question gains only what the other loses, or vice versa However,
as Smith and his followers have agued, it is possble to arive a a pefectly profit-based
transaction, in which both paties benefit as measured by the amount of utility or happiness
Hence it is possble that a transaction will be pareto improving, that is, it will meke some of the
paties better off without making anyone worse off.” Since | agree with this gpproach, | will not
elaborate this further, nor will any argument be mounted againg it. However, there are other
market norms, which seems laborious One important point is that a make transaction is
actudized through ‘exit’, not ‘voice/® that is in tems of disstideaction, one smply leaves the
transaction rather than gicking with it and trying to reform it fran within. On the contrary, the
political freedom of a citizen in a democracy is the freedom to paticipae on terms of equdity
with fdlow dtizens in deciding the laws that will goven them dl.”” Ther freedom is redly “the
power to take the initiative in shaping the background conditions of ther interactions and the
content of the goods they provide in common.”™ Hencg it is a freedom to paticipae in
democrdic activities not jus to leave the country if ther government does not iy ther
desres. This paticipaion dso indudes the politica right to be heard, that is, a wdl-functioning
democracy didributes goods in  accordance with shared princples (induding a shared
underganding of dtizens needs) tha have evolved through paticipaion and didogue not in
accordance with unexamined wants. Findly, the goods provided by the public body are provided

> See also James W. Child 1998. One can of @urse argue that profit is the motivation for engaging in market
transactions and that profit requires exploitation. Exploitation is clearly not beneficial for both parties, because (1)
The exploiter takes an unfair advantage of the exploited person, and the exploiter is getting something for nothing
(N. Scott Arnold 1990, pp. 91, 97, as cited in Child, ibid., p. 262); (2) The exploited person is forced, in some way,
to deal with the exploiter (Ibid., p. 90). See J. W. Child, ibid., pp. 261-277. Note that this definition of exploitation
does not confirm to that of Roemer as stated on p. 25, note 66. What is relevant here, however, is not the different
definitions of exploitation, but, rather, to which degree exploitation is present under capitalism versus socialism. For
an extended treatment of exploitation in general, see N. Scott Arnold 1990, Arun Bose 1980, Allen Buchanan 1982,
G. A. Cohen 1978, Jon Elster 1985, John Roemer 1982A, John Roemer (ed.) 1986.

’® On this, see Albert Hirschmann 1970, Elizabeth Anderson 1993, 1990, David Schweickart 1993.

7 Elizabeth Anderson 1990, p. 193.



on a nonexdusive bads, everyone, not just those who pay, has access to them.” However, there
ae some difficulties in interpreting the notion of ‘public goods. Since schools, education, and
hedth-care are not grasped by the economic definition of inexhaudibility, nonexcludability etc.
this definition is too narow for our socidids modd. The tendency to trest privatization of
schools, universties, hospitals, and even parts of the security sector with indulgence seems more
and more present in countries like Norway, Sveden and Denmark. Our freedom shifts from voice
to exit. Put it otherwise, if these goods ae didributed through exit there is actudly little
paticipaion on the ctizens behdf. Didribution according to this principle is a response to
unexamined wants. Commodities ae exchanged without regard for the ressons people have in
wanting them. This may have two implications Frd, it means that the market does not respond
to needs as such and does not draw any paticular didinction between urgent needs and intense
desires®® Hence, there may not be any mechanism in the maket that disinguishes between the
need of food or the desre to buy a new car. Further, the market cannot respond to demands
unless supported by the willingness and capecity to pay. Where there are no demands supported
by money, there is no market. Consequently, the market cannot respond to the need of eg food
when hunger is present, because people hit by darvaion generdly lack the dbility to pay. If the
market responds to needs, why is a fundamenta needproblem like hunger and darvation dill
present?? It is rdaivey essy to overcome this kind of fundamenta suffering when distribution

"8 1pid.

" I bid.

80 Eg. Hal Varian 1999.

81 Elizabeth Anderson, 1bid., p. 183.

82 This is a bit more complicated, however. Starvation is neither present in USA nor Scandinavia (at least not on the
surface, but there is some evidence that endemic hunger is an increasing problem even in the US. See Frances Lappé
et al 1998. However, we might say that famines, as characterized by at least “acute starvation and a sharp increase in
mortality” (Sen & Dréze 1989, p. 7.), do not occur in USA nor Scandinavia). Nevertheless, since property rights over
food are derived from property rights over other goods and recourses (through production- and trade channels found
in USA and Scandinavia), the entire system of rights of acquisition and transfer is implicated in the emergence and
survival of hunger and starvation whether this is present within the boarders or not. Thus, starvation may very well
depend on how property rights are structured in the trading countries. Although, none of the countries experiencing
famines satisfy democratic prescriptions, many of them rely on a capitalist mode of production, and, more
interesting; deal with capitalist democracies in the west, including USA and Scandinavia. In some famines, this

capitalist expansion has made the coping strategies much more difficult, since food from commercial agriculture has
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of food is subjected to public policy, rather than demand supported by money. Of course,
digribution of money tends to reduce darvetion, dlowing food to be trangported by the normd
channdls of trade this must be regarded as a last minute solution.®® | am not saying that socidism
is the only way to overcome this problem, indeed nether USA nor Scandinavia are experiencing
famines. Hence, public didribution programs, or a crigs force major rdying on a sronger
legidative entity may work as efficdent. Second, the maket does not draw any disinction
between reflective desires, which can be based on reasons or principles, and mere maiters of
taste®® Since makets in generd provide “no means for discriminating among the reasons people
have for wanting or providing things, it cannot function as a forum for the expresson of
principles about the things traded on it.”®* The somewha narow-minded market conception of
persond autonomy reflects this fact. As the private maket provides individud freedom from the
vaue judgments of others, there will be litle room for democratic disputes and mord judgments.
This may not be entirdy bad, however. When it comes to certain goods, such as cas, jewdry,
gadgets etc,, it is not redly required that we take other concerns but joy into account. Socidism
would dearly redtrict the supply of such goods, but will on the other Sde secure ethicad disputes
through work-place democrecy. The quettion is whether the demand-9de will have more
influence on the production process or not. If the later is the case, the open maket would be
preferable to socidism. But snce work-place democracy is largdy incompatible with the market,
socdian is preferable. However, it does not automaticdly follow, that socdism overcomes the
problems of work-place democracy without introducing new ones reated to efficiency,
innovation, and economic growth. To dat with the fird, a profit-based, privady owned firm,
which is subjected to congderable competition in the maket, would dealy be pushed by
economic redraints provided by the maket. If these redtrants are somehow overlooked, and
output dedines, there would be difficult to uphold compettive production through new

typically followed the normal channels of trade out of the areas, causing even more suffering (to be referred to as
‘slump famines’). This was the case in the Ethiopian famine of 1972-74, where at least 100 000 were killed (Rivers,
Holt, Seaman & Bowden 1976, p. 355, Amartya Sen 1981, pp. 86-112). For an excellent treatment on these topics,
see also Amartya Sen 1982, 1983, 1984, 1987, 1988, 1999, A. Sen & J. Dreze 1989, 1995.

83 See egpecialy A. Sen & J. Dreze 1989.

8 Elizabeth Anderson, ibid., p. 183. Taste in this sense might be regarded as something that is rather unfounded, and
without any references to reasons and principles.

% Elizabeth Anderson, ibid.



innovaions, lower prices eic. There is subgtantid evidence tha competitors will, through the
maket, exsly oust these firms® The car-producers will save as an example Second, with
respect to innovation, it follows from the efficiency aspect tha a more efficient use of both
human and materid resources will provide a better economic foundation for innovation.®” This
was the case of Henry Ford who dominated the American ca-market in the early 1900.%% Third, it
is not a coincidence that the countries that experienced grestest economic growth during the 20"
century typicaly had private dlocaion of productive resources® However, it is dso evident tha
the level of equd digribution of these resources tends to dedline dong with taxes, but even more
interesting; equdity of income is associaed with higher economic growth.® So the problem is
redly to find a taxation levd (and dlocate different taxation aress) that protects both economic
growth and equd digribution. It is hard to imagine, dso after we asess the empiricd evidence,
that this taxation is sufficent for the kind of freedom we require. Neverthdess with respect to
productive efficdency, innovation, and economic growth — independent of tax levd — capitdism
fares better than socidism.®® However, we mus be caeful in conddeing which vaues are the
mos important. Even if we do suppose that socidism is inferior to cgpitdism when it comes to
these aspects, we 4ill have a case for the former on behdf of means to ends, i.e survivd (or
freedom from famines ec.). Of course, a capitdis modd may overcome the problem of hunger,
but there is more to equdity then jus securing a minimum dandard of living for dl. An
egditarian digribution of economic and materid wedth is more likdy to take place in our
socidis modd. | will discussthisin further detall in section 2.

8 on this, see Jeffrey James 2000.

87 On this, see Barrell, Mason & O’ Mahony (eds.) 2000, Stephan & Audretsch (eds.) 2000.

8 This case is also interesting when it comes to working conditions and exploitation. On this, see Ray Batchelor
1994.

89 See Olivier Blanchard 2000.

%0 See Persson & Tabellini 1994, Alesina& Rodrik 1994. More on equality in section 2.

1 |f equality of income is more likely to persist under socialism, as it may be, then following the evidence from
Persson & Tabellini 1994, and Alesina & Rodrik 1994, socialism may contribute more to economic growth than
capitalism does, when it comes to this aspect. However, economic growth seems to rely on other aspects as well, as

discussed earlier.
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Some people argue that freedom (and perhaps even efficiency) would be enhanced if the
public goods” were completely divided into privaedy owned and controlled parcels that would
then be provided on an exdusive bass® As Elizabeth Anderson has observed, since Locke wrote
his Two Treatises of Government, this argument has been an enduring one in Western poaliticd
thought, particularly in libertarian crdes, and is unfortunaidy adopted in Eastern Europe. The
idea behind this proposd is that freedom and autonomy is “enhanced when people are granted the
power of exit from common control of a good.”** But how can freedom of exit be a subgtitute for
the loss of voice and of nonexdusive access to the goods in quesion?®® How can freedom be
secured if public access is denied? It is assumed that the individua freedom is enhanced when
interference is minimized. This may be true in some respects, eg. | fed freer when | am abdle to
shower as long as | want without interference from others. However, | take these provincid
freedoms for granted, even in a feasble socidis modd. It is quite another thing when it comes to
the vitd goods in quedion. In order to have democracy, freedom can only be secured through
inditutions of voice edablished over goods to which public access is guaranteed. Congder the
uncontroversa case of public dreets. Some libertarians have sadly suggested that a system of
privete, toll-charging roads would be superior to a public sysem, snce these would be pad for
through voluntarily user fees, rather than ‘coercive’ taxes, which charges people whether or not
they want to use the roads® The idea that such a sysem would increase the individua freedom is
rather curious, however. If the roads are public, no one needs to ask anyone for pemisson to
travd anywhere thee roads go. We ae free to use the roads whenever we like, without any
redrictions whasoever. If, on the other hand, the roads are in private hands, one must ask the
permisson of each owner to use them and thus, “subject onesdf to whatever terms the owner

%2 |nthisinterpretation, these are typically schools, hospitals, parks, streets etc.

93 See Nozick 1974 among others.

% Elizabeth Anderson 1990, p. 194.

% It is worth noting that freedom of exit may sometimes be the freedom we really want. If | were in a harmful
relationship with someone, perhaps | would much prefer to have the freedom of exit rather than freedom of voice.
This need not undermine Anderson’s general point, but it does suggest that freedom of exit is sometimes valuable,
and, indeed, sometimes more val uable than freedom of voice.

% See ibid. For this proposal see Rothbard 1978, Ch. 11. Of course Nozick would perhaps claim that freedom is not
merely descriptive. Hence, we have no general freedom to traverse roads (just like you have no freedom to sleep in

my bed, wear my clothes, etc.).
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demands for using these roads”®’ This sysem would, thus, be incgpable of responding to needs,
only wants backed up by money. Money would then be the determinant of freedom. The more
money you have, the more freedom you get. Additiondly, as Anderson points out, everyone
would be subject to arbitrary restraints on ther freedom of associaion by others®® Next to this
loss, the redriction on freedom entalled by redidributive taxation is rather trivid. “It would even
be reluctant to characterize it as aloss of freedomat al — merely aloss of money.”®

However, Anderson seems doubtful about dternatives to market mechanisms when it
comes to tracking-down wants:

A centralized planning is inherently incapable of responding to widely dispersed
information about what people want. Only markets are capable of responding to this
information. So there is an indispensable place for markets, just as market freedom is an
indispensable aspect of freedom, abeit a ‘limited and not comprehensive form of
freedom. One thing markets do well is facilitating relations of cooperation among
strangers, thus making the gains of cooperation more widely available to al. Reliance on
solidarity mechanisms can also generate huge effort. The problem is not on the supply
side — people can respond unsdfishly, for solidaristic motives — but rather on the demand
side: how to direct all that energy for the common good without wasting it?'*

There are two aspects to the problem Anderson is here addressing:

(1) If the date can count on parictian or solidarity as a motive by which people provide it with
‘freg labor, the sate will not get information about the true codts of tis labor and hence will
wadte it. Volunteer labor in any organization is dmog adways used less efficently than pad
labor for this reason, and democracies are no different.

%7 Elisabeth Anderson, ibid., p. 194.

%8 1hid. Further, Anderson argues, “a libertarian would have to accept a proviso on property acquisition that prevents
people from actually trapping people in a small territory. But his proviso does not prevent private interference with
others' freedom of movement that is less drastic than complete entrapment. For the libertarian narrow approach to
freedom does not acknowledge that the restrictions mentioned are to be interpreted as interferences in others

freedom at all, since the freedom we are concerned with here is not embodied in some property right.” (Ibid.) See
also Nozick 1974, pp. 55, 178-182.

%9 Elizabeth Anderson, ibid., p 195.



(2) There is a diginction between the good of dl and the good of each. The good of dl is what
democratic dtates should work for.!®* But it is not exhaudtive of the good of each. Wha's
vauable from the collective democratic perspective, eg. a socia security net, is not what's
vaduable from eech individud perspective — but for dl thet, it does not follow that the later
pergpective does not hook us in to genuine goods.

(3) Aegsthetic vdue is typicdly persond and idiosyncratic, and cannot be properly expressad in
the public reddm except in a very limited way. So the problem with abolishing private
property is that even under ided democrdic circumdances a best it would leave us with only
goods that could be vaued from everyones perspective, leaving out the wonderful myriad of
goods that ae vaudble from more pasond and individudized perspectives. Markets caer to
the latter, which iswhy they are important.'®

Anderson’'s arguments fit well in with her view that

[f]o argue that the market has limits is to acknowledge that it also has its proper place in
human life. A wide range of goods are [sic.] properly regarded as pure commodities.
Among these are the conveniences, luxuries, delights, gadgets, and services found in most

stores. [...] The difficult task for modern societies is to reap the advantages of the market
while keeping its activities confined to the goods proper to it.**®

Anderson's dam is lagdy (but not exdudvey) empiricd: in princple lage centrdized
organizations could respond to individudized needs — it is jud tha they have a remarkably bad
record of doing s0. And we have an amchar argument for seeing what that is so: to respond to
needs, we need to know details about what those needs are, their psychologicd daus, etc., and a
common argument is that large bureaucracies lack knowledge of these things'® However, | do
not see why a democratic socidist society is unlikdy to respond to different kinds of demand.

100 Eizabeth Anderson, private correspondence of March 28" 2001. On this issue, see also E. Anderson 1993, Ch. 4
and 7.

191 However, an important question is: Will democratic states work for the good of all? As far as methodological
individualism concerns, this question invokes a debate on human motivation, which istoo vast for this purpose. L et
us for the moment simply assume that we are motivated by both self-interest and the good of all.

192 Elizabeth Anderson, Ibid.

103 Ejj zabeth Anderson 1993, pp. 166-167.

104 Hugh LaFollette, private correspondence of September 27", 2001.
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There is no contradiction in daming that a centrdized planning of production and digtribution
can rdy heavily on different kinds of demands as wedl as needs, were they sufficiently
investigated. Even John Rawls recognizes this when he writes “tha maket inditutions are
common to both private-property and socidist regimes [...]."'%° A worker-managed, public-owned
firm may dso be sendtive to chenges in demand, even though this is not necessrily s0. The
quesion is whether these changes require reorganizations and a shift in production or not. If
downgzing were the inevitable outcome of a shift in the market demand, unemployed workers
would perhaps be equdly protected through implementation programs under both socidism and
welfaredate capitdism a la Scandinavia However, there are many Seps to teke before this
action, and profit-gaining busness are in generd more prone to dismissal palicy, because profit is
a matter of survival. The same people will produce the same goods (maybe less efficient); they
ae jus subjected to democrdic decison-making rather than divide and conquer. There are some
additiond problems with Anderson’s interpretation of the market as a provider of ‘aesthetic
plurdian’ as daed in (3). It is not an accident that public museums, thesters and TV-channds
fare much better with respect to depth, width, and seriousness than do commercid competitors
who ae much more dependent on income, primaily from advertisng. One might argue that these
fecilities are best protected in private hands because they typicdly regard taste. However, it is
evident that the public faclities lose much of their qudity when they are suljected to competition
from commercid quaters. Just look a NRK (the Norwegian public service channd) after the
deregulaion in the mid 80's | will not pursue this further, however, in danger of becoming too
rdividic. My point is only thet, as Andarson dso argues, let us limit the market to the goods
proper to it. The falure of the libertarian argument seems to lie in the view tha individud
freedom is dways increesed when the public goods ae divided into parcds over which
individuds have exdusive control. But isn't it more to freedom than just abosence of restraints?

105 John Rawls 1999, p. 242.



1.3 ‘Real Freedom’

This conception of freedom is very close to that of Marx. It requires that we go beyond freedom
from regtraints and place focus on opportunity and possibility, as non-formd properties:

[1]f we redlly do think it is important that a person should be able to lead the life that he
or she would choosg, then it is the general category of positive freedom with which we

have to be concerned. *%°
Sen'sview confirmsto thet of van Parijs*®’

| shall usethe term real freedom to refer to a notion of freedom that incorporates al three

components — security, self-ownership, and opportunity — in contrast to formal freedom,

which only incorporates the first two. %

If we recdl Max's view, we see that the only thing tha separates his conception and red
freedom as dated by van Paijs is the notion of sdf-ownership. However, Marx's view is
compatible with the sdf-ownership theorem.’®® As opposed to Max's view of freedom, and Sen's
and van Paijs for that matter, libertarians'® only congder its negative function (i.e. freedom
from the undue interference of others, heredfter the narrow view)!*' This conception of freedom
fals to recognize that freedoms can only be exercdsed in spaces where no individud has more
control then others. This is dso essentid to the notion of democracy. It is typicdly this notion of
freedom Marx has in mind when he says that

This kind of individud liberty is thus at the same time the most complete suppression of
al individud liberty and totd subjugation of individudity to socid conditions which take
the form of materia forces — and even of al-powerful objects that are independent of the

108 Amartya Sen 1990, p. 50.
197 Indeed, the same passageis cited (with some modifications) in P. van Parijs 1995, p. 240 note 45.

198 b van Parijsibid., pp 22-23.

109 See chapter 2.3 below. See also Cohen'’s treatment of this in his Self-Ownership, Freedom, and Equality, (G. A.
Cohen 1995).

110 Nozick in particular. See Nozick 1974, p. Xi.

111 For an excellent treatment and critique of this view see Colin Bird 1999 and Ronald Beiner 1992.
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individuals relating to them.**2

Note that Marx does not base this critique on a concept of judice He never dams tha
individuds under capitdism are subjected to a complete suppresson of judice. So we might say
that the narow view fals not because it is unjust!*® but because it is too narrow, leaving
Stuations in which individuds possess fresdom from coercion,*™* but not other freedoms This is
dso in line with Amartya Sen's critique of capability deprivation under capitdism.**®> With this in
mind, Marx daims that

the [bourgeoisi€] idea of freedom itsdf is only the product of a socia condition based
upon Free Competition... [B]y freedom is meant, under the present bourgeois conditions
of production, free trade, free salling, and buying.**°

He continues that

This tdk of free sdling and buying, and al the other ‘brave words of our bourgeoisie
about freedom in general have a meaning, if any, only in contrast with restricted selling
and buying, with the fettered traders of the Middle Ages but have no meaning when
opposed to the communistic abalition of buying and sdling, of the bourgeois conditions
of production, and of the bourgeoisie itsalf.**’

So there is a dgnificant difference between judice and freedom, and this has to do with a
difference in ther relation to the mode of production. This means tat the freedom enjoyed under
cgpitdiam (or in a society where one dass dominates another) may be seen as illusory since not
al members of society enjoy the benefits of the freedom to acquire private property. This may be
seen as a freedom to suppress. Bearing this in mind, what are the “undemocraic’ implications of
capitdism’ s narrow concept of freedom?

12 Marx, Grundrisse, p. 131

113 This, however, is not necessarily true. Merely freedom from coercion is compatible with a very repressive but
law~abiding system of slavery. That must indeed be regarded as unjust. (See P. van Parijs 1995, p. 21).

114 For adiscussion on what coercion constitutes, see Jon Elster 1985, pp. 211-214.

115 See especially A. Sen 1985B, 1999.

18 Marx, Speech on the question of freetrade”, CW, vol. 6, p. 464, as cited in George G. Brenkert 1980, p. 94.

117 Marx & Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, CW, val. 6, pp. 499-500, ascited in G. Brenkert, ibid.
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Of course, there are libertarians whose view of freedom differ and 4ill don’'t conform to the
Maxigt approach.'*® However, | bdieve tha Marx's critique is particulaly concerned with the
view that freedom is only defined through the absence of coercion, i.e. the narow view. Max’s
view of freedom presupposes the narrow view. That is, we are free (Marx’s view) to do X only if
we ae free (narrow view) to do it. But the narrow view does not presuppose Max's view. We
may be free (narow view) to do X without beng free (Marx's view) to do it. Smilaly, if the
absence of (coercive) redrant is prized, then we ought dso to vadue the socidly conditioned
cgpacity to do what we want. For what is the point of being free (narrow view) except to achieve
our ends? Absolute liberty (according to the narrow view) diminishes freedom (Max's view); but
except inofar as liberty is deemed good in itsdf, freedom (Marx's view) is what makes liberty
worth having. Of course, one might argue tha freedom (narrow view) has some intringc vaue
that is good, and therefore it should not be rgected. However, in quite many cases it is hard to
separate actions (led by principles) from its consequences, and even harder to meke mord
judgments aout an action's intrindc vdue, whaever this tuns out to be Making mord
judgments about actions per se, separated from its actuad consequences is a rather difficult task.
Even though we may not know all implications or conseguences of an action, this does not mean
tha we do not bdieve tha it has some consequences a@ dl. An example will illugrate this
Condder Henry George's formula of giving “the product to the producer” **® This is of course an
ambiguous rule, but no mater how these ambiguities are resolved, it seems dear tha this rule
would give no pat of the socidly produced output to one who is unemployed since he or she is
producing nothing. Indeed, a person whose productive contribution for some reason is rather
andl, according to whichever procedure of such accounting we use, can expect to get very little
based on this socdled “naturd law”.** Thus, eg. hunger and darvaion are compaible with this
wdl known libertarian system of rights™#* Although,

George thought that this would not occur, since the economic reforms he proposed

118 £ 9. John Rawls 1973 and Isaiah Berlin 1969. However, Rawls commitment to equal shares of social primary
goods may seem far more closer to Marx than to Nozick. My point is only that there may be several other notions of
freedom to deal with.

119 Henry George 1979, p. 451, as cited in Amartya Sen 1988, p. 60.

120 Amartya Sen, ibid.

121 1bid. See also Amartya Sen 1982, 1987, A. Sen & J. Dreze 1989, 1995.
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(including the abolition of land rights) would eiminate unemployment, and provision for
the disabled would be made through the sympathetic support of others!?

These ae only empiricd matters. If these empiricd generdizations were jeopardized, then the
outlined sysem of rights would yidd a serious conflict. The property rights to on€s product
(however defined) might be of some intrindc mord rdevance, “but we dearly mugt dso take
note of the mord disvaue of human misery (such as suffering due to hunger and nutrition-related
diseases).”'* This is relevant because in compaing economic arangements, it is precisdy
sysems of property thet are in question. Of course, property rights have some other non-intringc
beneficid effects linked to advances in perfectioniam, dvilization, hedth care, educaion, infant
mortdity rate, life expectancy, and even food production.’** But even if we do suppose that these
advantages are gpparent, do they amount to an overdl judificaiion of privaie propety on behdf
of its disvaue? Condder the empirical defense of property rights as proposed by Kenneth Arrow:

Since the full force of modern capitalism began in the eighteenth century, the health of
mankind, as measured by longevity, for example, has increased enormoudy, even more
rapidly in this century. The expected length of life in Bangladesh (a very poor country) is
about 60 years, well above that of Great Britain in 1900.%

There ae two problems with this kind of datement: Fird, Although the facts may be right,
Arrow’'s dam is excdusvedy empiricd. What it says is that there is a srong corrdation between
cgoitdism and longevity, or life expectancy. It does not take any causd explanation into account.
Life expectancy in China and Soviet (both abolished capitdigt private property) haes increesed as
wdl.*® Second, longevity is measured on the average, so it could be that the upper minority has
increesed  their longevity enormoudy, while there is a subgdtantid mgority of the populaion
whaose longevity has dightly decreased snce capitalism was introduced.

122 A Sen 1988, p. 60.
123 bid,

124) arry Temkin, private correspondence of July 5" 2000.

125 Kenneth Arrow, private correspondence of May 21% 2000. See also Kenneth Arrow 1951, 1971, 1977, 1982,
Arrow & Raynaud 1986, Arrow & Chichilnisky 1999.

126 See Amartya Sen 1999, Sen & Dreze 1989, 1995.



Clearly, dl systems of property redrict liberty (or freedom according to the narrow view) in
some sen(s). We are unfree (narrow view) to violate property rights, whatever they may be. If
an ast is privaidy owned, as means of production are under cgpitdism, no one but the owner is
free (narrow view) to use it, exchange it or destroy it, except with the owner’s permission. Private
ownership redricts everyone€s libety'?” somewha, though non-owners are generdly more
severely redtricted than owners.

Thus to dam, as some libetaians do'*® tha freedom exdusivdy conssts in beng
unrestrained from doing what one wants with what one owns, given that it does not ham others,
is to totaly ignore the respect in which what one owns is itsdf in quesion in assessng how free
one is As long as we can recognize that propety is in quesion'® | will argue tha under
socidiam, the loss of freedom (narow view) for owners of propety in means of production is
offst by gans in freedom (Max's view) for others. Hence, the ‘red freedom’ (narrow view in
conjunction with Marx’'s view) throughout society is increased. So there can be no autométic case
for capitaism when it comes to freedom.

Whenever capitdist property is accorded entitlement, there is a bias in cgpitdism’'s favor.
For it is naturd to conclude that society is freet (Marx's view) when owners of property is freest
(narrow view) to do as they please with what they own, and capitdiam is precisdy the mode of
production that accords the greatest degree of such liberty to owners of property.’*® Neverthdess,
the quedion is not: given capitdist property, does socidism or capitdism best advance freedom
(Marx's view). On the contrary, the quetion is which mode of production, which sort of
redrictions on freedom (narow view), is optimd for maximizing freedom (Max's view)?
Merely absence of coercion (narrow view) may cause people with recourses to acquire private
property in terms of profit-gaining busness (indeed, this entitlement is precisdy what the narrow
view protects). This results in separate divisons of privaedly owned production cartds, which

fodters classes that can be defined in terms of ownership or non-ownership to the means of

127 Perhaps even owner' sliberty. However | am not going to pursue thisfurther.

128 Robert Nozick in particular. See R. Nozick 1974.
129 | think even the most extreme libertarians would recognize this. After all, what else is the difference between
modes of production but property relations? See Jan Narveson 1988.

130 On the other hand, sometimes one must reduce individual freedom (narrow view) in order to enhance society’s

freedom (narrow view). See Philippev. Parijs 1995, p. 16.



production. In order to increase profit, the non-ownership dass has to be exploited, that is, some
of thar labor mugt be unpad. Clealy, as Jon Elser puts it, “[a] worker is exploited were he to
withdraw with his per capita share of the means of production.”*** It is dightly controversd how
this fact entalls unfreedom, because “a worker can be exploited without being ether coerced or
forced to sl his labor-power.”*** However, as dated ealier, there can hardly be a totd lack of
exploitation, even in a feasble socidis modd. Aggregate supply hes to come from a leest a
moderate surplus. Hence, a moderate degree of exploitation seems inevitable So the quedtion is
redly whether this exploitation conditutes the essence in a mode of production or not. | will
ague tha cgpitdiam, dter dl, rdies more heavily on exploitaion that socidism does.
Neverthdess, the freedom of the exploited dass is cealy less obvious than tha of the capitdist
class, ance the former does not have a free disposd of the means of production. As Marx noted,
after private property to the means of production is established, there occurs a divison of labor.

As soon as this

. comes into being, each man has a particular, exclusive sphere of activity, which is
forced upon him and from which he cannot escape. He is a hunter, a fisherman, a
shepherd, or a criticd critic, and must remain so if he does not want to lose his means of
livelihood.'*

The sense to this rather “impracticd” passage is not the lack of developed technology in the
world of hunters and fishermen,®** but Marx's emphasis on the forced activities of man. This

131 Jon Elster 1985, p. 216. This claim does not contradict Roemer’ s definition as stated earlier.

132 bid.

138 Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, CW, val. 5, p. 47.

134 This is rather curious however. It is clearly not a capitalist society Marx here describes. Nevertheless, it is a well-
established fact tha Marx intended all societies to go through capitalism to reach communism. On this, see Kostas
Axelos 1976, p. 257f, Robert N. Berki 1983, p. 74f, M. M. Bober 1965, p. 287f, Bruce Mazlish 1984, p. 94f, Alec
Nove 1983, p. 46f, Peter Singer 1980, p. 60f, Allen E. Buchanan 1982, p. 22f, G. A. Cohen 1978, p. 132f, Gragme
Duncan 1973, p. 182f, Agnes Heller 1976, p. 105f, Bertell Ollman 1971, p. 160f, Paul Thomas 1980, p. 148f, Peter
Wordey 1982, p. 88f, J. M. Barbalet 1983, Isaiah Berlin 1978, Jon Elster 1985, Ben Fine 1983, p. 87f, Alan Gilbert
1981, Richard N. Hunt 1975, Leszek Kolakowski 1978, George Lichtheim 1964, John McMurtry 1978, Melvin
Rader 1979, William H. Shaw 1978, Wal Suchting 1983, John Torrance 1977, Allen W. Wood 1981, Christopher J.
Arthur 1986, p. 137, Shlomo Avineri 1968, p. 231f, Alex Callinicos 1983, p. 175, Michad Evans 1975, p. 159f,
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entalls a larger degree of dienation. When individuds are dienated, they are eo ipso unfree.

Additiondly, we might argue that:

(1) Profit excdation depends, in some respect, on some groups or individuds beng firg
exploited, and as aresult of this exploitation, dienated;

(2) Private production is motivated by the wish to generate profit.

It is somewhat important to notice thet (1) is a property that socdism may aso have but that the

degree of exploitation, and thus dienation, differs But given (2), a raiond busness drategy

would be to prevent competition through cregtion of monopaolies It is important to note that the

interests of sdler and buyer differ to a large extent. Even Adam Smith (not a great admirer of

public regulation in generd) stressed this discrepancy when he wrote:

The interest of the dealers, however, in any particular branch of trade and manufactures,
is dways in some respect different from, and even opposite to that of the publick. To
widen the market and to narrow the competition, is aways the interest of the dedlers. To
widen the market may frequently be agreeable enough to the interest of the publick; but
to narrow the competition must dways be againgt it, and can serve only to enable the
dedlers, by raising their profits above what they naturally would be, to levy for their own
benefit, an absurd tax upon the rest of their fellow-citizens. The proposal of any new law
or regulation of commerce which comes from this order, ought aways to be listened to
with great precaution, and ought never to be adopted till after having been long and

carefully examined, not only with the most scrupulous, but with the most suspicious

attention.**

In turn powerful multinationals dominate the world market and the free competition so often put
forward as abeneficia effect of capitdiam, isdiminated. As Marx observed

In history it is an empirica fact that separate individuas have, with the broadening of
their activity into world-historical activity, become more and more endaved under a

power alien to them... a power which has become more and more enormous and turns out

William Leon McBride 1977, p. 129, David McLelan 1969, p. 132, John Plamenatz 1975, p. 143f, Alfred Schmidt
1971, p. 146, Terrell Carver 1982, p. 75f.
135 A dam Smith, Wealth of Nations, vol. 1, book |1, pp. 266-267, as cited in Amartya Sen 1999, p. 123.
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to be the world market.*3¢
Divison, not only of society, but dso of interestsis present:

It is not from the benevolence of the butcher, the brewer, or the baker that we expect our
dinner, but from their regard to their own interest. We address ourselves, not to their

humanity, but to their self-love.*’

The interest of the former is to maximize profit by getting as much money she can from the
product or service It is obvious that monopolies dlow prices to be congderably higher than
necessry because they are no longer subjected to adeguate competition.**® The consumer's
interests, on the other hand, is to pay as little as possble for the goods in question. The only
power the consumer has towards the other part of a market transaction is to leave it (exit) if it is
conddered unsatisfactory. Hopefully it exists another entrepreneur with a more satisfactory offer.

136 Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, p. 38, 51, as cited in George Brenkert 1980, p. 97.

137 Adam Smith, Wealth of Nations pp. 26-27. For a vast comment on this often-quoted passage, see Amartya Sen
1999, pp. 271-273. The passage is a so cited here on p. 256.

138 This problem will clearly also emerge in feasible socialism, but, again, we must consider other values as well, i.e.

democratization of decision-making processes, work -place democracy, equality of opportunities, real freedom etc.
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1.4 Concluding Remarks

Freedom from coercion (negdtive freedom) is eo ipso dealy not a guarantee for other freedoms
to evolve. The concept of freedom, however defined, must be pursued further, because, as argued
in chepter 1.1, merdly freedom from coercion yields differences with respect to other freedoms.
Thus, negative freedom may serve as a recessxy but not sufficient condition for other freedoms
to evolve. Further, a concept of freedom that enhance democracy, must by no means be
exclusve, tha is everyone must have access to it. Additiondly, as | have argued in chepter 1.2,
democratic freedom must stress voice, rather than exit, because the latter excludes participation.
The freedom of exit in the capitdis market demondrates this. So how are we to define a concept
of freedom that may foder and preserve mgor advances in democracy? That the acquigtion of
property rights is in question should come as no surprise. If property rights reduce freedom
(Marx's view), as may be the case when consdering our discusson of the market, property rights
may be restricted S0 as to guarantee a more uniform digtribution of freedom in generd. As argued
in chepter 1.3, freedom (narrow view) may be fulfilled without the presence of freedom (Marx
view). In this case, those in acquistion of private property are typicdly free (Max's view) a the
expene of other peoples unfreedom (Max's view). Hence freedom (narrow view) done is
excduding. 1t would be naurd to condude that society's totd freedom is largest when individud
freedom (narow view in conjunction with Max's view) is laget. Beaing this in mind,
individua freedom may be aranged 0 as to secure freedom (narow view) where this does not
threaten other's freedom (Max's view), and when it does freedom (Max's view) must be
required. Since negative freedom (freedom from coercion or narrow view) pays no dtention to
the concepts of sdf-determination and Hf-redization, it cannot advance society’s totd ‘red
freedom’. So with respect to the latter, socidiam (as condtituting Marx's view) fares better than
cgpitaism (as condtituting the narrow view).



2. Equality

Investigations of equality — theoretical as well as practical — that proceed with the
assumption of antecedent uniformity (including the presumption that ‘al men are created
equa’) [...] miss out on a mgor aspect of the problem. Human diversity is no secondary
complication (to be ignored, or to be introduced ‘later on’); it is a fundamental aspect of
our interest in equality. **°

Egditarian didribution, where everyone to whom some benefit or burden is to be digributed
gets the sme amount, has been advocated both as a means for some further end and as an end in
itsdf. Today, equdity is in left-wing policies widdy regaded as dedrable for its own ske.
However, in bdancing off the various ends sodd policy ams to redize equdity is typicaly
accorded low priority; and the support there is for achieving equdity is typicaly overwhdmed by
other condderations, such as economic growth which suddenly dso became an end in itsdf
during the last decade.**°

Inthissection, | will consder three questions
(1) What makes capitdism unjust or undemocratic when it comes to equdity of opportunities and
materid inequalities?
(2) Is equdity of opportunities present if some groups, individuds or classes possess ‘fdse
CONSCIOUSESS ?
(3) What makes socidism more democratic than capitaism with regards to materid equdity?
In the firg chapter, | discuss equdity of opportunities, and how a lack of this may foder materid
inequdities | dso condder the mechaniam capitdiam has for generaing materid inequdities. In
the second chepter | address the phenomenon of fdse constiousness, and argue that socidism
provides posshilities to overcome this problem by paying more atention to the egqua opportunity
to paticpate. The find chapter deds with the criteria for materid equdity and the rdaion
between differences produced by capitaism, and democracy.

139 Amartya Sen 1992, p. xi.

140 This is curious, however. How can mere money be regarded as an end in itself? This is maybe the most typical
example of modern fetishism. For a treatment of fetishism in general, see G. A. Cohen 1978, Ch. 5, Jon Elster 1985,
pp. 95-90.



2.1 Equality of Opportunities

In The Holy Family, Marx dates tha the proletaria is dehumanized. Its “life Stuation” is the
negation of its “human naturé’. Through wage labor, the working dass is forced into “cresting
wedth for others and misery for itsdf.”*** In The Poverty of Philosophy, Marx dams tha the
bourgecis are “indifferent [...] to the sufferings of the proleaians who hep them acquire
wedth."**? The German ldeology dtates that the working class “has to bear dl the burdens of
society without enjoying its advantages”** In Capital vol. 1, Marx saysthat

The capitaist gets rich not like the miser in proportion to his persona labor and restricted

consumption, but at the same rate as he sgueezes out the labor power of others, and

enforces on the laborer abstinence from al life's enjoyments.**

Capital vol. 3 spesks of “coercion and monopolization of socid devdopment (induding meterid
and intellectud advantages) by one portion of society a the expense of the other.”*°

Degpite that dl thee datements generdly lack what we may labd a normative language,
they dealy have some sort of normative property. They dl yidd a picture of a socety with
extreme inequdities of wedth, and they may well goply to capitaist societies of today.

In this chapter, 1 will condder the question: What makes capitdism unjus or undemocraic
when it comes to equdity of opportunities and materid inequdities? An answer to this requires
an answver to another rdated question, namdy: Wha is equdity of opportunity?'*® As a first
approximation, we might suppose that equdity of opportunity requires that a benefit be dlocated
on a bads tha does not caegoricadly excdude anyone who might want it. Hence, to defend
discrimination based on fath, income, dass ec, is dealy to deny equdity of opportunity.
Second, the grounds for sdection (or we might cdl it legitimate excduson) should be both
aopropriate for the benefit in quedtion, and adso be such that people throughout society have an
equd chance of sdidying them, regardless of fath, income dass and the like The point of

141 Marx & Engels, The Holy Family, p. 368.

142 Marx, The Poverty of Philosophy, p. 118.

143 Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, p. 85.
144 Marx, Capital, vol. 1, p. 651.

145 Marx, Capital, vol. 3, p. 819.

148 For an extensive treatment on this question see John Rawls 1973, Larry Temkin 1993, Allen Buchanan 1982.
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equality of opportunity is to bring aout far competitions. It is not just to make far competitions
jurdicdly possble. As was the cae for freedom, a medy formd egudity of opportunity is
usdess That a more egditarian didribution of income and other socetd benefits would bring
about afairer competition seems gpparent.

Materidly based inegudity is not necessarily caused by a lack of equdity of opportunities,
but that absence of equdity of opportunity causes materid inequdities is raher obvious Clearly,
a lack of equdity of opportunities is conddered unfar and, thus, detrimentd to democratic ideds
of equa politicd influence. | will dso argue that a lack of materid equdity is undemocraic since
it excludes those materidly worse off, a leest those bdow some threshold. Capitdist sodieties
dlocate income differentidly in virtue of private ownership of productive assets and have thereby
a mechaniam for gengaing maeid inequdities that socdiam lacks Capitdisn  dlocaes
incomes differentidly in virtue of pivaie ownership of productive assets On the other hand,
cpitdis societies can dso rey on redigributive messures to advance equdity, as is the case in
the Scandinavian modd. However, one would expect socidism to have less to correct for,
inesmuch as the didinctivdly capitdis mechaniam for generaing materid inequdities is by
definition, adbsent under socidism™’ It seems obvious that capitdiam, based as it is on privae
property rights and profits gained, foders materid inequdities. Because socidisn mugt dso have
aggregate output, there is a potentid for inequdity unless output is not didributed equdly. But
gnce equd didribution of sodd goods is inherent in soddiam, this problem is adisent through
inditutions sendtive of needs. On the contrary, as was discussed in the previous section, what a
capitdist market responds to is “effective demand’, that is desres backed up by money or the
willingness to pay for things® Unless you can pay for the commodities represented in the
market, you ae not regaded as a paticipant. That is unless you have the money, you ae
excluded. This entalls a maerid advantage for those who can aford to pay for the commodities.
Even if this sample of the population represents a great mgority, it will ill be wrong to cdl it
democrdic, dnce a representtive minority is excduded. The capitdis market ided identifies

147 Of course, one may argue that socialism has other mechanisms that generate e.g. income inequalities, but even if
thisistrue, it also has inherent a mechanism in which these inequalities are easily taxed away. This is a substantial
prescription of socialist redistribution.

18 For an excellent treatment on this and related topics, see Elizabeth Anderson 1993 and Amartya Sen 1985A,
1987.
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democratic freedom with the power to excdude others from participating in decisons affecting
ongs propety. But when the redms ae compledy divided into privae property, nealy
evayone is exduded from decison-making power over centrd aeas of ther lives One centrd
agpect of democrdic equdity, on the other hand, is the equd right to participate in collective
decisons. It is redly a right to be incuded, rather than to exclude others. Hence, there are two
Satements that can be drawn from this,

(1) Capitaiam creates and sustains inequalities, and gross ones at thet.

(2) Materid inequdities are, other things being equa, unjudtified.

Regarding (1), that large inequdities ae pervasve throughout cgpitdism cannot possbly come
as a great surprise. A system that is built on free competition aso fodters ‘losars, thet is agents
who cannot stand the pressure from expanding globa competitors™*® Some argue that since every
competitive equilibrium ae Paeto optimd,™® it would be rationd for capitdists either to keep
wedth for persond use, or to feed it back into wedth-producing enterprises. To facilitate materid
equdity the first category of wedth would have to be shared and the second would have to be
invesed in a dructured way to maximize employment, high wages, sodd sarvices and the like
No capitdigt can willingly renvest capitd in such a way, snce any who did would risk losng out
to competitors who did not, unless dl were forced to do so. Employment, work-place democracy,

149 For a discussion on the well-known paradox of capitalist monopolies, see Elster & Moene 1990, Philippe van
Parijs 1995, Joseph Femia 1993.

150 All that Pareto optimality implies is that there is no other feasible alternative that is better for everyone without
exception, or better for some and no worse for anyone. However, a more extensive definition is proposed by G. A.
Cohen: “State A is strongly Pareto-superior to state B if everyone is better off in A than in B, and weakly Pareto-
superior if at least one person is better off and no oneisworse off. If state A is Pareto-superior to state B, then state
B is Pareto-inferior to state A. State A isPareto-inferior (tout court) if some state is Pareto-superior to state A. state
A is Pareto-optimal if no state is Pareto-superior to A: it is strongly Pareto-optimal if no state is weakly Pareto-
superior to it, and weakly Pareto-optimal if no state is strongly Pareto-superior to it. State A and B are Pareto-
incomparable if neither is (even weakly) Pareto-superior to the other. A change is aweak Pareto-improvement if it
benefits some and harms none, and a strong Pareto-improvement if benefits everyone. The Pareto principle
mandates a Paretoimprovement whenever one is feasible: the strong principle mandated (even) weak Pareto-
improvements, and the weak one only strong Pareto-improvements.” (G. A. Cohen 1995B, p. 160-161, note 4.). For
an economic approach, see Amartya Sen 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1988, 1992, 1999. Observe that Pareto-
improvements in general are not compatible with the zero-sum approach to market transactions discussed earlier. On
this, see James W. Child 1998.



high wages, and socid services may be regarded as ethica vaues. If viewed in this way, we
clearly see that these vdues typicaly have a lower priority that that of surplus vadue in a cepitdist
society.'** For the same reason no capitdist can afford to spread around very much of whatever is
held back for persond use, Snce this might sometimes be needed as capitd Thee are two ways
that having mgor dlocaive decisons in capitdis hends inhibits equaity. Suppose tha citizens
in a capitdis democracy want smultaneoudy to increese the rate of economic growth and to
redigtribute income®®> Suppose further tha doing so reguires both simulating invesment and
increesing taxation. The private control of invesment is an obdade to this combination of
polices Rationd capitdigts will not invet more when they expect that more of ther gans will
be taxed away. Snce dedining invesdmet would impose long-term materid losses on ditizens,
rationd citizens anticipating the choices of cgpitdigs will not introduce the scheme So, even if
politicd paties ae peafect representatives of dtizens no paty in power will consgently
advance the dedred policdes Since the privaie control of invesment thus imposes important
condraints on the collective choices of dtizens public control of invesment is required as a
remedy. Less direct ways will dso function.*®* We might say that citizens in a democracy are at
leest formaly equa, and democratic procedures officidly vest power in numbers. But because
economic recourses provide the materid beds for organized political action, groups that ae
materidly disadvantaged face important organizationd and politicd disbilites A wdl-
functioning democracy, based on the principle that politicd opportunity should not be a function
of economic pogtion®* would therefore be aded by a more equd didribution of materid
recourses than is characterigtic of capitalism.

The ‘other things beng equd’ qudification in (2) is to indicate a presumption in favor of
equdity while dlowing exceptions. This is one way a socdig argument can gppropriate John
Rawls famous second principle of judice, which dearly favors equdity but adlows inequdities,
provided that they bendfit the least advantaged.™® However, socidiss seem divided on whether

151 On this, see Elizabeth Anderson 1993, Amartya Sen 1985A, 1987, 1992.

152 For adiscussion on this, see Adam Przeworski & Michael Wallerstein 1977.

153 For instance Philip Green 1981, G. A. Cohen 1985, Terrell Carver 1998, Larry Temkin 1993.

154 David Schweickart stresses here the notion of Economic Democracy. See D. Schweickart 1993.

155 John Rawls 1973, p. 83, to be referred to as The difference principle: “Social and economic inequalities are to be
arranged so that they are[...] to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged”. (Ibid.).
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Rawls views generdly are to be accepted or rejected.™*® On a critica reading, his principle could
be taken as a rationdization for supply-sde economic arangements, which are supposed to
benefit everyone by trickle-down effects or for some sort of wefare capitdisn with celings on
socid benefits. However, the principle need not be interpreted to necesstate any of these things.
If the principle expresses a presumption for equdity as wel as a recognition that exceptions are
sometimes dlowed, this places a burden on the procapitdist to demondraie and not just assart
that wdfare cdlings or putative tricklings down of capitdig wedth promote equdity better than
would a socidig dterndive. It can be sad tha the Rawldan difference principle dipulates a
presumption for egditarian didribution, or a presumption for materid equaity. That presumption
can, however, be contravened. Deviation from dgrict egditaianism are judified, by this principle,
whenever they work to the advantage of those who are leest wdl-off or, to a representative
member of tha group or dass®™’ tha does leest well under the digtribution in contention. Consider
Rawls “origind pogtion” as “the gppropriate initid datus quo, which insures tha the
fundamenta agreements reached in it are fair.”**® In this date of nature, Rawls places individuds
under the wdl-knovn “vel of ignoranceg’ that removes dl knowledge of individud’'s particular
circumgtances, while leaving general knowledge of society intact:

Somehow we must nullify the effects of specific contingencies which put men at odds
and tempt them to exploit social and natural circumstances to their own advantage. Now
in order to do this | assume that the parties are situated behind a veil of ignorance. They
do not know how the various dternatives will affect their own particular case and are
obliged to evauate principles solely on the basis of general considerations [...]. It is
assumed, then, that the parties do not know certain kind of particular facts. First of al, no
one knows his place in society, his class position and or socia status; nor does he know
his fortune in the distribution of natural assets and abilities, his intelligence and strength
and the like. Nor again does anyone know his conception of the good, the particulars of
his rationa plan of life, or even the special features of his psychology, suchas aversionto
risk or liability to optimism and pessimism. More than this, | assume that the parties do
not know the particular circumstances of their own society. That is, they do not know its

1% On this, see Allen Buchanan 1982, Ch. 6.
157 Understood here as adistributional category.
158 John Rawls 1973, p. 17.



economic and poaliticd stuation, or the level of civilization and culture it has been able to

achieve™
On the other hand, individuds

[k]now the genera facts about human society. They understand political affairs and the
principles of economic theory; they know the basis of socia organization and the laws of
human psychology. Indeed, the parties are presumed to know whatever genera facts
affect the choice of the principles of justice.*®

However, Rawls view is insendtive to biases due to property reaions If we assume that the
paties in the origind pogtion, set asde wha we may cdl “subjective knowledge’ (that of class,
socid daus and abilities) leaving “objective knowledge® (that of generd laws and principles)
intact, there is no guarantee for a just sdection of the principles of judice because the objective
knowledge might as well be a product of bourgecise socid science. It may be tha the parties in
the origind pogtion are “bourgecise socd sdentids’ under a vel of ignorance It might be
objected that this trgp is foredosed through the “ignorance’ of economic pogtions. Rawls may
think that if economic podtions ae overlooked, so are propety reations, snce, and here we
folow Marx, the only thing that separates the bourgeoide from the proletaria is ownership of
property, or more carectly, of means of production. However, if the paties undergand ‘the
principles of economic theory’, we mus ask: which economic theory? Why not bourgeoise
economic reasoning? To this Rawls may respond that since the parties are somehow rationd, we
avoid irraiondity on behdf of economic science. However, it is important to note that eg. large-
sde exploitation, as a bourgeoise economic phenomenon, is compledy rationd, though unjud.
Hence a raiond, exploitaive economy satidfies Rawls condition, and produces a bias, which
can be grasped through a ‘fdse set of beiefs If this ‘fase consciousness *** prevals under a
certain mode of production, we must question whether equality of opportunitiesis present or not.

159 John Rawls 1973, p. 136.

180 pid., p. 137.

181 Marx, Theories of Surplus Value. For a new and extended treatment of this phenomenon, see Michael Rosen
199%.
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2.2 False Consciousness

In an often-cited passage, Marx dates.

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling idess, i.e. the class which is the
ruling material force of society is a the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class
which has the means of materid production at its disposal, consequently also controls the
means of mental production, so that the ideas of those who lack the means of mental

production are on the whole subject to it. The ruling ideas are nothing more than the ideal

expression of the dominant materia relations, the dominant material relations grasped as
ideals; hence of the relations which make the one class the ruling one, therefore, the ideas
of its dominance. The individuals composing the ruling class possess among other things
consciousness, and therefore think ... The division of labor, which we aready saw above
as one of the chief forces of history up till now, manifests itself also in the ruling class as
the divison of mental and materia labor, so that inside this class one part appears as the
thinkers of the class (its active, conceptive ideologists, who make the formation of the
illusons of the class about itself their chief source of livelihood), while the others
atitude to these ideas and illusions is more passive and receptive, because they are in
redlity the active members of this class and have less time to make up illusions and ideas
about themselves.**?

The quedtion is, given fdse consciousness are equdity of opportunities redly present? In order
to have an adequate public opinion, different thoughts must in a way be both materidized and not
uppressed in ay way. The line of reasoning is Fdse consciousness inhibits equdity of
opportunities and thus democracy. And, groups, dasses or individuds ae more likedy to possess
fdse consciousness under capitdism than under socidism. Thus, we ae confronted with two

posshilities

182 Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, pp. 59-60, as cited in Jon Elster 1985, p. 470. This frequently quoted
passage has entailed a vast discussion on Marx’s methodological foundations, and the reliability of historical
materialism. | will not pursue this issue further. For a discussion on Marx’s theory of history see G A. Cohen 1978
and Jon Elster 1985. For a discussion on Marx’ functional explanations see G. A. Cohen 1978, 1980, 1982A, 1982B,
Jon Elster 1985, 1980A, 1980B, 1982, 1983A, 1983B, Anthony Giddens 1982, J. E. Roemer 1982B. For a discussion
on Scientific explanations in general see Jon Elster 1979, 1983A, R. K. Merton 1957, A. Stinchcombe 1968, G. A.
Cohen 1978.
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(1) The proletariat under capitdism possesses a ‘fdse consciousness, i.e, it has the same
judgments about the world as the ruling dass. They have the posshility to participae, but this
paticpation confirms to the ruling idess of the economicaly dominant dass. Hence ‘equd’
paticpation is illusory. Soddian overcomes this problem through lesser degree  of
diendion.

(2) The proletariat under capitdiam possesses views that differ form that of the ruling dass but
lacks the posshility, i.e maerid necessties to express thee views through participation.
Hence, the public opinion is illusory. Soddism overcomes this problem by a more equd
distribution of income, and, thus, the materid resources necessary to express different views.

Both these agpects exclude a genuine public opinion, but it is difficult to see why (2) undermines
the equa capacity to form ressoned, independent judgments. Indeed, we might say that ruling
class judgments lack wel-founded reasons, but this would require an episemologicd assessment
of cepitdiam’'s supposed injudice. It seems tha (2) fdls under the notion of equdity of
opportunities, that is an equd opportunity to paticpate in dedson-meking processes through
lack of materid resources that make equd participation possble (1) needs further eaboration,
however. If there is a case for this datement, it is ds0 a case againg cgpitdism on behdf of
democracy.

It is not difficult to argue that a worker who is unable to pursue vaued life-gods due to
inadequate wages and the threat of unemployment is a victim of sysematic oppresson. Low
wages and the threat of unemployment are widespread across a capitdis society’s working
population. Workers subjected to this kind of ‘oppresson’ typicdly have aspirdions to engage in
the fuller and more rewarding life activities that are technologicaly and culturdly possble today.
When such ‘contingencies ae possble oppression is unjudified, that is neither somehow
deserved by workers nor necesstated because of some higher god. The continugtion of this Sae
of affars is nether fated, nor the fault of any other oppressed group. A worker-managed firm
may eesly overcome these problems'®® Hence if capitdism is compaible with this type of

arrangement, socialism is not required. 6

163 See David Schweickart 1993, pp. 184-193, and especially p. 190.
164 See Elster & Moene 1990.



A collective consciousness presupposes that class interests are objective’®> Although, there
is little consensus on what congtitutes an objective interest'®° it will not jeopardize the ontologica
clam tha fase constiousness is an actud phenomenon, a least on the individud leve. Its dass
levedl variety rests on the notion that the cdass-constiousness is to some degree deranged, or
twiged by capitdig interest. Although ‘dass consciousness is a controversd — concept,
presupposing that there is such a thing as “collective actors”*®” we can make some sense to it in
this passage from The Eighteenth Brumaire:

The smal-holding peasants form a vast mass, the members of which live in smilar
conditions but without entering into manifold relations with one another. Their mode of
production isolates them from one ancther instead of bringing them into mutua
intercourse The isolation is increased by France's bad means of communication and by
the poverty of the peasants. Their field of production, the smalholding, admits of no
division of labor in its cultivation, no application of science and, therefore, no diversity o
development, no variety of tdent, no wedth of socia reationships. Each individua
peasant family is dmogt sdf-sufficient; it itself directly produces the major part of its
consumption and thus acquires its means of life more through exchange with reture than
in intercourse with society. A smal-holding, a peasant and his family; dongside them
another smallholding, another peasant and another family. A few score of these make up
avillage, and afew score of villages make up a department. In this way, the great mass of
the French nation is formed by simple addition of homologous magnitudes, much as
potatoes in a sack form a sack of potatoes. Insofar as millions of families live under
economic conditions of existence that separate their mode of life, their interests and their
culture from those of the other classes, and put them in hostile opposition to the latter,
they form a class. Insofar as there is merely a local interconnection among these small
land-holding peasants, and the identity of their interests beget no community, no national

bond and no political organization among them, they do not form a class.*®®

185 For an individualistic approach to the notion of ‘false consciousness’, see Jon Elster 1985, pp. 345-371, Allen
Buchanan 1982, pp. 88-102. However, Cohen argues, “[c]lass is formed only when the people who are thus grouped
develop a consciousness of their common condition and interests.” (G. A. Cohen 1978, p. 76).

1%° See Adam Przeworski 1985, Jon Elster 1979, 1983A, 1985, G. A. Cohen 1978.

167 Jon Elster 1985, p. 344.

168 Marx, The Eighteenth Brumaire, p. 187, ascited in Jon Elster 1985, p. 345-346.
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S0 Class-consciousNess pPresupposes.

(@ Identicd pogtionsin the productive rdaions of society;

(b) Shared interests;

(c) Highleve of technologicd development, and, findly:

(d) Divison of labor.

There is one questionable aspect to this point. To which degree is classes redly conceved as a
class?® Clearly, a class must embrace some sort of objectivity.'”® However, there is redly a
problem in interpreting false consciousness in terms of objective interests. It requires that we go
beyond individua assessment, podulaing some sort of ‘collective autonomy’. When democracy
is conddered a matter of the degree to which people exercise effective collective df-
determination, the process of overcoming fdse consciousness by and in practice, will expand
democracy. In paticular, it is the effort to extend control by workers over important aspects of
ther socid environment. Crucid for overcoming fase consciousness is identification of capitdist
economic inditutions and practices as the source of oppresson and aufficient conviction that
cgpitdism can be defested. The same can be sad of any group druggle againgt oppresson.
People's confidence in ther abilities to take charge of ther lives'™ grows as they are increasingly
successful  a  identifying and chdlenging sources of oppresson. Where oppresson remans

189 Thereisan interesti ng ‘side-effect’ to this awarenessin that “[ c]lass consciousness often — although not always—
takes the form of solidarity. By acting together the members of a class can obtain more than they could by acting in
isolation. Hence, for instance, collective as opposed to individual wage bargaining is asign of class consciousness.”
(Jon Elster 1985, p. 347). Elster defines positive class-consciousness as “the ability to overcome the free-rider
problem in realizing class interests.” (Ibid.). For his game-theoretic approach to class-consciousness, see pp. 348
371

170 Adam Przeworski resists describing class relations as ‘objective’ due to his view that “classes are not prior to
political and ideological practice [but] are organized and disorganized as outcomes of continuous struggle.” (Adam
Przeworski 1985, p. 70). His concern is to avoid an objectionably fatalistic approach, which sees people acting out
rules predetermined by their class positions. Nevertheless, that classes exists and even have certain properties
independently of whether or not their members believe them to exist or have the properties (that is, that classes are
‘objective’) does not entail that class members are fated to act only in certain, predetermined ways. This conclusion
requires that the objectivist would have to hold that the objective social relations in which one stands completely
determine al his or her actions. Przeworski’s own description of social relations as “structures of choice given at a
particular moment in history” (Ibid., p. 73) is clearly compatible with considering these rel ations objective.

171 Recall what isinherent in the Marxian concept of freedom.
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democracy dagnaes However, if overcoming fase constiousness is seen, like  group
constiousness and like democracy, as a maiter of degree, the question must be asked whether this
auffices, ather for securing group ams or for advancing democracy. Thet it does not suffice is
indicated by the fact that short-term successes are compatible with group-thinking'”? and socid
obedience'® with its sdif -destructive and anti-democratic consequences.

172 On this, see Paul Hart 1990.
173 On this, see Stanley Milgram’s all embracing experimental approach in S. Milgram 1997. For a critical review,
see Thomas Blass (ed.) 2000.



2.3 Criteria for Material Equalities

Wha makes maeid inequdities undemocratic? An answer to this will (given tha capitdism
foders inequdities) indicate that capitdism itsdf is undemocratic. Of course, capitdism may be
undemocratic in other respects too,'™ but here we shdl place the focus on criteria for materid
equality.

Inequdity in generd is dosdy linked to the concept of freedom, but dnce | have dready
trested the notion of individuad freedom in section 1, | will try to avoid a generd daboration of it
in this section.

In a cgoitdis sodey, following Nozick's line esch individud not only is the mordly
rightftul owner of hersdf/himsdfl™s but they can dso become, with equdly srong mord right,
sovereign owners of the potentidly indefinitely unequal amounts of earthly recourses that can be
gathered as a result of proper exercises of ther own and/or other individud’'s sdf-owred persond
powers!™ This represents a generd core of capitdism. It is redly a mater of acquisition of
private propety to any extent, and this rases the firg problem: Why is privaizaion'”” not
regarded as theft? Since people creste nothing ex nihilo, dl extend private property ether is or
was made of, something that was no on€'s private propety or publidy owned or unowned.'
What should mount as a normdive argument motivating appropriaion of private property? In
many conflicts regarding preoccupied territory, a common response is. “I was here fird”. Even in
casss where this is true, how can one jump to the concdlusion that this fact entails a right thet the
other person or groups don't have. In many cases this can only be a question of coincidence, and
this is bardy enough to provide a mativation for a right to exdlude others. So how, if a dl, can
private property be legitimately formed?

Nozick's answer to tha quedion is thaa we may acquire “a permanent bequesthable
property right in a previoudy unowned thing [as long ag the postion of others no longer a

174 As | have already discussed.

175 For a discussion on Nozick so-called Self-ownership theorem, see G. A. Cohen 1990, 1995A, Philippe van Parijs
1995.

176 See G. A. Cohen 1990, p. 115.

177 Not sell-out, but appropriation.

178 |hid., p. 117.
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liberty to use the thing is [not] thereby worsened.”*”® This is Nozick's condition®® for permissible
initid gppropriaion. Thus, the condition requires

of an appropriation of an object O, which was unowned and available to al, that its
withdrawal from general use not make anyone's prospects worse than they would have
been had O remained in general use. If no one' s position isin any way made worse than
it would have been had O remained unowned, then, of course, the condition is satisfied.
But it is aso satisfied when someone's position is in fact, in some relevant way
worsened, as long as his position is in other ways sufficiently improved to counterbalance
that worsening.**

I will ague that it is possble for people to get worse off even when Nozick's condition is
sidfied.'®> Suppose tha a man with profit interest, we cdl him Henry F., were to appropriate
some unowned territory with its belonging earthly recourses These recourses are commonly
owned, and everybody have access to them. Of course, a certain amount of labor time is required
for the extraction of these recourses, say eight hours per day. Now Henry F. saizes the territory
with its recourses, and desgns a divison of labor under which he himsdf invests in more
effective means of production, and the res of the populaion (among them Jmmy H.) works the
same amount of hours per day and gains the same amount of recourses for private use. Henry F.
spends one hour per day on invesment and takes dl the extra amount of recourses resulting from
these invesments. Henry F. is dearly much better of in this new “mode of production”, after dl
he has both seven extra hours per day for amusement and the excess of recourses gained. Jmmy
H., on the other hand, is by no means worse off snce he spend exactly the same amount of Iabor

179 Robert Nozick 1974, p. 178, ascited in G. A. Cohen 1990, p. 118.
180 A pparently, John Locke made this claim first.
181 G. A. Cohen 1990, p. 118.

182 The following example is derived from G. A. Cohen's “Are Freedom and Equality Compatible?’ (1990, p. 119f.)
His exended version is mounted as an attack on Nozick’s Self-Ownership theorem, which can be stated as follows:
Each person is the morally rightful owner of her own person and powers, and, consequently is free (morally
speaking) to use those powers as she wishes, provided that she does not deploy them aggressively against others. She
may not harm others, and she may, if necessary be forced not to harm them, but she should never be forced to help
them, as people are in fact forced to help others, according to Nozick, by redistributive taxation. See G. A. Cohen

1986, p. 77.



per day under this new mode of production than before. Hence Henry F.’s gppropridion is, by
Nozick’s condition, legitimae He gans enormoudy in comparison with the state of nature, and
Jmmy H. gans nothing, but does not lose awthing ether, so the privaizaion is immune to
Nozickian criticdism,*®® and it is dso a paeto improvement. Clealy, any other individud could
have done exactly the same as Henry F. did, o nothing inter alia motivates his entittement. And
indeed, if his gpproprigtion turns out to be abitrary, his entittement would have to be jeopardized
srioudy. In addition, there may adso be other organizations of the production reaions thet
enhance production and even mekes Henry F. better off than under his own organization. Yet
even under that suppostion, Henry F’s gopropridtion is for Nozick, judified. This entals that
Nozick's condition licenses, and indeed protects, gppropriations with upshots that make everyone
worse off than he needs to be™ So a Nozickian system will actudly not only produce
inequdities (after dl Henry F. is maeridly much better off than Jmmy H.), but will dso provide
a mord guarantee of these inequdities One might argue that Jmmy H. actudly has the freedom
to leave the production relation, and is therefore respongble for his own choice. This however, is
only aforma freedom, since an exit of the relation resultsin no recourses gained.

In this example (which will goply to ay sodey) thee actudly exigs equdity of
opportunity. Everybody could have teken Henry F’s place But this does not guarantee an
absence of materid inequdities. Since the fate of Jmmy H. is what it is (either work for Henry F.
or die), equdity of opportunity will not guarantee materid equdity. Are there inequdities based
on other cdrecumdances than a capitdis mode of production? Indeed there ae These ae
inequdities that ae more dosdy linked to nonmarket generated entittements, rather than
divison of labor. In such sysems (where power is aranged according to some societd order, or
heritage), nearly everyone is excluded from decison-meking power over centrd aress of ther
lives. Hence, these sysems dso undermine fundamental democretic principles This, however, is
implicdt in dl autocracies and no agument shdl be mounted to prove tha this exduson is
undemocratic. | think even Nozick would agree. Here, | shdl place the focus on the inequdities
produced by capitaism.

In cepitdis democracies like USA and Scandinavia, productive capecities are rardy owned
by those who labor on them, but by a dass of non-laborers, i.e. capitdigs. Tha this fosters a

183 G. A. Cohen 1990, p. 119.
184 |pid., p. 120.
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divison of labor cannot come as a great surprise. A consequence of the unequd didribution of
means of production in this mode is of course a very unequd didribution of income. Workers
ae only ale to acquire maerid goods through savings, that is, from unconsumed wages In dl
likdihood, even if workers are able to command more than a subsstence wage, wages will be
low in comparison with returns on owned assats. Direct producers and owners of cepitd are
equdly free from redtraints. But, as | discussed above, this freedom is pointless or a leest merely
formd for those who are unable to do what they want. The ability to do wha one wants depends
on access to means for doing what one wants, i.e on income. If income is high enough to provide
means for redizing ends, liberty matters sbdtantively. If income is insufficent, liberty is merdy
formd, as was the case for Jmmy H. in our example Hence, in this modd, where only capitaigs
own the means of production, the liberty of capitdigts is substantive and of workers only formd.
It is evident, however, that redigributive taxaion is used as a means for overcoming huge
differences due to income, and thet this redigtribution works pretty wel in some countries!®

A naurd behavior pettern for capitdis entrepreneurs is to diminish competition, because
sole right to a production area will increase profit (the vaues are not divided between severd
operators). Consequently, cepitdist agents will ether explore areas tha are unoccupied, or fuson
with other companies in the same area Indeed, this is dso wha happens in both USA and
Scandinavia'® But large companies are not necessarily a direct threat to democracy as long as
they co-operaes with governments on decided laws regarding democratic Standards, taxation,
environment etc. What we do not have is a formd guarantee tha these multingionds actudly
will. One might think that eg. workplace democracy decreases the profit, and therefore should
not be consdered. Also, companies may outsource their practice to other countries in order to
reduce productive codts through lower taxation, or chegper labor, as was the case with Generd
Moators downdzing in Hint, Michigan, where some 35 000 employees logt ther jobs, resulting in
a ubdantive increase in suicides, dcoholism and sacid misary.’®” But this may be avoided from

185 This is not enti rely true. In Sweden, income inequality is somehow not particularly lower after taxation than
before. On this, see Sven-Olof Londin 1989.

186 The banks or car-producers will serve as examples.

187 Michael Moore 1989, 1997. Could this have happened if General Motors were publicly owned? Elizabeth
Anderson believes the downsizing of GM was a positive social good, not an evil better corrected by keeping this

bloated and wasteful corporation at its former size. She concludes that the better alternative to both what happened
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the governments sde through bargaining about taxes and other beneficiaries. In order to sudan
work places, governments may lower taxes for companies threstening to move. Zero-taxes for the
Norwegian shipping companies may be one of the most horrible examples of capitdist rule over
democraticaly eected governments. Indeed, as Marx sated:

The fact that the ruling class establishes its own joint domination as public power, as the
state, [Stirner] interprets and distorts in the German petty-bourgeois manner as meaning
that the “state” is established a third force against this ruling class and absorbs all power
in the face of it... Because the bourgeois do not alow the state to interfere in their private
interests and give it only as much power as is necessary for their own safety and the
maintenance of competition and because the bourgeois in generd act as citizens only to
the extent that their private interests demand it, [Stirner] believes that they are “nothing”

in the face of the state... Further, since the bourgeois have organised the defence of their
own property in the state... [Stirner] believes that “the state has the factory as property,

the manufacturer holds it only in fee, as possession”. In exactly the same way when a dog
guard my house it "has’ the house “as property”, and | hold it only “in fee, as possession”
from the dog. Since the concealed materia conditions of private property are often bound
to come into contradiction with the juridical illusion about private property — as seen, for
example in expropriations — [Stirner] concludes that “here the otherwise conceded
principle, that only the state is the property-owner whereas the individua is a feudal

tenant, strikes the eye”... [Stirner] here transforms the contradictions belonging to the
existence of private property into the negation of private property... [The] bourgeois, and
in general dl the members of civil society, are forced to constitute themselves as “we”, as
ajuridical person, as the gtate, in order to safeguard their common interests and — if only
because the division of labor — to delegate the collective power thus created to a few

persons.'®

and public ownership would have been to implement programs to ease the transition of all those downsized workers
into productive jobs. This could have been accomplished through mandatory generous severance packages, funded
perhaps through a tax on capital gains achieved as a result of downsizing, extensive job training and subsidy of
moving costs, etc. (Elizabeth Anderson, private correspondence of April 18™ 2001).

188 Marx & Engels, The German Ideology, pp. 355ff, as cited in Jon Elster 1985, p. 409-410.
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There are severd condusons to draw from this passage, and | will be unable to address mogt of
them here™ However, Max dealy think that the dtate organizes the economicdly dominant
class as a ruling dass — overcoming internd divisons that would otherwise decepitate it for
domination and encouraging decgpitaing internd divisons within subordinate classes. Of course
there may exig antagonidic interets within a class tha thresten to undo what higtorica
materidism — concalved here only as a theory of hidoricd posshbility — dams is the overiding
class interest: insurance of ruling cdass domination over subordinate classes. But as an owner of
the means of production (and therefore as an employer of labor), each capitdis has an overiding
class interest in the maintenance and reproduction of capitdigt socid relations, and therefore in
the reproduction of bourgeois dass domination.*® Hence the state overcomes Prisoner’s Dilemma
stuaions* On the other hand, a democratic end cannot be achieved without the widest possble
maess paticipaion in the inditutions that direct society (i.e the sate). If divisons bassd on
materid inequalities are present, equal access to politicA practice is denied. Some will, according
to Rawls “have grester authority and wedth, and therefore grester means to achieve ther
ams.”'% Politicd participation educates, it develops mord and intelectud capadities for choice
A high levd of political paticipation reguires a high degree of actud control over inditutions
For wha other than popular control can sudtain a high levd of participation? When our choices
and actions have tangible effects, we are more inclined to teke responghility for what we do than
when what we do is without recognizeble consequences. The greater the impact of individud’s
choices the more indined the people will be to inform themsdves and to act respongbly. What
promotes active dtizenship, promotes responghbility. Hence, if sodd inditutions ae aranged 0
that there is a high degree of collective contral, if they are democraized, individud respongbility
will be wdl served. This trangparency declines with the centrdization of productive recourses.
And, there is clearly a tendency for productive recourses to be concentrated in fewer hands as

189 For a discussion on Marx’s different theories of the state see Jon Elster 1985. Note that Marx himself abandoned
this view (that the state is a mere instrument for the economically dominant class, with no autonomy of its own) from
1850. For adiscussion on the functions of the state see G. A. Cohen 1978, Jon Elster 1985.

190 This is not to provide any functional explanations of the state, so this statement should be immune to Elsterian
loop-criticism of functional explanations as elaborated in Jon Elster 1979, 1980A, 1980B, 1982, 1983A, 1983B,

1985.

191 On this, see Jon Elster 1979, 1982, 1983A, 19838, 1985.

192 John Rawls 1973, p. 179.
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cgpitdian evolves In the United States — and the ddidics do not sgnificatly differ in
Scandinavia — the top 5 percent of dl families recaeive dmos as much income as the bottom 40
percent, and the top 1 percent of dl adults own more than 60 percent of the nation’s corporate
wedth.’® It seems, then, that taxes do little to reduce income inequdlities in these countries
Inevitable inequdities, often abitrary, are magnified and made into lethd advantages for the
better-endowed competitors, for greater success brings greater access to credits, reserves aganst
future losses funds for research and innovation, economies of scale, and recourses for
undersdling and advertisng. These ae empiricd deivaions An effect could be subdantid
concentration of economic resources outsde public influence, and politicdl  decison-making.
Hence, corporatism is hard to preserve, resulting in conflicts between economic dites and eected
inditutions. However, as Richard Miller points out,

one need not be a Marxist to believe that state action generally conforms to bourgeoisie
interests and that this is no accident. One might aso think that processes protected or, in
any case, permitted by the state can break the connection between state action and social
interests'®.

Neverthdess, this can hardly be enough for dencting the state “an engine of dass despotism” %
but we have no guarantee that bourgeoise interests generdly will conform to the notion of
political democracy.’®” After dl, in a world, which is ssemingly dther globdized or globdizing, it
is important to redize that these interests (i.e. the cepitdist interests) are not necessarily
concerned about democracy. The case of Generd Motors in Hint, Michigan indicated how ethica
concerns was completely subordinated profit.

| am inclined to believe tha mos defenders of democracy acknowledge its dependence of
equd digribution of power. As Josgph Femia has noted:

If [...] democracy is about equal power, and if (as Marx said) the real source of power
lies in the economic domain, then genuine democracy emerges only when disparities of

193 Kai Nielsen 1991, p. 223.

9% 1pid., p. 224.

195 Richard W. Miller 1991, p. 69.

19 pid,

197 For another approach to this, see Jon Elster 1985, p. 473, Joseph Femia 1993, p. 60f.
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economic power has been diminated. Political arrangements are, srictly speaking
irrdlevant. What counts is not the way power is exercised, butwho rulesin the sphere of
production. Where liberal democratic procedures rest upon the concentration of property
ownership, they merely confirm the wage davery of the workers and the absolute
dominion of capital. Where, on the other hand, dictatorial methods are necessary to
guarantee the transfer of economic power into the hands of the masses, such methods
may be called democratic.®®

So, a commitment to private propety to the means of production, dthough generated through
democratic means, does not necessxily render an arangement more democratic than a more

socidly planned economic structure if the latter generates amore equa digtribution of power.

198 Joseph Femia 1993, p. 123.



2.4 Concluding Remarks

Capitdis societies differentiate between abilities where abilities are measurable in money. Oné's
maerid wedth is soldy deemined by ongs aility to buy commodities Hence, materid
equdity is atanable only to the extent tha people have equa access to income-generating
resources. As private property to the means of production is introduced, the resulting divison of
labor dlocates income differently according to ownership or non-ownership. Hence, cgpitdiam
hes thereby a mechanism for generating materid inequdities that soddism lacks. So with respect
to materid equdity, socidian, faes better than capitdism. Cepitdis societies may, however,
adso rdy on redigributive measures to advance equdity, as is the case in the Scandinavian mode,
and a little less in USA. Neverthdess, as argued in chepter 2.1, one would expect socidism to
have less to correct for, inesmuch as the didinctively ceapitdis mechanism for generating
materid inequdities is, by definition, dsent under socidiam. Further, as argued in chapter 2.2,
groups, casses or individuds are more likdy to possess fdse constiousness under capitdism
than under socdism, and fdse consciousess inhibits equdity of opportuniies and thus
democracy. Findly, in chapter 2.3, | argued tha the criteria for materid equdities are more likely
to be fulfilled under socidism than under cepitdism.



Conclusion

The conduson this thess could indeed be Max and Engds famous sentence from the
Manifesto: “Abadlition of private property.”**® However, this would be a hopdess project, and
hence of little practicd interest. Although, as Joseph Femia dates "Marxism was never meant to
be a mere theory of practice [...]. It is dso, and primarily, a theory for practice” 7 we must look
at feasble solutions.

SO hee we ae with our andyds indicaing that feesble socidism fares better than
cgpitdian with respect to freedom and equdity, and hence with respect to democracy. | have
argued that democracy, with its beneficid effects or ends (paticularly related to famine, war and
genocide rdief), is best promoted and protected under a feasble socidis modd as depicted by
Alec Nove and others. But where does that leave us conddering that the world is now more
capitadist than ever, and sl capitdizing?

It ssems that proponents of cgpitdism show a remakable rductance to put capitdist
property relaions in quesion. They™ seem to cut their own argument hdf way. Congder the
“night-watchman state’**? as depicted by Locke and his followers It is a dtate that exists mainly
to support the acquidgtion and accumulation of capitd. It provides sanctions agang crimind
behavior (where crime is conceived largdy as crime agang property), enforces contracts, and
generdly does dl and only those things — like edablishing a uniform monglary sysem and
contralling the supply of money — tha make cepitdis markets function wel. Proponents of
minimad dates usudly will grant that the state should provide for “public goods’ like defense, but
they ae rductant to indude much of wha others ordinarily suppose to be public goods (hedth
care, schools, roads, means of communicaion) in this category. Mog importantly, in the Lockean
tradition, the minima dae does not trander wedth from those who gan through market
arangements to those who loss and 4ill less does it proscribe the economic liberties that
conditute cepitdist property rddaions As | have agued in section 1., the libertarian view of
freedom that is used to defend capitdiam, cannot deliver the freedom it promises to secure

199 Marx & Engels, Manifesto of the Communist Party, CW, vol. 6, p. 498.
200 30seph Femia 1993, p. 92f.
201 E 4., Nozick 1974, John Gray 1995.

202 The term ‘minimal state’ is now more frequent.



thereby undermining the idea that lovers of freedom should embrace capitdism and the inequdlity
that comes with it.

Capitdig private property is a humaen inditution, of changesble character and transent
duration. It is hardly “naurd” or immutable. Nor is it supported by any sudtainable normdive
theory of property rights. But once capitdist propety rdations are in question, the goped of an a
priori philosophical case for capitdism with respect to liberty collgpses Capitdism is not a
sience, and can never be. For once its proponents start andyzing its principles, they will find it
highly contradictory and exduding on an abitrary bads This is typicdly why intdlectuds are
hard to find among proponents of capitdism.

More interesting in this context is What are the feasble aternatives? That

[a]ll socid vaues — liberty and opportunity, income and wedlth, and the bases of salf-
respect — are to be distributed equaly unless an equd distribution of any, or al of these
values is to everyone' s advantage®®®

requires that there are public controlled vaues to be didributed. 1t should be noted that Rawls is
here spesking of vaues not goods But | interpret this as beng an indrument of meaterid
equdity; otherwise it would only be a formdity. As argued in section 2, it is redly had to
redidribute goods that are dready in privae hands Although efforts have been made to make
multinationds teke a socid and mord responghbility?®* they only do under the presumption that a
corporate strategy will generate more profit.

Rights relaed to persond freedoms have been invoked in the liberd tradition for years.
This may save as a dating point for directing polices toward socidian. Consder Robert
Nozick' s famous opening linesin his Anarchy Sate and Utopia:

203 30hn Rawls 1973, p. 62.

204 This phenomenon as proposed by the “World Business Council for Sustainable Development” is named
Corporate Social Responsibility, or CSR for short. As Richard Holme and Phil Watts sate in their newly produced
report “CSR: Making good business sense”: “Our basic message is very simple. Business is not divorced from the
rest of society. Business and society are interdependent and we must ensure, through mutual understanding and
responsible behavior, that the role of business in building a better future is recognized and encouraged.” (R. Holme
& P. Watts 2000, p. 2.) For a treatment of these issues, see even World Business Council for Sustainable

Development’ s home page at www.whbcsd.org.
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Individuals have rights, and there are things no person or group may do to them (without
violating their rights). So strong and far-reaching are these rights that they raise the
question of what, if anything, the state and its officids may do. How much room do
individual rights leave for the state?®®

Although Nozick ignores that his rights dso must cover the socid and economic rights, not
merely the right to acquire property, his notion may contribute to a possble liberd emphass on
rights concalved of as an indrument for socidis gods Today, even liberd politicd parties seem
to condgder human rights, dthough severdy misunderstood. Neverthdess, this focus is vdudble.
Condder the right to acquire private property. As argued earlier, even though this right may be
seen as a freedom with some intrindc vaues, we must dso condder the consequences of this
rignt in making mord judgments about it. Even if we do accept that property rights may have
ome intringc vaues, this does not in any way amount to an overdl judification of property
rights, snce property rights may have consequences which themselves requires assessment.
Indeed, the caustion of hunger (as a present threst to mankind) as wel as its prevention
(regarded as an end in itsdf) may maeridly depend on how property rights are structured.®® If a
st of property rights leeds say, to Sarvation, as it wel might, then the morad gpprova of these
rignts would certainly be compromised severdy. And, we may dso dassfy rights according to
what kind of wefare they promote. If a right prevent a class or a group from paticipating with
equd rights, it must be rgected on mora grounds. This is not a controversa argument. It is an
argument that should be supported by lovers of liberdism because they are concerned with
humen rights, even though their definition of human rightsis too narrow.

The next gep is to identify ingances of good politica practice As dated in the preface
there is dways a problem limiting politicd conduct. What should contemporary policy concern?
What is politicd mates and wha is not? Clearly the preservaion and development of
democracy should be a politicadl matter. Because democracy comes with a guarantee that prevents
people from dying whether from war, famine, or genocide, even liberd advocates should am a a
democréic end. On the other hand, if privaization is continuing with today’s speed, there would
catanly be little left for politicd decisonmeking in the future. The outcome of this process is

205 Robert Nozick 1974, p. ix.
206 On this, see Amartya Sen 1981, 1982, 1983, 1984, 1987, 1988, 1999, A. Sen & J. Dreze 1989, 1995.
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curious, because is there any reason to bedieve that an unregulated market are concerned with
other vaues than the maximization of profit? Although other vdues may exig in some makets or
within some enterprises, these other vaues can never transcend the profit motive. In a world
where the grest mgority is driven by sdf-interedt, it is necessary to have politicd means that co
ordingte everyone€s interest. This can only be achieved through a wdl-fundioning politica
democracy where no one has more power than others, and exercise this power in a sdf-oriented
manner (wordt cese) or in a manner that governs society as a whole (best case). Again, standard
game theory gpplies.

So, what have | accomplished with this thess? Who cares about ‘red freedom’ and equdlity
as long as we ‘have the rightt to wach sogp operas®’ buy BMW's, and read tabloids? A
trangtion to socidiam would cdearly be too ambitious. So would perhaps larger property taxes.
However, if there is a least one person who read this thess and stops asking hersdf: |Is
capitdiam the only feesble socid and political arrangement?, | am satisfied. Life goes on. People
continue to watch sogp operas, buy BMW's, and reed tabloids. Nothing has hgppened with the
‘new’ economic order, except for one more skeptic. These days, that could very well be enough.

207 As Alec Nove strikingly anticipated some ten years ago. See A. Nove 1983.
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