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Robert Nozick
Anarchy, State, and Utopia

THE ENTITLEMENT THEORY

The minimal state is the mo i
: ] st extensive state that can be justified. A
?‘?rt&l r:lore extensive \.nolates- people’s rights. Yet many pers:lons have p[z
forth ::ﬁazo:ls nlna;arspsogtt'“:l%" tr.;) Jl]il‘.lf}' a more extensive state. It is impossible
is book to examine all the reasons that have b
put forth. Therefore, I shall focus u owledged 1
I on those generally acknowled
be most weighty and’inﬂue i ‘ ek et
ntial, to see precisely wherein they fai i
chapter we consider the claim tha 4 oy
_that a more extensive state is justifi
because necessary (or the best instrument) to achieve distributiv':]e justli?:it
The term “distributive justice” i
. .The ter justice” is not a neutral one. Hearing th
5 Lesrém dlstannqn," most peo_ple presume that some thing or mechagnisr;
pro!:: :sc;rr:fr_ g_nttlf:l;plg ar It-::-uem'm to give out a supply of things. Into this
istributing shares some error may have crept. So it i
. K . » . " ls an
;1}::esti|§n& at least, whether redistribution should take r;)iace; wher.hegp\?;
ev:u o again 'what has .a!ready been done once, though poorly. How-
e gi:eb;rior:r?;olrrll thehposmon of ]::hildren who have been given portions
e who now makes last minute adjustments to i
¢ ;  last rectif
(t:li::l:lfss cutting. There is no central distribution, no person or group enti)-(
fled :)Nﬁgl:tzzlc izllll the 11.=:s¢:mrcesl,1 jointly deciding how they are to be doled
. person gets, he gets from others who gi im i
exchange for something, or as a gi e Bverse persons
. ; gifi. In a free sodety, di
control different resources, and n i i J'of the voluntary
. ew holdings arise out of th
exchanges and actions of person i P ald
xchange 1 s. There is no m distributi
distribution of shares th o i istributi ekl bstiitei o
an there is a distributing of i iety i
which persons choose whom th e toml rewult s the ood.
: ; ey shall marry. The total result is th
uct of many individual decisions whi i s ey
n , ich the different individuals i
are entitled to make We shall speak ngs: S
_entitled < of people’s holdings; inci
of jusdce in holdings describes ( ; Pt Al
: part of} what justice tell i
about holdings. I shall state first b et i b
about h 2 what | take to be the correct vie
justice in holdings, and then turn to the discussion of alternate v;;:Dm
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The subject of justice in holdings consists of three major topics.
The first is the original acquisition of holdings, the appropriation of unheld
things. This includes the issues of how unheld things may come to be held,
the process, or processes, by which unheld things may come to be held, the
things that may come to .be held by these processes, the extent of what
comes to be held by a particular process, and so on. We shall refer to the
complicated truth about this topic, which we shall not formulate here, as
the principle of justice in acquisition. The second topic concerns the trans-
fer of holdings from one person o another. By what processes may a person
transfer holdings to another? How may a person acquire a holding from
another who holds it? Under this topic come general descriptions of volun-
tary exchange, and gift and (on the other hand) fraud, as well as reference
to particular conventional details fixed upon in a given society. The com-
plicated truth about this subject (with placeholders for conventional details)
we shall call the principle of justice in transfer. (And we shall suppose it
also includes principles governing how a person may divest himself of a
holding, passing it into an unheld state.)

If the world were wholly just, the following inductive definition

would exhaustively cover the subject of justice in holdings.

1. A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of
justice in acquisition is entitled to that holding.

9. A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of
justice in transfer, from someone clse entitled to the holding, is entitled to
the holding.

3. No one is entitled to a holding except by (repeated) applications of | and
2.

The complete principle of distributive justice would say simply that 2
distribution is just if everyone is entitled to the holdings they posses:
under the distribution.

A distribution is just if it arises from another just distribution by
legitimate means. The legitimate means of moving from one distribution t
another are specified by the principle of justice in transfer. The legitumate
first “moves” are specified by the principle of justice In acquisition.* What
ever arises from a just situation by just sieps is itself just. The means o
change specified by the principle of justice in transfer preserve justice. A
correct rules of inference are truth-preserving, and any conclusion "de
duced via repeated application of such rules from only true premisses i
iiself true, so the means of transition from one situation to another speci
fied by the principle of justice in transfer are justice-preserving, and an
situation actually arising from repeated transitions in accordance with th
principle from a just situation is itself just. The parallel between justice
preserving transformations and truth-preserving transformations illum

*Applicatons of the principle of justice in acquisinon may also occur as part of the mor
from one distribution 1o another. You may find an unheld thing now and appropriate
Acquisitions also are to be understood as included when, 10 simplify, I speak only of tran:
tions by transfers. ]
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nates where it fails as well as where it holds, That a conclusion could have
been deduced by truth-preserving means from premisses that are true
sufﬁces.to_shqw its truth. That from a just situation a situation could have
arisen via justice-preserving means does not suffice to show its Jjustice. The
fact that a thiefs victims voluntarily could have presented him with gifts
does not entitle the thief to his ill-gotten gains. Justice in holdings is
historical; it depends upon what actually has Happened. We shall return to
this point later,

., .Not all actual situations are generated in accordance with the two
principles of justice in holdings: the principle of justice in acquisition and
the principle of justice in transfer, Some people steal from others, or
defraul:i them, or enslave them, seizing their product and preventing them
from living as they choose, or forcibly exclude others from competing in
: e'xcha_nges.:None of these are permissible modes of transition from one
Situation to another. And some persons acquire holdings by means not
sanctioned by-the principle of justice in acquisition. The existence of past
Injustice (previous violations of the first two principles of justice in hold-
ings) raises the third major topic under justice in holdings: the rectification
of Injustice in holdings. If past injustice has shaped present holdings in
various ways, some identifiable and some not, what now, if anything, ought
to be done to rectify these injustices? What obligations do the performers
of injustice have toward those whose position is worse than it would have
been had the injustice not been done? Or, than it would have been had
compensation been paid promptly? How, if at all, do things change if the
beqeficiaries and those made worse off are not the direct parties in the act
of injustice, but, for example, their descendants? Is an injustice done to
someone whose holding was itsell based upon an unrectified injustice?
How far back must one go in wiping clean the historical slate of injustices?
What may victims of injustice permissibly do in order to rectify the injus-
tices being done to them, including the many injustices done by persons
acting through their government? I do not know of a thorough or theoreti-
cally sophisticated treatment of such issues. Idealizing greatly, let us sup-
pose theoretical investigation will produce a principle of rectification. This
principle uses historical information about previous situations and injus-
tices done in them (as defined by the first two principles of justice and
rights against interference), and information about the actual course of
events that flowed from these injustices, until the present, and it yields a
desqription (or descriptions) of holdings in the society. The principle of
rectification presumably will make use of its best estimate of subjunctive
information about what would have occurred. . . .

. The general outlines of the theory of justice in holdings are that
the holdings of a person are Just if he is entitled o them by the principles
of Justice in acquisition and transfer, or by the principle of rectification of
injustice (as specified by the first two principles). If each person’s holdings
are just, then the total set (distribution) of holdings is just. To turn these
general outlines into a specific theory we would have to specify the details
of each of the three principles of justice in holdings: the principle of
acquisition of holdings, the principle of transfer of holdings, and the prin-
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ciple of rectification of violations of the first two principles. 1 shall no
attempt that task here. (Locke's principle of justice in acquisition is dis-
cussed below)

Historical Principles and End-Result Principles

The general outlines of the entitlement theory illuminate the nat-
ure and defects of other conceptions of distributive justice. The entitle.
ment theory of justice in distribution is historical; whether a distribution it
just depends upon how it came about. In contrast, current time-shce principle:
of justice hold that the justice of a distribution is determined by how
things are distributed {who has what) as judged by some structural princi-
ple(s) of just distribution, A utilitarian who judges between any two distri-
butions by seeing which has the greater sum of utility and, if the sums tie
applies some fixed equality criterion to choose the more equal distribution
would hold a current time-slice principle of justice. As would someone whe
had a fixed schedule of trade-offs between the sum of happiness anc
equality. According to a current time-slice principle, all that needs to be
looked at, in judging the justice of a distribution, is who ends up witt
what; in comparing any two distributions one need look only at the matri»
presenting the distributions. No further information need be fed into :
principle of justice. It is a consequence of such principles of justice tha
any two structurally identical distributions are equally just. (Two distribu
tions are structurally identical if they present the same profile, but perhap
have different persons occupying the particular siots. My having ten anc
your having five, and my having five and your having ten are structurall
identical distributions.) Welfare economics is the theory of current time
slice principles of justice. The subject is conceived as operating on matrice
representing only current information about distribution. This, as well a
some of the usual conditions (for example, the choice of distribution i
invariant under relabeling of columns), guarantees that welfare economic
will be a current time-slice theory, with all of its inadequacies.

Most persons do not accept current time-slice principles as consti
tuting the whole story about distributive shares. They think it relevant il
assessing the justice of a situation to consider not only the distribution i
embodies, but also how that distribution came about. If some persons ar
in prison for murder or war crimes, we do not say that to assess the justic
of the distribution in the society we must look only at what this person hat
and that person has, and that person has, ... at the current time. W
think it relevant to ask whether someone did something so that he deserve
to be punished, deserved 10 have a lower share. Most will agree to th
relevance of further information with regard to punishments and pena)l
ties. Consider also desired things. One traditional socialist view is thz
workers are entitled to the product and full fruits of their labor: they hav
earned it; a distribution is unjust if it does not give the workers what the
are entitled to. Such entitlements are based upon some past history. . .
[A] socialist rightly, in my view, holds onto the notions of earning, produ
ing, entitlement, desert, and so forth, and he rejects current time-slic
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principles that look only to the structure of the resulting set of holdings
(The set of holdings resulting from what? Isn't it implausible that how
holdings are produced and come to exist has no effect at all on who
should hold what?) His mistake lies in his view of what entitlements arise
out of what sorts of productive processes.

We construe the position we discuss too narrowly by speaking of
current time-slice principles. Nothing is changed if structural principles
operale upon a time sequeénce of current time-slice profiles and, for exam-
ple, give someone more Now o counterbalance the less he has had earlier.
A uu}:tanan or an egalitarian or any mixture of the two over time will
inherit the difficulties of his more myopic comrades. He is not helped by
the fact that some of the information others consider relevant in assessing a
distribution is reflected, unrecoverably, in past matrices. Henceforth, we
shall refer to such unhistorical principies of distributive justice, inclu::ling
the current time-slice principles, as end-result principles or end-state principles.
___In contrast to end-result principles of justice, historical principles of
Justice hol_d that past circumstances or actions of people can create differ-
ential entitlements or differential deserts to things. An injustice can be
worked by moving from one distribution to another structurally identical
one, for the second, in profile the same, may violate people’s entitlements
or deserts; it may not fit the actual history.

Patterning

The en}itlement principles of justice in holdings that we have
sketched are historical principles of justice. To better understand their
precise character, we shall distinguish them from another subclass of the
historical principles. Consider, as an example, the principle of distribution
according to moral merit. This principle requires that total distributive
shares vary directly with moral merit; no person should have a greater
share than anyone whose moral merit is greater. (If moral merit could be
not n:lerely ordered but measured on an interval or ratio scale, stronger
principles could be formulated.) Or consider the principle that results by
subsmum_'ng “usefulness to society” for “moral merit" in the previous princi-
ple. Or instead of “distribute according to moral merit,’ or “distribute
accorcllng_ to usefulness to society,” we might consider "distribute according
to the }vc;ghted sum of moral merit, usefulness to society, and need,” with
the weights of the different dimensions equal. Let us call a princi,ple of
distribution patterned if it specifies that a distribution is to vary along with
some natural dimension, weighted sum of natural dimensions, or lexico-
graphic orf.le_rmg of natural dimensions. And let us say a distribution is
patterned if it accords with some patterned principle. (1 speak of natural
dimensions, admittedly without a general criterion for them, because for
any set of holdings some artificial dimensions can be gimmicked up to
vary along with the distribution of the set.) The principle of distribution in
accordance with moral merit is a patterned historical principle, which spec-
ifies a patterned distribution. “Distribute according to L.Q" is a patterned
principle that looks to information not contained in distributional matrices.
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It is not historical, however, in that it does not look to any past actions
creating differential entitlements to evaluate 2 distribution; it requires only
distributional matrices whose columns are Iabeled by 1.Q. scores. The dis-
tribution in a society, however, may be composed of such simple patterned
distributions, without itself being simply patterned. Different seciors may
operate different patterns, or some combination of patterns may operate
in different proportions across a society. A distribution composed in thi:
manner, from a small number of patterned distributions, we also shal
term “patterned.” And we extend the use of “pattern” to include the over
all designs put forth by combinations of end-state principles.

Almost every suggested principle of distributive justice 15 pat
terned: to each according to his moral merit, or needs, or marginal prod
uct, or how hard he tries, or the weighted sum of the foregoing, and st
on. The principle of entitlement we have sketched is not patterned. Ther
is no one natural dimension or weighted sum or combination of a smal
number of natural dimensions that yields the distributions generated
accordance with the principle of entitiement. The set of holdings tha
results when some persons receive their marginal products, others win @
gambling, others receive a share of their mate's income, others receive gift
from foundations, others receive interest on loans, others receive gift
from admirers, others receive returns on investment, others make fo
themselves much of what they have, others find things, and so on, will n¢
be patterned. Heavy strands of patterns will run through it; significar
portions of the variance in holdings will be accounted for by patters
varizbles. If most people most of the time choose to transfer some of the:
entitlements to others only in exchange for something from them, then
large part of what many people hold will vary with what they held thi
others wanted. More details are provided by the theory of marginal pre
ductivity. But gifts to relatives, charitable donations, bequests to childre
and the like, are not best conceived, in the first instance, in this manne
Ignoring the strands of pattern, let us suppose for the moment that
distribution actually arrived at by the operation of the principle of entitl
ment 35 random with respect to any pattern. Though the resulting set ¢
holdings will be unpatterned, it will not be incomprehensible, for it can |
seen as arising from the operation of a small number of principles. The
principles specify how an initial distribution may arise (the principle
acquisition of holdings) and how distributions may be transformed in
others (the principle of transfer of holdings). The process whereby the <
of holdings is generated will be intelligible, though the set of holdin
itself that results from this process will be unpatterned.

The writings of F. A, Hayek focus less than is usually done up
what patterning distributive justice requires. Hayek argues that we canr
know enough about each person’s situation to distribute to each accordi
to his moral merit (but would justice demand we do so if we did have
knowledge?); and he goes on to say, “our objection is against all attempts
impress upon society a deliberately chosen pattern of distribution, whett
it be an order of equality or of inequality™ However, Hayek concludes t

in a free society there will be distribution in accordance with value ratt
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than moral merit; that is, in accordance with the percej
person'§ actions a'lnd- ser}rices to others. Despite his rejgcti;erllv;? av;i\liiefxfeg
:I\;Jpckespt_lon. of d:stn_bupve Justice, Hayek himself suggests a pattern he

nnks justifiable; distribution in accordance with the perceived benefits
gw.i:.n to others, leaving room for the complaint that 2 free society does not
realize exactly this pattern. Stating this patterned strand of a free capitalist
society more precisely, we get “To each according to how much he benefits
oth_f:rs who have l!’le resources for benefiting those who benefit them.”
This will seem arbitrary unless some acceptable initial set of holdings is
specified, or unless it is held that the operation of the system over time
washes out any significant effects from the initial set of holdings. As an
example of the latter, if almost anyone would have bought a car from
Henry Ford, the suppoesition that it was an arbitrary matter who held the
money then (and so bought) would:not place Henry Ford's earnings under
a clou(:.i. In any event, kis coming to hold it is not arbitrary. Distribution
acgordm_g to. benefits to others is a major patterned strand in a free capi-
talist society, as Hayek correctly points out, but it is only a strand and does
not constitute the whole pattern of a system of entitlements (namely, inher-
itance, glfts.fo_r arbttrgry reasons, charity, and so on) or a-standa;'d that
one should Insist a society fit. Will people tolerate for long a system yield-
ing distributions that_they believe are unpatterned? No doubt people will
not long accept a distribution they believe is unjust. People want their
society to be and to look just. But must the look of justice reside in a
resulting pattern rather than in the underlying generating principles? We
are In no position to conclude that the inhabitants of a society embociying
g?il lcn_mlement conception of justice in holdings will find it unacceptable.
f t’hn‘ must be granted that were people’s reasons for transferring some
of their holdings to others always irrational or arbitrary, we would find
this disturbing. (Suppose people always determined what holdings they
would transfer, and to who.m. by using a random device.) We feel more
comfortable upholding the justice of an entitlément system if most of the
transfers under it are done for reasons. This does not mean necessarily
that ali desenrp what holdings they receive. It means only that there is a
?hurpose Or point to someone’s transferring a holding to one person rather

an to another; that usually we can see what the transferrer thinks he's
gaining, wl}at cause he thinks he’s serving, what goals he thinks he’s help-
ing to achiev_e, and so forth. Since in a capitalist. society people often
transfer holdings to others in accordance with how much they perceive
these others beneﬁt;ng them, the fabric constituted by the individual trans-

% :
u:: ::ga;r:'lzrg;nteoﬁ;i ;:rc:f;: ir::t r‘::::t:ma:n'nil: it;cemives operate 1o get others to spend much
t serve us by providing things we will want f

is not mere paradox mongering 1o wonder wheth, itali Sicked Tor mon
rewarding and hence encouraging, not individ rer ke Thorens whe seracized for most
lives, but people iy o cour2ging, « vidualists like Thoreau who go abour their own

5 opl pied with serving others and winning the:
defend capitalism one need not thin_lc businestmen are the ﬁne%t hunt:l:;cll;vs;;:: ei?.d}?:u:x:ﬁ

A D A o A A A S S M S S S S A A M . . e am e m am —

ANARCHY, STATE, AND UTOPIA  7°

actions and transfers is largely reasonable and intelligible.* (Gifts to lovec
ones, bequests to children, charity to the needy also are nonarbitrary com
ponents of the fabric.) In stressing the large strand of distribution i
accordance with benefit to others, Hayek shows the point of many trans
fers, and so shows that the system of transfer of entitlements is not jus
spinning its gears aimlessly. The system of entitlements is defensible whet
constituted by the individual aims of individual transactions. No overarch
ing aim is needed, no distributional pattern is required.

To think that the task of a theory of distributive justice is to fill i
the blank in “10 each according to his " is to be predisposed to searc]
for a pattern; and the separate treatment of "from each according to hi
" treats production and distribution as two separate and indepen
dent issues. On an entitlement view these are nof two separate question:
Whoever makes something, having bought or contracted for all other hel:
resources used in the process (transferring some of his holdings for thes
cooperating factors), is entitled to it. The situation is not one of something
getting made, and there being an open question of who is o get it. Thing
come into the world already attached to people having entitlements ove
them. From the point of view of the historical entitlement conception ¢
justice in holdings, those who start afresh to complete “to each accordin
to his " treat objects as if they appeared from nowhere, cut of notk
ing. A complete theory of justice might cover this limit case as well; pes
haps here is a use for the usual conceptions of distributive justice.

So entrenched are maxims of the usual form that perhaps w
should present the entitlement conception as a competitor. Ignoring acqu
sition and rectification, we might say:

From each according 10 what he chooses to do, to each according to wh:
he makes for himself (perhaps with the contracted aid of others) and wh:
others choose to do for him and choose to give him of what they've bee
given previously (under this maxim) and haven't yet expended or transfe

red.

This, the discerning reader will have noticed, has its defects as a slogan. &
as a summary and great simplificanon (and not as a maxim with ar

independent meaning) we have:
Fram each as they choose, to each as they are chosen

How Liberty Upsets Patterns

It is not clear how those holding aliernative conceptions of distri
utive justice can reject the entitlement conception of justice in holding
For suppose a distribution favored by one of these non-entitlement conce
tions is realized. Let us suppose it is your favorite one and let us call tk
distribution D,; perhaps everyone has an equal share, perhaps shares va
in accordance with some dimension you treasure. Now suppose that W
Chamberlain is greatly in demand by basketball teams, being a great ga
attraction. (Also suppose contracts run only for a year, with players bei
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[ree ugents.) He signs the following sort of contract with a :
home game, twenty_-five cents from the price of each tir:kette;l;n aidlgi:s?;]rll
goes to him. (We ignore the question of whether he is “gouging” the
owners, letting them look out for themselves.) The season starts, and peo-
ple cheerfully attend his team’s games; they buy their tickets, ‘each time
dropping a2 separate twenty-five cents of their admission price into a spe-
cial box with Chamberlain’s name on it. They are excited about seeing him
play; it is worth th_e total- admission price to them. Let us suppose that in
one season one million persons attend his home games, and Wilt Cham-
!Je‘rlam winds up with $250,000, a much larger sum than the average
income and larger even than anyone else has. Is he entitled to this income?
Is this new distribution D,, unjust? If so, why? There is ne question about
whether each of the people was entided to the control over the resources
they held in D;; because that was the distribution (your favorite) that (for
the purposes of argument) we assumed was acceptable. Each of these
persons chose to give twenty-five cents of their money to Chamberlain
They could' have spent it on going to the movies, or on candy bars, or on
copies of Dissent magazine, or of Monthly Review. But they all, at lea,lst one
million of them, converged on giving it t0 Wilt Chamberlain in exchange
for watching him play basketball. If D, was a just distribution, and people
voluntarily moved from it to D, transferring parts of their shares they
were given under D, (what was it for if not-to do something with?), isn't D,
also just? If the people were entitled to dispose of the resources to whicl:
they were entitied (under D)), didn't this include their being entitled to
give it to, or exchange it with, Wilt Chamberlain? Can anyone else com-
plain on grounds of justice? Each other person already has his legitimate
] share under D,. Under D), there is nothing that anyone has that anyone
else has a claim of justice against. After someone transfers something to
Wilt Chamberlain, third parties still have their legitimate shares; their
shares are not changed. By what process could such a transfer amon,g two
persons give rise to a legitimate claim of distributive justice on a portion of
what was transferred, by a third party who had no claim of justice on any
holding of the others before the transfers?* To cut off objections irrelevant
here, we might imagine the exchanges occurring in a socialist society, after
hours. After playing whatever basketball He does in his daily wo;'k. or

*Might not a transfer have instrumenta] effects on a third party, changi i i
?lguc;‘ns‘?l_(But what if the two parties o the transfer independenllr;' h:r':! usedgtll?fir lllal;h:lric:;;bil:
: is da; ion?) 1 discuss this question below, but note here that this question concedes the point
or .lstnbuuons of uftimate intrinsic noninstrumental goods {pure utility experiences, so to
s;_)eal.) that are _Lransferable. h also might be objected that the transfer might make a‘ third
party more envious because it worsens his position relative to someone clse. I find it incom-
prehemn!:!l!:i how d&is- lt;an be thought ta involve a claim of justice. ...
ere and cf ewhere in this chapter, a theory which incorporates e
procedural justice might find what 1 sa)!D acceptabll::-yzf kept in il:p;ropcr ::l:::?t:h:f :F;ur:;'
background institutions exist to ensure the satisfaction of cerain conditions on distributive
shares. But if these institutions are not themseives the sum or invisible-hand result of people’s
volumary (nonaggressive) actions, the constraints they impose require justification. At no
{J:;n:n (ii:i:.r;;lmr .aLgume:}: assume any backgrcl:mnd institutions more extensive than those of
night-watchman state, a state limi i i

e rgaud. awchman, st A mited to protecting persons against murder,
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doing whatever other daily work he does, Wilt Chamberlain decides to put
in overtime 1o earn additional money. (First his work quota is set; he work:
time over that) Or imagine it is a skilled juggler people like to see, wh
puts on shows after hours.

Why might someone work overtime in a society in which it i
assumed their needs are satisfied? Perhaps because they care about thing:
other than needs. I like to write in books that 1 read, and to have eas)
access to books for browsing at odd hours. It would be very pleasant an<
convenient to have the resources of Widener Library in my back yard. N¢
society, 1 assume, will provide such resources close to each person whi
would like them as part of his regular allotment (under D). Thus, person
either must do without some extra things that they want, or be allowed
do something extra to get some of these things. On what basis could th
inequalities that would eventuate be forbidden? Notice also that small fac
tories would spring up in a socialist society, unless forbidden. I melt dowi
some of my personal possessions (under D) and build a machine out ©
the material. I offer you, and others, a philosophy lecture once 2 week 1
exchange for your cranking the handle on my machine, whose products
exchange for yet other things, and so on. (The raw materials used by th
machine are given to me by others who possess them under D, in ex
change for hearing lectures.) Each person might participate o gain thing
over and above their allotment under D). Some persons even might war
to leave their job in secialist industry and work full time in this privat
sector. 1 shall say something more about these issues in the next chapte
Here 1 wish merely to note how private property even in means of prt
duction would occur in a socialist society that did not forbid people 1o us
as they wished some of the resources they are given under the socialt:
distribution D,. The socialist society would bave to forbid capitalist ac
between consenting adults,

The general point illustrated by the Wilt Chamberlain example an
the example of the entrepreneur in a socialist society is that no end-sta
principle or distributional patterned principle of justice can be conunt
ously realized without continuaus interference with people's lives. Any
vored pattern would be transformed into one unfavored by the principl
by people choosing to act in various ways; for example, by people e
changing goods and services with other people, or giving things 10 othy
people, things the transferrers are entitled to under the favored distrib
tional pattern. To maintain a pattern one must either continually interfe
o stop people from transferring resources as they wish to, or continual
(or periodically) interfere to take from some persons resources that othe
for some reason chose to transfer to them. (But if some time limit is to |
set on how long people may keep resources others voluntarily transfer
them, why let them keep these resources for any period of time? Why n
have immediate confiscation?) It might be objected that all persons volu

tarily will choose to refrain from actions which would upset the patter
This presupposes unrealistically (1) that all will most want to maintain t
pattern {are those who don't, to be “reeducated” or forced to under
ucelf-criticism™?), (2) that each can gather enough information about !
own actions and the ongoing activities of others to discover which of |
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actipns w:l} upset the pattern, and (3) that diverse and far-flung persons
can coor_dmatq their actions to dovetail into the pattern. Compare the
manner in which the market is neutral among persons’ desires, as it re.

flects and transmits wide ] 7 . .
ly scattered information via :
s u. prices, an n
nates persons’ activities, e ! d coordi

Redistribution and Property Rights

Apparently, patterned principles allow people to choose to spend
‘upon themselve:s, but not upon others, those resources they are entitled to
(or rather, recetve) under some favored distributional pattern D,. For if
each of several persons chooses to expend some of his D, resources upon
one other person, then that other person will receive more than his D
share, dlsturbm_g the favored distributional pattern. Maintaining a clistribuE
tional pattetn is individualism with a vengeance! Patterned distributional

one has; they do not give the right to choose to pursue an end involving
(mtnngxcally, or as a means) the enhancement of another’s position. To
such views, families are disturbing; for within a family occur transfers that
upset the fa\_rorcd.dis.tributional pattern. Either families themselves become
units to which distribution takes place, the column occupiers {on what
rationale?), or l.o.vmg behavior is forbidden. We should note in passing the
ambivalent position of radicals toward the family. Its loving relationships

enforce across the wider society the relationships of love and care appro-
i:nzg.te within a family, relationships which are voluntarily undertaken?*
ncidentally, love is an interesting instance of another relationship that is

And the love endures
thrqugh chapges of the characteristics that gave rise to it. One loves the
particular person one actually encountered. Why love is historical, attach-

*One indication of the stringency of Rawls' difference princi i i

; ency ¢ principle, which we auend 10
;cco_?d part of this chapter, is it inappropriateness as 3 governing principle even wi:ﬂilzh:
family of m.c!mdual'a who love one another. Should a family devate its resources to maximiz-
ing the position of its least well off and least talented child, holding back the other children
Or using rcsources for their f:d}u_:at.ion and development only if they will follow a policy
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ing to persons in this way and not to characteristics, is an interesting and
puzzling question.

Proponents of patterned principles of distributive Justice Focus
upon criteria for determining who is to receive holdings; they consider the
reasons for which someone should have something, and also the total
picture of holdings. Whether or not it is better to give than to receive,
proponents of patterned principles ignore giving aliogether. In considering
the distribution of goods, income, and so forth, their theories are theories
of recipient justice; they completely ignore any right a person might have
to give something to someone. Even in exchanges where each party is
simultaneously giver and recipient, patterned principles of justice focus
only upon the recipient role and its supposed rights. Thus discussions tend
to focus on whether people (should) have a right to inhertt, rather than on
whether people (should) have a right to bequeath or on whether persons
who have a right to hold also have a right to choose that others hold in
their place. I Jack a good explanation of why the usual theories of distribu-
tive justice are so recipient oriented; ignoring givers and transferrers and
their rights is of a piece with ignoring producers and their entitlements.
But why is it all ignored?

Patterned principles of distributive justice necessitate redistributive
activities. The likelihood is small that any actual freely-arrived-at set of
holdings fits a given pattern; and the likelihood is nil that it will continue
to fit the pattern as people exchange and give. From the point of view of
an entitlement theory, redistribution is a serious matter indeed, involving,
as it does, the violation of people’s rights. {An exception is those takings
that fall under the principle of the rectification of injustices.) From other
points of view, also, it is serious.

Taxation of earnings from labor is on a par with forced labor*
Some persons find this claim obviously true: taking the earnings of n
hours labor is like taking n hours from the person; it is like forang the
person to work n hours for another's purpose. Others find the claim
absurd. But even these, if they object to forced labor, would oppose forcing
unemployed hippies to work for the benefit of the needy. And they would
also object to forcing each person to work five extra hours each week for
the benefit of the needy. But a system that takes five hours’ wages in taxes
does not seem to them like one that forces someone o work five hours,
since it offers the person forced a wider range of choice in activities than
does taxation in kind with the particular labor specified. (But we can
imagine a gradation of systems of forced labor, from one that specifies a
particular activity, to one that gives a choice among two activities, to . . ., :
and so on up.) Furthermore, people envisage a system with something like
a proportional tax on everything above the amount necessary for basic
needs. Some think this does not force someone to work extra hours, since

*I am unsure as to whether the arguments 1 present below show that such taxation merely
forced labor; so that "is on a par with” means "is one kind of.” Or alternatively, whether th
arguments emphasize the great similarities beiween such taxation and forced labor, 1o show i
is plausible and illuminating to view such taxation in the light of forced labor. This latte
approach would remind one of how John Wisdom conceives of the claims of metaphysictan:
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there is no fixed number of extra hours he is forced to work, and since he
can avoid the tax entirely by earning only enough to cover his basic needs.
This is a very uncharacteristic view of forcing for those who also think
people are forced to do something whenever thé alternatives they face are
Fons:d'erably worse. However, neither view is correct. The fact that others
intentionally intervene, in violation of a side constraint against aggression
to threaten force to limit the alternatives, in this case to paying taxes o::
(presumably the worse alternative) bare subsistence, makes the taxation
system one of forced labor and distinguishes it from other cases of limited
choices which are not forcings.?

The man who chooses to work longer to gain an income more
than sufticient for his basic needs prefers some extra goods or services to
the leisure and activities he could perform during the possible nonworking
hours; whereas the man who chooses not to work the extra time prefers
the leisure activities to the extra goods or services he could acquire by
working mdre. Given: this, if it would be illegitimate for a tax system to
seize some of a man’s leisure (forced labor) for the purpose of serving the
needy, how can it be legitimate for a tax system to seize some of a man’s
goods for that purpose? Why should we treat the man whose happiness
requires certain material goods or services differently from the man whose
preferences and desires make such goods unnecessary for his happiness?
Why should the man who prefers seeing a movie (and who has to earn
money for a ticket) be open to the required call to aid the needy, while the
person \.vho prefers looking at a sunset (and hence need earn no extra
money) is not? Indeed, isn't it surprising that redistributionists choose to
ignore the man whose pleasures are 5o easily attainable without extra labor,
while adding yet another burden to the poor unfortunate who must work
for his pleasures? If anything, one would have expected the reverse. Why
is the person with the nonmaterial or nonconsumption desire allowed to
proceed unimpeded to his most favored feasible alternative, whereas the
man whose pleasures or desires involve material things and who must
work for exira money (thereby serving whomever considers his activities
valuable enough to pay him) is constrained in what he can realize? Perhaps
there is no difference in principle. And perhaps some think the answer
concerns merely administrative convenience. (These questions and issues
will not disturb those who think that forced labor to serve the needy or to
realize some favored end-state pattern is acceptable.) In a fuller discussion
we would have (and want) to extend our argument to include interest,
entrepreneurial profits, and so on. Those who doubt that this extension
can be carried through, and who draw the line here at taxation of income
from labor, will have to state rather complicated patterned historical princi-
ples of"distributive justice, since end-state principles would not distinguish
sources' of income in any way. It is enough for now to get away from end-
state principles and to make clear how various patterned principles are
dependent upon particular views about the sources or the illegitimacy or
the lesser legitimacy of profits, interest, and so on; which particular views
may well be mistaken.

What sort of right over others does a legally institutionalized end-
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state pattern give one? The central core of the notion of a property right
in X, relative to which other parts of the notion are to be explained, is the
right to determine what shall be done with X; the right to choose which of
the constrained set of options concerning X shail be realized or attempted.
The constraints are set by other principles or laws operating in the society;
in our theory, by the Lockean rights people possess (under the mintmal
state). My property rights in my knife allow me to leave it where I will, but
not in your chest. I may choose which of the acceptable options involving
the knife is to be realized. This notion of property helps us to understand
why earlier theorists spoke of people as having property in themselves and
their labor. They viewed each person as having a right to decide what
would become of himself and what he would do, and as having a right to
reap the benefits of what he did . ...

When end-result principles of distributive justice are built into the
legal structure of a society, they (as do most patterned principles) give each
citizen an enforceable claim to some portion of the total social product;
that is, to some portion of the sum total of the individually and jointy
made products. This total product is produced by individuals laboring,
using means of production others have saved to bring into existence, by
people organizing production or creating means Lo produce new things or
things in a new way. It is on this batch of individual activities that pat-
terned distributional principles give each individual an enforceable claim.
Each person has a claim to the activities and the products of other persons,
independenty of whether the other persons enter into particular relation-
ships that give rise to these claims, and independently of whether they
voluntarily take these claims upon themselves, in charity or in exchange
for something.

Whether it is done through taxation on wages or on wages over a
certain amount, or through seizure of profits, or through there being a big
social pot so that it’s not clear what's coming from where and what's going
where, patterned principles of distributive justice involve appropriating the
actions of other persons. Seizing the results of someone’s labor is equiva-
lent to seizing hours from him and directing him to carry on various
activities. If people force you to do certain work, or unrewarded work, fot
a certain period of time, they decide what you are to do and what pur-
poses your work is to serve apart from your decisions. This proces:
whereby they take this decision from you makes them a part-owner of you
it gives them a property right in you. Just as having such parual contro
and power of decision, by right, over an animal or inanimate object woul¢
be to have a property right in it

End-state and most patterned principles of distributive justice insti
tute (partial) ownership by others of people and their actions and labor
These principles involve a shift from the classical liberals’ notion of self
ownership to a notion of (partial) property rights in other people.

Considerations such as these confront end-state and other pat
terned conceptions of justice with the question of whether the action
necessary to achieve the selected pattern don’t themselves violate mmora
side constraints. Any view holding that there are moral side constraints o
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actions, that not all moral considerations can be built into end states that
are to be achieved . . ., must face the possibility that some of its goals are
not achievable by any morally permissible available means. An entitlement
theorist will face such conflicts in a society that deviates from the princi-
ples of justice for the generation of holdings, if and only if the only
actions available to realize the principles themselves violate some moral
constraints. Since deviation from the first two principles of justice (in
acquisition and transfer) will involve other persons’ direct and aggressive
intervention to violate rights, and since moral constraints will not exclude
defensive or retributive action in such cases, the entitiement theorist’s
problem rarely will be pressing. And whatever difficulties he has in apply-
ing the principle of rectification to persons who did not themselves violate
the first two principles are difficulties in balancing the conflicting consid-
erations so as correctly to formulate the complex principle of rectification
itself; he will not violate moral side constraints by applying the principle.
Proponerits of patterned conceptions of justice, however, often will face
head-on clashes (and poignant ones if they cherish each party to the clash)
between moral side constrainis on how individuals may be treated and
their patterned conception of justice that presents an end state or other
pattern that must be realized.

May a person emigrate from a nation that has institutionalized
some end-state or patterned distributional principle? For some principles
(for example, Hayek’s) emigration presents no theoretical problem. But for
others it is a tricky matter. Consider a nation having a compulsory scheme
of minimal social provision to aid the neediest {or one organized so as to
maximize the position of the worst-off group); no one may opt out of
participating in it. (None may say, “Don't compel me to contribute to
others and don't provide for me via this compulsory mechanism if 1 am in
need.”) Everyone above a certain level is forced to contribute to aid the
needy. But if emigration from the country were allowed, anyone could
choose to move to another country that did not have compulsory social
provision but otherwise was (as much as possible) identical. In such a case,
the person’s only motive for leaving would be to avoid participating in the
compulsory scheme of social provision. And if he does leave, the needy in
his initial country will receive no (compelled) help from him. What ration-
ale yields the result that the person be permitted to emigrate, yet forbid-
den to stay and opt out of the compulsery scheme of social provision? If
providing for the needy is of overriding importance, this does militate
against allowing. internal opting out; but it also speaks against allowing
external emigration. (Would it also support, 1o some extent, the kidnap-
ping of persons living in a place without compulsory social provision, who
could be forced to make a contribution to the needy in your community?)
Perhaps the crucial component of the position that allows emigration solely
to avoid certain arrangements, while not allowing anyone internally to opt
out of them, is a concern for fraternal feelings within the country. “We
don't want anyone here who doesn’t contribute, who doesn't care enough
about the others to contribute” That concern, in this case, would have o
be tied to the view that forced aiding tends to produce fraternal feelings
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between the aided and the aider (or perhaps merely to the view that the
knowledge that someone or other voluntarily is not aiding produces unfra-
ternal feelings).

ORIGINAL ACQUISITION
Locke’s Theory of Acquisition

Before we turn to consider other theories of justice in detail, we
must introduce an additional bit of complexity into the structure of the
entitlement theory. This is best approached by considering Locke's attempt
to specify a principle of justice in acquisition. Locke views praperty rights

in an unowned object as originating through someone’s mixing his labor
with it. This gives rise to many questions. What are the boundaries of what
labor is mixed with? If a private astronaut clears a place on Mars, has he
mixed his labor with (so that he comes to own} the whole planet, the whole
uninhabited universe, or just a particular plot? Which plot does an act
bring under ownership? The minimal (possibly disconnected) area such
that an act decreases entropy in that area, and not elsewhere? Can virgin
land (for the purposes of ecological investigation by high-flying airplane)
come under ownership by a Lockean process? Building a fence around a
territory presumably would make one the owner of only the fence (and the
land immediately underneath it).

Why does mixing one's labor with something make one the owner
of it? Perhaps because one owns one’s labor, and so one comes to own a
previously unowned thing that becomes permeated with what one owns.
Ownership seeps over into the rest. But why isn't mixing what I own with
what I don't own a way of losing what I own rather than a way of gaining
what I don't? If I own a can of tomato Juice and spill it in the sea so that
its molecules (made radioactive, so [ can check this) mingle evenly
throughout the sea, do I thereby come to own the sea, or have 1 foolishly
dissipated my tomato juice? Perhaps the idea, instead, is that laboring on
something improves it and makes it more valuable; and anyone is entitled
to own a thing whose value he has created. (Reinforcing this, perhaps, is
the view that laboring is unpleasant. If some people made things effort-
lessly, as the cartoon characters in The Yellow Submarine trail flowers in their
wake, would they have lesser claim to their own products whose making
didn’t cost them anything?) Ignore the fact that laboring on something may
make it less valuable (spraying pink enamel pant on a piece of driftwood
that you have found). Why should one's entitlement extend to the whole
object rather than just to the added value one's labor has produced? {Such
reference to value might also serve to delimit the extent of ownership; for
example, substitute “increases the value of" for "decreases entropy " in
the above entropy criterion.) No workable or coherent value-added prop-
erty scheme has yet been devised, and any such scheme presumably would
fail to objections (similar to those) that fell the theory of Henry George.

It will be implausible to view improving an object as giving full
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ownership to it, if the stock of unowned objects that might be improved is
h.mlte-d. For an object’s coming under one person’s ownership changes the
situation of all others. Whereas previously they were at liberty (in
Hohf.eld’s.sense) to use the object, they now no longer are. This change in
the situation of others (by removing their liberty to act on a previously
unowned object) need not worsen their situation. If [ appropriate a grain
of sand from Coney Island, no one else may ndw do as they will with that
grain of sand. But there are plenty of other grains of sand left for them to
do Lhe. same with. Qr if not grains of sand, then other things. Alternatively,
the things I do with the grain of sand 1 appropriate might improve the
position of others, counterbalancing their loss of the liberty to use that
grain. The crudal point is whether appropriation of an unowned object
worsens the situation of others.

: Locke's proviso that there be “enough and as good left in common
for others” &sect.. 27) is meant to ensure that the situation of others is not
worsened. (If this proviso is met is there any motivation for his further
condition of nonwaste?) It is often said that this proviso once held but now
no lqnger does. But there appears to be an argument for the conclusion
that if the proviso no longer holds, then it cannot ever have held so as to
yield permanent and inheritable property rights. Consider the first person
Z for whom there is not enough and as good left to appropriate. The last
person Y to appropriate left Z without his previous liberty to act on an
object, and so worsened Z% situation. So ¥’s appropriation is not allowed
under Locke’s' proviso. Therefore the next to last person X to appropriate
left ¥ in a worse position, for X’s act ended permissible appropriation.
Therefore X's appropriation wasn't permissible. But then the appropriator
two fro’m last, W, ended permissible appropriation and so, since it wors-
ened X's position, W’s appropriation wasn't permissible. And s0 on back to
the first person A to appropriate a permanent property right.

This argumient, however, proceeds too quickly. Someone may be
made worse off by another's appropriation in two ways: first, by losing the
opportunity to improve his situation by a particular appropriation or any
one; and second, l:{y no longer being able to use freely (without appropria-
tion} what he previously could. A siringent requirement that another not be
made worse off by an appropriation would exclude the first way if nothing
else counterbalances the diminution in opportunity, as well as the second.
A weaker requirement would exclude the second way, though not the first.
With the weaker requirement, we cannot zip back so quickly from Z w0 A
as in the aboye argument; for though person Z can no longer appropﬁate'
there may remain some for him to use as before. In this case ¥’ appropria:
tion would not violate the weaker Lockean condition. (With less remaining
that p.gople are -at liberty to use, users might face more inconvenience,
crowding, and so on; in that way the situation of others might be wors-
ened, unless appropriation stopped far short of such a point.) It is argua-
ble that no one legitimately can complain if the weaker provision is
satfsﬁed. Hoquer. since this is less clear than in the case of the more
stringent proviso, Locke may have intended this stringent proviso by

enough and as good” remaining, and perhaps he meant the nonwaste
condition to delav the end naint fram which the aranmeant 2inc harl
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Is the situation of persons who are unable to appropriate (there
being no more accessible and useful unowned objects) worsened by a sys-
tem allowing appropriation and permanent property? Here enter the vari-
ous familiar social considerations favoring private property: it increases the
social product by putting means of production in the hands of those who
can use them most efficiently (profitably); experimentation is encouraged,
because with separate persons controlling resources, there is no one person
or small group whom someone with a new idea must convince to try it ouy;
private property enables people to decide on the pattern and types of risks
they wish to bear, leading to specialized types of risk bearing; private
property protects future persons by leading some to hold back resources
from current consumption for future markets; it provides alternate sources
of employment for unpopular persons who don’t have to convince any one
person or small group to hire them, and so on. These considerations enter
a Lockean theory to support the claim that appropriation of private prop-
erty satisfies the intent behind the “enough and as good left over” proviso,
not as a utilitarian justification of property. They enter to rebut the claim
that because the proviso is violated no natural right to private property
can arise by a Lockean process. The difficulty in working such an argu-
ment to show that the proviso is satisfied is in fixing the appropriate base
line for comparison. Lockean appropriation makes people no worse off
than they would be how? This question of fixing the baseline needs more
detailed investigation than we are able to give it here. It would be desirable
to have an estimate of the general economic importance of original appro-
priation in order to see how much leeway there is for differing theories of
appropriation and of the location of the baseline. Perhaps this importance
can be measured by the percentage of all income that is based upon
untransformed raw materials and given resources (rather than upon hu-
man actions), mainly rental income representing the unimproved value of
land, and the price of raw material in situ, and by the percentage of
current wealth which represents such income in the past.*

We should note that it is not only persons favoring private property
who need a theory of how property rights legitimately originate. Those
believing in collective property, for example those believing that a group ol
persons living in an area jointly own the territory, or its mineral resources.
also must provide a theory of how such property rights arise; they musl
show why the persons living there have rights to determine what is done
with the land and resources there that persons living elsewhere don’t have
(with regard to the same land and resources).

The Proviso

Whether or not Locke’s particular theory of appropriation can be
spelled out so as to handle various difficulties, 1 assume that any adequate

»1 have not scen a precise estimate. David Friedman, The Machinery of Freedom (N.Y.. Harpe
& Row, 1973), pp. xiv, xv, discustes this issue and suggests 5 percent of U.S. national incom
as an upper limit for the first two factors mentioned. However he does not atiempt t
estimate the percentage of current wealth which is based upon such income in the past. (Th
wamia natian nf *hated nnan® merelv indicates 3 tonic needing investicaiion.)
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;I}etcl)lry of justice in acquisition will contain a proviso similar to the weaker
€ ones we have attributed to Locke. A process normally giving rise to

is ther?by worsened. It is important to specify this particular mode of
worsening the situation of others, for the proviso does not encompass
other modes. It does not include the worsening- due o more lmited po -
portunities to appropriate (the first way above, corresponding to the mo:r-)e
Stringent condition), and it does not include how I “worsen” a seller’s
position if 1 appropriate materials to make some of what he is selling, and
.Lhet:: enter 1nto competition with him. Someone whose appropriation’ oth-

actions. If my appropriating all of a certain substance violates the
ns. ] ac Lockean
?rowso. then so does_my appropriating some and purchasing all the rest
rom others who obtained it without otherwise violating the Lockean pro-
viso. If the proviso excludes someone’s appropriating all the drinkable
water in the world, it also excludes his purchasing it all. {(More weakly, and
¥e_ssdy, it may exclude his charging certain prices for some of his suf:oply)
his proviso (almost?) never will come into effect; the more someon.e

*Fourier held that since the process of civilizati i
rier held flization had deprived the members of soci
:;:ortal;_l liberties (to gat}_ner,.pasturc. engage in the chase), socially guaranteed miniml.st(:nm;?o\zf
sio a:l: “:; (mor‘l,: r‘l:asH Jusnﬁeil ;so co;r;];gnsaﬁon for the loss (Alexander Gray, The Socialist
\ + Harper w, )s p. 188). But this puts the point too ;tro ly. Thi
compensation would be due those persons, if any, for whom th ivilization was a
S A persons, if any, m the process of cwnl}zahon was a
partiCulal?';il‘:; rt:jl:; ‘the benefits of civilization did not counterbalance being deprived of these
tFor example, Rashdall's case of someone who ¢
nple, . omes upon the only water in the d
gs;?!allm!‘l?h :hPe}‘:‘i‘ljo of l::_th;r'sr l;«rhu also will come to it and appropriates it all. :{as:i!:;
MacMil]z;n. 1315 sophica eory of Pro.pcrty. in Property, its Duties and Rights (Londan:
We should note Ayn Rand's theory of i i i
1 ¥ of property rights {*"Man's Rights" 1'%
gifg fletlf;t.g‘u;te'{: (::re ‘;:J:g.p ll:ew A:Ime}:-lcgn l1.1'?rar3r, 1964), p. 94), wherein thesgc follglw?r:)m':‘}t:‘:
life, _ need physical things to live. But a right o life is not a right
g::;::raog; lr}uﬁ:d; 0;:{) ll\:t; other pcqpl!le ma{rhave rights over these other thingE (s:g
. ) most, a right o life would be a right to have o tri
;vc!;‘t:;?; or::t::i:.t[is di?n::c' hprov:dcc_l that h:;lving it does not violate anyone else’s :igsh:vewli.?}‘;
i » 1he question is whether having it does viol igh ,
{Would appropriation of all unowtied things d ? H priacing e e T
2 : ? Would appropriating th i
Rashdall's example?) Since special considef::l.ioo i ch e Loe B roviso) taxy oS in
: ) he Lockean i
with regard to material property, ane first ﬂcer.:lr;s oot ighis beforn e et
] 2 a theary of property rights bef;
apply any supposed right to life {as amended abo be 5 “te canca
provide the foundation for a theonfy of propcrtyarig‘lr'net)s'. Theefore the right o life cannot
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acquires of a scarce substance which others wani, the higher the price of
the rest will go, and the more difficult it will become for him to acquire it
all. But still, -we can imagine, at least, that something like this occurs:
someone makes simultaneous secret bids to the separate owners of a sub-
stance, each of whom sells assuming he can easily purchase more from the
other owners; or some natural catastrophe destroys all of the supply of
something except that in one person’s possession. The total supply could
not be permissibly appropriated by one person at the beginning. His later
acquisition of it all does not show that the original appropriation violated
the proviso (even by a reverse argument similar to the one above that tried
to zip back from Z to A). Rather, it is the combination of the original
appropriation plus all the later transfers and actions that violates the Lock-

ean proviso.
Each owner’s tile to his holding includes the historical shadow of

the Lockean proviso on appropriation. This excludes his transferring it
into an agglomeration that does violate the Lockean proviso and excludes
his using it in a way, in coordination with others or independently of them,
s0 as to violate the proviso by making the situation of others worse than
their baseline situation. Once it is known that someone’s ownership runs
afoul of the Lockean proviso, there are stringent limits on what he may do
with (what it is difficult any longer unreservedly to call} “his property”
Thus a person may not appropriate the only water hole in a desert and
charge what he will. Nor may he charge what he will if he posseses one,
and unfortunately it happens that all the water holes in the desert dry up,
except for his. This unfortunate circumstance, admittedly no fault of his,
brings into operation the Lockean proviso and limits his property rights.*
Similarly, an owner’s property right in the only island in an area does not
allow him to order a castaway from a shipwreck off his island as a tres-
passer, for this would violate the Lockean proviso.

Notice that the theory does not say that owners do have these
rights, but that the rights are overridden to avoid some catastrophe. (Over-
ridden rights do not disappear; they leave a trace of a sort absent in the
cases under discussion.)® There.is no such external (and ed hoc?) overrid-
ing. Considerations internal to the theory of property itself, to its theory
of acquisition and appropriation, provide the means for handling such
cases, . ..

The fact that someone owns the total supply of something neces-
sary for others to stay alive does not entail that his (or anyone's) appropria-
tion of anything left some people (immediately or later) in a situation
worse than the baseline one. A medical researcher who synthesizes a new
substance that effectively treats a certain disease and who refuses to sell
except on his terms does not worsen the situation of others by depriving
them of whatever he has appropriated. The others easily can possess the

*The situation would be different if his water hole didn't dry up, due to special precaution:
he took to prevent this. Compare our discussion of the case in the text with Hayek, Th
Constitution of Liberty, p. 136; and also with Ronald Hamowy, “Hayek's Concept of Freedom; 2
Critique,” New Individualist Review, April 1961, pp. 28-31.
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same materials he appropriated; the researcher's appropriation or pur-
cl_lase of chemicals didn’t make those chemicals scarce in a way so as to
violate the Lockean proviso. Nor would someone else’s purchasing the toial
supply of the synthesized substance from the meédical researcher. The fact
that the medical researcher uses easily available chemicals to synthesize the
drug no more violates the Lockean proviso than does the fact that the only
surgeon able to perform a particular operation-eats easily obtainable food
in order to stay alive and to have the energy to work. This shows that the
Lockean proviso is not an “end-state principle”; it focuses on a particular
way that appropriative actions affect others, and not on the structure of
the situation that results.

R The theme of someone worsening another’s situation by de-
priving him of something he otherwise would possess may also illuminate
the example of patents. An inventor's patent does not deprive others of an
object v.vhlch would not exist if not for the inventor. Yet patents would
have t'hls effect on others who independently invent the object. Therefore,
these 1pdependent inventors, upon whom the burden of proving indepen-
dent discovery may rest, should not be excluded from utilizing their own
invention as they wish (including seliing it to others). Furthermore, a
known inventor drastically lessens the chances of actual independent inven-
tion. For persons who know of an invention usually will not try to reinvent
it; and the notion of independent discovery here would be murky at best.
Yet we may assume that in the absence of the original invention, sometime
lgter someone else would have come up with it. This suggests placing a
time lirnit on patents, as a rough rule of thumb to approximate how long it
would have taken, in the absence of knowledge of the invention, for inde-
pendent discovery.

I believe that the free operation of a market system will not actu-
ally run afoul of the Lockean proviso. . . . If this is correct, the proviso will
not . .. provide a significant opportunity for future state action. ..

RAWLS’ THEORY

We can bring our discussion of distributive justice into sharper focus by
considering in some detail John Rawls’ recent contribution to the subject. A
Theory of Justice is a powerful, deep, subtle, wide-ranging, systematic work
in political and moral philosophy which has not seen its like since the
writings of John Stuart Mill, if then. It is a fountain of illuminating ideas
integrated together into a lovely whole. Political philosophers must now
work within Rawls' theory or explain why not. ... I permit myself to
concentrate here on disagreements with Rawls only because 1 am confident
that n}y readers will have discovered for themselves its many virtues.

Social Cooperation

I shall begin by considering the role of the principles of justice. Let us
assume, to fix ideas, that a society is a more or less self-sufficient associa-
tion of persons who in their relations to one another recognize certain
rules of conduct as binding and whe for the most part act in accordance
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with them. Suppose turther that these rules specify a system of coopera-
tion designed to advance the good of those taking part in it. Then, al-
though a society is a cooperative venturg for mutual advantage, it is
typically marked by a conflict as well as by an idenuty of interests. There
is an identity of interests since social cooperation makes possible a better
life for all than any would have if each were to live solely by his own
efforis. There is a conflict of interests since persons are not indifferent as
to how the greater benefits produced by their collaboration are distrib-
uted, for in order to pursue their ends they each prefer a larger 1o 2
lesser share, A set of principles is required for choosing among the vari-
ous social arrangements which determine this division of advantages and
for underwriting an agreement on the proper distributive shares. These
principles are the principies of social justice: they provide a way of assign-
ing rights and duties in the basic institutions of society and they define
the appropriate distribution of the benefits and burdens of social coopera-
tion.*

... Why does social cooperation create the problem of distributive
justice? Would there be no problem of justice and no need for a theory ol
justice, if there was no social cooperation at all, if each person got his
share solely by his own efforts? If we suppose, as Rawls seems to, that this
situation does not raise questions of distributive justice, then in virtue of
what facts about social cooperation do these questions of justice emerge:
What is it about social cooperation that gives rise to issues of justice? I
cannot be said that there will be conflicting claims only where there it
social cooperation; that individuals who produce independently and (ini
tially) fend for themselves will not make claims of justice on each other. 1
there were ten Robinson Crusoes, each working alone for two years ot
separate islands, who discovered each other and the facts of their differen
allotments by radio communication via transmitters left twenty years ear
lier, could they not make claims on each other, supposing it were possibl
to transfer goods from one island to the next? Wouldn't the one with leas
make a claim on ground of need, or on the ground that his island wa
naturally poorest, or on the ground that he was naturally least capable o
fending for himself? Mightn't he say that justice demanded he be give:
some more by the others, claiming it unfair that he should receive so muc
less and perhaps be destitute, perhaps starving? He might go on to sa
that the different individual noncooperative shares stem from differenti
natural endowments, which are not deserved, and that the task of justice
to rectify these arbitrary facts and inequities. Rather than its being the cas
that no one will make such ciaims in the situation lacking social cooper:
tion, perhaps the point is that such claims clearly would be without meri
Why would they clearly be without merit? In the social noncooperatio
situation, it might be said, each individual deserves what he gets unaide
by his own efforts; or rather, no one else can make a claim of justice again
this holding. It is pellucidly clear in this situation who is entitled to wha
so no theory of justice is needed. On this view social cooperation intr:
duces a muddying of the waters that makes it unclear or indetermina
who is entitled to what. Rather than saying that no theory of justice appli
to this noncooperative case (wouldn't it be unjust if someone stole a
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6 " CAPITALISM AND FREEDOM
-

_ against which classical Jiheralism _fought. In the very act of
turning the clock back to seventeenth-century mercantifism, he
is fond of castigating rrue t =
The change in the meaning attached to the term liberalism is

more striking in economic matters than in political. The twen-

tieth-c iberal, 1i i tury liberal, fa#ors
parliamentary Mmﬂ&gmm,&u
ights, and s0 o even in political matters, there is a notable
ﬁmﬁ liberty, and hence fearful of centralized
power, whether in governmental or private hands, the nine.

teenth-centitry liberal fava d_palitical d sla .

mitted to action ; nd confident of th Denencence of power Lo S
ong as it is in the hands of a government ostensibly controlled .

¢ twentieth-century liberal favors contralined

QmeL_He_ will resolve any doubt about where power

should be located in favor of the state instead of the city, of the

federal government instead of the state, and of 2 world organiza-
tion instead of a national government, '

Because of the corruption of the term liberalism, the views
that formerly went under that name are now often labeled con-
servatism. But this is not a satisfactory alternative, The nine.

_teenthcentury liberal was a radical, both in the etymological
sense of going to the root of the mattef, and in the political sense
of favoring major changes in socal insttutons. So too must be.

ml—.-wnfg: wish to conserve the state interven.
tions that have interfered so greatly with our freedom, though,
of course, we do wish to conserve those that have promoted ir,
Moreaver, in practice, the term conservatism has come to cover
so wide a range. of views, and views so incompatible with one
another, that we shall no doubt see the growth of hyphenated
designations, such as libertarian-conservative and aristocratic-
censcrvative,

Partly because of my reluctance to surrender the term to pro-
ponents of measures that would destroy liberty, partly because
I cannot find a better alternative, I shall resolve these difficultics
by,_usi ord liberalism in its original sense — as the daoc-
trines pertaining o a free man,

Chapter |
+

The Relation between
Economic Freedom
and Political Freedom

. . e
I'r 1 WiDELY RELTEVED that polirics and cconomics-aze-separa l
. 1 freedom is a politica
dl y unconnected; that individua i .
ﬁd material welfare an eco lem; and th:; >
any kind of politica can b _

ki The chief contemporary mar-

i i this idea is the ad “dcrr? . cialisn
Ilaf;s rt:::r?; \;fno condemn out of ]mn_d the restrictions on 11_1d1v;dé
ual frecdony impased by “totalitarian socialism in Russia, a""th
who are persuaded that it is possible-for a country ttso a;:lgp; t t;
essential features of Russian economic arrangements a msY L g0
cnsure individual freedom through political arrangements.
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thesis of this chapter is that such a view is a delus;

b a0 fndimaie connetion berusecs gegpasaeiison. hat here
only certain combinations of politica] and ec nd politics, that

onomic arrange-

stqcpt.:; are possible, and that in particular, 5 society which is
’i%@—hdmmrauum“%g

Economic arran role

: gements play a dual tole i the romoti
a free Society. On the ope hand, freedom in cconoll)nic ;?::g?:f

m broadly understood, so
2o Ig the second place, eco-
; ndi
acgjgv:gcnt of politica] fn':cdom.spcm;I e means toward the
-2 furst of these roles of economic fr.

f : . cedom needs spec

emphasis because int $ 1n particular have 5 sl:mnéJ cg;::

:logac;ns: regarding this aspect of freedom as important, They tend

: csi contempt for whae they regard as material aspects-Gf

L ¢ and to regard their own pursuit of allege ¥y higher values
S oh a different plape of significance and as desery; i

attention, For most citizens o

the intellectyal, th. direct importance of economi
cast comparable in signifieance to the indirect

£, SPportunity to spend his vacation |
itical vi n Russi i
political views. The one was ostensibly a because of hjs

on freedom and the other a political [;
ess’;ntial‘c!iffcrcncc between thP:tlwt}:? i
' £ th

Erse ongl cprivation may he fe
and its cl(;)sencss Ctlo thc‘ ‘d.cgrlx'vatlon of religious frccdor}a’, whicfxt
regard as “civil” of “political” rather than “eco.

nomic” i i i
» Were dramatized by an episode involving a group of

farmers of the Amish sect. On grounds of principle, this group

Economic Freedom and Political Freedom 9

regarded compulsory federal old age programs as an infringe-
ment of their personal individual frecedom and refused to pay
taxes or accept benefits. As a result, some of their livestock were
sold by auction in order to satisfy claims for social security levies.
True, the number of citizens who regard compulsory old age
insurance as a deprivation of freedom may be few, but the be-
liever in freedom has never counted noses.

A citizen of

is Tikewisc being deprived of
So is the man who would like

to exchange some of his goods with; say, a Swissfor a watch but

1s prevented from doing so by a quota, So also is the Californian
who was thrown into jail For s ing AlKa Seltzer at a price below
that set by the manufacturer under so-called “fair trade” laws.
So also is the farmer who cannot grow the amount of wheat he
wants. And so on. Clearly, economic freedom, in and of itself, is
an extremely important part of total freedom.

Viewed as a2 means to the end of political freedom, economic

arrangements are important because of their effect on the con-
centration or dispersion of power. The kind of ecOROMIc 6t-

ganization_that provides economic Freedom directly, namely,
‘Tompetitive capitghsm, also promotcs political freedon becaiise

it Separates economic power from political power and in this

way enables the one to offset the other,

Historical evidenice speaks with a single voice on the relation
between political freedom and a free market. I-know of no
example in time or place of a socicty that has been marked by a
large measure of political freedom, and that has not also used
something comparable to a free market to organize the bulk of
economic activity.

Because we live in a largely free society, we tend 1o forget how

imited 3 1 he part of the globe for which

i iti edom: the typical
state of mankind is tyranny, servitude, and misery. The nine-
teenth century and early twentieth century in the Western world
stand out as striking exceptions to the general trend of historical
development. Political freedom in this jnstance clearly came
along with the frec market and the development of CE@S(

5‘!/1'}

- o el

states is not free to follow the occupation of his own choosing /¢
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10 CAPITALISM AND FREEDOM
institutions. So also did political freedom in th
! e gold
" Greece and int the carly days of the Roman era, g age of

History suggests Onl!i that capitalism is a necessary condition
for political freedom. Clearly it is not 3 sUHicient condition. Fas-
15t va i in-the

t seve pan hefare World Wars I and II, tzari
R____J.ty_;:au,_la s I and II, tzarist
ussia in the decades]| orld War [ — ieties that
cannot conceiva d.as olitically free. Yet, in cach,
private enterprise was the dominant form of economic ofgan-

Aszatien. It is therefore clear y possible to ¥

rangements that are fundamentally capitalist tical
arrangements that are not free, y cp and political

Even in those socicties, the citizen
A = x ry _had a good deal more

or N

. | ism. Even in Russi
Tzars, it was possible for some citizens, under so?:nl;ngi:rcutllrl:
stances, to chan::ge their jobs without getting permission from
political authority because capitalism and the existence of private
| fg:gc;ty provided some check to the centralized power of the
The relation between political 2nd economic freedom is com-
plex and by no means unilateral. In the early nineteenth century,

Bentham .:md di

Egﬁivcd that the mass
that were being im

: . They
es were being hampered by the restrictions

d upon them _and that if po

n retrospect,.
one cannot say that they were wrong. There was a large meas-

?rc of ptcl:lmc.al reform that was accompanied by economic re-
iorm in the direction of a great deal of laissez faire. An enormous
ncrease in the well-being of the masses followed this change in
economic arrangements.

The triumph of Benthamite liberalism in ni
.1 eralism in nineteenth-century

ction tow.
economic afairs.

This tendency to collec-

Economic Freedom and Political Freedom 1I

came the dominant note in democratic countries. Recognizing
the implicit thie irdivi ism, the intellectual descendants

he imphicit threat i ividuatism,

of the Philosophical Radicals— Dicey, Mises, Hayek, and Si-
mons, to mention only a few — feared that a continued move-
ment toward centralized control of economic activity would
prove The Road to Serfdom, as Hayek entitled his penetrating
analysis of the process. Their emphasis was on cconomic free-
dom as a means toward political freedom.

Events since the end of World War Il display still a different
relation between economic and political freedom. Collectivisi
econpmic planning has indeed interfered with individualfree-

__dom. At [east in some countries, ROWEVer, thie Fesult 11as not been

_the suppressiorrof freedom, but the reversal of economic putiey.
England again provides the most striking example. The turning

point was perhaps the “control of engagements” order which,
0

fripose in order to carry gut its economic policy. Fully enforced
=1id Carried through. the Jaw would have involved centrdlized
M&m@aﬂs—i his conflicted so
.“Sharply with personal liberty that it was enforced in a negligible
number of cases, and then repealed after the law had been in
effect_for only 2 short period. Its repeal ushered in a decided
shift in economic policy, marked by reduced reliance on cen-
tralized “plans” and “programs”, by the di ing of man
controls i cmphasis on the private market. A

similar shift in policy occurred in most other democratic
countries.

The proximate explanation of these shifts in policy is the lim-
ited success of central planning or its outright l!axlurc to achicve
stated—objectives. However, this failure is itself to be attrib-
uted, at least in some measure, to the political implications of
centra i d to an unwillingness to follow out its logic
when doing so requires trampling rough-shod on treasured
private rights. It may well be that the shift is only a temporary
interruption in the collectivist trend of this century. Even so, it
illustrates the close relation between political freedom and eco-
nomic arrangements.

Historical evidence by itself can never be convincing. Perhaps
it was sheer coincidence that the expansion of freedom occurred

o vwvwwww
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at the i : S

inslr:-ihtut?:;z? Wmli; :ﬁotsﬁlﬁ:l:%mmt & capitalist and marker ordination is needed, to take full advantage of the opportunities

logical links between economic ¢ ZCOIFFCUO“ i%f%hg_ offered by modern science and technology, is enormously

M CUSSIT = = a:;nsl:o clruc:lst'&cf:d:xm—k :l 15- greater, tIl_l.itc:ralltgl(1 rtt;li]lior&s ltlaf gcopc;c lare ;nvolvedhu:h p{ov:dxrig

i S arxet as a one ancther wi cir daily bread, let alone with their yearly
gvlr:cc; gﬁf:fﬁ;gfif cdgm, an Ith cn the indirect refation be- automobiles. The challﬂﬂ-g:-{a-thgh@cr in liberty is to recon-

will be an outlin ofgth ﬂlcll zlm po mga} freedom. A by-product cile this widespread interdependence with individual freedom,

. € ideal economic drrangements for a free . undagmentally, there are only twa ways o co-ordinating the

society. co-o1

'Ast{jbcra]s we take freedom of the indiv: cconomic activities of millions, One is central direction involving

farhity, : ate cogm m-ie individual, or perhaps the us ion — the technique of the army and of the mod.

’fmm%]m ern totalitarian state. The Othulﬂlmmm&apﬂanunm-
. - Interrelations ivi — ique of the market place,

among people; it has no [neaning whatsoever to a Robinson Cru. ___T!.l___dmduals fhe technique oo gh voluntary co-opera-

¢ possibility of co-ordination throu

SOt on an isolated js] ithout hj : . '
Crusoe on his islandailzdsé[:?;:;l;zut}m . Fl:day). Robinson tion rests on the elementary — yet frequently denied — proposi-
“power,” and he has only ajlimitco d SEEE:I:,% all::rga; hm‘;“d tion that bath parties to an economic transaction benefit from
: ! atives, but : : 3
ere is no.problcm. of freedom in the sense that is relevant to _;:; oﬁr:;’:;ded the transaciion is bi-laterally voluntary and

our discussion, S;
, Exchange can therefore bring about co-ordination without co-

$av about what an-individual docs_with hi thy

an all-embraci i maior ali)xlx: ?—E&%—%%ﬂm ercion. A working model of 2 society organized through volun-
i P T al 15 to : . 5 .

e g D et Y |y g e gt oy

vidual in a%'ce sociityl-civgﬁ:?lﬁén:hzﬁ éh gsc .3: ha_ccfan indi- In its simplest form, such a_society consists of a number of

There are thug two sets of values thar 4 [; e reedom, independent households —a collection of Robinson Crusoes, as

€ values that are relevant 1o rdado:sl;l:;;j il exlnp ha;'.ze'._ it were, Each household uses the resources it controls to produce
the context in which he assigns first priori gtp t;)p ;i which is goods and services that it exchanges for goods and services pro-
e values that are relevant to the md?vidug ; ° ﬂ]rc om; and duced by other households, on terms mutually acceptable to the
is freedom, which s the realm of ind; 3 Ic t'tJ[rlc.msc of two parties to the bargain. It is thercby enabled to satisfy its
philosophy, vidual cthics and —seants indirectly by producing poods and services Far others, ra-

The libera] i impecfect beings_2] ther directly by producing goods for its own immediate
thE roBlem of social aee T0oTE 350 —Hi¢ regards ~#se-The incentive for adopting this indirect route is, of course,

€ problem of socia] or anization ¢ ; :
lem of preventin “bad§ le f : auye prob- the increased product _mad.:.pnssjblf—b%di’ﬂﬂon-o%amd_spn--
5 People from doing har : . > .
People to do good; and, of course “bad” and i ;lahzamc_tm;,_s.mcc the I_muscl;old always has.thc
people may be ’ and "goo ‘alternative of producing directly for itself, it need not enter into
th

¢ sameé people, de i I : i !
em. PEO'S, depending on who is Judging any exchange unless it benefits from it, Hence, no exchange will
b o o g | e b ot
ctivities . .
relatively backward socigticsa f%;tnuf':nbcic-{s’ of people. Even in Specialization of Fanction and division_of labor would not go
specialization of function is ;'c _Cﬂfil"c wviston of !abor and far if-the tltimate productive unit were the household. In a
available resoyrces, In advance dq:ul'f: to make effective use of “modenT society, we have gone much farther. We have intro-
. ocicties, the scale on which co- duced enterprises which are intermediaries between individuals
o

2000000000 OOOOGOOGAMANIARARAS

-

f



X X A A A R A R A A A A A A & A . &)

R

i:.lscly t(liucsc questions, The basic requisite s the maintenance of
aw and order to prevent phyzical coercion o one Individaal by
other and to enforce contracts voluntar y entered into

. AbE

14
in their capacities as suppliers
similarly, specialization of funct; ivisi
. on and division of
lbabor COElId Dot go very far if we had to continue to rely on the
Darter of product for product. In consequence, money has been
Etroduc_ed as a_means of facilitating exchange, ¥idof erablin
¢ acts of { ale to be separated into two ] s
espite the important role of enterprises and of money in our

chatih economy, and despite the numerous and complex prob-
o}n:\sch itt.-:z;'.l'zuse, the central cl;aracterisl;ic of the market technique’
k mg_coeordmatmn.ls fu].ly displayed in the simple ex-

- hange economy that containg neither enterprises nor money. As

: 2 Lo-0perationis-strictly individual and vol.
uqrg:;yt provided: (a) that enterprises are private, so that the
u atc contracting parties are individuals and (4) that indi-

to enter or not to enter into any par-

CAPITALISM AND FREEDOM

[

txcul-fu- exchange, 5o that every tr ction 1s strictly voly 2ty
_ It is far casier to state these provisos in general t :

r . _ erms than to
spell them out in detail, or to specify precisely the institutional
arrangements most conducive to their maintenance, Indeed
much of technical economic Jiterature i concerned with prc-’

, thus

difficult problems arise from -t\wlr;;ig.}clﬂ'::gisbitsecrgczf

tive freedom by denying individuals alternatives to the particu-

ar exchange—and from “neighborhood effects”
r nge—and ects” —eff
third parties Emmmamrge or rcco:rf tsa.:nosn
‘ These problerns f i 33 _LEC
following chapter. ' e

So long as effective freedom of exchange is maintained, th
central feature of the market organization of economic activ ;
is that it prevents one person from interfering with another o
respect of most of his activities, The consumer is protected fro::'xl

e to “private”. Aside From

" _coercion by the seller because of the presenceofotier sellers with
whom he can deal. The seller i3 protectedfrom coercion by the

consumer because of ¢r const

em f ¥

ners o whom he can sell. The

CMpIGyer because of

£

2
.
W
"
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other employers for whom he can work, and so on. And the
1 Gcs this impersonally and - without centralized
authority.

Indeed, a major source of objection to a free economy is pre-
cisely that it does this task so well. It gi eople what they
want instead of what a particular group thinks they ought to
want. Underlying most arguments against the free market is a
lac f § itself.

The existence of a free market does not of course eliminate
the need for government. On the contrary, governmgnt is essen-

%Wm@mm&hu
¢ market does is to reduce greatly the range of issues that must
bédecided through political mcans,and thezeby-to-minimize the
extent t 1 ici i in_the,
“game, The characteristic feature of action through political
channels is that it tends to require or enforce substantial con-
formity. The great advantage of the market, on the other hand,
is that it permits wide diversity. It is, in political terms, a system
of proportional representation. Each man can vote, as it were,
for the color of tie he wants and get it; he does not have to see
what color the majority wants and then, if he is in the minority,
submit.

It is this feature of the market that we refer to when we say
that the market provides cconomic freedom. But this character-
istic also has implications that go far beyond the narrowly eco-

nomi i means the absence of coercion of
~m2n by his fellow men The fundamental threat to freedom is

power to coerce, be it in the hands of a monarch, a dictator, an
oligarchy, or a momentary majority. The preservation of free-
dom requires the elimination of such concentration of power to
the fullest possible extent and the dispersal and distribution of
whatever power cannot be eliminated — a system of checks and

balances. ing the organization of economic_activi
g _the orga

from_the control of political authority, the market eiiminates.
this source of coercive power. It enables economic strength to be~,

rmini i of the pame” and

v L) 3
a check to political power rather than a reinforcement. N

-~ Economic power can be widely dispersed.{There 1§ o law of
conservation which forces the growth of new centers of eco-

PO veowvwow
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¢ ag t] €re seciis to
_ e a fixed total ?f political power to be distrib-
- —lited, Consequently™ i cconomic power is joined to political
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nomic strength to be at the expense of existing centers. Political
Ppower, on the other hand_ ; dec ize " There™
sumerous small independent governments, But it is far
more difficule to maintain numerous equipotent small centers of
political power in a single large government than it is to have
Dumerous centers of economic strength in.a single large econ-
omy. T} millionaires ‘in one large ecop, omy.

government gains power, it is

goh:icrz concentration seems almost inevitable. On the other

hand, if eparate hands from olitical

power, it can s e as a check and a counter 1o political power.,
The force of this abstract argum

One feature of 3 free socicety is surely the freedom of individu.
als to advocate and bropagandize openly for a radica] change in

t0 persuasion and does not include force or other forms of coer.
itical freedom of a capiralist society

that FHW penly advocate and work for soeialismm: Equall.
olitical freedom 3 cialist society wou require that men be
M
&%

: nder the direct control of

( ! s. It would take an act of 5o enial whose
difficulty is undcr'lmcd by experience in the United States after
World War IT with the problem of “security” among Federal

4 socialist sgciety?
In cjvpcatc anything, they must in the first
-—the'fr?ble-ce-eam.e.[.,.wlg 1s aiready raises @ problem in- -
a socialist society, smcL‘ﬂUO_bm_kr_r_
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employees, for a socialist government to permit its employees to
advocate policies directly contrary to official doctrine.
But let us suppose this act of self-denial to be achieved. For

advocacy of capitalism to meap anything, the propanenr§TTist
able to finance their cause —to hold public meetings, publish

pamphlcts, buy radio time, issue newspapers and magazines, and
so on. How could they raise the funds? There might and roba-
w . N . = - ey

bl
perhaps even large capital sums ip the form of government
bonds and the like, but ﬂlﬂSMJld.ﬂLnuusity_b_g_hjgl_]_@r[ggc

officials. It is possible to conceive of a minor socialist officia _;;17

~tEining his jobatfiough o ing capitalism. It strains
credulity to imagine the socialist top brass financing such “sub-
versive” activities.

The only recourse for f raise small amounts
frofTTiarge number of minor offici is is no real answer.

10 1ap These sources, many people would already have to be
pmmmL i initiate and finance
a camp d

a1gn to do so. Radical movements in capitalist societ;

ave_never been ninanced this way. They have typically been
supported by a few wealthy individuals wiio have becoime per-
suaded — Dy a Frederick Vanderbilt

teld, or an Anita McCor-
mick Blaine, or a Corliss Lamont, to mention a few names
recently prominent, or by a Friedrich Engels, to go farther back.
This is a role of inequality of wealth in preserving political
freedom that is seldom noted — )
itali fety-itd ecessary to convin

Ithy people to get fu ver str
S0 there ars. ey b pormans ] i of
support, And, indeed, it is not even necessary to persuade people
or financial institutions with available funds of the soundness
of the ideas to be propagated. It i Decessary t
the T 1 1; that the
newspaper or magazine or book or other venture will be profit-
able. The competitive publisher, for example, cannot afford to
publish only writing with which he personally agrees; his touch-
stone must be the likelihood that the market will be large
enough to yield a satisfactory return on his investment.
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less, much less subsidized_ Tt 1s entirely appropriate that men
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. In this way, the market breaks the vicious circle and makes
it possible ultimately to finance such ventures by small amounts
from many people without first persuading them. There are no
such possibilities in the socialist society; there is only the all-
powerful state,

Let ch our imagination and suppose that a socialist gov-

ernment is aware of this problem and’is composed of people
5 10 preserve freedom. Could it i ndsr Per-
_haps, but it is FiHTHIT to see 10w, It could establish a bureay for

aganda. But how could it choose”

{2 subversive pio
om to support? If it gave to all who asked, it would shortly

- find itself out of funds, for socialism cannot repeal the ele-

mentary economic law that a sufficiently high price will call
forth a large supply. Make the advocacy of radical causes suffi-
ciently remunerative, and the supply of advocates will be un.
limited.

Moreover, freedom to advocate unpopular causes does not

require that such advocacy be without cost. On the con
society could be stable if advocacy of radi ¥ trary,ogtoT

make sacrifices to advocate causes in which they deeply believe.
eed, it is important to preserve freedom only for people who
are wil enigl, for o 1

,:Efaicﬂﬂmmpdmmﬁhility. What is essential is that
e cost of adva unpopular causes be tol

cating unpop erable and not
prohtbitive, '

ut we are not yet through. In a free market society, it is
enough to have the funds. The suppliers of paper are as willing
to sell it to the Daily Worker as to the Wall Street Journal. In a
socialist society, it would not be enough to have the funds. The
italism would have to persifade a.

government factory making_wsel to him, the govern-
ment printing press to print his pamphlets, a government post
office to distribute them among the people, a government agency

to rent him a hall in which to talk, and so on.

Perhaps there is some way in which one could overcome these
diffculties and preserve freedom in a socialist society. One can-
not say it is utterly impossible. What is clear, however, is that
there are very real difficulties in establishing institutions that

Economic Freedom and Political Freedom 19

W_E_’caiLdLgmLm:_pmﬁhﬂiqLaLdisscnt. So far as |
ow, none of the people who have been in favor of socialism
and also in favor’of freedom have really faced up to this issue,
or made even a respectable start at developing the institutional
arrangements that would permit freedom under socialism. By
contrast, it is clear how 2 free marker capitalist socicty fosters _
freedom. ’
+—2striking practical example of thesc abstract principles is the
experience of Winston Churchill, From 1933 to the outbreak of
World War II, Churchill was not permitted to talk over the
British radio, which was, of course, a government monopoly ad-
ministered by the British Broadeasting Corporation. Here was
a leading citizen of his country, a Member of Parliament, a
former cabinet minister, a man who was desperately trying by
every device possible to persuade his countrymen to take steps to
ward off the menace of Hitler's Germany. He was not permitted
to talk over the radio to the British people because the BBC was a
government monopoly and his position was too “controversial”.

Another striking example, reported in the January 26, 1959
issue of Time, has to do with the “Blacklist Fadeout™, Says the
Time story,

The Oscar-awarding ritual is Hollywood's biggest pitch for dig-
nity, but two years ago dignity suffered. When one Robert Rich
was announced as top writer for the The Brave One, he never
stepped forward. Robert Rich was a pseudonym, masking one of
about 150 writers . . . blacklisted by the industry since 1947 as
suspected Communists or fellow travelers. The case was particularly
embarrassing because the Motion Picture Academy had barred any
Communist or Fifth Amendment pleader from Oscar competition.
Last week both the Communist rule and the mystery of Rich’s
identity were suddenly rescripted.

Rich turned out to be Dalton (Johnny Gor His Gun) Trumbo,
ane of the original “Hollywood Ten” writers who refused to testify
at the 1947 hearings on Communism in the movie industry. Said
producer Frank King, who had stoutly insisted that Robert Rich
was “a young guy in Spain with a beard": “We have an obliga-
tion to our stockholders to buy the best script we can. Trumbo
brought us The Brave One and we boughe it”, . . .

In effect it was the formal end of the Hollywood black list. For
barred writers, the informal end came long ago. At least 15% of cur-

) .ﬂ“ '-J _.i? ..‘_.J -\...J N-r} "J
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in 2 free society it is intolerable for )
Joluntary arrangements with others that are muty.
ally attractive becanise he helieves I or s irying to promote cormi-
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rent Hollywood films are reportedly written by blacklist members,
Said Producer King, “There are more ghosts in Hollywood than in
Forest Lawn, Every compagy in town has used the work of biack.
listed people. We're just the first to confirm what everybody

knows.”

One may believe, as I do, that communism wauld destroy all
of our freedoms, ane may be opposed to it as firmly and as
strongly as possible, and yet, at the same time, also believe that -

ccaom to promofc&om[_m_l-

€edom includes

~lusm. Freedom also, of course, includes the freed of°
others not to with him under those circumstances. The
ollyw aciclist was estroys freedom be-"

TTCanse it was a collusive arrangement

tused coercive

prevent voluntary exchanges. It didn’t work precisely because
; Iharket made 1t costly Yor people t6 preserve the blackTist;
€ commercial emphasis, the fact that people Who are running

Cmm&vc to make as much money as they

can, p m of the individuals w ere black-

listed by providing them with an alternative form o employ-

ment, and by giving people an incentive to employ them.

If Hollywood and the movie industry had been government
enterprises or if in England it had been 2 question of employ-
ment by the British Broadcasting Corporation it is difficult to
believe that the ollywood Ten” or their equivalent would
have found employment, Equally, it is difficult to believe that
under Ehosc drcumstances, strong proponents of individualism
and private enterprise— or indeed strong proponents of any
view other than the status quo—would be able to get em-
ployment. .

Another le of the market in preseryj g politi-
mmmﬁnmm
fmmmd the
merits of the charges made, what protection did individuals, and
In particular government employees, have against irresponsible
accusations and probings into matters that it went against their
conscience to reveal? Their to the Fift dment
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would have been a hollow moc i tive to
Gﬂmm_———’hmmm ployment.

eir fundamental protection was the existence of a private-
market economy in which they could carn a living. Here again,

the protection was not absolute. Many potential private em.

It may well be that there was far less justification for the costs

imposed on many of the people involved than for the costs gen-
erally imposed on people who advocate unpopular causes. But
the important point is that the costs were limited and not pro-
ibiti they would Kave been government employment

had been the only possibility.

It is of interest to note that a disproportionately large fraction_

of the people involved apparently went ; -
where the market approaches most closely the ideal free market.

9 one who buys bread knoWs whether the wheat from which
it is made was grown by a Communist or 2 Republican, by a con-
stitutionalist or a Fascist, or, for that matter, by a Negro or a
white, This illustrates how an ket separates eco-
nomi ivities from_political views and protects men from
being discriminated against in their economic activities for rea-
sons that are irrelevant to their productivity — shether these
reasons are associated with their views or their color,

As this example suggests, the groups in our society that have
the most at stake in the preservation and strengthening of com-

petitive capitalism are those M_g%:wicb_gmgst
i ject of the distrust and enmity of the majgr-

ity —the Negroes, the Jews, dxc.forcign-born, to mcntion. only
¢ most_obvious. Yet;

) .
s g . -t
€ ITée marxet—the Sa stﬁ—liavc BCCU

Wspmpartionatc mcasure from these groups. In
recognizing that the existen e it otected
them from the attitudes of their fellow countrymen, they mis-

takenly attribute the residual discrimination to the marker—
—— el
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The Market as Prison
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The Market As Prison

CHARLES E. LINDBLOM

Supposa— just to limber up our minds—that we faced the fanciful
task of designing a political system or a political/economic system
that would be highly resistant to change. How to do itt One way
that can be imagined —but only imagined —is to design institutions
of such excellence as would satisfy us without further amendment
and would do so under all possible circumstances in a rapidly chang-
ing world. To identify such a possibility is to discard it as hopelessly
visionary. Another possibility might be somehow to place all power
in the hands of a despot or oligarch, who would thereafter deny
citizens any capacity for changing the system. But doing so would
of course enable the elites to change the system, and we know that

_ some elites are more eager for change than some masses.

Another possibility is simple and fiendishly clever. Itis to design
institutions so that any attempt to alter them automatically triggers
punishment. By “automatic” I mean that the punishment follows
from the very act intended to change the system. Punishment does
not wait for anyone’s deliberation on whether the change is accep-
table or not. Such a change-repressing system would be sll the
more effective if the punishments were strong; if they took the form
of over-responses, like the tantrums of a spoiled child raging at even
mild attempts at parental control.

How fanciful is that possibility? It isnot at all clear how such a
simple concept could be made effective in actual practice. Con-
sider some of our institutions. There seems to be no way to make
such a mechanism work in the case of schools. We are indeed
sometimes punished in our attempts to improve them in that the at-
tempts sometimes fail and make the situation worse. But that is not

* An Informal talk, reconstructed by Lindblom from his outline and notes, given at
each of four regional political science associntion annual mectings.
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a built-in feature of the school system or of our attempts to improve
it. There may be no way, even if we sought one, to build in an
automatic punishing recoil. The same seems to be true for labor
unions. Unions possess a capacity for retaliatory punishment
through strikes, butitisa weapon they must use sparingly. And it is
8 weapon rarely used to punish attempts of society to change the in-
stitutional role of unions but is instead largely an adjunct to bargain-
ing over terms of employment for members. There appears to be no
easily perceived possibility for automatically punishing ourselves
every time we try to legislate on unions.

If we go down the line of social institutions, the possibilities for
repressing change through an automatic punishing recoil appear to
be either nonexistent or impassible to imagine. For the church, the
family, or the various institutions of government, for example, un-
punished change continues in fact from year to year even if, again,
We may sometimes construe a failure in reform as a punishment, No
method for guaranteeing automatic punishment is in evidence.

en. we come, however, to that cluster of institutions called
business, business enterprise, or the market, just such a mechanism
is in fact already operating. Many kinds of market reform
automatically trigger punishments in the form of unemployment or
a sluggish economy. Do we want businesses to carry a larger share
of the-nation’s tax burden? We must fear that such a reform will
discourage business investment and curtail employment. Do we
want business enterprises to reduce industrial pollution of air and
water? Again we must bear the consequences of the costs to them of
their doing so and the resultant declines in investment and employ-
ment. Would we like to consider even more fundamental changes
in business and market—worker participation in management, for
example, or public scrutiny of corporate decisions? We can hardly
imagine putting such proposals as those on the legislative agenda so
disturbing would they be to business morale and incentive,

In the town in which I live, a chemical plant discharges some-
thing into the atmosphere that carries both a bad odor and irritants
to the eyes. Town and state governments are both reluctant to put
an end to the problem for fear that the Plant will find it advan-
tageous to move to a new location in another state, Nationally, we
have recently seen that a re-invigorated Federal Trade Commission
has been crippled by new restrictive legislation and presidential in-
structions for fear that-effective regulation of monopoly by the Com-
mission will undercut business incentives to invest and provide jobs.
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All this is familiar, One line of reform after another is blocked by
prospective punishment. An enormous variety of reforms do in fact
undercut business expectations of profitability and do therefore
reduce employment. Higher business taxes reduce profitability.
Bearing the costs of poliution control reduces profitability. Build-
ing safer automobilites reduces profitability. Countless reforms
therefore are followed immediately —swiftly — by the punishment of
unemployment.

Change is repressed, not whoily stopped. Businessmen some-
times learn to live with reforms. Sometimes also we escape the
punishment because we attach to the reforms new offsetting benefits
to business to keep up their incentives to provide jobs. Toagrowing
number of environmental controls over business we attach new tax
benefits or, as in the case of Chrysler, new loan guarantees. But the
conflict between reform and its adverse effects on business that
punish us through unemployment is a Jong standing and real repres-
sant of change. As for the ubiquity of punishment, its swiftness and
severity, there is nothing like it elsewhere in the social system. No-
where else is there so effective a set of automatic punishments
established as a barrier to social change.

Business people often exaggerate the conflict. Chrysler, for ex-
ample, argued that its financial difficulties, for which it sought
relief from government, were largely caused by environmental regu-
lations, which is almost certainly not the case. And business people
often predict dire consequences from regulations that they know
they can accept if they must. Nevertheless, change in business and
market institutions is drastically repressed by the frequency with
which change will in actual fact produce unemployment. Thisisa
familiar phenomenon as old as markets themselves.

Punishment is not dependent on conspiracy or intention to
punish. If, anticipating new regulations, a businessman decides not
to go through with a planned output expansion, he has in effect
punished us without the intention of doing so. Simply minding
one's own business is the formula for an extraordinary system for
repressing change.

The mechanism that accounts for this extraordinary state of af-
fairs is the same one that I referred to in Politics and Markets' to ex-
plain the related phenomenon of the privileged position of business
in the political system of all market oriented societies. In all market

1 New York: Basic Books, 1977,
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oriented societies, the great organizing and coordinating tasks are
placed in the hands of two groups of responsible persons, fune-
tionaries, or leaders, One group consists of government officials at
sufficiently high levels. The other group consists of business people.
The tasks assigned to business people are of no less importance than
those assigned to government officials, To business people is
assigned the organizing of the nation’s work force, and that task in
itself is perhaps the largest and most basic specific problem in social
organization faced by any society. Businessmen direct capital ac-
cumulation, income distribution, and resource conservation, as well
as discharge more particular tasks such as organizing the production
of steel, bicycles, armaments, pots and pans, and housing. Busi-
nessmen also undertake specific coordinating tasks as, for example,
the bringing of farm products to urban consumers.

The defining difference between a government official and a
business entrepreneur is not that one discharges important funections
and the other only secondary functions, for both perform major and
essential services for society. The difference is that one is directed
and controlled- through a system of commands while the other is
directed and controlled by a system of inducements. Why societies
use both systems of direction and control is a long story that we shall
not undertake. But a market society is one that makes heavy use of
an inducements system for directing and controlling many of its ma-
jor leaders. Market systems are inducement systems. Put out of
your minds the question of whether or not societies ought to use in-
ducement systems for controlling and directing top leadership. The
fact is that some do, and that {s what market systems are.

Playing their roles in a command system, government officials can
be commanded to perform their functions. Playing their roles in an
inducement system, business people cannot be commanded but must
be induced. Thus inducement becomes the nub of the automatic
punishment system. Any change in their position that they do not
like is a disincentive, an anti-inducement, leading them not to per-
form their function or to perform it with less vigor. Any change or
reform they do not like brings to afl of us the punishment of
unemployment or a sluggish economy.

Again, the system works that way not because business peaple
conspire or plan to punish us, but simply because many kinds of in-
stitutional changes are of a character they do not like and conse-
quently reduce the inducements we count on to motivate them to
provide jobs and perform their other functions.
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The result is that across the entire array of institutional changes
that businessmen themselves do not like, an automatic punishing
recoil works to repress change. In that broad category, change—
and often even the suggestion of change —adversely affects perfor-
mance, hence adversely affects employment. Anticipations of
change are enough to trigger unemployment.

Children may sulk when they do not like the way they are being
treated. Professors may grumble. Workers may slow their work.
But their responses differ from the responses of dissatisfied
businessmen in a critical way. The dissatisfactions of these other
groups do not result in disincentives and reduced performance that
impose a broad, severe and obvious penalty throughout the society,
which is what unemployment does. A generalized gradual
slowdown of workers, if it were to occur, would ordinarily be
neither measurable nor observable. Any general business slowdawn
is measurable and hurtful in jobs lost, and almost everyone is aware
of it. A specific localized work slowdown or stoppage —say, a deci-
sion of trainmen to work by the rule-book so assiduously as to
paralyze rail traffic —can be a felt injury to millions of people. But
it is a tactic that can only now and then be mobilized. Instead, the
penalty of unemployment is visited on us by business disincentives in
any situation in which business people see themselves adversely af-
fected, because business people are major organizers and coor-
dinators.

Business people do not have to debate whether or not to impase
the penalty. They need do no more— as I said before — than tend to
their own businesses, which means that, without thought of effec-
ting a punishment on us, they restrict investment and jobs simply in
the course of being prudent managers of their enterprises.

Do I need to point out how broadly business disincentives injure a
population? The unemployed suffer —that is obvious. So also do
young prospective entrants into the labor force, who find that they
cannot obtain jobs when business is slack. So also do businessmen
themselves, large and small, as production is reduced. So also do
stockholders, whose earnings decline. So also do farmers— busi-
nessmen themselves —who find markets for their outputs depressed.

What about government officials? It is critical to the efficacy of
automatic punishment that it be visited on them. For it is they who
immediately or proximately decide to persist in policy changes or to
withdraw from such initiatives. The penalty visited on them by
business disincentives caused by proposed policies is that deelining
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business activity is a threat to the party and the officials in power.
When a decline in prosperity and employment is brought about by
decisions of corporate and other business executives, it is not they
but government officials who consequently are retired from their of-
fices.

That result, then, is why the market might be characterized as a
prison. For a broad category of political/economic affairs, it im-
prisons policy making, and imprisons our attempts to improve our
institutions. It greatly cripples our attempts to improve the social
world because it afflicts us with sluggish economie performance and
unemployment simply because we begin to debate or undertake
reform.

In his Great Transformation, Karl Polanyi makes the point that
early English experience with policy designed to soften the harshness
of the market system in 18th century England demonstrated how
easily regulation of the market could derange the economy. But he
did not go so far as to argue that market systems imprison or cripple
the policy-making process and indeed thought that more intelligent
policy making could succeed where earlier attempts failed. I am
arguing that the crippling of policy making in a market society may
be more serious than he thought.

You may be tempted to believe that the real obstacle to sacial
change is — as we often carelessly assert — a kind of social inertia or a
tendency of societies to remain as they are. But it is not at all clear
that inertia of that kind exists in the social world. Many people con-
stantly try to change the social world. An explanation of their
failure more plausible than that of inertia is to be found in the great
number of other people who are vigorously trying to frustrate social
change. My analysis points to a social mechanism that frustrates it.
It is a highly selective mechanism, you should note, that permits
change of some kinds and imposes powerful obstacles to other kinds.

Clearly, if we look at different areas of social life, ease of change
varies greatly from area to area. In recent years we have seen large
changes in sexual mores, for example, as well, of course, as multiple
changes pressed on us by technological development. In
political/economic life, society all over the world has gone through
or is now going through one of the world’s greatest social revolu-
tions— the organization of almost every form of social cooperation
through formal organization, especially bureaucratic organization.
The bureaucratic revolution is enough to testify to the capacity of

saciety for political and economic change. It is all the more im-
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pressive that there exists a mechanism of automatic punishing recoil
that successfully retards or represses change in other aspects of
political and economie life.

In just what aspects of political/economic life that mechanism
operates I have not yet said, except to note that the included aspects
are &ll those in which businessmen—or any large or eritical number
of them ~see change as hurtful to their own prospects. You can fill
in what those aspects are. They include institutions and policies
that protect the decision-making authority of businessmen in their
own businesses, and the customary prerogatives of management, in-
cluding rights to self recruitment into corporate elites. They in-
clude policies that maintain the existing distribution of income and
wealth, along with institutions and policies that hold the labor
movement in check. The efficacy of the recoil mechanism is
evidenced by the continuing historical failure of equalitarian aspira-
tions to achieve a significant change in the distribution of wealth
and income among social strata, and by the continuing autonomy of
corporate management in a world in which increasing numbers of
thoughtful people are arguing, on environmental and other
grounds, that no group of leaders can be allowed to exercise so
autonomous a control over our lives. A new study of corporate
power by Herman opens our eyes to the extent in which business
autonomy has been sustained despite decades of apparent growth in
the regulation of it.®

It is also the case that in so far as policy has successfully pushed
into areas of which business people disapprove, it has often had to be
offset by new benefits or supports to business. When that happens,
policy is imprisoned not in the sense that it cannot break out of its
confinement but in the sense that to release it we must pay ransom,
Where there are prisons, however, there are also jailbreaks. Again,
therefore, I do not argue that the market is escape-proof.

The imprisoning of institutions and policy making in market-
oriented society is, I think, ordinarily brushed aside as an embar-
rassing feature of ostensibly democratic systems. We are not com-
fortable in acknowledging that popular control is crippled in these
systems by an automatic punishing recoil. In the U.S. today,
however, in the Reagan administration we now hear remarkably
candid acknowledgements that we must learn to be happy in our

*Edward S, Herman, Corporate Control, Corporate Power (New York: Cam.
bridge University Press, 1981).
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prison. The new administration tells us boldly and badly that we
cannot have growth, cannot have price stability, and cannot have
full employment unless we stop undermining business incentives.
Hence, they have told us that we cannot have an effective Federal
Trade Commission, its recent energy having harmed business,. Nor
can we persist in recent programs of automobile safety, which must
now be relaxed. Nor can we protect the landscape against strip
mines. One after another of our recent reforms are being curtailed
so far as the administration can achieve the result, on the grounds
that our economic system — the market system — does not allow such
reforms if we are to énjoy prosperity. We cannot even hold to a
policy of human rights abroad. As David Rockefeiler early an-
nounced and members of the Reagan administration have repeated
since, our policy of protecting human rights abroad has to be subor-
dinated to our needs for foreign markets, with which it has been'an
interference.

The Reagan administration is trylng to make the automatic recoil
mechanism even more obstructive to social change than it need be.
But 1 credit the administration with understanding that such a
mechanism exists in any market system. They are right in ap-
preciating that policy making is imprisoned, even without their ef-
forts to build the walls higher.

Finally, take note that my argument is that policy is imprisoned in
market oriented systems, which is a broader generalization than if I
had said that it is imprisoned in private enterprise systems. The
feature of market systems that is at the core of the recoil mechanism
is the inducement system that we use to motivate one great category
of organizers and coordinators to do their work. If we were to
operate a market system composed exclusively of government owned
and operated market enterprises, the recoil mechanism would still
operate. The inducements necessary to get the required perfor-
mance out of public managers might be fewer or less; hence the
problem of automatic punishing recoil might be reduced. But it
would not be eliminated unless we abandoned the inducement
system in favor of a command system, thus removing the socialized
enterprise from a market system of inducements.

One of the causes, I believe, of Soviet abandonment of their at-
tempts in the 1960s to introduce more market elements into the
Soviet economy is that their earliest moves were abruptly perceived
as requiring top political leadership to sit on its hands, that is, not to
interfere with market stimulated managerial decisions. At least
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dimly, they perceived that the growth of the market implied con-
strictions on their own ability to make policy. They, top Soviet
authorities, would be imprisoned by their commitment to the
market.

Some of you will hear my remarks today as constituting an argu-
ment for getting rid of the market system so that policy can escape
from its prison. But that would be putting words in my mouth. 1
do believe that the fact that the market system imprisons policy
through an automatic punishing recoil is a serious disadvantage of
market systems. I would not want to deprecate, minimize or
obscure that inference. We pay a big price for the use of a market
system. But whether the market ought to be maintained or aban-
doned calls for a weighing of its advantages and disadvantages. And
that task I am not undertaking today.

In any case, the relation between democracy and market is more
complex than we hear it to be from classical liberals like Hayek and
Friedman. No democratic nation state has ever arisen anywhere in
the world except in conjunction with a market system —surely a
historical fact of enormous importance. But, according to my argu-
ment today, no market society can achieve a fully developed
democracy because the market imprisons the policy-making process.
We may be caught in a vise. For minimal democracy, we require a

_market system. For fuller democracy, we require its elimination,

But its elimination might pose more obstacles to a fuller democracy
than does its continuing imprisoning of policy meking. It may
therefore be that a fuller democracy is never to be ours.  Or, if it can
be achieved, it will come only when we discover how to provide,
without a market system, those minimal supports for democracy
which, so far in history, only market systems have provided. Our
dilemma or difficulties are extraordinary —and are not clarified for
us by the current state either of market theory or democratic theory.

For Americans and many Western Europeans the market is a
prison in another sense as well. Both as an institution and as an in-
tellectual concept, it seems to have imprisoned our thinking about
politics and economics.

For me, an early and memorable demonstration of imprisoned
thought was many of the reviews of Unions and Capitalism, a book
based on my doctoral dissertation and published in 1949. InitThad

" argued that certain incompatibilities between two major institutions
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of our society —collective bargaining, on one hand, and the market
system, on the other — would in the future produce serious problems,
including simultaneous unemployment and inflation. Not knowing
what to do about the problem, I simply offered a diagnosis without
a remedial prescription, naively assuming that the diagnosis implied
that something had to give either on the side of collective bargaining
or on the side of the market system. Almost all reviewers, however,
simply took it for granted that my purpose was to make a case
against collective bargaining or a case for its restriction. At least
conventional academic reviewers seemed unable to contemplate the
possibility that a conflict between two institutions raised questions
about both of them and, a priori, no more about the one than the
other.

Having been sensitized by that early experience, I have noted ever
since that the standard formulation of one of our economic problems
is that union pressure on wages causes inflation or restriction of job
opportunities in the immediately affected industrial firm. Given a
market system, that is probably true. But let me suggest the other
possible formulation: given the inevitable and understandable desire
of workers to increase their share of national income, a market
system will produce inflation or unemployment. The second prop-
osition is no less true than the first. The limited capacity of our
thinking is revealed in our commitment in habit of mind to the first
proposition to the neglect of the second. We have come to.think not
of human need and aspiration but of the market system as the fixed
element in the light of which we think about policy. We find it dif-
ficult to think of the market as the variable.

Much of our thinking in other policy areas is similarly imprisoned,
as, for example, our thinking on environmental protection. That
policy made in Congress and in the White House sacrifices en-
vironmental protection to the needs of market enterprises is one
thing.. That those academics and other scholars, analysts, and
critics who are trying to think constructively about the options open
to us often themselves cannot see the market as a variable but treat it
as the fixed element around which policy must be fashioned is
another thing. The latter is what I mean by imprisoned thought.

A more striking example is the state of thinking about television.
One of the great shapers of contemporary culture and politics is
commercial broadcasting, especially television. You have ]l heard
what once would have been thought of as astonishing figures on the
number of hours adults and children spend watching and hearing
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what commercial advertizers and their clients decide we will see and
hear. That in the United States we have permitted or chosen a
broadcasting system that confers such authority on people whose
motives are to sell something to us; that we accept frequent urgent
interruptions in almost all programs so that we can be exhorted to
buy; that we must also hear a steady diet of praise for the corporate
institutions that exhort us to buy; that we grant without charge
broadeasting rights to those fortunate enough to gain the enor-
mously profitable broadcast licenses; and that we do not even ask in
exchange for significant use of broadcast time for educational pur-
poses—all these features of American broadcasting are as plausible
evidences of insanity as they are of intelligence in public policy.

For wealthy society that can afford any of a variety of superior
systems—and for a society that in any case pays all the costs of the
present system —one might think that political scientists and other
analysts would attend to the merits and demerits of commercial
broadeasting, that so critical a shaper of politics and culture would
be on the agenda for spirited debate. It is not. Our thought is
imprisoned. We cannot venture intellectually —a few exceptions
aside—beyond what seems normal and natural. We uncritically
accept what the market provides. For American social science it is
a scandal that it remains silent on so great an issue. And—to make
the point precisely —it is not that commercial television is unaccep-
table. That is not the point. The point is that whether it is or not is
a great issue on which we are incapable of thought, so imprisoned
are our minds.

You will note that I am saying— and here I make it explicit— that
the prison is strong enough to incarcerate not only popular thought
but professional thinking in the social sciences. Further evidence
lies in the controversy over pluralism in the last fifteen or so years.
Dominant pluralist thought in American political science describes
all policy-making as a result of vectors, each vector often con-
sisting of the influence of some group. All groups who wish to be
admitted are, according to pluralist thought, admitted to the proc-
ess. The attack on pluralist thought that eventually emerged
argued —successfully, I think— that in some policy areas or for cer-
tain kinds of policy issues the pluralist competition of groups did not
work and that class influences, traditional biases in the political
culture, or processes called “mabilization of bias” made certain
policy positions dominant and others impossible to advance. Buton
the whole these critics missed the phenomenon I am describing— the
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extent to which policy making has to be and is constrained by the
peculiar characteristics of an inducement system in a market system.
Pluralism at most operates only in an unimprisoned zone of policy
making, Hence the continuing debate on pluralism, although it has
greatly improved our understanding of politics, is still significantly
constrained or imprisoned.

Even today interest-group theory for the most part treats business
interests as symmetrical with labor and other interests bearing on
policy-making. It has not yet generally recognized that business in-
terests occupy a special place in imprisoned policy making.

More indirectly the market has taken hold of our thinking in social
science in ways that cripple us, though a more complete account of
what has happened to us would have to acknowledge the influence
of professional economics as itself a major influence. For example,
in regarding the market system as a piece of social machinery for
organizing the nation's resources in response to individual wants ex-
pressed through purchases, economists have drifted into an ethics of
preference. 1In so far as possible, all ethical issues are settled by
reference to individual preferences taken as given. Isx good oris x
bad? All depends on the patterns of individual preferences.

Impressed both by the market as an institution and by the tidyness
of economists’ interpretation of it, many political scientists have
adopted the ethic of preferences taken as given. Is this policy a
good onc? It depends on the patterns of individua! political
preferences, whatever they are. Is democracy a good thing? Yes,
because it is a system for letting individual preferences, whatever

they are, govern policy making. Democracy is a political market.
Or as Schumpeter, who is a major source of this current of thought,
put it: democracy is competitive politics.

What is wrong in this version of democracy as a market-like proc-
ess in which individual preferences ideally prevail, as in an ideal
market, is that the powerful and all-pervasive effect of politics on
the formation of preferences is'ignored. From at least Mill on to
just before Schumpeter, so massive and persistant a process of
preference formation as is constituted by the political system itself
was never ignored. In allowing the market to dominate our
political thought since then, we have simplified our political
theories, with some gainsin clarity. But we have impoverished our

thought by imprisoning it in an unsatisfactory model of preferences
taken as given,
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My main point, however, has been that market systems imprison
policy. Those of us who live in those market oriented systems that
are called liberal democratic exercise significantly less control over
policy than we have thought. And we are also less free than we may
have thought. Such are the inevitable consequences of imprison-
ment. That our thinking is itself imprisoned is a separate
phenomenon of importance. Given, however, the complexity of
human thought and the impossibility of disentangling its sources,
this second phenomenon cannot be so confidently argued as the first.

Again, I would like to leave a caution about inferences. What I
have described constitutes serious disadvantages in making use of a
market system. But the case for and against markets is extraor-
dinarily complex, and my analysis is a long way from a case either
for or against. Itis also a long way from an answer to any question
about what is to be done if the problems posed by my analysis are ac-
cepted as significant ones.
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NANCY FRASER

RETHINKING RECOGNITION

N THE SEVENTIES AND EIGHTIES, struggles for the ‘recogni-

tion of difference’ seemed charged with emancipatory promise.

Many who rallied to the banners of sexuality, gender, ethnicity

and ‘race’ aspired not only to assert hitherto denied identities but
to bring a richer, lateral dimension to battles over the redistribution of
wealth and power as well. With the turn of the century, issues of recog-
nition and identity have become even more central, yet many now bear
a different charge: from Rwanda to the Balkans, questions of ‘identity’
have fuelled campaigns for ethnic cleansing and even genocide—as well
as movements that have mobilized to resist them.

It is not just the character but the scale of these struggles that has
changed. Claims for the recognition of difference now drive many of
the world's social conflicts, from campaigns for national sovereignty and
subnational autonomy, to battles around multiculturalism, to the newly
energized movements for international human rights, which seek to
promote both universal respect for shared humanity and esteem for cul-
tural distinctiveness. They have also become predominant within social
movements such as feminism, which had previously foregrounded the
redistribution of resources. To be sure, such struggles cover a wide
range of aspirations, from the patently emancipatory to the downright
reprehensible (with most probably falling somewhere in between).
Nevertheless, the recourse to a common grammar is worth considering.
Why today, after the demise of Soviet-style communism and the accel-
eration of globalization, do so many conflicts take this form? Why do so
many movements couch their claims in the idiom of recognition?

To pose this question is also to note the relative decline in claims for

egalitarian redistribution. Once the hegemonic grammar of political
contestation, the language of distribution is less salient today, The move-
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ments that not long ago boldly demanded an equitable share of resources
and wealth have not, to be sure, wholly disappeared. But thanks to the
sustained neoliberal rhetorical assault on egalitarianism, to the absence
of any credible model of ‘feasible socialism’ and to widespread doubts
about the viability of state-Keynesian social democracy in the face of glo-
balization, their role has been greatly reduced.

We are facing, then, a new constellation in the grammar of political
claims-making—and one that is disturbing on two counts. First,
this move from redistribution to recognition is occurring despite—~—or
because of—an acceleration of economic globalization, at a time when
an aggressively expanding capitalism is radically exacerbating economic
inequality. In this context, questions of recognition are serving less
to supplement, complicate and enrich redistributive struggles than to
marginalize, eclipse and displace them. I shall call this the problein of
displacement. Second, today's recognition struggles are occurring at a
moment of hugely increasing transcultural interaction and communica-
tion, when accelerated migration and global media flows are hybridizing
and pluralizing cultural forms. Yet the routes such struggles take often
serve not to promote respectful interaction within increasingly multi-
cultural contexts, but to drastically simplify and reify group identities.
They tend, rather, to encourage separatism, intolerance and chauvin-
ism, patriarchalism and authoritarianism. I shall call this the problem of
reification,

Both problems—displacement and reification—are extremely serious:
insofar as the palitics of recognition displaces the politics of redistribu-
tion, it may actually promote economic inequality; insofar as it reifies
group identities, it risks sanctioning violations of human rights and
freezing the very antagonisms it purports to mediate. No wonder, then,
that many have simply washed their hands of ‘identity politics'—or
proposed jettisoning cultural struggles altogether. For somne, this may
mean reprioritizing class over gender, sexuality, ‘race’ and ethnicity. For
others, it means resurrecting economism. For others still, it may mean
rejecting all ‘minoritarian’ claims out of hand and insisting upon assimi-
lation to majority norms—in the name of secularism, universalism or
republicanism.,

Such reactions are understandable: they are also deeply misguided. Not
all forms of recognition politics are equally pernicious: some represent
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genuinely emancipatory responses to serious injustices that cannot be
remedied by redistribution alone, Culture, moreover, is a legitimate,
even necessary, terrain of struggle, a site of injustice in its own right and
deeply imbricated with economic inequality. Properly conceived, strug-
gles for recognition can aid the redistribution of power and wealth and
can promote interaction and cooperation across gulfs of difference,

Everything depends on how recognition is approached. [ want to argue
here that we need a way of rethinking the politics of recognition in a way
that can help to solve, or at least mitigate, the problems of displacement
and reification. This means conceptualizing struggles for recognition so
that they can be integrated with struggles for redistribution, rather than
displacing and undermining them. It also means developing an account
of recognition that can accommodate the full complexity of social iden-
tities, instead of one that promotes reification and separatism, Here, |
propose such a rethinking of recognition.

The identity model

The usual approach to the politics of recognition—what ! shall call
the ‘identity model'—starts from the Hegelian idea that identity is con-
structed dialogically, through a process of mutual recognition, According
to Hegel, recognition designates an ideal reciprocal relation between
subjects, in which each sees the other both as its equal and also as sepa-
rate from it. This relation is constitutive for subjectivity: one becomes
an individual subject only by virtue of recognizing, and being recog-
nized by, another subject. Recognition from others is thus essential to
the development of a sense of self. To be denied recognition—or to be
‘misrecognized’—is to suffer both a distortion of one's relation to one’s
selfand an injury to one’s identity.

Proponents of the identity model transpose the Hegelian recognition
schema onto the cultural and political terrain. They contend that to
belong to a group that is devalued by the dominant culture is to be mis-
recognized, to suffer a distortion in one’s relation to one's self. As a
result of repeated encounters with the stigmatizing gaze of a culturally
dominant other, the members of disesteemed groups internalize nega-
tive self-images and are prevented from developing a healthy cultural
identity of their own. In this perspective, the politics of recognition aims
to repair internal self-dislocation by contesting the dominant culture’s
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demeaning picture of the group. It proposes that members of misrecog-
nized groups reject such images in favour of new self-representations of
their own making, jettisoning internalized, negative identities and join-
ing collectively lo produce a self-affirming culture of their own—which,
publicly asserted, will gain the respect and esteem of society at large.
The result, when successful, is ‘recognition”: an undistorted relation to
oneself.

Without doubt, this identity model contains some genuine insights
into the psychological effects of racism, sexism, colonization and cul-
tural imperialism. Yet it is theoretically and politically problematic.
By equating the politics of recognition with identity politics, it encour-
ages both the reification of group identities and the displacement of
redistribution.

Displacing redistribution

Let us consider first the ways in which identity politics tend to displace
struggles for redistribution. Largely silent on the subject of economic
inequality, the identity model treats misvecognition as a free-standing
cultural harm: many of its proponents simply ignore distributive injus-
tice altogether and focus exclusively on efforts to change culture; others,
in contrast, appreciate the seriousness of maldistribution and genuinely
wish to redress it. Yet both currents end by displacing redistributive
claims,

The first current casts misrecognition as a problem of cultural deprecia-
tion. The roots of injustice are located in demeaning representations, but
these are not seen as socially grounded. For this current, the nub of the
problem is free-floating discourses, not institutionalized significations
and norms. Hypostatizing culture, they both abstract misrecognition
from its institutional matrix and obscure its entwinement with distribu-
tive injustice. They may miss, for example, the links (institutionalized
in labour markets) between androcentric norms that devalue activities
coded as ‘feminine’, on the one hand, and the low wages of female
workers on the other. Likewise, they overlook the links institutionalized
within social-welfare systems between heterosexist norms which dele-
gitimate homosexuality, on the one hand, and the denial of resources
and benefits to gays and lesbians on the other. Obfuscating such con-
nexions, they strip misrecognition of its social-structural underpinnings

II0 NLR3

F AR EERNEN N R ¥ B

B
"

9900000 0OCOOOCOOEOODO

O

A X A N R Y R X §

o0

™
=



=

ww

[~ N
-

POV PPPPPVPPIIODIRWE!

and equate it with distorted identity. With the politics of recognition thus
reduced to identity politics, the politics of redistribution is displaced.

A second current of identity politics does not simply ignore maldis-
tribution in this way. It appreciates that cultural injustices are often
linked to economic ones, but misunderstands the character of the links.
Subscribing effectively to a ‘culturalist’ theory of contemporary society,
proponents of this perspective suppose that maldistribution is merely a
secondary effect of misrecognition, For them, economic inequalities are
simple expressions of cultural hierarchies—thus, class oppression is a
superstructural effect of the cultural devaluation of proletarian identity
{or, as one says in the United States, of ‘classism’). It follows from this
view that all maldistribution can be remedied indirectly, by a politics of
recognition: to revalue unjustly devalued identities is simultaneously 1o
attack the deep sources of economic inequality; no explicit politics of
redistribution is needed.

In this way, culturalist proponents of identity politics simply reverse the
claims of an earlier form of vulgar Marxist economism: they allow the
politics of recognition to displace the politics of redistribution, just as
vulgar Marxism once allowed the politics of redistribution to displace the
politics of recognition. In fact, vulgar culturalism is no more adequate
for understanding contemporary society than vulgar economism was.

Granted, culturalism might make sense if one lived in a society in which
there were no relatively autonomous markets, one in which cultural
value patterns regulated not only the relations of recognition but those
of distribution as well. In such a society, economic inequality and cul-
tura! hierarchy would be seamlessly fused; identity depreciation would
translate perfectly and immediately into economic injustice, and mis-
recognition would directly entail maldistribution. Consequently, both
forms of injustice could be remedied at a single stroke, and a politics
of recognition that successfully redressed misrecognition would counter
maldistribution as well. But the idea of a purely ‘cultural’ society with no
economic relations—fascinating to generations of anthropologists—is
far removed from the current reality, in which marketization has per-
vaded all societies to some degree, at least partially decoupling economic
mechanisms of distribution from cultural patterns of value and prestige.
Partially independent of such patterns, markets follow a logic of their
own, neither wholly constrained by culture nor subordinated to it; as a
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result they generate economic inequalities that are not mere expressions
of identity hierarchies. Under these conditions, the idea that one could
remedy all maldistribution by means of a politics of recognition is deeply

deluded: its net result can only be to displace struggles for economic
justice,

Reification of identity

Displacement, however, is not the only problem: the identity politics
model of recognition tends also 1o reify identity, Stressing the need
to elaborate and display an authentic, self-affirming and self-generated
collective identity, it puts moral pressure on individual menmbers to
conform to a given group culture. Cultural dissidence and experimen-
tation are accordingly discouraged, when they are not simply equated
with disloyalty. So, too, is cultural criticism, including efforts to explore
intragroup divisions, such as those of gender, sexuality and class. Thus,
far from welcoming scrutiny of, for example, the patriarchal strands
within a subordinated culiture, the tendency of the identity model is 1o
brand such critique as ‘inauthentic’. The overall effect is to impose a
single, drastically simplified group-identity which denies the complexity
of people’s lives, the multiplicity of their identifications and the cross.
pulls of their various affiliations. Ironically, then, the identity model
serves as a vehicle for misrecognition: in reifying group identity, it
ends by obscuring the politics of cultural identification, the struggles
within the group for the authority—and the power—to represent it. By
shielding such struggles from view, this approach masks the power of
dominant fractions and reinforces intragroup domination. The identity
model thus lends itself all too easily to repressive forms of communitari-
anism, promoting conformism, intolerance and patriarchalism.

Paradoxically, moreover, the identity model tends to deny its own
Hegelian premisses. Having begun by assuming that identity is dia-
logical, constructed via interaction with another subject, it ends by
valorizing monologism—supposing that misrecognized people can and
should construct their identity on their own. It supposes, further, that
a group has the right to be understood solely in its own terms—that no
one is ever justified in viewing another subject from an external perspec-
tive or in dissenting from another's self.interpretation. But again, this
runs counter to the dialogical view, making cultural identity an auto-
generated auto-description, which one presents to others as an obiter
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dictum. Seeking to exempt ‘authentic’' collective self-representations
from all possible challenges in the public sphere, this sort of identity
politics scarcely fosters social interaction across differences: on the con-
trary, it encourages separatistn and group enclaves.

The identity model of recognition, then, is deeply flawed. Both theoret-
ically deficient and politically problematic, it equates the politics of
recognition with identity politics and, in doing so, encourages both the
reification of group identities and the displacement of the politics of
redistribution.

Misrecognition as status subordination

1 shall consequently propose an alternative approach: that of treating
recognition as a question of social status. From this perspective,
what requires recognition is not group-specific identity but the status
of individual group members as full partners in social interaction.
Misrecognition, accordingly, does not mean the depreciation and defor-
mation of group identity, but social subordination—in the sense of
being prevented from participating as a peer in social life. To redress
this injustice still requires a politics of recognition, but in the ‘status
mode)’ this is no longer reduced to a question of identity: rather, it
means a politics aimed at overcoming subordination by establishing the
mistecognized party as a full member of society, capable of participating
on a par with the rest.

Let me explain. To view recognition as a matter of status means exam-
ining institutionalized patterns of cultural value for their effects on
the relative standing of social actors. If and when such patterns consti-
tute actors as peers, capable of participating on a par with one another
in social life, then we can speak of reciprocal recognition and status
equality. When, in contrast, they constitute some actors as inferior,
excluded, wholly other, or simply invisible—in other words, as less than
full partners in social interaction-—then we can speak of misrecogni-
tion and status suboerdination. From this perspective, misrecognition is
neither a psychic deformation nor a free-standing cultural harm but an
institutionalized relation of social subordination. To be misrecognized,
accordingly, is not simply to be thought ill of, looked down upon or
devalued in others’ attitudes, beliefs or representations. It is rather to be
denied the status of a full partner in social interaction, as a consequence
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of institutionalized patterns of cultural value that constitute one as com-
paratively unworthy of vespect or esteem.

On the status model, moreover, misrecognition is not relayed through
free-floating cultural representations or discourses. It is perpetrated,
as we have seen, through institutionalized patterns—in other words,
through the workings of social institutions that regulate interaction
according to parity-impeding cultural norms. Examples might include
marriage laws that exclude same-sex partnerships as illegitimate and
perverse; social-welfare policies that stigmatize single mothers as sex-
ually irresponsible scroungers; and policing practices, such as ‘racial
profiling’, that associate racialized persons with criminality. In each of
these cases, interaction is regulated by an institutionalized pattern of
cultural value that constitutes some categories of social actors as nor-
mative and others as deficient or inferior: ‘straight’ is normal, ‘gay’ is
perverse; ‘male-headed households’ are proper, ‘female-headed house-
holds’ are not; *whites’ are law-abiding, ‘blacks’ are dangerous. In each
case, the result is to deny some members of society the status of full
partners in interaction, capable of participating on a par with the rest.

As these examples suggest, misrecognition can assume a variety of
forms. In today’s complex, differentiated societies, parity-impeding
values are institutionalized at a plurality of institutional sites, and in
qualitatively different modes. In some cases, misrecognition is juridi-
fied, expressly cadified in formal law; in other cases, it is institutionalized
via government policies, administrative codes or professional practice. It
can also be institutionalized informally—in associational patterns, long-
standing customs or sedimented social practices of civil society. But
whatever the differences in form, the core of the injustice remains the
same: in each case, an institutionalized pattern of cultural value con-
stitutes some social actors as less than full members of society and
prevents them from participating as peers.

On the status model, then, misrecognition constitutes a form of insti-
tutionalized subordination, and thus a serious violation of justice.
Wherever and however it occurs, a claim for recognition is in order.
But note precisely what this means: aimed not at valorizing group
identity but rather at overcoming subordination, in this approach
claims for recognition seek to establish the subordinated party as a
full partner in social life, able to interact with others as a peer. They
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aim, in other words, to de-institutionalize patterns of cultural value that
impede parity of participation and to replace them with patterns that
foster it. Redressing misrecognition now means changing social institu-
tions—or, more specifically, changing the interaction-regulating values
that impede parity of participation at all relevant institutional sites.
Exactly how this should be done depends in each case on the mode in
which misrecognition is institutionalized. Juridified forms require legal
change, policy-entrenched forms require policy change, associational
forms require associational change, and so on: the mode and agency of
redress vary, as does the institutional site. But in every case, the goal
is the same: redressing misrecognition means replacing institutional-
ized value patterns that impede parity of participation with ones that
enable or foster it.

Consider again the case of marriage laws that deny participatory parity to
gays and lesbians. As we saw, the root of the injustice is the institution-
alization in law of a heterosexist patiern of cultural value that constitutes
heterosexuals as normal and homosexuals as perverse, Redressing the
injustice requires de-institutionalizing that value pattern and replacing
it with an alternative that promotes parity. This, however, might be done
in various ways: one way would be to grant the same recognition to pay
and lesbian unions as heterosexual unions currently enjoy, by legalizing
same-sex marriage; another would be to de-institutionalize heterosex-
ual marriage, decoupling entitlements such as health insurance from
marital status and assigning them on some other basis, such as citizen-
ship. Although there may be good reasons for preferring one of these
approaches to the other, in principle both of them would promote sexual
parity and redress this instance of misrecognition.

In general, then, the status model is not committed 4 priori to any one
type of remedy for misrecognition; rather, it allows for a range of pos-
sibilities, depending on what precisely the subordinated parties need
in order to be able to participate as peers in social life. In some cases,
they may need to be unburdened of excessive ascribed or constructed
distinctiveness; in others, to have hitherto underacknowledged distinc-
tiveness taken inlo account. In still other cases, they may need to shift
the focus onto dominant or advaniaged groups, outing the latter’s dis-
tinctiveness, which has been falsely parading as universal; alternatively,
they may need to deconstruct the very terms in which attributed differ-
ences are currently elaborated. In every case, the status model tailors the
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remedy to the concrete arrangements that impede parity. Thus, unlike
the identity model, it does not accord an a priori privilege to approaches
that valorize group specificity. Rather, it allows in principle for what we
might call universalist recognition, and deconstructive recognition, as
well as for the affirmative recognition of difference. The crucial point,
once again, is that on the status model the politics of recognition does
not stop at identity but seeks institutional remedies for institutionalized
harms. Focused on culture in its socially grounded {as opposed to free-
floating) forms, this politics seeks to overcome status subordination by
changing the values that regulate interaction, entrenching new value
patterns that will promote parity of participation in social life.

Addressing maldistribution

There is a further important difference between the status and identity
madels. For the status model, institutionalized patterns of cultural value
are not the only obstacles to participatory parity, On the contrary, equal
participation is also impeded when some actors lack the necessary
resources to interact with others as peers. In such cases, maldistribution
constitutes an impediment to parity of participation in social life, and
thus a form of social subordination and injustice. Unlike the identity
model, then, the status model understands social justice as encompass-
ing two analytically distinct dimensions: a dimension of recognition,
which concerns the effects of institutionalized meanings and norms on
the relative standing of social actors; and a dimension of distribution,
which involves the allocation of disposable resaurces to social actors.”

! Actually, | should say ‘at least two analytically distinct dimensions’ in order to
allow for the possibility of more. I have in mind specifically a possible third class
of obstacles to participatory parity that could be called political, as opposed 1o eco-
nomic or cultural. Such obstacles would include decision-making procedures that
systematically marginalize some people even in the absence of maldistribution and
mistecognition, for example, single-district winner-take-all electoral rules that deny
voice to quasi-permanent minorities. (For an insightful account of this example,
see Lani Guinier, The Tyranny of the Majority, New York 1994). The possibility of
a third class of political cbstacles to participatory parity brings out the extent of
my debt to Max Weber, especially to his ‘Class, Status, Party’, in From Max Weber;
Essays in Sociology, Hans H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills, eds, Oxford 1958, In the
present essay, 1 align a version of Weber's distinction between class and status with
the distinction between distribution and recognition. Yet Weber's own distinction
was tripartite not bipartite: *class, status, and party’. Thus, he effectively prepared a
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Thus, each dimension is associated with an analytically distinct aspect of
social order. The recognition dimension corresponds to the status order
of society, hence to the constitution, by socially entrenched patterns of
cultural value, of culturally defined categories of social actors—status
groups—each distinguished by the relative honour, prestige and esteem
it enjoys vis-a-vis the others. The distributive dimension, in contrast,
corresponds to the economic structure of society, hence to the constitu-
tion, by property regimes and labour markets, of economically defined
categories of actors, or classes, distinguished by their differential endow-
ments of resources.?

Each dimension, moreover, is associated with an analytically distinct
form of injustice, For the recognition dimension, as we saw, the asso-
ciated injustice is misrecognition. For the distributive dimension, in
contrast, the corresponding injustice is maldistribution, in which eco-
nomic structures, property regimes or labour markets deprive actors
of the resources needed for full participation. Each dimension, finally,
corresponds to an analytically distinct form of subordination: the rec-
ognition dimension corresponds, as we saw, to status subordination,
rooted in institutionalized patterns of cultural value; the distributive
dimension, in contrast, corresponds to economic subordination, rooted
in structural features of the economic system.

In general, then, the status model situates the problem of recognition
within a larger social frame. From this perspective, societies appear as

place for theorizing a third, political kind of obstacle to participatory parity, which
might be called political marginalization or exchusion. I do not develop this possi-
bility here, however, but confine myself to maldistribution and misrecognition.
while leaving the analysis of political obstacles to participatory parity for another
occasion.

2 [n this essay, [ deliberately use a Weberian conception of class, not a Mandan
ane. Thus, 1 understand an actor's class position in terms of her or his relation to
the market, not in terms of her or his relation 1o the means of production. This
Weberian conception of class as an economic category suits my interest in distribu-
tion as a hormative dimension of justice better than the Marxian conception of
class as a social category. Nevettheless, 1 do not mean to reject the Marxian idea
of the ‘capitalist mode of production’ as a social totality. On the contrary, I find
that idea useful as an overarching frame within which one can situate Weberian
understandings of both status and class. Thus, 1 reject the standard view of Marx
and Weber as antithetical and irreconcilable thinkers. For the Weberian definition
of dass, see Max Weber, "Class, Status, Party'.
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complex fields that encompass not only cultural forms of social ordering
but economic forms of ordering as well. In all sacieties, these two forms
of ordering are interimbricated. Under capitalist conditions, however,
neither is wholly reducible to the other. On the contrary, the economic
dimension becomnes relatively decoupled from the culturat dimension, as
marketized arenas, in which sirategic action predominates, are differen-
tiated from non-marketized arenas, in which value-regulated interaction
predominates. The result is a partial uncoupling of economic distri-
bution from structures of prestige. In capitalist societies, therefore,
cultural value patterns do not stricly dictate economic allocations (contra
the culturalist theory of society), nor do economic class inequalities
simply reflect status hierarchies; rather, maldistribution becomes par-
tially uncoupled from misrecognition. For the status model, therefore,
not all distributive injustice can be overcome by recognition alone. A
politics of redistribution is also necessary.’

Nevertheless, distribution and recognition are not neatly separated
from each other in capitalist societies. For the status model, the two
dimensions are interimbricated and interact causally with each other.
Economic issues such as income distribution have recognition subtexts:
value patterns institutionalized in labour markets may privilege activi-
ties coded ‘masculine’, ‘white’ and so on over those coded ‘feminine’ and
‘black’. Conversely, recognition issues—judgements of aesthetic value,
for instance—have distributive subtexts: diminished access to economic
resources may impede equal participation in the making of art.4 The
result can be a vicious circle of subordination, as the status order and the
economic structure interpenetrate and reinforce each other.

Unlike the identity model, then, the status model views misrecognition
in the context of a broader understanding of contemporary society. From
this perspective, status subordination cannot be understood in isolation

) For fuller discussions of the mutual irreducibility of maldistribution and misrec-
ognition, class and status in contemporary capitalist sacietics, see Nancy Fraser,
‘Heterosexism, Misrecognition, and Capitalism: A Response to judith Butler’, NLR
1/228, March-April 1998, pp..140-9; and ‘Social Justice in the Age of Identity
Politics: Redistribution, Recognition and Participationy’, in The Tanner Lectures on
Human Values, volume 19, ed. Grethe B. Peterson, Salt Lake City 1998, pp. 1-G7.

! For a comprehensive, if somewhat reductive, account of this issue, see Pierre
Bourdieu, Distinction: A Critigue of Pure Taste, tr. Richard Nice, Cambridge, MA
1984,
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from economic arrangements, nor recognition abstracted from distribu-
tion. On the contrary, only by considering both dimensions together can
one determine what is impeding participatory parity in any particular
instance; only by teasing out the complex imbrications of status with
economic class can one determine how best to redress the injustice.
The status model thus works against tendencies to displace struggles for
redistribution, Rejecting the view that misrecognition is a free-standing
cultural harm, it understands that status subordination is often linked
to distributive injustice. Unlike the culturalist theory of society, how-
ever, it avoids short-circuiting the complexity of these links: appreciating
that not all economic injustice can be overcome by recognition alone,
it advocates an approach that expressly integrates claims for recogni-
tion with claims for redistribution, and thus mitigates the problem of
displacement.

The status model also avoids reifying group identities: as we saw, what
requires recognition in this account is not group-specific identity but the
status of individuals as full partners in social interaction. This orientation
offers several advantages. By focusing on the effects of institutionalized
norms on capacities for interaction, the moedel avoids hypostatizing cul-
ture and substituting identity-engineering for social chanpe. Likewise,
by refusing te privilege remedies for misrecognition that valorize exist-
ing group identities, it avoids essentializing current configurations and
foreclosing historical change. Finally, by establishing participatory parity
as a normative standard, the status model submits claims for recogni-
tion to democratic processes of public justification, thus avoiding the
authoritarian monologism of the politics of authenticity and valorizing
transcultural interaction, as opposed to separatism and group enclaves.
Far from encouraging repressive communitarianism, then, the status
model militates against it.

To sum up: today’s struggles for recognition often assume the guise
of identity politics. Aimed at countering demeaning cultural represen-
tations of subordinated groups, they abstract misrecognition from its
institutional matrix and sever its links with political economy and, inso-
far as they propound ‘authentic’ collective identities, serve less to foster
interaction across differences than to enforce separatism, conformism
and intolerance. The results tend to be doubly unfortunate: in many
cases, struggles for recognition simultaneously displace struggles for
economic justice and promote repressive forms of communitarianism.
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status of individuals as full partriers in social interaction. This orientation
offers several advantages. By focusing on the effects of institutionalized
norms on capacities for interaction, the model avoids hypostatizing cul-
ture and substituting identity-engineering for social change. Likewise,
by refusing to privilege remedies for misrecognition that valorize exist-
ing group identities, it avoids essentializing current configurations and
foreclosing historical change. Finally, by establishing participatery parity
as & normative standard, the status model submits claims for recogni-
tion to democratic processes of public justification, thus avoiding the
authoritarian monologism of the politics of authenticity and valorizing
transcultural interaction, as opposed to separatism and group enclaves.
Far from encouraging repressive communitarianism, then, the status
model militates against it,

To sum up: today’s strugples for recognition often assume the guise
of identity politics. Aimed at countering demeaning cultural represen-
tations of subordinated groups, they abstract misrecognition from its
institutional matrix and sever its links with political economy and, inso-
far as they propound ‘authentic’ collective identities, serve less to foster
interaction across differences than to enforce separatism, conformism
and intolerance. The results tend to be doubly unfortunate: in many
cases, struggles for recognition simultaneously displace struggles for
economic justice and promote repressive forms of communitarianism.
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The solution, however, is not to reject the politics of recognition tou!
court. That would be to condemn millions of people to suffer grave
injustices that can only be redressed through recognition of some
kind. What is needed, rather, is an alternative politics of recognition, a
non-identitarian politics that can remedy misrecognition without encour-
aging displacement and reification. The status model, 1 have argued,
provides the basis for this. By understanding recognition as a question
of status, and by examining its relation to economic class, one can take
steps to mitigate, if not fully solve, the displacement of struggles for
redistribution; and by avoiding the identity model, ene can begin to
diminish, if not fully dispel, the dangerous tendency to reify collective
identities.
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New Left Review /222, March-April 1997

IRIS MARION YOUNG

UNRULY CATEGORIES: A CRITIQUE OF NANCY
FRASER’S DUAL SYSTEMS THEORY

Have theorists of justice forgotten about political economy? [*] Have we traced the most important injustices to
cultural roots? Is it time for critical social theory to reassert a basic distinction between the material processes of
political economy and the symbolic processes of culture? In two recent essays, Nancy Fraser answers these
questions in the affirmative, [1] She claims that some recent polilical theory and practice privilege the recognition
of social groups, and that they tend to ignore the distribution of goods and the division of labour.

Demands for ‘recognition of difference’ fuel struggles of groups mobilized under the banners of
nationality, ethnicity, ‘race’, gender, and sexuality. In these ‘post-socialist’ conflicts, group identity
supplants class interest as the chief medium of political mobilization. Cultural domination
supplants exploitation as the fundamental injustice. And cultural recognition displaces
socioeconomic redistribution as the remedy for injustice and the goal of political struggle [2]

Fraser proposes to correct these problems by constructing an analytic framework that conceptually opposes
culture and political economy, and then locates the oppressions of various groups on a continuum between them.
With a clear dislinction between those issues of justice that concern economic issues and those that concern
cultural issues, she suggests, we can restore political economy to its rightful place in critical theory, and evaluate
which politics of recognition are compatible with transformative responses to economically based injustice.

Fraser’s essays.call our attention to an important issue. Certain recent political theories of multiculturalism and
nationalism do indeed highlight respect for distinct cultural values as primary questions of justice, and many
seem to ignore questions of the distribution of wealth and resources and the organization of Iabour. Fraser cites
+Charles Taylor'’s much discussed work, Multiculturalism and the Politics of Recognition, [3] as an example of this
one-sided atiention to recognition at the expense of redistribution, and I think she is right. Even the paradigmatic
theorist of distributive justice, John Rawls, now emphasizes cultural and value differences and plays down
conflict over scarce resources. [4] Some activist expressions of multiculturalism, moreover, especially in schools
and universities, tend to focus on the representation of groups in books and curricula as an end in itself, losing
sight of the issues of equality and disadvantage that have generated these movements. [5] Some recent theoretical
writing by feminists or gay men and lesbians has pondered questions of group identity abstracted from social
relations of economic privilege and oppression,

Nevertheless, I think that Fraser, like some other recent left critics of multiculturalism, exaggerates the degree to
which a politics of recognition retreats from economic struggles. The so-called ‘culture wars’ have been fought on
the primarily cultural turf of schools and universities, I see little evidence, however, that feminist or anti-racist
activists, as a rule, ignore issues of economic disadvantage and control. Many who promote the cultivation of
African-American identity, for example, do so on the grounds that self-organization and solidarity in
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predominantly African-American neighbourhoods will improve the malerial lives of those who live there by
providing services and jobs.

To the degree they exist, Fraser is right to be critical of tendencies for a politics of recognition to supplant
concerns for economic justice. But her proposed solution, namely to reassert a category of political economy
entirely opposed to culture, is worse than the disease. Her dichotomy between political economy and culture
leads her to misrepresent feminist, anti-racist and gay liberation movements as calling for recognition as an end in
itself, when they are better understood as conceiving cultural recognition as a means to economic and political
justice. She suggests that feminist and anti-racist movements in particular are caught in self-defeating dilemmas
which [ find to be a construction of her abstract framework rather than concrete problems of political strategies.
The same framework makes working-class or queer politics appear more one-dimensional than they actually are.

Fraser's opposition of redistribution and recognition, moreover, constitutes a retreat from the New Left theorizing
which has insisted that the material effects of political economy are inextricably bound to culture. Some of Nancy
Fraser's own earlier essays stand as significant contributions to this insistence that Marxism is also cultural
studies. Rather than oppose political economy to culture, I shall argue, it is both theoretically and politically more
productive to pluralize categories and understand them as differently related to particular social groups and
issues. Thus the purpose of this essay is primarily to raise questions about what theoretical strategies are most
useful to politics, and to criticize Fraser for adopting a polarizing strategy. The goal of strong coalitions of
resistance to dominant economic forces and political rhetoric, I suggest, is not well served by an analysis that
opposes cultural politics to economic politics. Specifying political struggles and issues in more fine-tuned and
potentially compatible terms better identifies issues of possible conflict and alliance.

1. REDISTRIBUTION VERSUS RECOGNITION

According to Fraser, there are two primary kinds of injustice, The first, socio-economic injustice, is ‘rooted’ in the
political and economic structure of society. Exploitation, economic marginalization, and deprivation of basic
goods are the primary forms of such injustice. The second kind of injustice is cultural or symbolic. 1t is ‘rooted’ in
sacial patterns of representation, interpretation, and communication. Such injustice includes being subject to an
alien culture, being rendered invisible in one’s cultural specificity, and being subject to deprecating stereotypes
and cultural representations. Corresponding to these two irreducible roots of injustice are two different remedies.
Redistribution produces political and economic changes that result in greater economic equality. Recognition
redresses the harms of disrespect, stereotyping and cultural imperialism.

Fraser asserts that in the real world the structures of political economy and the meanings of cultural
representation are inseparable: ‘Even the most material economic institutions have a constitutive, irreducible
cultural dimension; they are shot through with significations and norms. Conversely, even the most discursive
cultural practices have a constitutive, irreducible political-economic dimension; they are underpinned by material
*supports.’ [6] The distinction between redistribution and recognition is, therefore, entirely theoretical, an
analytical distinction necessary for the construction of an account. Fraser claims that this categorical opposition is

useful and even necessary in order to understand how the political aims of oppressed groups are sometimes
contradictory.

To demonstrate this tension, Fraser constructs a continuum for classifying the forms of injustice that groups
suffer. At one end of the continuum are groups that suffer a ‘pure’ form of political economic injustice. Since the
redistribution-recognition distinction is ideal and not real, such a group must also be an ideal type. Class
oppression considered by itself approximates this ideal type. On the other end of the continuum are groups that
suffer ‘pure’ cultural oppression. Injustice suffered by gay men and lesbians approximates this ideal type,

inasmuch as their oppression, considered by itself, has its roots only in cultural values that despise their sexual
Practices,

Remedies for injustice at each of these extremes come in reformist and revolutionary varieties, which Fraser
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respectively terms ‘affirmative’ and ‘transformative’. The affirmative remedy for class oppression is a welfare-
state liberalism that redistributes goods, services and income while leaving the underlying economic struciure
undisturbed. A transformative remedy for class injustice, on the other hand, changes the basic economic structure
and thereby eliminates the proletariat. An affirmative remedy for sexual oppression seeks to solidify a specific
gay or lesbian identity in the face of deprecating stereotypes, whereas a transformative cultural politics
deconstructs the very categories of sexual identity.

The main trouble comes with groups that lie in the middle of the continuum, subject both to political economic
and cultural injustices. The oppressions of gender and race lie here, according to Fraser, As subject to two
different and potentially opposing forms of injustice, the political struggles of women and people of colour are
also polentially contradictory. From the point of view of political economy, the radically transformative struggles
of women and people of colour ought to have the aim of eliminating the gender or racial group as a distinct
position in the division of labour. This goal of eliminating the structured position of the group, however, comes
into conflict with a ‘politics of identity’. In the latier, women or people of colour wish to affirm the group’s
specific values and affinity with one another in the face of deprecating stereotypes and cultural representation.
Affirmative politics of recognition, according to Fraser, conflicts with transformative politics of redistribution
because the latter requires eliminating the group as a group while the former affirms the group identity. This
conflict shows the error of such an affirmative politics of recognition, and the need instead for a transformative
cultural politics that deconstructs identilies.

2. WHY THEORIZE WITH A DICHOTOMY?

Fraser recommends a ‘deconstructive’ approach to a politics of recognition, which unsettles clear and
oppositional categories of identity. Yet her theorizing in these essays is brazenly dichotomous. Injustices to all
groups are reducible to two, and only two, mutually exclusive categories. The remedies for these injustices also
come in two mutually exclusive categories, with each further divisible into a reformist and radical version. All
social processes that impact on oppression can be conceptualized on one or the other side of this dichotomy or as
a product of their intersection. Thus redistribution and recognition are not only exclusive categories, but together
they comprehend everything relevant to oppression and justice.

As I have already noted, Fraser denies that this dichotomy describes reality. What, then, justifies its use in theory?
Fraser answers that an analytical framework requires concepts through which to analyze reality, and it must be
able to distinguish among these concepts. This is certainly true. Such a justification does not explain, however,
why a critical social theory should rely on only two categories. Why adopt an analytical strategy, furthermore,
that aims to reduce more plural categorizations of social phenomena to this ‘bifocal’ categorization?
A
In Justice and the Politics of Differeuce, 1 explicate a plural categorization of oppression. I distinguish five ‘faces’ of
oppression—exploitation, marginalization, powerlessness, cultural imperialism, and violence. [7] Many concrete
sinstances of oppression should be described using several of these categories, though most descriptions will not
use all. The purpose of elaborating a plural but limited categorization of oppression is to accommodate the
variations in oppressive structures that position individuals and groups, and thus to resist the tendency to reduce
oppression to one or two structures with ‘primacy.’

In her essay criticizing this book, Fraser performs just such a reduction. [8] These five forms of oppression are
‘really’ reducible to two: a political economic injustice of maldistribution (exploitation, marginalization, and
powerlessness) and a cultural injustice of misrecognition (cultural imperialism and violence). Fraser neither
justifies this reduction of five to two, nor does she notice that the description of at least one of the categories she
allocates to the ‘redistributive’ side— namely powerlessness—is explicitly described both in terms of the division
of labour and in terms of norms of respect. My point is not to argue for the particular framework 1 have
developed, but to ask why the impaosition of two categories is not arbitrary.

In her later essay, ‘From Recognition to Redistribution?’, Fraser raises an objection to her claim that the categories
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of political economy and culture exhaust description of social structures and injustice: this calegorization appears
to have no place for a third, political, aspect to social reality, concerning institutions and practices of law,
citizenship, administration, and political participation. Rather than taking this objection seriously, Fraser sels o

work reducing these political phenomena to the dichotomous framework of political economy and culture. She
appeals to Habermas to do so;

My inclination is to follow JUrgen Habermas in viewing such issues bifocally. From one perspective,
political institutions (in state-regulated capitalist societies) belong with the economy as part of the
‘system’ that produces distributive socio-economic injustices; in Rawlsian terms, they are part of the
‘basic structure’ of society. From another perspective, however, such institutions belong with ‘the
lifeworld’ as part of the cultural structure that produces injustices of recognition; for example, the
array of citizenship entitlements and participation rights conveys powerful implicit and explicit
messages about the relative moral worth of various persons. [9]

In an earlier essay, “What's Critical about Critical Theory? The Case of Habermas and Gender’, [10] Fraser
fashioned an important and persuasive critique of dichotomous thinking in general, and of this particular
dichotomy between ‘system’ and ‘lifeworid". She argued that Habermas's categorical opposition between system
and lifeworld eclipses more nuanced concepts in his theory. She showed how this dichotomy obscures the
contribution of women’s domestic labour to a reproduction of state and economic systems, while reinforcing a
gendered opposition between public (system) and private (the lifeworld in which people appear as cared-for
individuals), She argued that Habermas's dichotomy wrongly separates cultural norms from the social processes
that reproduce bureaucratic and corporate institutions, For this reason, she suggested, Habermas's dichotomous
theory cannot ground the conditions for the possibility of communicative democratization within those state and
corporate institutions. Contrary to her reduction of the political to system and lifeworld in the above quotation, in
‘What's Critical about Criticai Theory?’, Fraser invoked a category of political action and struggle as additional to,
and upsetting, the neat dichotomy of system and lifeworld. While in that essay, Fraser suggested that
dichotomous theorizing tends to devalue and obscure the phenomena that do not easily fit the categories, and to
distort those that are conceptualized in its terms, I think a similar argument can be applied to her own theoretical
strategy in these more recent essays.

Distinctions in Theory and Reality

Fraser's stated reason for constructing a dichotomy is that a mutually exclusive opposition best enables the
theorist to identify contradictions in reality. With the dichotomy between political economy and culture,
redistribution and recognition, Fraser wants (o highlight the contradiction between various political goals.
Feminist and anti-racist movements, she aims to show, cannot take as ends both the affirmation of their group
identities and the elimination of their gender- or race-specific positions in the division of labour, Because she
conceptualizes transformative redistribution as incompatible with affirmative recognition, Fraser succeeds in
constructing an account in which the goals of feminist and anti-racist movements appear internally contradictory.
If the dichotomous categorization of redistribution and recognition does not correspond to reality, however, but
‘is merely heuristic, how do we know that the tension is not merely an artefact of the theoretical dichotomy? Why
should we accept Fraser's claim that the dichotomy reveals a fundamental political tension, rather than a
superficial or even imagined one? Shortly I will argue that this categorization fails to understand that, for most
social movements, what Fraser calls ‘recognition’ is a means to the economic and social equality and freedom that
she brings under the category of redistribution.

The injustices of political economy, according to Fraser's account, include exploitation, marginalization and
deprivation, The remedy for any economic injustice is some sort of political-economic restructuring: ‘This might
involve redistributing income, reorganizing the division of labour, subjecting investment to democratic decision-
making, or transforming other basic economic structures, Although these various remedies differ importantly
from one another, I shall henceforth refer to the whole group of them by the generic term “redistribution”.’ [11]
But one can surely ask why such diverse social processes should all be categorized as redistribution, especially
since Fraser herself wishes to reintroduce distinctions into that category. Fraser believes, and I agree with her,
that redistributive remedies for economic injustice, typical of the public provision of goods and services for needy
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people, do not change the conditions that produce this injustice and, in some ways, tend to reinforce those
conditions. She thus recommends those remedies which transform the basic economic structure: ‘By restructuring
the relations of production, these remedies would not only alter the end-state distribution of consumption shares;
they would also change the social division of labour and thus the conditions of existence for everyone.’ [12] Fraser
calls these remedies ‘transformative redistribution’, as distinct from the ‘affirmative redistributive’ remedies
which leave the basic structure intact. But why bring them both under the same general category at all? Why not
choose plural categories to distinguish and reflect those issues of justice that concern the patterns of the
distribution of -goods from those that concern the division of labour or the organization of decision-making
power?

In earlier work, 1 proposed just such distinctions in order to show that many theories of justice wrongly collapse
all issues of justice into those of distribution, and thereby often wrongly identify the remedies for injustice with
the redistribution of goods. I criticize this distributive paradigm for just the reasons that Fraser distinguishes
affirmative and transformative redistributive remedies: to emphasize that end-state distributions are usually
rooted in social and economic structures that organize the division of labour and decision-making power about
investment, the organization of production, pricing, and so on. For evaluating the justice of social institutions, I
propose a four-fold categorization. Societies and institutions should certainly be evaluated according to the
patterns of distribution of resources and goods they exhibit; but, no less important, they should be evaluated
according to their division of labour, the way they organize decision-making power, and whether their cultural
meanings enhance the self-respect and self-expression of all society’s members. [13] Structures of the division of
labour and decision-making power are no more reducible to the distribution of goods than are cultural meanings.
They both involve practices that condition actions and the relations among actors in different social locations;
these serve as the context within which income, goods, services, and resources are distributed. If we begin with
distinctions among distribution, division of labour, and decision-making power in our analytic framework, then
we do not need later to uncover a confusion between remedies that ‘merely’ redistribute and those that transform
the basic structure.

Fraser's desire to dichotomize issues of justice between economy and culture produces categories that are too
stark. A more plural categorization better guides action because it shows how struggles can be directed at
different kinds of goals or policies. For example, distinguishing issues of justice about decision-making power
from those concerning distribution can show that struggles about environmental justice cannot simply be about
the placement of hazardous sites, a distributive issue, but must more importantly be about the processes through
which such placements are decided. [14] Changes in the division of labour, furthermore, do not amount merely to
‘redistributing” tasks, as Fraser's dicholomy suggests, but often in redefining the cultural meaning and value of
different kinds of work. The gender division of labour that allocates primary responsibility for care work to
women outside the paid economy, for example, will not change without greater recognition of the nature and
value of this work.

\

With a more plural categorization of issues of justice, furthermore, we can more clearly see the variables that
must come together to constitute just institutions, as well as the tensions among them that can occur. Just as a
wplural categorization diffuses the starkness of redistribution, moreover, it demotes culture to one among several
of such variables to be combined with others in analysis of social justice.

3. AN ALTERNATIVE:FRASER’S MATERIALIST CULTURAL
THEORIZING

Fraser introduces the dichotomy between redistribution and recognition to correct what she perceives as a
tendency in multiculturalism and identity politics to ignore issues of political economy. While I agree that this
characterization is sometimes accurate, the remedy for such a failing does not consist in setting up a category of

political economy alongside, and in opposition to, culture. A more appropriate theoretical remedy would be to

conceptualize issues of justice involving recognition and identity as having inevitably material economic sources

http:/newlefireview.org/?view=1899 12/12/2008



Left Review - Iris Marion Young: Unruly Categories: A Critique of Nancy Fraser's ... Page 6 of 11

nd consequences, without thereby being reducible to market dynamics or economic exploitation and
deprivation.

As I understand it, this has been the project of the best of what is called ‘cultural studies’: to demonstrate that
political economy, as Marxists think of it, is through and through cultural without ceasing to be material, and to
demonstrate that what students of literature and art call ‘culture’ is economic, not as base to superstructure, but in
its production, distribution and effects, including effects on reproducing class relations. Political economy is
cultural, and culture is economic.

The work of Pierre Bourdieu well exemplifies this mutual effect of culture and political economy. In several of his
works, Bourdieu demonstrates that acquiring or maintaining positions in privileged economic strata depends
partly on cultural factors of education, taste and social connection, Access to such enculturation processes,
however, crucially depends on having economic resources and the relative leisure that accompanies economic
comfort. [15] In his remarkable book, Encountering Development, Arturo Escobar similarly argues for the mutual
effect of cultural and material survival issues of access to resources in the struggles of oppressed peasants. Many
Latin American peasants, who often come from indigenous cultures which have been neither eliminated nor
assimilated by the dominant Latin culture, are struggling against repressive governments and international
finance giants to obtain a barely decent life. Such peasant resistance, says Escobar, ‘reflects more than the struggle
for land and living conditions; it is above all a struggle for symbols and meaning, a cultural struggle.’ [16] Latin
American peasants struggle with World Bank Tepresentatives, local government officials and well-intentioned
ngo leaders over the cultural interpretation of the most basic terms of political economy: land, natural resources,
property, tools, labour, health, food. We should not mistake this claim for a ‘reduction’ of political economy to

culture, On the contrary, in this case, struggle about cultural meaning and identity has life and death
consequences.

The struggle over representation and for cultural affirmation must be carried out in conjunction
with the struggle against the exploitation and domination over the conditions of local, regional, and
global political economies. The two projects are one and the same. Capitalist regimes undermine the
reproduction of socially valued forms of identity; by destroying existing cultural practices,
development projects destroy elements necessary for cultural affirmation. [17]

With such a materialist cultural-political theory one can, for example, problematize the apparently simple call for
an economic system that meels needs. With Amartya Sen, we can ask just what is to be equalized when we call for
equality. [18] A materialist cultural approach understands that needs are conlextualized in political struggle over
who gets to define whose needs for what purpose, This is the approach that Nancy Fraser herself takes in an
earlier paper, ‘Struggle Over Needs’, where she argues that needs are always subject to struggle and
interpretation, and that the inequalities in the struggling parties are structured simuitaneously by access to
material resources and discursive resources: ‘Needs talk appears as a site of struggle where groups with unequal
discursive and non-discursive resources compete to establish as hegemonic their respective interpretations of
legitimate social needs.’” {19] With a materialist cultural analysis, we can notice that, under circumstances of
“unjust social and economic inequality, the mobilization of communication in official publics often reflects and
reproduces social and economic inequalities. In another earlier essay, Nancy Fraser argues that the best recourse
that economically subordinated groups have is to form subaltern counter-publics as ‘discursive arenas where
members of subordinated social groups invent and circulate counter discourses to formulate oppositional
interpretations of identities, interests and needs.’ [20] Any struggle against oppression, Fraser suggests in that
essay, is simultancously a struggle against cultural and economic domination, because the cultural styles of
subordinated groups are devalued and silenced, and the political economy of the bourgeois public sphere ensures
that subordinated groups lack equal access to the material means of equal participation.

Thus the Nancy Fraser of ‘From Redistribution to Recognition’ appears as nearly the contrary of the Nancy Praser
of at least three earlier papers I have cited. Where the earlier Nancy Fraser theorized discursive cultural processes
of group identification and of needs and interests from its own point of view, as a process of political context to
produce change in economic structures, the more recent Fraser separates culture from economy, and argues that

they tend to pull against each other in movements against injustice. I recommend the position of the earlier Fraser -
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redistributive justice for women or people of colour should consist in eliminating the structures in the division of
labour that allocate certain kinds of devalued work to white women and women of colour, and which keep
themn —especially people of colour—in a marginalized underclass ‘reserve army’. Insofar as gender and race are
defined by this division of labour and structural marginalization, the goal of redistribution should be to eliminale
the oppressed gender or race as a group, just as the goal of working-class movements must be the elimination of
the proletariat as a group.

According to Fraser, however, the politics of recognition when applied to gender or race pulls the other way. The
goal of such cultural politics is to affirm the specific difference of women or African Americans or Chicanos or
Navajos, to develop pride in women's relational orientation, or the moral qualities generated by musical,
religious and storytelling legacies. Thus a politics of recognition seeks to affirm the group as a good, which
contradicts and undermines the transformative goal of redistribution:

Insofar as people of colour suffer at least two analytically distinct kinds of injustice, they necessarily
require at least two analytically distinct kinds of remedy, which are not easily pursued
simultaneously. Whereas the logic of redistribution is to put ‘race’ out of business as such, the logic
of recognition is to valorize group specificity. . How can anti-racists fight simultaneously to abolish
‘race’ and to valorize racialized group specificity? [21]

Here Fraser imposes dichotomous categories on a more complex reality and, by doing so, finds contradiction
where none exists. She suggests that culturally affirming movements of people of colour aim to abolish ‘race’ by
affirming ‘race’. But this is a distortion of, for example, most Black cultural politics. The purpose of affirming the
cultural and social specificity of African Americans or First Nations or North African Muslim immigrants is
precisely to puncture the naturalized construction of these groups as ‘raced’. These groups affirm cultural
specificity in order to deny the essentialism of ‘race’ and encourage the solidarity of the members of the group
against deprecating stereotypes. Fraser's position seems similar to that of conservative opponents of anti-racist
politics who refuse to distinguish the affirmation of specific economic, political and cultural institutions of
solidarity and empowerment for oppressed people of colour from the discriminatory and racist institutions of
white exclusion.

The Material and the Cultural Entwined

Fraser finds these movements internally contradictory, moreover, because she assumes that their politics of
recognition is an end in itself. It may be true that some aclivities and writings of culturally affirming movements
of people of colour Ireat cultural empowerment and recognition as itself the substance of liberation. More often,
however, those affirming cultural pride and identity for people of colour understand such recognition as a means
of economic justice and social equality. Most African Americans who support culturally based African-American
schools and universities, for example, believe that the schools will best enable African-American young people to
develop the skills and self-confidence to confront white society, and collectively help fransform it to be more

hospitable to African-American success.
-

Movements of indigenous peoples, to take another example, certainly consider recognition of their cultural
distinctness an end in itself, They also see it as a crucial means to economic development. They assert claims to
land for the sake of building an economic base for collective development and for achieving the effective
redistribution of the fruits of white colonial exploitation. Many also believe that the recovery of traditional
indigenous cultural values provides vision for forms of economic interaction and the protection of nature whose
wider institutionalization would confront capitalism with transformative possibilities.

Praser's claim of internal contradiction may have a bit more force in respect to struggles against gender
oppression. The infamous ‘equality versus difference’ debate poses a genuine dilemma for feminist politics.
Ought feminists to affirm gender blindness in the policies of employers, for example, in the allocation of health
benefits, leave, promotion criteria, and working hours? Or should they demand that employers explicitly take
into account the position of many women as primary caretakers of children or elderly relatives in deliberations
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about just allocations? Opting for the latter strategy risks solidifying a sexual division of labour that most
feminists agree is unjust and ought to be eliminated. Opting for the former, however, allows employers lo
continue privileging men under the banner of equality.

Notice, however, that this feminist dilemma is not between a redistributive strategy and a strategy of recognition,
but rather between two different redistributive strategies. By Fraser's own criteria, moreover, it could be argued
that the second strategy has more transformative possibilities, because it takes the gender division of labour
explicitly into account, whereas the first ignores this basic structure, Be that as it may, it is difficult to see how a
feminist politics of recognition ‘pulls against’ a feminist politics of redistribution. To the extent that undermining
the misogyny that makes women victims of violence and degradation entails affirming the specific gendered
humanity of women, this would seem also to contribution to women’s economic revaluation. To affirm the
normative and human value of the work that women do outside the labour force, moreover, is to contribute to a
redistributive restructuring that takes account of the hidden social costs of markets and social policies.

Feminists discuss these issues in counter-publics where they encourage one another to speak for themselves, from
their own experience. In these counter-publics, they form images and interests with which to speak to a larger
public that ignores or distorts women’s concerns. Such solidarity forming identity politics need not reduce
women to some common cuiture or set of concerns. While some feminist discourse constructs and celebrates a
‘women's culture’ for its own sake, more often claims to attention for gender-specific experience and position
occur in the context of struggles about economic and political opportunity.

I conclude, then, that Fraser is wrong to conceptualize struggles for recognition of cultural specificity as
contradicting struggles for radical transformation of -economic structures. So long as the cultural denigration of
groups produces or reinforces struchural economic oppressions, the two struggles are continuous. If a politics of
difference disconnects culture from its role in producing material oppressions and deprivations, and asserts
cultural expression as an end in itself, then such politics may obscure complex social conneclions of oppression
and liberation. If Muslims were to focus only on their freedom to send their girls to school in headscarves, or
Native Americans were to limit their struggles to religious freedom and the recovery of cultural property, then
their politics would be superficial, Set in the context of a larger claim that people should not suffer material
disadvantage and deprivation because they are culturally different, however, even such issues as these become
radical.

Conclusion

Fraser is right to insist that radicals renew attention to material issues of the division of labour, access to
resources, the meeting of needs, and the social transformations required to bring about a society in which
everyone can be free to develop and exercise their capacities, associate with others and express themselves under
conditions of material comfort. Her polarization of redistribution versus recognition, however, leads her to
exaggerate the extent to which some groups and movements claiming recognition ignore such issues. To the

. degree such a tendency exists, 1 have argued, the cure is to reconnect issues of symbols and discourse to their
consequences in the material organization of labour, access to resources, and decision-making power, rather than
to solidify a dichotomy between them. I have suggested that a better theoretical approach is to pluralize concepts
of injustice and oppression so that culture becomes one of several sites of stru ggle interacting with others.

Despite Fraser's claim to value recognition as much as redistribution, her criticisms of what she calls an
affirmative politics of recognition seem pragmatically similar to other recent left critiques of the so-called politics
of identity. On these accounts, the politics of difference influential among progressives in the last twenty years
has been a big mistake. Feminist, gay and lesbian, African-American, Native-American, and other such
movements have only produced divisiveness and backlash, and have diverted radical politics from confronting
economic power. [22]

Yet, when capitalist hegemony is served by a discourse of ‘family values’, when affirmative action, reproductive
rights, voting rights for people of colour, and indigenous sovereignty are all seriously under attack, suggesting
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that gender- or race-specific struggles are divisive or merely reformist does not promote solidarity. Instead, it
helps fuel a right-wing agenda and further marginalizes some of the most economically disadvantaged people. A
strong anti-capitalist progressive movement requires a coalition politics that recognizes the differing modalities of
oppression that people experience and affirms their culturally specific networks and organizations.

The world of political ends and principles Fraser presents is eerily empty of action. She calls for a ‘deconstructive’
rather than an ‘affirmative’ approach to culture and identity, but I do not know what this means for the conduct
of activism on the ground. From Zapatista challengers to the Mexican government, to Ojibwa defenders of fishing
rights, to African-American leaders demanding that banks invest in their neighbourhoods, to unions trying to
organize a Labor Party, to those sheltering battered women, resistance has many sites and is often specific to a
group without naming or affirming a group essence. Most of these struggles self-consciously involve issues of
cultural recognition and economic deprivation, but not constituted as totalizing ends. None of them alone is
‘transformative,’ but, if linked together, they can be deeply subversive. Coalition politics can only be built and
sustained if each grouping recognizes and respects the specific perspective and circumstances of the others, and
works with them in fluid counter-publics. I do not think that such a coalition politics is promoted by a theoretical
framework that opposes culture and economy.

[*]11am grateful to David Alexander, Robin Blackburn, Martin Matustick and Bill Scheuermann for comments on
an earlier version of this essay.
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that gender- or race-specific struggles are divisive or merely reformist does not promote solidarity. Instead, it
helps fuel a right-wing agenda and further marginalizes some of the most economically disadvantaged people. A
strong anti-capitalist progressive movement requires a coalition politics that recognizes the differing modalities of
oppression that people experience and affirms their culturally specific networks and organizations.

The world of political ends and principles Fraser presents is eerily empty of action. She calls for a ‘deconstructive’
rather than an ‘affirmative’ approach to culture and identity, but I do not know what this means for the conduct
of activism on the ground. From Zapatista challengers to the Mexican government, to Ojibwa defenders of fishing
rights, to African-American leaders demanding that banks invest in their neighbourhoods, to unions trying to
organize a Labor Party, to those sheltering battered women, resistance has many sites and is often specific to a
group without naming or affirming a group essence. Most of these struggles self-consciously involve issues of
cultural recognition and economic deprivation, but not constituted as totalizing ends. None of them alone is
‘transformative,’ but, if linked together, they can be deeply subversive. Coalition politics can only be built and
sustained if each grouping recognizes and respects the specific perspective and circumstances of the others, and
works with them in fluid counter-publics. I do not think that such a coalition politics is promoted by a theoretical
framework that opposes culture and economy.
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