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Abstract

The liberél notion of freedom, that the individual has a right to
pursue his own self-ascribed interests in his own way, is an intuitively
appealing account of political freedom. On a theoretical level, however,
this notion of freedom has traditionally been linked with justifications of
capitalist market relations. These relations have themselves persistently
been criticised by humanist theorists who have argued that they entail
coercion and are ''dehumanising''. In their turn, humanist positions have
consistently been criticised by liberals for opening up the possibility of
coercion in the name of freedom. This raises the immediate question of
whether liberals and humanists appeal to similar or substantially different
notions of freedom in their arguments for and against capitalism.

In addressing this question this thesis raises a number of important
theoretical issues. Through an examination of Lockean liberalism it is
argued that there is, in fact, no necessary link between the liberal notion
of freedom and the justification of capitalist appropriation. Indeed, it is
argued that this notion of freedom could be used as a foundation for arguing
in support of and justifying other forms of appropriation. Via a consider-
ation of Marx's critique of capitalism it is argued that the concept of
freedom that can be drawn out from this can be understood to be compatible
with the liberal concept. By considering Marcuse's critique of advanced
industrial society it is argued that it is only under certain condi tions
that humanist positions tend to justify coercion in the name of freedom.

Through a consideration of the compatibility between the liberal
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notion of freedom and that which is drawn out of Marx's critique of the
capitalist mode of production, it is suggested that it would be possible to
launch a critique of contemporary capitalism from the foundation provided
by the liberal premise that the individual has a right to pursue his own
self-ascribed interests in his own way. Finally, pointers are provided to

the form that such a critique could take.
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Chapter One: Introduction

The concept of freedom has secured a central role in western
political thought. In contemporary liberal democracies much skilful rhetoric
is aimed at realising certain sccioc—econcmic policies by claiming that they
will enhance, or at least maintain, existing political freedom. Such appeals
are invariably made to a dominant ''liberal'' notion of freedom which considers
the individual to have a right to pursue his own good in his own way. In
much contemporary political theory there has tended to be a consistent link
between this notion of freedom and justifications of capitalist market relat-
ions. Many contemporary ''liberal' theorists have maintained that'the "free'
market, by allowing economic organisation without coercion, is an essential
ingredient in the attaimment of freedom per se.1

In response to the liberal tradition there has developed exten-
sive bodies of literature which have sought to show that capitalist: market
relations are, in fact, both coercive and "inhuman''. The most sustained
contemporary critiqﬁes of this type have their roots, at least in part, in
Marx's critique of liberal political economy. However, the development of
capitalism, with the apparent disappearence of a potentially revolutionary
proletariat, has lead many contemporary critics to play down Marx's insist-
ence that capitalism must, of necessity, collapse. Indeed, in recent years
there has been a growing tendancy to re—emphasise the humanism of Marx's
early works. Generally, the critiques of capitalism that have arisen from
this have sought to show that this mode of production is inimical to men's

freedom since it denies them the fulfilment of their essential humanity.



Such critiques are invariably underpimmed by a concept of human
nature which allows the theorist to identify certain interests as represent-
ing men's 'real', "authentic' or "human'' interests. Through an examination
of capitalist market relations the theorist is then drawn to the conclusion
that these are not conducive to the realisation of such interests. In their
turn, humanist arguments of this type are continually criticised by liberal
theorists for openingup the possibility of coercion in the name of ''freedom'.
It is argued that a group successful in attaining political power could see
itself justified in pursuing socio-economic policies that go against the
express wishes of the majority, nevertheless believing themselves to be
acting in men's ''real" interests.2

In the conflict between liberals and humanists constant appeal is
made to the notion of "freedom'. Liberals consistently appeal to the notion
that the individual has a right to pursue his own good in his own way.
Humanist positions have tended to embrace such notions as ''autonomy', '"self-
mastery'' or "individual sponteneity'. At first sight, the idea that the
individual has a right to govern his own life in his own way and the notion

of being one's own master or of being autonomous seem merely two ways of

saying the same thing? However, in contemporary political theory the first
has tended to give rise to one concept of freedom which claims that freedom
consists in the individual pursuing his own self-ascribed interests in his
own way, whilst the second has tended to give rise to a different concept
which claims freedom consists in man living in éccordance with his 'real"
interests.

The following chapters will seek to explore the apparent common basis
between these two concepts and to consider th, in contemporary literature,

liberalism and humanism have come to embrace divergent concepts of freedom.



The aim will be to show that in their classical statements the concept of
freedom underpimning theliberal justification of capitalism and that under-
piming Marx's critique of capitalism were, in fact, compatible. Beyond this,
the aim will be to consider why this compatibility has disappeared in contem-
porary political theory.

Chapter two will focus upon the notion of freedom that has tradition-
ally been employed in liberal justifications of capitalism. This will be
carried out, initially, through an examination of the contentions concern-

ing property that appear in Locke's Second Treatise. Whilst, in recent years,

there has been some doubt cast upon the view that Locke intended his argument
as a justification of nascent capitalism, it remains true that his position
does present arguments which seek to establish that men have a right to
privately appropriate unlimited amounts of land and other means of product-
ion. Such a right is an essential cornerstone of the capitalist mode of
production.

In his contentions Locke argued from an initial premise that men
have a natural equal right to govern their own lives in their own way. He
then argued that this right would have given men, in a state of nature, an
original equal claim to land and other natural materials. Locke then sought
to argue that this equality of right and claim could be eXtended into a
right of unlimited private appropriation. The aim of chapter two's analysis
of Locke will be to consider whether he adequately showed that there was a
compatibility between the equality of right premise and the right of unlimited
private appropriaticon which, if acted upon, could lead to a situation where
a minority who had come to own all land and other means of production could

coerce the non-owning majority.



It will be argued that the legitimacy of such property relations,
within the Loékean framework, would be possible if and only if it could be
shown that men do, or at least it can be reasonably assumed that they would
consent to unlimited private appropriation. This will lead to an examination

of a number of arguments that can be drawn out of the Second.Treatise in

which Locke appears to have claimed that the right of unlimited private
appropriation could be seen to be compatible with his equality of right
premise. It will be suggested that these arguments can be seen to divide

into two catagories.

The first of these catagortes,it will be suggested, is made up of
two explicit arguments which seek to show that men do consent to unlimited
private appropriation and an implicit argument which seeks to show that men,
given their empirically verifiable interests, would consent. The second
catagory consists of an implicit argument in which Locke appears to claim
that men should consent to unlimited private appropriation. In examining
these arguments the aim will be to show that Locke's contentions reveal
themselves to be underpimned by an assertion, if rudimentar§ and underdefined,
that men exhibit bourgeois inclinations, that is, they are desirers of
increasing amounts of material well-being. It will be suggested that Locke
contended that men do/would consent to unlimited private appropriation
because this promotes greater productivity within society. It will be suggested
further that, at points, his argument also appears to contain the normative
assertion that men should consent to unlimited private appropriation in light
of these benefits.

It will be argued that these two distinct types of claim, firstly,

the emg%rical claim that men do/would consent to unlimited private appropria-
aru

tion, "secondly,the normative claim that men should consent, allow



two concepts of freedom to be grawn out from Locke's contentions. Both of
these concepts are founéed upon the equality of right premise. Further,
both contain—at least, rudimentary—assertions that men have bourgeois
inclinations. In the first concept of freedom, the claim that men have
bourgeois inclinations is founded upon the empirical claims that appear in
the arguments that seek to show that men do/would consent to unlimited
private apporpriation. This will be called the ''liberal-bourgeois-empirical"
content of the concept of freedom. The second content of the concept of
freedom links the equality of right premise to the normative claim that men
shouldhe bourgeois. This will be labelled the 'liberal-bourgeois-normative'
content of the concept of freedom.

In the process of identifying these contents of the concept of
freedom the further task will be to consider which provides the most convin-
cing account of the compatibility between the equality of right premise and
the right of unlimited private appropriation. It will be argued that the
"liberal-bourgeois—empirical’ content could be used, under certain condit-
ions, to show such compatibility exists. However, the arguments that appear

in the Second.Treatise by which Locke seems to have claimed this compatibil-

ity existed since men do/would consent are unconvincing. It will be argued
further that the '"liberal-bourgeois-normative'' content would involve the
Lockean position in an irresolvable contradiction. Since the equality of right
premise demands that the individual be left to define his own interests, the
claim that men "should" act in a certain way would have to be disqualified
as illegitimate.

In light of this consideration of Locke it will be argued that to

justify unlimited private appropriation and hence capitalism, on the basis



of the equality of right premise, the Lockean liberal would be required to
show that men do or at least, given their empirically verifiable interests
would consent to it. Having shown the inadequacies of locke's arguments that

can be drawn out of the Second-Treatise by which he seems to have claimed

that men do/would consent, this perspective——that the Lockean liberal must
show that men do/would consent—will be used to examine a contemporary
Lockean liberal position which seeks to launch a defence of capitalism on the
basis of the equality of right premise. '

This position will be drawn out from Nozick's Anarchy, State.and

Utopia. This work has been extremely influential since its publication and
is of particular importance since it addresses many of the problems that
will have been highlighted in Locke's attempt to extend the equality of
right premise into a right of unlimited private appropriation. It will be
argued that Nozick's argument is ambiguous at an essential point and this
leaves his position open to two lines of interpretation. On the first of
these, it is to be suggested, Nozick's position could be taken as offering
an adequate Lockean liberal justification of capitalism. On the second line
of interpretation, his position would be open to attack for weakening the
very foundation of Lockean liberalism.

In the concluding section of this chapter it will be noted that there
are a mumber of potential weaknesses that attend the link between the liberal
equality of right premise with a right of unlimited private apporpriation. It
will be suggested that to sustain this link the liberal would be -required to
show either that the individual does consent to capitalist appropriation—
that the individual can withdraw his '"consent''—or that the individual express-—

es an interest which the capitalist mode of production best satisfies from



which it may be inferred that he would consent.

.In chapter three the aim will be to examine the general form of the
two concepts of freedom that will be drawn out from a consideration of two
humanist critiques of capitalism that are to be examined. The two humanist
positions to be examined both embrace the notion that men have interests
that are not met in the capitalist mode of production. The point of reference
for this analysis will be to consider whether such positions necessarily
result in the view that men must be forced to be free, which I shall call
the "freegom is coercion' paradox. Since the most sustained contemporary
humanist literature has appeared in the Marxist-humanist tradition which has
its roots in Marx's use of the concept of alienation that appears in the

Early-Writings, initial consideration will be given to the arguments that

appear in this collection of Marx's early works.

It will be suggested that there are, in fact, two levels of critique
of capitalism that appear in these works. It will be argued that in his direct
critique of Smith's political economy, Marx based his contentions solely upon
premises which can be seen to be compatible with those that Smith, himself,
had employed. Because of this, it is to be suggested, Marx was able to show
that the capitalist mode of production was coercive and not conducive to
self-directed activity, without having to appeal to a notion of ''real' inter-
ests. This will lead into a consideration of the second level of critique

that appears in the Early.Writings. This appears in Marx's use of the concept

of alienation. It will be noted that Marx identified four aspects of alien-
ation that he considered to be inherent in the capitalist mode of production.
Through an examination of these four aspects of alienation it will be

argued that the first two—man's alienation from the products of labour and



his alienation from the productive process—reveal a concern with the lack
of men's ability to control their own activity in the capitalist mode of
production. This, it is to be suggested, is a concern it would be legitimate
to raise within the liberal framework unless it could be shown that men do/
would consent to giveggontrol over their own activity. The second two aspects
of alienation—man's alienation from his species-being and hisalienation from
other men—it will be argued, reveal that Marx was commited to a concept of
human nature which implied a distinction between men's ''perceived' and ''real!
interests.

This will lead into a consideration of whether Marx's position does,
in fact, fall into the '"freedom is coercion'' paradox. It will be argued, in
light of contentions that appear in Marx's latter works, that he considered it
to be an empirical fact that the increasing complexity of industrial
production was demanding increased socialization of the productive process.
Further, it will be argued that he considered this to be giving rise to
increased working class solidarity. Thus, he considered it to be an empirical
fact that the capitalist mode of production was generating a development of
man's social nature. It will be argued further that, for Marx, the development
of a communist mode of production would be a necessary consequence of the
internal contradictions of capitalism.

In light of this, it will be suggested that Marx was not seeking to
tell men that they ''should'" act in accordance with their social nature, but
was informing men that the necessary development of capitalism would dictate
that they would have to. Thus, it will be argued that the concept of freedom

that can be drawn out of the works that appear in the Eaxly-Writings—which

reappears throughout Marx's works——is not incompatible with the liberal



equality of right premise. If men come to act as ''associated producers' of
their own accord, even if it is the circumstances of material life that
dictates this, then in liberal terminology, this would be because they consider
this to be in their self-ascribed interests. Since the equality of right premise
demands that men have a right to pursue their own good in their own way, it
will be argued that a choice to act as "associated producers’ would have to

be allowed in the liberal framework. Thus it will be suggested that Marx's
position embraces a notion of freedom which has an underlying ldberal. concern
with men's ability to direct their own activities which is linked to

empirical claims that men are developiﬁg and will continue to develop interests
beyond those that they have in capitalism. This I shall call the "liberal-
developmental-empirical cohtent of the concept of freedom.

Attention will then be shifted to the analysis of a contemporary
Marxist—huménist position which has sought to deal directly with the problems
that appear in the Marxist framework with the apparent disappearaince of a
potentially revolutionary proletariat in advanced industrial societies.
Marcuse's works have been chosen for this analysis since his contentions are
specifically directed at these problems. It will be argued that in attempting
to overcome these problems Marcuse was forced to argue that men ''should" act
in their 'real' interests and must be forced to be free. It will be argued
that since Marcuse's position does fall into the ''freedom is coercion'' paradox,
it is open to the standard liberal critique of humanist positions. Thus,
whilst many of Marcuse's arguments reveal a concemrmn with men's inability to
be self-directed in the capitalist mode of production-—essentialiy a liberal
concern—his normative assertion that men ''should" act in accordance with

their '"'real'' interests makes his position incompatible with the liberal
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equality of right premise. It will be suggested that Marcuse's position
embraces a ''liberal-developmental-normative' content of the concept of
freedom.

In the concluding section of this chapter a comparison of the
essential features of Marx's and Marcuse's positions will be offered. This
will seek to show why Marcuse's position falls into the ''freedom is coercion'
paradox whilst Marx's does not.

Chapter four will seek to analyse the areas of similarity and diverg-
ence between the four contents of the concept of freedom developed in the
previous chapters. Initially, Berlin's distinction between '‘negative'' and
"positive' liberty will be considered. This, it will be argued, is inadequate
to the task of providing a meaningful account of the four contents that have
been identified. It will be suggested that Berlin's division accounts for
only two of the four possible candidates for the concept of freedom developed.
This will lead into the development of a more suitable framework for compari-
son.

This framework will be drawn out from a consideration of the claim
put forward by Steven Lukes among others that concept such as ''freedom'' are
"essentially contested”?-lt will be argued that, on ILukes' general understan-
ding of essential contestability, all four notions of freedom identified must
be considered to be possible candidates for the same concept. It will be argued
that this is an unconvincing claim. It will be suggested that, in fact, the
"liberal-bourgeois—empirical" content and the "liberal-developmental-
empirical'’ can be considered to compete for one general concept of freedom
whilst, the ''liberal-bourgeois-normative'' and the ''liberal-developmental-

normative' can be considered to be competitors for a second general concept.
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The first pairing, it is to be suggested, contest for a general concept
which considers freedom to be living in accordance with one's self-ascribed
interests. The second pairing, it will be suggested, can be seen to contest
for a general concept which considers freedom to be living in accordance
with one's '"'real' interests.
It wili then be argued that the second of these general concepts is
a politically dangerous concept since it opens up the possibility of
coercion in the name of freedom. This being the case, it is the first general
framework that offers the most attractive account of political freedom.
It will be argued that the employment of this general concept limits the
range of claims concerning men's interests that it is legitimate for theorists
concerned with political freedom to make.in their arguments for and against
capitalism. In using the '"liberal-bourgeois—empirical'' content of this
concept to argue in support of capitalism, it would be necessary to show that
men do/would consent to this mode of production since they consider the
benefits that accruefrom it to accordwith their own self-ascribed interests.
In employing the ''liberal-developmental-empirical' content of this concept
to criticise this mode of production, the theorist would be required to show
that the interests he claims men have—whose non-satisfaction leads him to
criticise capitalism—accord with men's self-ascribed interests,or at least
are interests that men are developing and whose development will lead men to
come to consider capitalism to be inimical to their self-ascribed interests.
It will then be suggested that the specific employment of the ''liberal'!
equality of right premise in the development of a critique of contemporary
capitalism would enable the critic to side-step the the potentially politically

dangerous implications of the claim that men ''should" act in their '"'real
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interests which are apparent in many contemporary humanist positions. To
develop a legitimate critique on the basis of this premisé, the critic would
need to address the express or emerging interests men have in actuality and .
not to a sﬁpposed set of "real" interests that the theorist claims that men
""'should" seek to realise. Finally, this chapter will offer some pointers to
the form that a '"liberal'' critique of contemporary capitalism might take.

In the concluding chapter the main themes of the work will be drawn
together. It will be suggested that the development of a critique of contem-
porary capitalism, based on the equality of right premise, would require
the undertaking of empirical research into the interests—actual or emerging—
that men express in actuality. Further, it will be suggested that it would
require the development of a well articulated alternative to contemporary
capitalism in which the aim would be to show how express interests could be
better satisfied with restructuring of their productive endeavours. Finally,
it will be suggested that the development of such a critique would aid in
the articulation of an alternative which would bear more relevence to the
lives of those men whose action/support is sought to alter the process of
production than is often apparent in those positions which talk in terms of

men's '""real'' interests.



Notes

See, for example, Milton Friedman, Capitalism and Freedom (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1982), pp. 7-21.
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Chapter Two: Liberal Freedom

I Introduction

It is the purpose of this chapter to consider the two concepts of
freedom that can be drawn out from Locke's justification of the right of
unlimited private appropriation and a contemporary Lockean position which

seeks to defend capitalism. To this end, initial consideration will be given

to the contentions concerning property that appear in Locke's Second Treatise.
The essential point of referénce for this analysis will be Locke's founding
premise that men have a natural equal right to live their lives free from the
arbitrarywills of others. The aim will be to consider whether Locke adequately
showed there to be a compatibility between this premise and a right of
unlimited private appropriation which, if acted upon, could lead to a situa-
ticn where a minority, who had come to own all land and other means of
production, could be in a position to coerce the non-owning majority. It will
be argued that, within the Lockean framework, such unequal socio-econcmic
relations would be legitimate if and only if men do or would consent to them.

From this perspective, it will be possible to examine a contemporary
Lockean liberal position which seeks to launch a defence of capitalism on the
basis of the equality of right premise. This will be drawn from Nozick's

Anarchy, State and Utopia which has been widely influential since its public-

ation. Nozick addresses many of the difficulties that will have been noted
in Locke's attempt to extend the equality of right premise into a right of

unlimited private appropriation.It will be argued, however, that Nozick's
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attempt to launch a defence of capitalism on Lockean principles is ambiguous
at an essential point. This leaves his position open to two lines of inter—
pretation. On the first of these, it will be argued, Nozick's position could
under certain conditions be taken as offering aﬁ adequate Lockean liberal
defence of capitalism. On the second line of interpretation his position, it
is to be argued, would be open to attack for weakening the very foundation
of Lockean liberalism.

The concluding section of the chapter will offer a brief summary of
the two concepts of freedom that will have been drawn out from the positions
considered and the difficulties that attend either of these being used to

defend capitalism.

II Locke

In the following analysis of Locke's contentions concerning property
the aim will be to examine the consistency of his justification of the right
of unlimited private appropriation with reference to the requirements set by
his initial premise of an equality of right. By highlighting the requirements
set by this premise it will be possible to draw out the cormections Locke
appears to have made or, at least would have been required to make, to show
the compatibility between it and the right of unlimited private appropriation.
At points this will involve the development of certain connections which
Locke seemsnot to have made explicitly. At these points, the connections
that are made will be formulated with reference to the textual evidence.

In recent years there has been much debate between theorists concerning

.the reasons that lay behind the writing of Locke's Two.Treatises. Contemporary

literature provides what appears, at first sight, to be two differing strains
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of interpretation. Put simply, the first of these, by concentrating upon
Locke's contentions concerning property, has tended to present these works

and, especially the Second.Treatise, as the pimmacle of bourgeois thought

1
generated in nascent capitalism. The second, by concentrating upon Locke's

contentions concerning civil government, has argued that the Two Treatises

represent a concerted critique of Filmer's attempt to formulate a patriarchal
justification of the absolute rights of monarchs. Whilst these two strains

of interpretation differ in emphasis they do not necessarily represent
competing interpretations.

Indeed, Locke's contentions concerning property must be understood
as a major part of his critique of Filmer. Filmer had argued that property
rights could only exist within society and were, therefore, to be subject
to the absolute rights of the monarch. Locke sought to contest this
assertion by showing that propertyrights could have developed in a state
of nature and were, therefore, to be understood to be logically prior to the

3

institution of government. -

The contentions of the Second Treatise are underpimmed by an initial

premise that men have a natural equal right to be free from the arbitary wills
of others. On the basis of this premise Locke argued that the only legitimate
way in which one man could become subject to the will of another was through
his cwn freely given consenthLocke argued that this equality of right would
originally, in a state of nature, have meant that one man's claim to land
and other natural materials would have been as good—or no better——than the
claim of another.

However, Locke argued further that there was a legitimate means by

which men, in a state of nmature, could have fixed exclusive property rights
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in limited amounts of land without the express consent of others. He went on
to argue that this right of limited private appropriation could be extended
into a legitimate right of unlimited private appropriation. It is the purpose
of the following analysis to consider if Locke was, in fact, able to show
that the right of unlimited private appropriation could be understood to be
consistent with his initial equality of right premise.

This will involve the analysis of a number of arguments that appear

either explicitly or implicitly in the Second Treatise by which Locke appears

to have sought to show the compatibility between the equality of right premise
and the right of unlimited private appropriation. It will be suggested that
these argument provide evidence to support the view that Locke was aware
that a right of unlimited private appropriation would lead to a situation in
which some men would have to sell their labour and, thus become subject to
the wills of others, in order to provide themselves with the necessities of
life. Further, it is also to be suggested that these arguments provide evidence
which suggests that Locke had a conception of men as desirers of increasing
amounts of material well-being which he considered to be supplied by a system
~of unlimited private appropriation. That is to say, Locke's arguments which
are to be seen as attempting to provide a justification of unlimited private
appropriation reveal elements—if implicit and underdefined-—of a concept of
bourgeois man.

It will be suggested that these arguments divide into two catagories.
The first catagory is made up of two explicit arguments that seek to show that
men do consent to unlimited private appropriation and an implicif argument
which suggests that men would consent to such appropriation because of their

bourgeois inclinations. The second catagory consists of an implicit argument
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which suggests that Locke considered that men ''should" consent to a system
of unlimited private appropriation.

It will then be argued that these two catagories of argument allow
two possible candidates for the concept of freedom to be drawn out from Locke's
contentions. Both of these candidates are founded upon the equality of right
premise. Further, both contain—at least rudimentary—assertions that men
have bourgeois inclinations. In the first candidate, the claim that men have
bourgeois inclinations is founded upon the empirical assertions found in the
empirical catagory of arguments mentioned above. This will be called the
""liberal-bourgeois—empirical'' candidate. In the second candidate the equality
of right premise seems to have been linked to the notion of bourgeois man by
the normative assterion that men ''should'" be bourgeois. This will be labelled
the '"liberal-bourgeois-normative'' candidate.

In the process of identifying these candidates the further task will
be to consider which provides the most convincing account of the compatibility
between the equality of right premise and the right of unlimited private
appropriation. It will be argued that the ''liberal-bourgeois—empirical'' cand-
idate could be used, under certain conditions, to show such compatibility
exists. It will be argued further that the ''liberal-bourgeois-normative’
candidate would involve the Lockean position in a contradiction. This being
the case, it will be suggested that it is the ''liberal-bourgeois-empirical
candidate which must bear the weight of a Lockean liberal justification of
a right of unlimited private appropriation and hence——since such a right is
an essential cornerstone of the capitalist mode of production——a Lockean
liberal justification of capitalism.

In the early sections of the Second Treatise there appear three claims
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by which Locke seems to have sought to establish the equality of right premise.
Firstly, he claimed that men's natural equality is self-evident, there being
"nothing more evident, than that Creatures of the same species and rank

being promiscuously born...should be equal one amongst that other...." °
Secondly, there appears a religious argument that claims that all men must

be considered equal unless God, through 'evident and clear appointment....' °
had shown that one should be set above another. Finally, there is a prudential
argument which arises in a quote - taken from Hooker. This claims that it is

prudent to treat others as equals since, "if I do harm, .l must look to suffer,

there being no.reason that.others should.shew greater . measure.of.love-to.-me,

7
than -they have.by me, .shewed. .unto them....'' It is not essential to the

contentions of this chapter to establish which of.these Locké considered to
bear the weight of his founding premise. What is important is that Locke
considered himself to have provided adequate grounds for the establishment
of that premise.

...[W]e must consider what State all Men are naturally
in, and that is, a State of perfect Freedom to order
their Actions, and dispose of their Possessions, and
Persons as they think fit, within the bounds of the
Law of Nature, without asking leave, or depending upon
the Will of any other Man.... 8

For Locke, then, men had a matural equal right to be free from the
arbitary wills of others. The only legitimate means by which they could be
"put out of this Estate"gwas through their own freely given consent or by
forfeiting their claim to freedom by invading the equal right of others to
the same. Insofar as the individual respected the equal right of others, he
had a right to pursue his own interests in his own way. This principle has
become central to liberal theory--note the similarity with Mill's classic

10
definition of freedom in On.liberty——and its implications are essential to
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understanding Locke's justification of the right of unlimited private appro-
priation.
For Locke, man's natural condition set a need for him to labour, ''the
» 11
Condition of Humane life...requires Labour and Material to work on''. Locke
argued that the satisfaction of this need resulted necessarily in private
appropriation. The equality of right premise provided the basis of a right
to appropriate. Equality of right gave rise to an original equal claim to
those things that were provided by God that were to serve as the means to
men's preservation: 'matural Reason...tells us, that Men, being once born,
have a right to their Preservation, and consequently to Meat and Drink....”12
However, before the materials provided by God could be of any use
to any particular man, 'there must of necessity be a means to appropriate”.l3
Thus, whilst Locke considered these materials to be originally subject to
an equal claim by all, he considered it both implausible and impractical that
individuals, in a state of nature, would require the express consent of
others before appropriatingany of these materials for their own use:
By making an explicit consent of every Commoner,
necessary...Children or Servants could not cut the
Meat which their Father or Master had provided in
common, without assigning to every one his peculiar
part. 14
Locke argued that the equality of claim to materials could be trans-
formed into a natural exclusive property right through an expenditure of the
individual's labour:
Though the Earth,...be common to all Men, yet every Man
has a Property in his own Person. This no body has a
Right to but himself. The Tabour of his Body, and the -
Work of his Hands, we may say, are properly his. What-
soever then he removes out of the State that Nature hath
provided, and left it in, he hath mixed his Labour with,

and joyned to it something that is his own, and thereby
makes it his Property. 15
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In short, to provide themselves with the things necessary for subsistence
and the "Conveniences of Life”, men have a natural need to privately appro-
priate. Through an expenditure of labour, considered to be the individual's
private property, men in a state of nature, would be naturally entitled to
fix exclusive private property rights in those things originally subject to
an equal claim by all.

This appropriation-was, for Locke, bounded by two provisos. Firstly,
private appropriation could be regarded as legitimate insofar as it left
enough and as good of the materials in common for others%6Secondly, it was
valid provided that the thingsappropriated were not allowed to spoil{7Ihe
first proviso is to be understood in terms of Locke's concern with maintain-
ing the equality of claim to natural materials which issued from the equality
of right premise. The main concern in this chapters examination of Locke is
to consider his justification of a right of unlimited private appropriation
~—which, if acted upon, could lead to a situation where there would not be
enough and as good left in common-—and, therefore, the spoilage constraint
is not of especial concern here. However, it should be noted that Locke's
handling of the spoilage constraint does hint at some of the covert assump-
tions he made about the differences between men. Locke claimed that a man
may appropriate "[a]s much as one can make use of to amy advantage of life”%8 :
Thus the individual is left to judge what counts as an ''advantage of life''—
which would be demanded by the equality of right premise—and whether to
expend his labour in pursuing it. Here, as in other passages concerning prop-
erty31%ocke suggests that some men would seek greater conveniences of life
than others. An individual who sought more than the average would be

legitimate in doing so provided that his appropriation did not violate the
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enough and as good constraint or lead to spoilage.

However, up to this stage in Locke's argument there would be little
point in the individual striving to appropriate much in excess of his own
~immediate needs. Locke imagined that originally there would have been enough
land for all men to labour in their own right. In such a situation, no man
would be dependent upon the products of others for his subsistence and
conveniences of life. Whilst men may have sought to barter their own excess
of a specific product, there would have been no guaranteed market on which
to dispose of surplus production. There would have been a great chance of
spoilage and the time spent in producing the excess would have been wasted.
The spoilage of products would violate Locke's proviso and the waste of
effort would, for Locke, have been irrational: '[a]nd indeed it was a foolish
thing, as well as dishonest, to hoard up more than he could make use of”z.O

Thus Locke seems to have considered that where all men could labour in their

own immediate needs:

This is certain, That in the begining, before the desire

of having more than Men needed, had altered the intrinsick

value of things...though Men had a Right to appropriate,

by their Labour, each one to himself, as much of the

things of Nature, as he could use: Yet this could not be

much, nor to the Prejudice of others, where the same

plenty was still left.... 21
This passage suggests that Locke realised that there would be little room for
economic growth where each man was able to labour in his own right. Further,
it shows that he also considered men had developed a desire for having more
than petite-bourgeois production would allow. Locke considered that it was

the introduction of money that allowed production beyond these nmatural limits

to occur and enabled men to satisfy their desire for more than needed.
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Monef, for Locke, was a human invention that had altered the "intrin-
sick value of things. For example, prior to the introduction of money, the
value of a piece of land could be measured by its ability to furnish a man
with his means to subsistence and the conveniences of life. After the intro-
duction of meney, however, any products over and above the individual's
immediate needs could be sold and stored in the money form. Locke claimed
that this would have stimulated men to increase their possession of land:

"Find out something that hath the Use.and Value of Money amongst his

Neighbours, you shall see the same Man will begin presently to enlarge his

22
Possessions''.

Locke left it unclear whether it was the introduction of money that
23
had stimulated the ''desire for having more than Men needed" or whether it was

this desire that had prompted men to find a way that "a Man might fairly
24
possess more than he himself can use the product of'', that is, money. Yet

implicit in the textual evidence there appears to be an assertion that Locke
considered it rational for men to appropriateunlimitedly after the intro-
duction of money:

What reason could any one have...to enlarge his Possess-

ions beyond the use of his Family...? Where there is not

something both lasting and scarce, and so valuable to be

hoarded up, there Men will not be apt to enlarge their
Possession.of .Land.... 25

By implication then, once money had been introduced, Locke seems to have
seen a reason for men to appropriate unlimitedly.

The introduction of money had altered, for Locke, the limits of
private appropriation. However, since he wished to show that privéte property
rights could be understood to be logically prior to the institution of

government, he still needed to show that men had a natural right to appro-
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priate unlimitedly. To this end, Locke appears to have argued that the right
of unlimited private appropriation was a natural progression from the right

of limited private appropriation which he had already shown could be consid-
ered to be natural. His argument rests on the claim that men, in a state of

nature, consented to unlimited private appropriation:

This I dare boldly affirm, That the same Rule of
Propriety, . (viz.) that every Man should have as much
as he could make use of, would still hold in the World,
without straitening any body, since there is Land
enough in the World to suffice double the Inhabitants
had not the Invention.of Money, and the tacit Agree-
ment of Men to put a value on it, introduced(by
Consent) larger Possessions, and a Right to them;
which, how it has done, I shall, by and by, shew more
at large. 26

Thus Locke realised that, at least in some parts of the world, the
same '"Rule of Propriety'' mo longer applied. He also realised that large scale
private apprepriation of land placed some men into dependency relations, that
is, a situation where they would have to sell—or "alienate''—their labour:

.. .a Freeman makes himself a Servant to another, by
selling him a certain time, the Services he undertakes
to do, in exchange for Wages he is to receive...commonly
puts him into the family of his Master, and under the
ordinary Discipline thereof.... 27

Such a situation could be construed as violating Locke's equality of
right premise which considers the individual to have a right to be free from
the arbitary wills of others and also gives him an original equal claim to
the materials provided by God. In order that the unequal socio-economic
relations, prompted by the use of money, could be seen to be consistent with
the equality of right premise, Locke would be required to show that consent
to these inequalities did, or could reasonably be supposed to, exist.

There are two types of argument that commentators and theorists have

seen as either implicit or explicit in the Second Treatise by which Locke
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appears to have claimed that unequal socio-economic relations could be seen
to be consistent with the equality of right premise. These I shall label
"empirical" and "normative''. These labels are chosen since, in the first
type of argument, lLocke can be seen as having claimed that men do or, at least
would, consent to a system of unlimited private apprepriation) in the second,
it appears that he may have made a normative claim that men "'should" consent
to unlimited private appropriation. It is to be suggested that these two
catagories of argument allow two possible candidates for the concept of
freedom to be drawn out from Locke's contentions.

Theré are three empirical arguments, two explicit and one implicit,

that can be drawn out of the Second.Treatise which Locke seems to have used

to support the view that a right of unlimited private appropriationis consist-
ent with the equality of right premise. Whilst these can be seen to overlap
at points they deserve separate consideration since they have differing
implications for the ccherence of lLocke's position. The first of these
empirical arguments arises from Locke's claim that men in the quasi-historical
state of nature tacitly consented to the use of money.Z%br Locke, the very
use of money implied a tacit agreement of men to put a value upon it. The
continued use of money would, by implication, presuppose a continued tacit
consent. Coggent to the use of money would include consent to the effects
of its use. From this, Locke seems to have implied that it is an empirical
fact that men's use of money shows their consent to the socio-economic
relations this generates.

The claim that the use of money implies a tacit agreemenﬁ to put a

value upon it can be taken, in part, to be theoretically correct. Presumably,

the use of money as a means of exchange could have originally involved a
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tacit agreement implied by the mere fact that the individual accepted metals
in return for the products of his labour. As such, consent would not need to
be express. However, the next stage in lLocke's argument is questionable.
Original consent to the use of money does not entail, necessarily, that
either men consent to its continued use or the effects of its use. If the
use of money-—and Locke's argument suggests that he considered this to be
the case—did prompt the concentration of land and other means of productidn,
then this could have created a situation where the majority became dependent
upon a minority of owners for their very survival. Such a consequence may
well have been unforeseen at the time of men's original tacit consent. This
development of the concentration of land could be construed as a violation
of the equality of right premise unless men had a method of withdrawing their
"consent'' once they came to consider unlimited private appropriation to be
inimical to their self-ascribed interests. In short, if the concentration of
land prompted by the use of money made men dependent upon the continued use
of money in order to survive, their continued use of money would be incap-
able of representing any intent or disposition on the part of the user in
the way Locke seems to have claimed that it could.

The second argument by which Locke is to be understood as having
argued that men do consent to unequal socio-econcmic relations relies upon the
validity of a second empirical claim. Locke appears to have considered it an
adequate sign of a persons consent to unequal socio-economic relations if that
person accepted the benefits—increased productivity--stimulated by such
relations:

The difficulty is, what ought to be Look'd upon as tacit

Consent, and how far it binds, i.e. how far one shall be
Tooked on to have consented, where one has made mno
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Expression of it at all. And to this I say, that every
Man, that have Possession, or Enjoyment, of any part
of the Dominions of any Government, doth thereby give
his tacit.Consent, and is as far forth obliged to
Obedience of the Laws of that Government.... 30

The weakness of this argument, as Simmons points out?lis that it involves the
judgement of an external observer, in this case Locke, in assessing the
intentions of the individual who receives the benefits of the socio-economic
system in which he happens to reside. If this were allowed, it would lead
to the unconvincing view that the individual could give binding consent
unintentionally. Whatever reasons an individual might have for accepting
those benefits—more often than not, survival--his continued residence could
not be taken as expressing unequivocable support unless there were an adequate
method of withdrawing consent available.

Thus the first two empirical arguments. that can be drawn out of the

Second Treatise to support the view that the right of umlimited private appro-

priation can be considered to be compatible with the equality of right premise
require, if they are to be at all convincing, that the individual has a
method of withdrawing consent open to him. In fact, Locke did suggest that
there was such a means available for those disatisfied with labouring for
wages. He maintained fhat the free lands of America offered such men the
opportunity to labour in their own right.S%th, it could be supposed that
those who failed to take up this opportunity could be construed as consenting
to the effects of the use of mcney.

Some theorists, for example, Simmons, have seen the question as being
one of whether America could befconstrued as offering a reascnable means of
withdrawing consent. It has been argued that, in fact, the taking of a

dangerous beat trip to an often hostile land, leaving behind loved ones,
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cannot be construed as being adequate to the task. That is, this method of
withdrawing consent must be considered too costly to offer a real means of
determining that those who do not tqke up the opportunity continue to consent
to the effects of the use of money.

This criticism does, however, have its own weaknesses. If Locke were
to offer a subsidised trip to America that made the cost of withdrawing
consent reasonable, then his position could be saved quite readily. This
strategy, which was possible in Locke's day, would have made his consent
argument more solid. However, there are no longer adequate amounts of free
land available in America or elsewhere to make this proposition viable today.
Thus, at least until outer spacebecomes habitable, this strategy is academic.
What should not be overlooked, however, is that where men do have an adequate
alternative open to them: their continued residence in a society that embraces
a system of unlimited private appropriation might be taken as a legitimate
sign of their consent.

It should be noted that from the structure of this argument Locke
would not have needed to make any assumptions concerning men's interests. Men
would be free to consent or not to consent to unlimited private appropriation
for whatever reasons they might have. However, to make an argument that men do
consent would have involved, presumably, a consideration of why they do. It
has already been shown that the textual evidence suggests that Locke had
~ some understanding that a system of unlimited private appropriation stimulated
greater procductivity than a petite-bourgeois system and, that he considered
men to have a desire for more than a system of limited private appropriation
would allow. It is these considerations which allow a third empirical argument

to be drawn out of the Second Treatise that Locke may have considered to be
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adequate to the task of maintaining that a right of unlimited private appro-
priation was compatible with his equality of right premise.

The third empirical argument takes a different form than the first
two. This does not claim that it is an empirical fact that men do consent to
unlimited private appropriation but that, given their empirically verifiable
interests, they would consent. Locke appears to make such an instrumental
argument. He appears to imply that since men have an interest in increasing
levels of material well-being, it could be supposed that rational men would
consent to the instruments—a system of unlimited private appropriation——
that would best enable them to achieve this end.

Locke considered men to have a desire for ''more than...needed'. Thus,
as Seaman has argued?%ma could have readily assumed that rational men—defined
in terms of setting means to ends—would consent to those institutions that
would allow them to appropriate beyond the limits of consumption and barter.
Even those who ended up without owning land or other means of production
could be assumed to consent since the benefits were obvious:

There cannot be any clearer demonstration of anything,

than several Nations of the Americans are...rich in

Land and poor in all the Comforts of Life...for want

of improving it by labour, (they) have not cne

hundredth part of the Conveniences we:enjoy: And a

King of a large fruitful Territory there feeds, lodges,

and is clad worse than a day Labourer in England. 34
Locke's claim that men, in a state of nature, did consent to the use of money
could, then, be seen as a claim about what rational men would consent to
given their desire for more than a petite-bourgeois econcmy would allow.

Such an argument, if—which the textual evidence suggests—Locke did

intend to make it, would have its own weaknesses. Firstly, even if Locke were

correct that men do exhibit an overidding interest in promoting productivity,
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it does not follow necessarily that a system of unlimited private appro-
priation would promote the greatest productive forces within a society.

Were it able to be shown that a different system of appropriation would
promote greater forces, an assertion that men would consent to unlimited
private appropriation could be seriously undermined. Secondly, assuming that
a system of unlimited private appropriation did promote material benefits in
excess 0f any other system it would still be necessary to show that men do,
in actuality, express an overidding interest in increasing wealth above their
natural right to enough and as good. Finally, even granting that the Lockean
were able to show that men do express an overidding interest in increasing
material well-being, it may be the case that men's interests change over
time. Unless there were a method of withdrawing consent available which would
allow men to reasses their interests at a latter date, the equality of right
premise, which demands that the individual be left to define his own interests,
would be violated as such a change took place.

The three empirical arguments that can be drawn out of the Second
Treatise to support the view that appropriation beyond enough and as good is
compatible with the equality of right premise, all embrace a similar candidate
for the concept of freedom. This concept is founded upon the equality of right
premise which is linked to the empirical claim that men do/would consent to
a system of unlimited private appropriation. In each case the reason Locke
seems to have given for men consenting is their desire for more than petite-
bourgeois production would allow. That is, these arguments seem to be under-
pimed by a rudimentary concept of bourgeois man. It is this candidate I
shall call the ''liberal-bourgeois—empirical''.

There is however a second type of argument implicit in the Second
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Treatise by which Locke may have sought to show that the right of unlimited
private appropriation could be considered compatible with the equality of
right premise. Locke persistently maintained that the appropriation of land
was a reward for men pursuing the rational course of action which was to
cultivate the gifts of God. Those who had succeeded in appropriating were,
with the introduction of money, able to enlarge their possessions: ''[alnd

as different degrees of Industry were apt to give Men Possessions in differ-
ent Proportions, so this Invention .of Money gave them the opportunity to

35
continue to enlarge them'.

With this perspective, Locke could have readily assumed that those
who had failed to come to own land—or failed to take up land in America—
had only their own lack of rationality and/or moral laxness to blame for the
fact that they were now in a situation where they had to sell their labour.
Thus, as Macpherson has argued, '[t]he assumption that men are equally
capable of shifting for themselves...enabled Locke in good conscience to
reconcile the great inequalities he observed in society with the postulated
equality of right'. Once unlimited private appropriation had accounted for
all available land—at least in England—those who failed to take up the
opportunity of land in America and remained to sell their labour wou%d not be
"in a position to expend their labour improving the gifts of nature”.7Such men,
the labourers in civil society, could not ''raise (their) thoughts above'' the
process of staying alive for they lived 'hand to mouth”?SThey could be
considered toé%e '""biassed in their Interest, as well as ignorant for want of
study of it''. |

It could, therefore, have been easy for Locke to conclude that such

men could not be considered to consent to the inequalities generated by the
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use of money. It may have been the case that Locke considered such men unable
to realise that unlimited private appropriation was, in some sense, in their
"'real" interests. Locke undoubtedly considered that they benefitted from the
increased productivity of unlimited private appropriation;”[alnd a King of a
large fuitful Territory there feeds, lodges, and is clad worse than a day
Labourer in England”?OPerhaps Locke believed that these men could not reason
that they benefitted from the inequalities of their situation. However, it
could be supposed that if they were to become rational, they would consent.

This is the weakest argument that can be drawn out of the Second
Treatise by which Locke may have sought to maintain that the right of
unlimited private appropriation was consistent with the equality of right
premise. If it was Locke's intention to argue in this way— which might be
the case since he considered that only property owners had the right to rebefﬁi
it would seems that he would have been guilty of an inconsistency. The equality
of right premise demands that the individual be left to define his own |
interests. Locke would have violated this premise if he did intend to claim
that some men are ignorant of their ''real"' interests.

The implicit assertion that some men are ignorant of their '‘real!

interests allows a second candidate for the concept of freedom to be drawn

out from the Second.Treatise. This candidate retains the basis of equality

of right prémiseféﬁd; és in the '"liberal-bourgeois-empirical' candidate, also

makes the assertion that the benefits of increased productivity-—stimulated by
unlimited private appropriation--are in men's interests. However, this

second candidate does not claim that men do/would consent to unlimited private
appropriation, but relies upon the normative assertion that they ''should"

consent, that is, that they ought to be bourgeois acquisitors. This candidate
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I shall call "liberal-bourgeois-normative''.

In light of the foregoing analysis of Locke's justification of the
right of unlimited private appropriation, the Lockean liberal who argues in
support of socio-economic relations that embrace such a right is required to
do one of two things if he is to show their compatibility with the equality
of right premise. Either he must show that men do consent to such relations
or, at least, show convincingly that given their empirically verifiable
interests, they would consent. Unless this can be done it could be forcefully
argued that unlimited private appropriation violates the equality of right
premise. Such appropriation, umnless consented to, would be coercive. It would
force men either to sell their labour for wages or to devote their energies
to the acquisition of those things that would keep them from becomingwage
labourers. 42

As was noted earlier, Locke's argument that America offered those
disatisfied with labouring for wages a method of withdrawing their consent
from unlimited private appropriation, might be construed to have been valid.
Whilst such an argument could no longer stand in its original form—since
there are no longer adequate amounts of free land——if some viable altern-
ative to a system embracing unlimited private appropriation were offered men,
then their contimued presence in such a system could be taken as an adequate
sign of their consent.

To make a convincing case that capitalist market relations—which
embrace a right of unlimited private appfopriationr—are compatible with the
equality of right premise, the Lockean liberal would be required'to show
that men do/would consent to them. To claim that men ''should" consent to such

relations since they are in their ''real'' interests would violate the equality

of right premise. This being the case, it is the '"liberal-bourgeois-empirical'!
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candida.ce for the concept of freedom that must bear the weight of a Lockean
liberal justification of capitalism. Either it must be éhown that men do
consent for whatever reasons they may have which, if the benefits of unlimited
private appropriation are claimed to be increased productivity, it can be
supposed that the Lockean liberal assumes that men have bourgeois inclinations.
Or it must be shown that men are, empirically, desirers of increasing amounts
of material well-being and that capitalist appropriation best satisfies this

desire.
IIT  Nozick

The foregoing analysis of Locke's contentions concerning property will
set the parameters for the following examination of Nozick's defence of
capitalism which, he claims, is founded upon the basis of the Lockean liberal

equality of right premise. In Anarchy, State and Utopia Nozick seeks to

extend the Lockean justification of the right of unlimited private appro-
priation into a defence of capitalist market relations. Whilst a right of
unlimited private appropriation is undoubtedly an essential cornerstone of
the capitalist mode of production, on the basis of the equality of right
premise, it would be legitimate if and only if it could be shown that men do/
would consent to it. Thus the aim in examining Nozick's contentions will be
to consider whether he provides an adequate argument for maintaining‘that
appropriation beyond enough and as good is compatible and consistent with
the equality of right premise.

Initial attention will be focused upon Nozick's contentions concerning
the state of nmature. It will be noted that, unlike Locke, Nozick appears to

draw no distinction between legitimate and illegitimate appropriations in
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this statejq%his, it will be suggested, opens up an immediate difficulty.

Any failure to make such a distinction could render some forms of appropriat-
ion acceptable in Nozick's framework that would be illegitimate within Locke's.
Thus attention will be shifted to a consideration of Nozick's specific conten-
tions concerning those appropriations beyond enough and as good that he claims
are legitimate within the Lockean framework.

It will be suggested that Nozick's handling of how the enough and as
good constraint might legitimately be circumvented appears to differ signif-
icantly from Locke's. Indeed, Nozick appears to fail to make consent an
explicit prerequisite in his attempt to justify unlimited private appropri-
ation. Any failure to make consent a necessary requirement in the legitimation
of appropriation beyond enough and as good, it is to be suggested, could
leave men free to violate the natural rights of others in a way that would
not be legitimate in Locke's framework.

This will lead into an assesment of Nozick's concept of compensation.
Nozick claims that all rights violations can be remedied through compensation.
Indeed, his justificationof appropriation beyond enough and as good and hence,
his defence of capitalism, rests on the assertion that those denied enough
and as good by the appropriations of others are compensated for the violaticn
of their right to enough and as good they suffer due to these appropriations.
It will be noted that Nozick draws a distinction between 'market' and ""full"
compensation. Market compensation is decided prior to any actual rights
violation taking place. Thus the individual conmsents to having his rights
violated if and only if he considers the compensation offered to Be adequate.
This type of compensation, it is to be suggested, can therefore be considered

to be compatible with the equality of right premise. However, Nozick's hand-
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ling of the notion of full compensation, which is payable to those denied
their right to enough and as good and . is paid after a rights violation has
already occured, is ambiguous. On the one hand, Nozick's statement of the
notion of full compensation suggests that he considers that, for this to be
a legitimate method of circumventing the enough and as good proviso, those
who have had their rights violated must consent to accept the compensation
offered. On the other hand, it will be suggested, Nozick's extended argument
on full compensation seems to deny that the consent of the violated party is
necessary.

It will be argued that if Nozick's use of the notion of full compen-
sation does embrace the requirement of consent then his position might be
taken as offering an adequate Lockean defence of capitalism, provided that
men continue to consent. However, if consent is not a necessary factor in
the asses.sment af full compensation, then Nozick's position would be open to

attack for weakening the very foundation of the Lockean framework.

Nozick opens Anarchy, .State and Utopia with a statement of the Lockean
equality of right premise?Afor Nozick, the operation of the equality of right
would, in a state of nature, give rise to competing claims to rights and
holdings. Nozick's contentions, however, fail to address the question of the
legitimacy of such claims. Locke had argued that, in a state of nature, all
men had an original equal claim to natural materials and was specific in
attaching limits to the securing of exclusive property rights. Men could
only appropriate within the bounds set by his provisos unless consent gave
them the right to appropriate beyond enough and as good. Nozick, by failing
to address the question of legitimacy, appears to leave open the possibility

of appropriation beyond enough and as good being considered legitimate with-
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out consent.

Indeed, Nozick's analysis of the development of civil society from
the state of nature appears to rest uneasily between the Lockean and Hobbes-
ian versions. Nozick claims that men would develop competing claims to rights
and holdings and, since some men would not respect the claims of others, men

45
would be drawn into groups in order to protect their claims. Nozick calls

these groups '"mutual protective associationy'.ﬁgltime, he argues, men would
find it to be in their interests to hand over the protection of their claims
to specific agencies charged with the protection of those who subscribe to
their services. Nozick claims that through an ''invisible-hand" process this
would eventually lead to one protective agency becoming dominant within a
given territory: ''the self-interested and rational actions of person in a
Lockean state of nature will lead to a single protective agency becoming
dominant within a given geographical territory''. The existence of/this
dominant agency marks, for Nozick, the begining of civil society=48

By leaving open the question of legitimacy of rights and holdings—
that is, their compatibility with the equality of right premise—Nozick
clouds-zhe issue of whether any apprépriation beyond enough and as good, which
the dominant protective agency might protect, tcok place with the consent of
those denied their natural right to enough and as good within a given
geographical territory. Because of this it is necessary to examine Nozick's
specific contentions concerning the Lockean enough and as good proviso.

At the outset of his examination of the Lockean enough and as good
proviso, Nozick notes that a standard argument against Locke's justification

of the right of unlimited private appropriation is that the enough and as

good proviso is violated by this " type of appropriation. Thus he sees that it
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often argued that, since there are no longer any adequate amounts of free
land available, Locke's argument can no longer hold.zg%r Nozick, the argu-
ment that property rights would have to be forfeited once no more land is
available is an impluasible account of the intent behind the Lockean enocugh
and as good proviso. He reasons that if it were the case that the acquisition
that took the final piece of land had to be considered illegitimate—for
denying others their right to enough and as good—-then-all acquisitions would
have to be considered illegitimate. It is this that lies at the heart of
Nozick's "zip-back' analysis. If person Y, by appropriating the last piece
of land is understood as having denied Z his right to enough and as good,
then person X must be seen as having denied Y and Z their right. This would
mean that W's appropriation would have to be deemed illegitimate for having
denied X, Y and Z and so on, all the way back to A.SO

This leads Nozick to reconsider the Lockean enough and as good proviso.
He maintains that Locke did not intend for all previous legitimate appropria-
tions—those which occured within the limits set by Locke's provisos—to
become illegitimate once all suitable land had been acquired. He claims that
the purpose of this proviso was that it was meant to 'ensure that the situ-
ation of others is not worsened”.S%hat is, provided that those denied enough
and as good by the appropriations of others are no worse off than they would
be were they still able to appropriate in their own right, then all appropria-
tions that have been made can be considered legitimate.

This does, however, seem to be a strange interpretation of the intent
behind Locke's enough and as good proviso. Locke considered this proviso as

essential to the maintenance of the equality of right premise. He stressed

the importance of consent, either actual or supposed, to the legitimation
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of appropriation beyond enough and as good. This was a necessary ingredient
in the maintenance 6f the equality of right premise. Unless Nozick could
show that consent does, or could be reasonably supposed to exist then, his
interpretation of the circumvention of the enough and as good proviso would
rob the Lockean account of the legitimacy of unlimited private appropriation
of its essential prerequisite.

In this light, Nozick's claim that the enough and as good proviso is
meant to "ensure that the situation of others is not worsened" requires
further consideration. In fact, Nozick distinguishes between two ways in
which the situation of others could be considered to have been made worse
by the appropriations of some men: firstly, 'by losing the opportunity to
improve his situation by a particular appropriation or any one'l; %econdly,
"[bly no longer being able to use freely (without appropriation) what he
previously could',

Nozick's handling of these notions tends to be obscure. However, he
seems to be claiming that the first way the situation of some can be consid-
ered to have been made worse by the appropriations of others is where, for
example, X's appropriation takes the last piece of suitable land, thereby
denying Y and Z access to any'land at all in their own right. The second way
in which X's appropriation could be considered to worsen the situation for Y
and Z is because they would now, potentially, be in a situation where they
would have to purchase the right to use the land and other means of product-
ion privately held by others. However, in this second sense, Y and Z's
situation would only be worse if they did have to pay for access>to the means
of production. If they did not—hence Nozick's use of the term !'freely''—

then their situation, Nozick appears to be claiming, need nct be construed to
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have been made worse.
Nozick claims that a stringent enforcement of the enough and as good
proviso would make illegitimate those appropriations that worsened the situa-
/)
tion for others in the first sense as well as the second}iﬁbwever, since this
would result in the "zip-back' effect, Nozick prefers to consider a weaker
requirement, in which only those appropriations which worsen the situation
for others in the second sense would be deemed illegitimate, to be more in
keeping with the spirit of Locke's enough and as good proviso. Thus, he seems
to be claiming that, provided those denied access to land in their own right
by the appropriations of others, are allowed ''free'' access to the land and
other means of production these others own, then all appropriations can be
considered legitimate.

At least this is what is implied by Nozick's statement of the notion
of worsening the situation for others. Yet, in his restatement of this
requirement for legitimating appropriation bevond enough and as good, Nozick
inexplicably drops the term "'freely' and claims that the weaker requirement
of the enough and as good proviso demands only that, where Y can no longer
appropriate in his own right, 'there remains some for him to use as before”.55
This weakened weaker requirement could, therefore, be used to justify a
situation where the unlimited private appropriations of others have put Y and
Z in a situation where they have to purchase the right to use the means of
production privately owned by others. Once again, however, this would only be
legitimate within the Lockean framework, if it could be shown that men do/
would consent.

In any event, Nozick asserts that private appropriation beyond enough

and as good is legitimate within the Lockean framework provided that those
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who can no longer appropriate in their own right find themselves in a situa-—
tion where théy are no worse off. In.efféct, for Nozick, this means that
provided that the situation such people find themselves in provides them with
benefits that offset the violation of their matural rights they suffer, then
the appropriations of others can be considered to be legitimate?6szick
identifies these benefits as the increased productivity he considers to be
stimulated by a system allowing appropriation beyond enough and as good. He
claims that such appropriation would only ''violate the proviso by making the
situation worse than their base line situation...the base line for comparison
is so low as compared to the productiveness of a society with private appro-
priation that the question of the Lockean proviso being violated arises only
in the case of a catastrophe”.Sin short, those denied enough and as good are
compensated for this violation of their rights by the productivity of a system
allowing unlimited private appropriation.

This analysis of the circumvention of the enough and as good proviso
does not make consent an explicit prerequisite for the legitimation of appro-
priation beyond this constraint. Such consent is a necessary prerequisite
for making this type of appropriation consistent with'the Lockean equality of
right premise. Nozick's attempt to justify appropriation beyond ‘enough and as
good could be valid, however, were he able to show that those denied enough
and as good did/would consent to receive the compensation offered—the
increased productivity of society-—-in lieu of the rights viclation they suffer.
On the basis of the equality of right premise it would be legitimate for men
to agree to give up their right to enough and as good in lieu of such compen-

sation. However, it would not be legitimate to force men to accept compensa-

tion if they expressed a preference to retain their right to enough and as
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good above the increased productivity that may be available in a system
embracing a right to unlimited private appropriation. In this light, it is
necessary to examine Nozick's notion of compensation to consider whether it
does embrace the requirement of consent.
In his treatment of compensation, Nozick distinguishes between two

types of compensation:

Full compensation is an amount sufficient, but barely

so to make a person afterwards say he's glad, not sorry,

it happened; and market compensation is the amount that

prior negotiations to get his consent would have fixed

upon. 58
For Nozick, as for Locke, the individual may consent to give up part of his
rights. If he perceives some benefit to accrue he may consent to having his
rights violated in lieu 6f compensation. For example, a farmer may choose to
sell his right to land to a development company. He would do this provided
he felt the amount offered, the compensation, adequate. The company would
decide, in light of projected profits, an amount it would be willing to pay
to acquire the land. If the parties came to an agreement, then the company
would acquire the right and, the farmer would have agreed to give up his
right, through his voluntary consent. This would be an example of market
compensation. Undoubtedly, it is quite easy to see how this type of rights
violation is compatible with the equality of right premise. The potentially
violated party only enters into a contract and accepts the compensation
offered if he considers it adequate. Those contracts that are entered into
therefore take place with the explicit consent of both parties.

Unfortunately, the violation of men's right to enough and as good, at

least in the case of latecomers, takes place without their prior consent.

Nozick maintains that rights violations that take place without the damaged
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party's prior consent can be remedied by-a system of posterior ggmpensation
in which the violated party is entitled to "full'' compensation. The essential
question is whether such a system of compensation embraces a requirement of
consent which would have to be a necessary prerequisite if it were to be seen
as compatible with the Lockean equality of right premise.

In his statement of the notion of "full" compensation Nozick claims
that it is "an amount sufficient, but barely so, to make a person afterwards
say he's glad, not sorry, it happened...J?%}ﬁs implies that Nozick's system
of posterior compensation could be consistent with the equality of right -
premise; If men are compensated to a degree which makes them indifferent to
the fact that they have had their rights violated and, say they are glad, not
sorry, it happened, then Nozick would have grounds on which to claim that
they consented, albeit after the violation had occured. Applying this argu-
ment to unlimited private appropriation, Nozick would be required to show
that men do in actuality accept the benefits generated by a system of
unlimited private appropriation—which he cites as increased productivity-—
as compensation for the violation of their right to enough and as good. The
logistics of such an argument remain unclear. Presumably, as with Loéke's
arguments that sought to show that men do consent to unlimited private appro-
priation, Nozick would be required to show that men have some alternative
open to them.

If men do not have an alternative to unlimited private appropriation
open to them then it could be the case that they are coerced into accepting
a system of posterior compensation in order to survive. If Nozick were able
to show that such a method of withdrawing consent was available then his

position might be taken as offering an adequate Lockean liberal justification
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of capitalism. However, Nozick fails to make any convincing case that men do
or, under his arrangements, would have such a method open to fhem. Indeed,
at points, Nozick himself suggests that the acceptance of posterior compen-
sation may not represent an adequate sign of men's consent:

The .compensation might encompass .paying for the costs
of devices.to. lessen.the .initial .pollution.effects.
In our example, airlines or airports might pay.for
soundproofing a house...when each of .the victims.of
pollution suffers great costs, .the.usual system.of
tort liability. (with .minor modifications) suffices

to yield this result. 61

Rights violations rectified through a system of tort may well remain rights
violations that are not consented to. Where the individual has no choice but
to accept arbitrated compensation such acceptance could not be taken as offer-
ing an adequate sign of their consent.

In his extended analysis of the notion of '"'full' compensation, Nozick
clouds still further the issue of whether he considers consent to be a nec-
essary prerequisite in the legitimation of appropriation beyond enough and as
good. This extended analysis takes place within the context of an appraisal
of the benefits Nozick contends accrue from a system allowing posterior com-
pensation. As such, the attempt to consider the link between consent and full
compensation must be drawn out from arguments that are not directly concerned
with Nozick's attempt to circumvent the enough and as good proviso.

Nozick begins his analysis of rights violations by claiming that
they fall into two catagories. There are both '‘public' and ''private'’ violations
or ”wrongs”.G%ﬁﬂblic wrongs are those which people fear even if they know
that they will be fully compensated for their happening. Such wrongs include

murder and assault. Even if the purportrator of such wrongs is punished and

the victim or his family compensated, people would still fear them happening
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to them. Public wrongs, for Nozick, must be prohibited and made punishable.
Private wrongs are those for which only the victim needs to be compensated.
For example, compensation would be given for the breaking of a leg in an
accident. Persons who knew they would be fully compensated if such a misfor-
tune should befall them, would not be in constant fear of their happening.
Such wrongs, although not prohibited or punishable in the same way as

public wrongs, still demand that the damaged party be compensated.

Private wrongs, for Nozick, can be remedied either through market or
full compensation. However, he points out that at times it may be extremely
difficult for the individual to identify and negotiate W%E? all potentially
violated parties prior to undertaking a course of action. That is, the costs
involved in negotiating for prior consent—-through the market compensation
process—may increase beyond the projected costs of posterior compensation.
The market éompensation process would involve the potential violator of rights
in trying to identify the owners of the rights he can foresee his actions
might violate. He would then have to negotiate to gain their consent. Through-
out this process he could not be sure that he had identified all those whose
rights he might violate,and. he might compensate for rights that, in actuality,
he does not end up vioclating. In light of these considerations, Nozick con-
cludes that anyone should be able to perform "an unfearful action without
prior consent, provided that the costs of reaching prior agreement aﬁﬁ}greater,
even by a bit, than the costs of the posterior compensation process''.

Nozick claims that such an arrangement would ''fit the6Eiqture of a
free society as embodying a presumption in favour of liberty'. It would permit
men to perform more actions that they perceived to be in their own interests

than one which forbade non-negotiated rights violations. Further, Nozick
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claims that no individual would be worse off than he would be under an
arrangement which forbade such actions since, "[t]here is a trade because
each accepts the risk of his boundaries being crossed.ggd is allowed a
higher risk in his attempts to achieve his own goals''.

The major benefit Nozick identifies to all this is that such an arrangss-
ment would stimulate men to undertake more productive activities than any
other. Men would enter such activities wherever they considered the benefits
that would accrue to outweigh the probable costs of posterior compensation.
However, it is not enough for Nozick to claim that men should consent to
such an arrangement merely because this would allow him a higher risk in
attempting to achieve his own goals. The individual's self-ascribed interests
may well set an overidding goal of exercising his own rights--including his
right to enough and as good——without interference by others. He may choose
to do this in full knowledge that such a course of action may mean his having
to forego the benefits of increased productivity that might be available
under Nozick's arrangements. Accordingly, in the absenée of an alternative to
posterior compensation, Nozick would presume too much in claiming that such
a system can rectify any rights violation, the individual simply may not
think that it does.

Perhaps it was Nozick's intention to argue that men would agree to
a system allowing posterior compensation in light of the material benefits
he claims such a system generates. Indeed, Nozick continually implies that
he considers men to have an overidding interest in increasing levels of
production/consumption. This is implicit in his persistent asserfion that the
benefits of allowing non-negotiated rights violations are to be found in

the increased productivity this stimulates. If this were the case, then it
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would help clarify Nozick's apparent failure to make consent an explicit
prerequisite in the justification of unlimited private appropriation. The
assumption that men have an overidding interest in being bourgeois would
help explain why Nozick is willing to leave the decision of which type of
compensation—market or full—firmly in the hands of the potential violator
of rights.

Indeed, the apparent assertion that men have overidding ''bourgeois'
interests is implicit in Nozick's claim that non-negotiated rights violations
are legitimate wherever the potential violator considers the probable costs
of posterior compensation to be less than the market compensation process. A
person who wished to undertake such an activity would require a fairly
accurate assessment af the probable costs of posterior compensation. Without
a standardised system of deciding the level of posterior compensation payable
—as in the tort system—the calculation of the probable costs of posterior
compensation would be wildly inaccurate where each of the violated parties
demanded markedly different amounts of compensation. This suggests, once more,
that Nozick has some conception that all men are willing to part with their
natural rights in lieu of material compensation. Such an assumption, if
Nozick has in fact made it, would—at least without empirical evidence to
support it—be questionable and, if found to be incorrect, would violate the
equality of right premise which demands that the individual be left to cefine
his own interests.

To make the argument that men would consent to capitalis; appropria-
tion because of the material benefits this generates, Nozick would be required
to substantiate two further propositions. Firstly, that men do, in fact,

express an overidding interest in increasing levels of material well-being
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and, secondly, that capitalist appropriation best satisfies this overidding
interest. Even if it were the case that men did express an overidding interest
in increasing production/consumption it does not necessarily follow that
capitalist appropriation best satisfies this interest. Were it able to be
shown that a different set of socioc—economic relations would promote greater
productivity then, it could be argued that these are the ones that men would
consent to if they were given the choice.

At other point, however, the textual evidence suggests that Nozick
considers it to be an empirical fact that men do consent to capitalist
market relations. Thus he claims, '[n]o doubt peéple will not long accept
a distribution they believe unigst”.6%his implies that, for Nozick, since
people appear indifferent to the fact that a minority own all land and other
means of production it can be assumed that they consent to capitalist appro-
priation. Having continually cited increased productivity as the overidding
benefit such a system generates, Nozick may have readily assumed that people
do consent because they value these benefits above their natural rights.
However, if the unlimited private appropriations of others have come to deny
men the ability to withdraw their '"consent' from capitalist market relations,
then their continued operation in capitalism cannot be taken as an adequate
sign of their consent. Nozick camnot legitimately claim that men do consent
merely because they accept the benefits he claims such a system generates. In
the absence of a viable alternative, men's contimued operation within a
system embracing unlimited private appropriation has as much chance of
signifying their resignation as their active ''consent'. |

The weight of the textual evidence suggests that Nozick does not

consider express consent to be a necessary prerequisite for the justification
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of unlimited private appropriation. However, he seems to make the assumption
that men have an overidding interest in increasing amounts of material well-
being and because of this they do/would consent to such appropriation. This

being the case, it appears that Nozick's position embraces the ''liberal-

bourgeois-empirical' notion of freedom.
IV Conclusion

Two candidates for the concept of freedom have been drawn out from
the consideration of Locke's justification of the right of unlimited private

appropriation that appears in the Second.Treatise. Firstly, the '"liberal-

bourgeois—empirical' which claims that men do/would consent to this form of
appropriation since it helps satisfy their bourgeois inclinations. Secondly,
the ''liberal-bourgeois-normative'' which claims that men ''should'" consent to
this form of appropriation, that is, that they ought to be bourgeois. It has
been argued that the ''liberal-bourgeois-normative' candidate would involve
the Lockean liberal position in a contradiction. Since the equality of right
premise demands that the individual be left to define his own interests, it
would be illegitimate to claim that men ''should" consent to a specific set
of socio-economic relations. Therefore, it has been suggested that it is the
""liberal-bourgeois—empirical' candidate that must carry the weight of a
Lockean liberal justification of capitalsim.

This candidate claims that men do, or at least given their empirically
verifiable interests Would, consent to unlimited private appropriation because
of the increased productivity it generates. However, to maintain.an argument
that men "do'" consent the Lockean liberal would be required to show that men

have an alternative to capitalist appropriation open to them. Further, in
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order to maintain an argument that men 'would' consent he is required to show
that men do, in actuality, express an overidding interest in increasing levels
of material well-being and that capitalist appropriation best satisfies this
interest. Unless this can be done, capitalist appropriation could be condemned
upon the basis of the liberal equality of right premise since it provides the
conditions in which the owning minority can coerce the non-owning majority.
Finally, even granting that the Lockean liberal can show convincingly
either that men do or that they would consent, on the basis of the equality
of right premise unlimited private appropriation and hence capitalism would
only be legitimate as long as men continued to consent or say that they would
consent. This premise demands that men be able to change their self-ascribed
interests in light of changing circumstances. As or when men came to consider
capitalist appropriation to be inimical to their self-ascribed interests such

appropriation could be condemned within the liberal framework.
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Chapter Three: Humanist Freedom

I Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the general form of the two
candidates for the concept of freedom that can be drawn out from humanist
critiques of capitalism. Most humanist pesitionswhilst differing in specific
content, have tended to exhibit the same fundamental structure. In general, the
theorist is commited to a specific concept of human nature which allows
him to formualte a distinction between men's '"'perceived" and their '"'real'',
"authentic" or "human'' interests. Through an examination of capitalist market
relations, the theorist is then drawn to the conclusion that these relaticns
are not conducive to the realisation of these '"'real'' interests and, must
therefore be condemned as ''dehumanising''. This type of critique is of especial
concern here since liberal theorists have tended to be particularly wary of
humanist positions which, they have persistently maintained, open up the
possibility of coercion in the name of freedom. The essential point of refer-
ence for the following examination of humanist positionswill be to consider
whether this liberal criticism is a valid one.

The most sustained and widely received contémporary hunanist literature
has developed in the marxist-humanist tradition which has its roots, at least
in part, in Marx's use of the concept of alienation that appears in his early

works that have come to be known collectively as the Early Writings. Initial

attention will be focused upon the contentions that appear in these works. It
will be argued that there are, in fact, two levels of critique that appear in
these works. The first, which is well represented in Marx's direct critique

of Smith, it will be suggested, can be seen to be founded upon premises
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which are compatible with the liberal premises that Smith, himself, had
employed. The second level of critique appears in Marx's use of the concept
of alienation. It will be argued that Marx identified four aspects of alien-
ation which he appears to have considered to be inherent in the capitalist
mode of production. Through an examination of these it will be suggested
that two of these aspects can be considered to raise issues——concerning the
individual's ability to direct his own activities—which it would be legit-
imate to raise within the liberal framework. It willi be suggested, further,
that the other two aspects of alienation reveal that Marx appears to have
founded part of his criticisms of capitalism upon a concept of human nature
which implies that a distinction can be drawn between men's '"perceived'' and
"real' interests.

It will be suggested that there are elements of a candidate for the

concept of freedom that can be drawn out of the Farly Writings that reappears

throughout Marx's works. It will be argued that although this candidate does
rely upon a concept of human nature—— and, possibly, an attendant distinction
between ''perceived" and '‘real'’ interests—Marx's position is not open to the
standard liberal critique of humanist positions. That is, Marx's position
does not justify coercion in the name of freedom.

It will then be noted that the apparent lack of a potentially revolut-
ionary proletariat, in advanced industrial societies, does present difficult-
ies for Marx's position. This will lead into an analysis of a contemporary
marxist-humanist pcsition which has sought to deal directly with these
problems, this will be carried out though a consideration of Marcuse's conten-
tions. It will be argued that Marcuse, in attempting to overcome the problems

associated with the apparent disappearance of a potentially revolutionary
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proletariat was forced to claim that men ''should" act in accordance with their
"real'' interests and that they must be forced to be free. This, it will be
noted, opens Marcuse's position up to the standard liberal critique of human-
ist positions. It will be suggested that, although many of Marcuse's conten-
tions reveal a concern with the lack of men's ability to direct their own
activities—essentially a liberal concern—his normative claim that men ''should"
act in accordance with their ''real'' interests results in his position embrac-
ing a candidate for the concept of freedom which is incompatible with the
liberal equality of right premise and substantially different from that which
can be drawn out from Marx's contentions.

In the concluding section of this chapter a summary of the two cand-
idates for the concept of freedom developed will be given. This will be
followed by a brief comparison of the essential features of the two positions‘
considered. This will show why Marcuse's position does justify coercion in

the name of freedom whilst Marx's does not.

IT Marx

There has been much controversy. surroundingMarx's use of the concept

of alienation that appears in the Farly Writings. Some commentators have argued

that this concept represents little more than an Hegelian stop-gap in the works
of the young Marx which the older Marx came to reject? Others, especially

more recently, have argued that, in fact, there is no radical distinction to
be drawn between the young and old Marx? Whilst it is beyond the Scope of this
chapter to argue which side of this debate is correct, it will be suggested

that. there certain elements of the notion of freedom that can be drawn out of

the Early Works which reappear throughout Marx's works.
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The preoccupation of theorists with the concept of alienation since

the publication of the Early Writings has tended to overshadow the fact that

there are two levels of criticism of capitalism that appear in this collec-
tion of works. The first of these levels is well represented in Marx's direct
attack upon Smith's political economy. The second is that which appears in
Marx's contentions concerning alienation. Initially, the first of these levels
of critique will be examined. I shall contend that, in his analysis of Smith,
Marx can be understood gg having offered an account of the contradictions
between the premises of liberal political econcmy and the practical workings
of capitalism. It will be suggested that in this undertaking, Marx can be
understood as having founded his critique of capitalism upon premises that
are compatible with those that Smith, himself, had employed. This will lead
into an examination of Marx's second level of critique.

The concept of alienation, it is to be suggested, allowed Marx to
formulate the real contradictions within the workings of capitalism which he
considered gave rise to the contradictions that appear at the first level
of critique. This will be followed by an examination of the four aspects of
alienation--alienation from the products of labour, from the productive process,
from man's species-being,and man's alienation from other men--that Marx con-
sidered to be inherent in the capitalist mode of production.

I shall then argue that the first two of these aspects of alienation—
alienation from the products of labour and alienation from the productive
process—reveal a concern with men's inability to direct their own activities
within the capitalist mode of production. It will be suggested that this concern
could legitimately be raised within the liberal framework. The second two
aspects. of alienation—man's alienation from his species-being and his alien-

ation from other men—it is to be argued, highlight the way in which Marx
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considered the capitalist mode of production divorced men from their social
nature. It will then be possible to give an account of the candidate for the
concept of freedom that can be drawn out from Marx's contentions.

I will suggest that this candidate retains the liberal notion that
freedom consists—at least in part—in being able to direct one's own activ-
ities. However, Marx also consideredit essential for therealisation of freedom
that men develop interests beyond those that they seek to fulfil in capital-
ism. That is, Marx contended that to realise freedom in actuality, men would
have to come to live in conscious recognition of their interdependence with
nature and other men. It will be suggested that these concerné reappear
throughout Marx's works.

I shall then argue that Marx considered it to be an empirical fact
that the social aspect of man's nature was developing in the capitalist mode
of production and that this was being expressed in increasing solidarity
between workers. Further, it will be suggested that Marx considered it to be
empirically verifiable that the development of capitalism would necessitate a
further development of the social aspect of man's nature. Thus, it will be
contended that the candidate for the concept of freedom that can be drawn out
of Marx's contentions retains a liberal element and embraces the requirement
of men developing "new' interests which, empirically, they are doing and will
be required to do. It ié this candidate that I shall call the ''liberal-
developmental-empirical'.

It will then be argued that Marx considered that the full realisation
of this freedom, in actuality, would only be possible after the pfoletariat
had fulfilled its revolutionary role. Further, it is to be suggested that he
considered that the proletarian revolution would only occur in response to the

real material conditions of life that would be generated by capitalism. As
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such, Marx was not seeking to tell men what they ''should' do,but was inform-
ing them of what the development of capitalism would require them to do.
Because of this, it will be argued, the ''liberal-developmental-empirical’
candidate for the concept of freedom is not incompatible with the liberal
equality of right premise. That is, Marx was not advocating that men should
be forced to act in accordance with their social mature but that the develop-
ment of capitalism would require that they come to act in such a way.
Initially the first level of critique offered in the works that have

collectively come to be known as the Early Writings is to be considered. Since

this 1s to be approached through a consideration of Marx's direct response to
Smith's political economy, it will be necessary to consider some of the main

themes that appear in Smith's Wealth of Nations. Smith had argued that in the

“long run, on a free market, the price of a commodity would tend towards its
"nmatural price'. This was considered to be the price which was the '"lowest at
which (a dealer) is likely to sell...for any considerable time'', that is, the
price that ''the sellers can commonly afford to take, and at the same time
continue their business''. Smith recognised that, in fact, the price that a
commodity would actually reach on the market, the market price, could on any
given occasion be above or below the natural price. The market price would be
subject to the fluctuations of supply and demand. However, the workings of

the market would ensure that commodity prices would, over an extended period
of time, constantly gravitate to their natural price. When, for example, supply
exceeded demand, the market price would fall below the matural price. This
would prompt the least efficient of the producers to cease production of the
commodity in question and invest their endeavours in another area. Thus

6
supply would fall and the market price would tend towards the natural price.
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On the other hand, if demand outstripped supély, the market price would rise
above the natural price. In such cases, profits would be high. This would
stimulate more producers to commit stock to the production of the commodity
in question? Once more, supply would tend towards demand leading the market
price towards the matural price.

The natural price, therefore, is, as it were, the central

‘price, to which the price of all commodities are contin-

ually gravitating...whatever may be the obstacles which

hinder them from settling in this center of repose and

continuance, they are constantly gravitating towards it. 8

This notion of natural price appears to be underpinned by a doctrine
similar to the Lockean liberal equality of right premise. The natural price,
being the one which the sellers could commonly afford to take whilst remain-
ing in business, could be regarded to be the lowest they would be prepared
to accept. Further, it was also the highest price 'which can be squeezed out
of the buyers, or which, it is supposed, they will consent to give"? Thus,
provided that the natural price, in the long run, were realised, those trans-
actions entered into could be considered to be non-coerced. Such transactions
could, therefore, be seen to be consistent with the liberal equality of right
premise.

The validity of this notion of natural price does, however, rely upon
certain conditions being met. The buyers of a commodity could be forced to _
pay in excess of the natural price if the sellers were able to form an effect-
ive monopoly%OConversely, the sellers of a commodity could, if they were unable
to withdraw from the market for certain reasons, be forced to sell below the
natural price, especially where the buyers were able to act in unison. Smith

appears to have realised that it was these difficulties which meant that the

notion of natural price could not be applied to the wages of labour.
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Smith began his enquiry into the wages of labour by noting that,

[t]he produce of labour constitutes the natural recom-
pence or wages of labour.

In the original state of things, which precedes
both the appropriation of land and the accumulation
of stock, the whole produce belongs to the labourer.
He has niether landlord or master to share with him. 11

However, as Smith noted, such conditions no longer prevailed. Land
had become privately owned and the landlord demanded a share of "all the
12

produce of which the labourer can either raise or collect from it'. Further,

[i]n all arts and manufactures the greater part of work-

men stand in need of a master to advance to them the

materials of their work, and their wages till it be

compleated. He shares in the produce of their labour,

or in the value which it adds to the materials upon

which it is bestowed; and in this share consists his

profit. 13
In short, the labouring classes were dependent upon the owners of land and
other means of production. Whilst the wages of labour were determined by con-
tracts between masters and workers, the masters were in the strongest

14
bargaining position. The owners, being a smaller group were able to form more
effective combinations in their efforts to keep wages down than labourers
were able to form in their efforts to get them increased. Smith even went so
far as to maintain that in disputes between the two groups, the owners could
call upon the "assistence of the civil magistrate, and the rigorous execution
of those laws which have been enacted with so much severity against combinations
15
of servants, labourers and journeymen''.
However, although the wages of labour could not be considered to have

a natural price—which allowed other commodity transactions to be considered
non-coerced—Smith did claim that there was a natural rate of wages; '"[t]here
is in every society...an ordinary or average rate of wages...These ordinary

16
or average rates may be called the natural rate of wages....'" According to
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Smith, this natural rate of wages was that which enabled the worker to subsist
at the common level. Any increase in wages above this natural rate could be

considered to be a benefit to the worker. This lead Smith to argue that a
17
soclety increasing in wealth would be best for the labouring classes. Increas-—

ing wealth would presuppose a continuous and possibly increasing demand for
18
labour. Further, the competition fostered by a thriving economy would tend to

increase wages and decrease prices, both effects being of benefit to the
19

worker. Thus Smith's position came to rest on the argument that a state of
increasing wealth was the best for the labouring classes and, since workers
made up the greater part of society, was best for society as a whole:

Sexrvants, labourers and workmen of different kinds,
make up the far greater part of every great political
society...what improves the circumstances of the
greater part can never be regarded as an incovenience
to the whole. No society can surely be flourishing

and happy, of which the far greater part of the members
are poor and miserable. 20

In the Early Writings Marx's immediate response to Smith was to reemph-

asise and amplify some of the major observations that had been made in the

Wealth.of Nations. Marx was able to use Smith's contentions to argue that, in

reality, the wages of labour were determined by the struggle between capitalist
and worker. The victors in this struggle were invariably the capitalists?lThis
followed from Smith's observation that labourers were dependent upon their
industrial earnings and the fact that '[c]ombination among capitalists is
usual and effective, whereas combination among workers is proscribed and has
painful consequences for them”?2

Workers, being unable to withdraw from the market, were éubject to the

whims of the demand for their labour. This dependency was increased by the fact

that workers, unlike other commodity producers, were hampered in their attempts
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to redirect their commodity when market prices feil in their usual area of
employment. The division of labour that underpins a capitalist exchange
economy, meant that the worker trained and/or experienced in one area of
employment would fine it "extremely difficult...to direct his labour to
other uses”%BThis subordination of labour to the demands of capital meant that
the workers were either condemmed to starvation or to ''accept every demand
which the capitalist makes”?4

Smith, however, had recognised these difficulties. Indeed, it was his
consideration of such problems that had lead him to conclude that a state of
increasing wealth was best for the labouring classes. Marx, however, sought
to criticise this conclusion. Marx accepted that where the demand for labour
exceeded supply, wages could be expected to rise. However, increasing wages
would presuppose that adequate profits were being made. Profits would lead
to the accumulation of capital and, as Smith had recognised, capital gave its
owner ''a certain command OVET..labOUf”?SPut simply, the accumulation of capital,
for Marx, would increase the directive influence of others over the activity
of the worker. Further, the competition fostered by a thriving economy, Marx
pointed out, would spur the search for immovation in the productive process,
thereby increasing the division of labour, which increased the workers depend-
ence upon a particular form of employment. Smith had praised the competition
of a thriving economy which he had considered would tend to raise wages and
lower prices. However, for Marx, such competition would lead to smaller, less
efficient capitalists going out of business, thus there would be a decreasing
number of capitalists seeking the services of the labourer%6As the number of

capitalists decreased, they would find it easier to act in unison to raise

rices and decrease wages. Thus, for Marx, Smith's state of increasing opulence
9 3
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would merely serve to expand the conditions of the labourer's dependence,and.
would result in a further erosion of the labourer's bargaining position when
the economy went into decline.

To launch these criticisms of Smith's political economy, Marx had no
need to adopt—nor does he seem to have adopted in the .early stages of the
argument—a concept of freedom that differed substantially from the liberal
doctrine of an equal right to self-governance. In reality, the worker could
not be considered to be free and independent as he had been presented to be
in liberal political economy. The worker was subject to the arbitary will of
the owning class and their demand for his services. As such, this would amount
to a violation of the worker's equality of right since Smith had failed to
show convincingly that labourers do/would consent to the inequalities of
capitalist market relations.

However, whilst many of Marx's direct criticisms of Smith can be
cogently understood as highlighting the contradictions between liberal theory
and the practises of capitalism, there is a second level of critique that appears

in the Early Writings, which goes further than this. Marx had not denied that

wages could rise in the state of increasing wealth. He had not even sought to
deny that labourers would perceive this to be in their interests. However, he
still sought to criticise the fact that men would have these interests:

Rising wages awake in the worker the same desire for

enrichment as in the capitalist, but he can only satisfy

it by sacrifice of his body and spirit. Rising wages

presuppose, and bring about, the accumulation of capital;

thus they increasingly alienate the product of labour

from the worker. 27

In order to explore the basis of this critique, it is necessary to

examine the concept of alienation used by Marx. There is little doubt that the

use of this concept owes more to his studies in the Hegelian tradition than to
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his consideration of the mysterious workings of capitalism. However, even
28
prior to the writing of the ''1844 Manuscripts'', Marx noted that he considered
Feuerbach's contentions to have important implications for the study of
politics:
I approve of Feuerbach's aphorisms, except for one point:
he directs himself too much to nature and too little to
politics. But it is politics which happens to be the only
link through which contemporary philosophy can become
true. 29
Thus, Marx's extended cfitique of capitalism that appears in his consid-
eration of alienation has to be understood in terms of his analysis of

Feuerbach.

In The Essence-of.Christianity, Feuerbach had argued that man, in the

course of history, had projected his wants upon the imaginary figure "'God'.
Over time, men had come to believe that God existed in actuality. This
resulted in the attributes men had originally aspired to, coming to be seen
as divine. Through this process, God's perfection came-to be the benchmark
for man's baseness. The object '""God'' that man had posited as the embodiment
of his own aspirations had become a subject in the face of whom men were
lacking. Men had become alienated from what were, potentially at least, real
human attributes. This process had its origin in man's distinctive capacity
to be conscious of himself as a member of the human species and not merely
of himself as an individual. For Feuerbach, man was a species-being: 'Man

is at once I and thou; he can put himself in the place of another; that to him
is his species, his essential'nature, and not merely individuality is an
object of thought”.31 ’

Whilst Feuerbach's use of the notion of an "essential (human) essence

appears to be obscure, it seems that he did not consider man's nature to be a
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32

finite entity. Indeed, he seems to have considered men capable of considering
an infinite number of potentials they might realise. He saw that it was in
"God'' that men expressed the infinititude of his potentials:

Man cannot get beyond his true nature...the conditions

of his being, the positive final predicates he gives

to these other individuals (for example, "'God') are

always determinations drawn from his own nature—

qualities which he in truth only images and pro jects
himself. 33

Feuerbach considered ''religious sentiment'' to embody the noblest
aspirations of the human essence. It was, however, necessary that men came to
realise that the infinite love, will and reason that had been posited as attri-
butes of God were, in reality, the projection of man's hopes for himself.
Though this realisation men could come to consciously apply the sentiments of

34
religion to the good of the species. In this way, the human attributes alien-
ated in the form of God would return to man himself.

In his "Theses on Feuerbach'', Marx criticised this conclusion. Feuer-
bach's works, wrote Marx,

...consists of the dissolution of the religious world

into its secular basis. He overlooks the fact that after

completing this work, the chief thing remains to be done.

For the fact that the secular foundation detaches itself

in the clouds as an independent realm is really only to

be explained by the self-cleavage and self-contradictor-

iness of this secular basis. The latter must itself, there-

fore, first be understood in its contradiction and then,

by the removal of this contradiction, revolutionised in

practise. 35
For Marx, then, Feuerbach had failed to take his analysis of alienation far
enough. In order to fully understand alienmation, for Marx, it was necessary
to analyse the real contradictions in human life that resulted in the ob jects

created by men éoming to be their master. These objects, themselves, were

produced in response to the actual needs and wants men felt in particular
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historical conditions. As such, they arose from the particular contradictions
of 1life that were prevailent in particular historical epochs. It is this that
lies behind Marx's further criticism of Feuerbach: ''Feuerbach, consequently,

does not see that the 'religious sentiment' is itself a social product, and

that the abstract individual whom he analyses belongs in reality to a partic-
ular form of society”?6For Marx, there was only one aspect of human life that
was, necessarily, common to every historical epoch. The process of production
"is the everlasting nature-imposed condition of human existence' and, thus,
must be considered common to every social phase.

The essence of production, for Marx, was the conversion of nature into
use-values via an interaction with human labour. This was the necessary ob ject-
ification of all human life: men use their labour to produce objects in order
to satisfy their needs and wants. This, linked with Marx's critique of Feuerbach,
helps clarify the commection between Marx's direct analysis of Smith and his
contentions concerning alienation. In his consideration of Smith, Marx had
analysed the contradictions between liberal theory and the practises of capital-
ism. However, for Marx, to fully understand these contradictions, it was
necessary to comprehend the real contradictions within the practises of
capitalism: '"Social life is essentially practical. All mysteries which mislead
theory into mysticism find their rationmal solution in human practise and in
the comprehension of that practise”.BSMarx’s use of the concept of alienation
is, thus, to be understood as an attempt to formulate the real contradictions
within the practises of capitalism that give rise to the labourer being

mastered by his own products.

In the Early .Writings there appear four aspects of alienation which

Marx seems to have considered to be inherent in the capitalist mode of product-
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ion: firstly, man's alienation from the products of his labour; secondly, his

alienation from the productive process; thirdly, his alienation from his species
and

being; "finally, his alienation from other men.

The first of these seems to represent little more than a restatement of
Marx's direct critique of Smith. In the capitalist mode of production, the
products of labour do not belong to the worker, that is, the person who used
his activity to produce them. Instead these products belong to the owner of
the means of production. Thus the more the worker produces—Smith's state of

increasing wealth—-the greater the amount of products and, hence his activity,
he gives up control of;

...it is just the same as in religion. The more of himself
man attributes to God the less he has in himself. The
worker puts his life into the object, and his life then
belongs no longer to himself but to the object. The
greater his activity, therefore, the less he possesses...
The alienation of the worker in his products means not
only that his labour becomes an object, assumes an
external existence, but that it exists independently,
outside himself, and alien to him and stands opposed to
him as an alien autonomous power. 39

This alienation of man from the products of labour meant two things.
Firstly, the activity embodied in the creation of the product now no longer
belonged to the worker but to the owner of the means of production. Secondly,
since it is the products of labour that generate capital accumulation, and
hence the directive influence that the owners of tapital can exert over the
activities of the labourer, the more products of labour that are given up,
the more control over future activities is given up. In this light, this first
aspect of alienation can be taken as highlighting a concern with the lack of
the labourer's ability to carry out his own life activity through his own
self-direction. Such a concern could have a founding within the liberal frame-

work which, on the basis of the equality of right premise, would find the
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ability of others to control the activities of the individual without his
consent disturbing.
The first aspect of alienation was, for Marx, linked directly to the

second. He claimed that '"if the product of labour is alienation, production
40
itself must be active alienation''. Productive activity was, for Marx, the

essential feature of all human existence. It was the necessary prerequisite
for all other human activity. As such, Marx seems to have considered that the
productive act, performed under certain conditions, would be, in and of itself,
a fulfilling activity:

Supposing that we had produced in a human manner...

I would have (1) objectified in my production my
individuality...enjoyed an individual expression of
my life...(realised) that my personality was objective,
visible to the senses and thus a power raised beyond
all doubt. (2) In your enjoyment of my product I would
...(enjoy) realising that I had both satisfied a human
need...and also objectified the human essence...(3)

I would have been for you the mediator between you
and the species and..thus felt by you as a completion
of your own essence and a necessary part of yourself
«+.(4) In my expression of my life I would have
fashioned your expression of your life...My work would
be a free expression of my life.... 41

However, in the capitalist mode of production, the workers activity,

...1s not the satisfaction of a need, but only a means
to satisfying other needs...it is not his own work but
work for some one else...Just as in religion the
spontaneous activity of human fantasy, of the human
brain and heart reacts independently as an alien
activity of gods or devils upon the individual, so the
activity of the worker is not his own spontaneous
activity. It is anothers activity and a loss of his
own sponteneity. 42

In the capitalist mode of production, the worker must sell his life
activity to the capitalist. This has two main effects within the process of
production. Firstly, his activity now belongs to another and is directed

towards the needs of this other person. Secondly, the act of labouring—
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the essential activity of all human life—becomes, for the worker, merely a
means to fulfilling his needs and wants through wages. In effect, the worker -
is alienated from the very activity which is necessary for the satisfaction
of these needs and wants. Labouring presents itself as a necessary evil and
not as a necessary activity that is rewarding in its own right. Because of
this, the labourer feels his own activity to be something that is directed
against him.

As with the first aspect of alienation, this second aspect can be
interpreted as highlighting a concern with the lack of ability of the labourer
in the capitalist mode of prodcution to direct his own activity. Again, this
can be seen as an essentially liberal concern. Unless it could be shown that
men do/would consent to such conditions of production then, within the liberal
framework, these conditions could be criticised.

Marx, himself, had not denied the fact that men would perceive them—
selves to have an interest in selling as much of their labour as possible in
Smith's state of increasing wealth. waevef, as has been swmggested, he still
sought to criticise the fact that men would have such perceived interests. The
first two aspects of alienation donot provide adequate grounds for condemning
such perceived interests. They merely show that, in pursuing these interests,
labourers in the capitalist mode of production inadvertantly expand the
conditions of their dependence. It is only in the third and fourth aspects of
alienation that Marx can be interpreted as having provided an account of why
the selling of labour in the capitalist mode of production could be cbnsidered
to be contrary to men's ''real' interests and, therefore, must be4condemned.

The third aspect of alienation Marx identified was man's alienation

from his species-being. Man's species life, for Marx, 'has its physical basis
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43
in the fact that man...lives from inorganic nature''. Man's universality—

which for Feuerbach had expressed itself in '"God''—was, for Marx, expressed
in the fact that he could produce beyond his biologically determined needs and,
in so doing, could utilise a range of materials far in excess of any other
species:
In practise man lives only from these natural products
. «.The universality of man appears in practise in the
universality that makes the whole of nature into his
inorganic body (1) as a direct means of life; and
equally (2) as the material object of his activity. 44
This dependence upon nature appears in an alienated form in the capital-
ist mode of production. The private ownership of land and other means of
production meant that these could only be used if adequate profit was to be
made. Thus, the natural materials, essential to all human life, stand opposed
to men who must constantly struggle in order to sell their labour and gain
access to them. In this way, these materials present themselves as an auton-
omous power alien to man.
The alienation of man from nature was, for Marx, intimately linked to
45
the fourth aspect of aliemation that man is "alienated from other men''. For
Marx, not only was man dependent upon nature in his efforts to produce the
use~values necessary for the satisfaction of his needs and wants but, within
the productive process itself, each man was dependent upon his fellow creatures:
In production, men not only act on nature but also on one
another. They produce only by co-operating in a certain
way and mutually exchanging their activities. Iniorder to
produce, they enter into definite commections and relations
with one another and only within these social cormections
does their action on nature, does production, take place. 46
Capitalism thus masks two essential features of the real conditions of human

existence and man's productive endeavours: firstly, the dependence of man upon

nature and, secondly, man's dependence upon other members of the species. In
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the struggle to gain access to the means of production and the struggles
between capitalists and workers, these necessary depndencies become submerged
beneath the surface of conflict and competition which appear as necessary
motivating forces in the productive endeavours of capitalism.

Thus, Marx's condemnation of the capitalist mode of production as
alienating appears to have been based, in part, upon the view that this mode
of production, in masking from men the real conditions of their existence,
divorces men from the essentially social aspect of their nature. Truly human
productive activity, for Marx, consisted in the individual producing in an
enviroment free from the compulsion of his animal needs—for man ''only truly

47

produces in freedom from such need''--and in the conscious realisation of his
need for other men. These aspects of Marx's notion of freedom reappear through-
out his works:

Freedom in this field can only consist in socialized man,

the associated producers, rationally regulating their

interchange with Nature...and achieving this with the

least expenditure of energy and under conditions most

favourable to and worthy of their human nature...

Beyond it begins the development of human energy which

is an end in itself, the true realm of freedom, which

however, can blossom forth only with the realm of

necessity as its basis. The shortening of the working

day is its basic prerequisite. 48

In effect, then, Marx offered men conditions of life that would allow

for greater self-direction. This would be possible through a rational
reorganisation of the processes of production which would allow for increased
free time on the basis of freedom from material need. To achieve this freedom
would require man's conscious recognition of his dependence upon nature and
other men. Put simply, by coming to live in accordance with the dictates of

the nature of their existence—in the terminology of this work, in accordance

with their 'real' interests—men would be able to achieve a greater level of
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freedom than that available within the capitalist mode of production.
However, Marx left it unclear whether he considered what I have called
these "'real'' interests to be the empirically verifiable interests of men or
whether he relied upon a normative assertion that to act as ''associated
producers' was in the ''real' interests of men. Despite this, there is little
doubt that Marx did not seek to claim that men ''should" act in their ''real'
interests. As such, his position did not embrace the notion that men must be
coerced in the name of freedom. For Marx, it was an empirical fact that the
growing intensification of the need for co-operation in and socialization of
the capitalist mode of production was promoting solidarity in the working
class. The complex forms of industrial production required increasingly that
49
men's productive activities become '"other—directed'. The developemnt of
‘other-directed activity and proletarian solidarity was, for Marx, an internal
dynamic of the capitalist mode of production:
The advance of industry, whose involuntary promoter is
the bourgeoisie, replaces. the isolation of the workers,
due to competition, by their revolutionary combination
due to association. The development of Modern Industry,
therefore, cuts from under its feet the very foundation
on which the bourgeoisie produces and appropriates
products. What the bourgeoisie, therefore, produces,
above all, is its own gravediggers. Its fall and the
victory of the proletariat are equally inevitable. 50
Since the development of other-directedness and proletarian solidarity
was, for Marx, an internal dynamic of the capitalist mode of production, he did
not need to seek to urge men to act on their social nature or in accordance
with their "real'' interests. Indeed, Marx believed that the proletarian
revolution could only occur in response to the real material conditions of

life that would be generated in capitalism. Accordingly, any new way of life—

the life of the "associated producers''-—could only develop after the proletariat
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had fulfilled its historic role. Ideas and concepts of 'mew' freedoms would
not galvanise the proletariat to act. Nothing but the harsh realities of the
conditions of material life could do this. However, the empirical fact that
proletarian solidarity was developing and the fact that, with the development
of capitalism, ''it becomes evident,that the bourgeoisie is unfit any longer

to be the ruling class....”51suggested to Marx that the proletarian revolut-
ion would, of necessity at some point in history occur.

Thus the candidate for the concept of freedom that can be drawn out
of Marx's contentions issues from a concern—essentially a liberal concern—
with the lack of self-direction of men over their own activity in the
capitalist mode of production. This is linked to the empirical claim that
men are developing interests beyond the perceived—essentially bourgeois—
interests they have in capitalism and the further empirical claim that, as
capitalism develops,the conditions of life it generates will necessitate the
proletariat rising up to seek satigfaction of their ''real', social interests.
This candidate for the concept of freedom I will call the ''liberal-developmental
—empirical''.

It is Marx's identification of an internal dynamic in the capital-
ist mode of production, which would necessitate a redirection of men's
productive activities and enable them to realise their ''real'' interests as
"associated producers'', that makes his critique of capitalism consistent with
the liberal equality of right premise. The increased self-direction which
would be available through a necessary reorganisation and socialization of
man's productive endeavours could, for Marx, only occur through a necessary
development of capitalism. In liberal terminology, the development of

capitalism would necessitate the development of new interests in men. In
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effect, for Marx, the development of capitalism would be accompanied by a
corresponding development of 'mew' interests in men. At some point, men would
come to consider capitalism to no longer be in their self-ascribed interests.
If this were the case them, on the basis of the liberal equality of right
premise, which demands that men be allowed to alter their self-ascribed
interests in response to changing circumstances, the proletarian revolution
could be regarded as legitimate.

As capitalism developed, however, the evidence seemed to fly in the
face of Marx's view that the capitalist mode of production would promote
proletarian solidarity. As early as Bernstein, theorists were arguing that
the factory unit did not, in fact, create a disposition to associated labour.
Bernstein, himself, was drawn to the conclusion that far from there having

developéd the great homogeneous mass predicted in the Commmist Manifesto,

there had developed, '"in the most advanced industries...a whole hierarchy of
of differentiated workmen...between whose groups only a moderate feeling of
. solidarity existg%-Individual groups of workmen had, through trade union
struggle, achieved hard won benefits—increased wages and concessions—that
they were not about to give up in the cause of the class struggle. Indeed, the
development of capitalism has lead to a fairly general assumption that the
proletariat did not and is not about to break through the boundaries of
bourgeois property.

The apparent lack of a potentially revolutionary proletariat in
advanced industrial societies has lead many theorists to revise certain facets
of Marx's position. In many contemporary humanist positions this‘has been

done by playing down Marx's claim that capitalism must, of necessity, at

some point collapse. This has given rise to a proliferation of literature that
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has sought to articulate the need for socio-economic change on the basis of

a concept of human nature. Marcuse's contentions offer a particularly

relevent example of this type of position since they are directed specifically
at the difficulties raised by the apparent disappearance of a ﬁotentially
revolutionary proletariat. This chapter will, therefore, now seek to examine

Marcuse's position.

IITI Marcuse

Within the Frankfurt School, Horkheimer and Adorno had noted that: . in
advanced industrial societies there was an apparent lack of a potentially
revolutionary proletariat?BMarcuse, following Horkheimer and Adorno, saw that
capitalism had come to diminish the day to day experience of need and scarcity
by the working class. This meant that the political articulation of need and
scarcity, which Marx had considered would triggér the proletarian revolution,
had also been undermined. Thus, Marcuse confronted the problem of urging the
need for liberation from a well functioning and affluent society, wherein the
demand for liberation was without mass support and, therefore, politically
impotent.

Marcuse sought to do this by arguing that the forces of production
that had been generated.in capitalism offered potentials which, if realised,
would offer men greater freedom. The initial purpose of the following examin-
ation will be to expose the concept of human nature which underpimmed Marcuse's
contentions. It is this concept of human nature which, Marcuse maintained, set
a benchmark from which to analyse ''society in the light of itgauéed and unused

or abused capabilities for improving the human condition....”

It will be argued that by employing this concept of human nature
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Marcuse was able to formulate a distinction between men's "perceived" and their
"real" interests. It will be argued further that Marcuse considered there to
be forces at work within the capitalist mode of production which denied men
the ability to realise where their ''real'' interests lay. This will lead into a
consideration of the candidate for the concept of freedom that can be drawn
out of Marcuse's contentions. |

It will be argued that Marcuse's contentions reveal a concern with
men's lack of ability to be ''automomous''—in liberal terms, self-govenors—
in the capitalist mode of production and, further, that he thought men could
become autonomous if they were to act upon their '"real'' interests. To achieve
this higher degree of freedom, however, men would have to develop interests
beyond the bourgeois interests they seek to satisfy in advanced industrial
society. That is, they would have to come to act in their ''real'' interests.
However, since Marcuse considered men to Ee unable to recognise their ''real
interests on their own, he was lead to claim that they should be forced to
be free for their own good. This candidate for the concept of freedom I shall
call the '"liberal-developmental-normative''.

Finally, it will be argued that this candidate for the concept of
freedom is incompatible with the liberal equality of right premise. Indeed,
the justification of coercion in the name of freedom leaves Marcuse's position
open to the standard liberal critique of humanist positions.

In Opne -Dimensional Man Marcuse sought to articulate the potentials he

considered to have been generated within the capitalist mode of production
that would, under certain condifions, allow for the improvement of the human
condition. He claimed that, "[i]f the productive apparatus could be organised
and directed toward the satisfaction of the vital needs....”sindividual

autonomy would be rendered possible. However, this opens up an immediate
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difficulty. The view that men have scme needs that are ''vital'' involves, by
implication, that they have others which are not. Indeed, for Marcuse, the
unlimited consumerism of advanced industrial societies was based upon the
satisfaction of ''false' needs.

The foundation of the distinction between ''false" and ''real'' needs, in
Marcuse's thought, was his commitment to a Freudian concept of human nature.
Freud had argued that the history of human civilization was the history of the
subjugation of human instincts and their deflection to socially useful activit-
ies. Men had learned to give up immediate but umcertain satisfactions for the
security 6f delayed and restmained pleasures. Freud had described this process
as the trénsformation from the '"pleasure principle' to the '"reality principle”?6
Marcuse argued that the repression thus far characteristic of civilization had
arisen from the need to master nature in the struggle against scarcity. Thus
the repressive organisation of instinctual life, for Marcuse; did not stem
from the inherent nature of man's instincts but from the specific historical
conditions of life that demanded that men suppress their desire for instinctual
satisfaction?7The need for repression was, thus, linked to the specific material
conditions of life in each historical epoch. The greater the scarcity, the
greater the need for instinctual repression.

In advanced industrial societies, Marcuse claimed, many traditional
forms of scarcity had been overcome and, thus, repression had increasingly
become surplus repression?gsurplus repression is that repression in excess of
that necessary for the maintenence of civilization. Technological dévelopment
had reached a point where it could be used to dramatically reducé the repress-

ion bound up in toil and the domination of nature. By directing technology

to the satisfaction of men's ''vital' needs, determined by 'standards of
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60
priority...which refer to the optimal...utilisation of...resources'" and,

thereafter, the reduction of necessary labour time, the individual would be
able to satisfy his instinctual desires to a greater degree:

...the prevalent satisfaction of the basic human needs

...sexual as well as social: food, housing, clothing,

leisure...would be completed by general automatization

of labor (and), reduction of labor time to a minimum

...1lt can never be a realm of (complete) freedom and

gratification; but it can release time and energy for

the free play of human faculties outside the realm of

alienated labor. 61

For Marcuse, there was a greater realm of freedom available to men if
they were to redirect technology to the progressive alleviation of necessary
62

labour time on the basis of a settled level of material well-being. This would
result in a progressive increase in free time available to the individual in
which he could satisfy his instinctual—primarily sexual-—desire for gratific-
ation:

...transformation of the libido would be:the result of a

societal transformation that released the free play of

individual needs and faculties...With the restoration of

the primary structure of sexuality, the primacy of the

genital function is broken...The organism in its entirety

becomes the substratum of sexuality...Thus enlarged, the

field and objective of the instinct becomes the life of

the organism itself. 63
Thus the progressive alleviation of necessary labour time would enable the
individual to fulfil the demands of his natural instincts. Men, for Marcuse,
should give up their search for increasing consumption of goods and services
and respond to the ''real' needs which are to be identified by reference to
Marcuse's Freudian concept of human nature.

However, for Marcuse, it was an empirical fact that the majority of

men, in advanced industrial societies, were unable to identify these ''real

interests. There was no mass organisation seeking to alter the mode of prod-
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uction in such a way that technology could be directed towards the progressive
alleviation of necessary labour time. Indeed, the majority werec-seen to be
seeking increased consumption. Marcuse claimed that whilst the satisfaction
of the '"'false'" needs expressed in consumerism ''might be most gratifying for
the individual'' his happiness 'is not something which has to be maintained if
it seems to arrest his development".6%hus, having claimed that men have certain
"real' interests, Marcuse went on to maintain that the ma jority were ignorant
of where these ''real' interests lay. It was, therefore, necessary for him to
show how it was that men were unable to discern their ''real" interests.

It was this that lead Marcuse-to argue that technology and, indeed the
mode of thought that gave rise to its development, contained an ideological
element. Marcuse argued that, through history, as man had developed the
"reality principle'' there had been an attendant unfolding of "'instrumental
reason”?SInstrumental reason had developed inlresponse to man's search for
conscious control over the forces of nature. It was this mode of thought that
had given rise to the great productive forces of advanced industrial society.
For Marcuse, the continued expansion of these forces was driven by the criteria
of "rationalisation'. Habermas argues that Marcuse, following Weber, viewed
this criteria as the starting point for demonstrating that the concept of
rationality had specific substantive implications?6Weber had considered
"rationalisation" to mean two things: firstly, the extersion of the érea of
soclety subject to rational decision making and, secondly, the extension of
the realm of rationalisation in men's lives. This second result had been
achieved through the progressive industrialisation of the labour.process. The

effect of this two fold process; for Weber, was that rational decision making

and the rational structuring of socio-economic relations had beccme the bench-
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mark of legitimation for political and economic decisions. Put simply,
political and economic decisions made and implemented in the name of '"ration-
alisation'' appeared, to the majority, as necessary decisions. For Marcuse,
the major ideological success of instrumental reason was that, through the
notion of "rationalisation'', it had come to define the bounds of what could
count as a rational approach to production. The relations of production had
come to present themselves as the technically necessary organisation of
society. To question them appeared to the majority to be irrational?8
With this interpretation it was no longer feasible to expect the
relations of production to '"burst asunder''. The realisation that these forces
of production could be redirected towards the progressive alleviation of
necessary labour time was blocked from men's consciousness by the criteria of
"rationalisation''. For Marcuse, there was no mechanism within the dynamics
of the capitalist mode of production that would generate a revolution. Indeed,
Marcuse was particularly pessimistic about the possibilities of a transform-

ation in the productive organisation of society occuring. In One Dimensional

Man he appears to rest his hopes for such a transformation upon a group he
considered to exist outside the democratic system:

...underneath the conservative popular base is the
substratum of the outcasts and outsiders, the exploited
and persecuted of other races and other colors, the
iumemployed and the unemployable. They exist outside

the democratic process...Thus their opposition is
revolutionary even if their consciousness is not. Their
opposition...is an elementary force which violates the
rules of the game...When they get together and go out
into the streets...they face dogs, stones, and bombs,
jail, concentration camps, even death. Their force is
behind every political demonstration for the victims of
law and order. The fact that they start refusing to play
the game may be the fact which marks the begining of the
end of a period. 69

For Marcuse, then, the forces of production that had been generated
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by capitalism offered men the potential for achieving greater autonomy, that
is, in liberal terminology, self-governance. To achieve these potentials men
would have to develop their ''real' interests—defined by reference to Marcuse's
Freudian concept of human nature-—and come to value free time above increasing
consumption of goods and services. However, for Marcuse, unlike Marx, there
was no internal dynamic within capitalism which was generating the development
of '"mew'' interests and, indeed the majority were ignorant of where their ''real
interests lay. Thus Marcuse was forced to make the normative assertion that
men ''should'" act in their "'real' interests. For these reasons I shall call the
candidate for the. concept of freedom that can be drawn out of Marcuse's position
”liberal—deveiopmental—normative”.

The normative claim that men ''should'" act in their 'real'' interests
does not necessarily justify coercion in the name of freedom per se. However,
in order for Marcuse's position to be taken seriously as being concerned with
political freedom it would have to leave men free to choose at two levels.
Firstly, they must be free to choose or not to choose increased free time
instead of increased consumerism. Secondly, assuming that they would choose
increased free time, they must be left free to fill this time in their own
way. Yet, it was the lack of an internal mechanism which would generate 'new'"
interests in men that forced Marcuse to make the normative assertion that men
"should" act in their "real" interests and this assertion represents the pesk
of the slippery slope from which Marcuse's postion tends towards the 'freedom
is coercion'' paradox. The lack of an internal dynamic for change meant also
that men would not be able to come to act in accordance with their ''real"
interests of their own accord. Thus, whilst Marcuse recognised the potential

political dangers of justifying coercion in the name of freedom, he implied
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that since men are unable to act on their 'real" interests on their own, he
would be willing to accept these dangers; ''the only possible excuse ...for
'educational dictatorship' is fhat the terrible risk it involves may not be
more terrible than the risks which the great liberal as well as authoritarian
societies are taking now, nor may the costs be much higher”?o

Such a justification of coercion in the name of freedom would open
Marcuse's position up to the standard liberal critique of humanist positions,
that is, Marcuse's contentions could be taken as offering a justification of
totalitarianism. On the basis of the equality of right premise, the imposition
of policies—made in the name of men's "real" interests—that go against men's
express self-ascribed interests would represent an unacceptable violation of
the individual's freedom to pursue his own interests in his own way. However,
even on the basis of the liberal premise, it would have been legitimate for
Marcuse to seek to persuade men of the need for change. If Marcuse had merely
sought to offer men an alternative which they would then be free to choose or
not to choose,then their choice of that altermative could be construed as a
sign that they considered Marcuse's proposals to be in their own self-ascribed
interests.

Unfortunately, Marcuse's use of a Freudian concept of human nature and
the schedule of ''real' interests this give rise to—the overidding ''real"
interest being that of attaining ''non-repressive sublimatioﬁZEWOUld, it is
suggested, have little or no meaning to the men whose action Marcuse would have
been required to obtain. That is, for Marcuse's position to overcome the
"freedom is coercion'' paradox, it would only be legitimate for him to seek to

persuade men of the need for change.But. his account of why such change is

needed is an inadequate tool of persuasion. To ask men to radically restructure



their productive activities with the aim of achieving 'non-repressive
sublimation™ . would, it is suggested, lack purchase in galvanising men to act.
This is, perhaps, a major contributing factor in the slide Marcuse's position

takes towards the '"'freedom is coercion'' paradox.
IV Comclusion

Two candidates for the concept of freedom have been drawn out in the
foregoing analysis of Marx's and Marcuse's positions. In Marx, the claim that
men could achieve greater self-direction if they were to rationally restructure
their productive activities as ''associated producers''--that is, develop 'new'
interests—was linked to two major empirical claims. Firstly, the claim that
solidarity between workers was developing in capitalism and, secondly, the
claim that the economic conditions of life that would be generated by capital-
ism would necessarily result in the proletarian revolution. This has been
labelled the '"'liberal-developmental-empirical'' candidate. In Marcuse, the
view.that a restructuring of the productive process would allow men greater
autonomy was linked to the normative assertion that men ''should" develop and
act upon their ''real' interests. This was called the ''liberal—-developmental-
normative' candidate.

Marx, as has been stressed, did not seek to claim that men ''should"
change their schedule of interests but that the necessary development of
capitalism would demand such a change. Further, he was not claiming that men
"should”-reorganise their productive activities in order to realise the
social aspect of their nature;but that the necessity of reorganising these
activities would enable them to realise this aspect of their nature. In short,

for Marx, the internal dynamics of the capitalist mode of production would
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necessarily lead to a change in men's self-ascribed interests. It is this that
renders Marx's position compatible with the liberal equality of right premise.
This premise demands that men be free to alter their self-ascribed interests
in light of changing circumstances. Notwithstanding the fact that Marx
considered such a change necessary——that men, in reality, would have no choice
but to change——the self-generating process he identified would not necessitate
coercion in the name of freedom. In effect, since the process of change would
be, for Marx, self-generating men couldbe left free to choose or not to choose
—in the liberal sense—to develop their ''mew'' interests.

On the other hand, Marcuse's position does tend towards the ''freedom
is coercion'' paradox. For Marcuse, there was no internal mechanism in capital-
ism that would necessarily generate the development of 'new' interests. Thus,
he was forced to claim that men ''should" act on their ''real' interests. Such
a claim does not per se entail the justification of coercion in the name of
freedom; however, the lack of an internal dynamic for change——which resulted
in this normative assertion-—also meant that men are unable to come to act
on their "real'' interests of their own volition. Thus, the lack of an internal
mechanism for change—and the resulting claim that men have false-consciousness
—means that Marcuse's position slides into the 'freedom is coercion'' paradox.
Men must be forced to bé free. It is this that makes Marcuse's position
incompatible with the liberal equality of right premise. To coerce men in the
name of their ''real' interests would violate this premise which demands that
the individual be left to pursue his own self-ascribed interests in his own

way.
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Chapter Four: Comparing the Candidates

I Introduction

In chapter two, two possible candidates for the concept of freedom
were drawn out from a consideration of the Lockean liberal justification of
the right of unlimited private—that is, capitalist—-appropriation. The first
is the '"liberal-bourgeois—empirical''. This links the liberal equality of right
premise, the assertion that the individual has a right to pursue his own
self-ascribed interests in his own way, to a number of empirical claims which
sought to show that men do/would consent to capitalist appropriation because
of their bourgeois inclinations. Secondly,there is the ''liberal-bourgeois-—
normative' candidate which links the equality of right premise to the norm-
ative assertion that men ''should" consent to capitalist appropriation.

In chapter three, two possible candidates for the concept of freedom
were developed from a consideration of marxist-humanist critiques of the
capitalist mode of production. It was suggested that these candidates were
both underpimed by a concern—a concern essentially similar to the liberal
concern with the individual's ability to live his own life in his own way—
with the lack of man's ability to be self-directed within the capitalist mcde
of production. In the '"liberal-developmental-empirical' candidate which was
drawn out from Marx's critique of capitalism, the view that man could achieve
greater self-direction,were he to rationally reorganise his productive end-
eavours, was linked to two major empirical claims. The first one was that the
capitalist mode of production was generating solidarity among the workers

which was developing the social aspect of man's nature. The second was that

%0
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the necessary development of capitalism would necessarily give rise to a
restructuring of the productive process which would provide the conditions
for greater human freedom. It was suggested that, for Marx, the internal
dynamics of capitalism was giving rise to and would come to necessitate what
I have called a change in men's self-ascribed interests. In the ''liberal-
developmental-normative' candidate, which was drawn out from a consideration
of Marcuse, the view that the restructuring of the process of production
would allow men greater autonomy was linked to the normative claim that men
"should" change their schedule of interests to realise the potentials that
Marcuse considered to have been generated by capitalism. However, since
Marcuse was unable to identify a mechanism for change inherent within contemp-
orary capitalism, his position slid towards the further claim that men should
be forced to be free.

It is the aim of this chapter to explore the areas of similarity and
divergence between these four possible candidates for the concept of freedom.
Initial attention will be focused upon what was, until recently, one of the
most influential examinations of the differences between the use of the concept
of freedom in liberal justifications of and humanist critiques of capitalism.
This appears in Berlin's ""Two Concept of Liberty''. The distinction Berlin
provides between 'megative'' and ''positive'' liberty has become an essential
point of reference for any serious analysis of political freedom. Through
an examination of this distinction it is to be argued that, in fact, Berlin's
division is inadequate to the task of providing a meaningful account of the
four possible candidates for the concept of freedom drawn out in‘previous
chapters. This will lead into the development of a more suitable framework

for comparison.
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This framework will be developed from a consideration of Lukes' claim
that concepts such as freedom are ''essentially contested'. That is, such
concepts ''inevitably involve endless disputes about their proper use on the
part of their users”land that, "to engage in such disputes is itself to engage
in politics”? It will be suggested that Lukes' general understanding of the
notion of essential contestability demands that all the possible candidates
developed in the name of a concept are to be seen as possible candidates for
the same concept. This, it will be argued, is an unconvincing claim,and Iukes'
general use of the notion of essential contestability must be considered
inadequate. Indeed, it is to be suggested, for differing contents to be
considered as competitors for the same concept, they must compete within a
common definitional framework. From this basis, thé four possible candidates
for the concept of freedom that have been identified will be examined.

It will be suggested that the ''liberal-bourgeois—empirical'’ and the
"liberal~developmental-empirical'' candidates can be considered to be compet-
itors within one general framework of the concept of freedom,whilst the
"liberal-bourgeois-normative' and the ''liberal-developmental-normative'' cand-
idates compete for a second and different general concept. The first pairing,
it will be suggested, can be seen to compete for a general concept which
considers freedom to be living in accordance with one's self-ascribed interests.
The second péirihg, it is to be suggested, can be seen to éompete for a second
generél framework which considers freedom to be living in accordance with one's
"real' interests. It will be argued that these differing general frameworks
cammot be considered to be compatible. (

It will then be argued that the second of these general concepts

offers a politically dangerous concept of freedom since it opens up the
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possibility of coercion in the name of freedom. This being the case, it is

the first general framework that offers the most attractive account of
political freedom. Through a consideration of the ''liberal-bourgeois-empirical'
and "liberal-developmental-empirical' candidates for this concept it will be
argued that the employment of this concept limits the range of claims that it
is legitimate to make concerning men's interests in the development of argu-

ments for and against capitalism.
IT  Berlin

In "Two Concepts of Liberty'" Berlin provides a distinction between
what he calls the "negative'' and 'positive'' concepts of liberty. This distic-
tion has become an essential point of reference for any serious political
analysis of the concept of freedom. Yét,.the division between '"megative'' and
"positive'' liberty provides a distinction between two possible notions of
political freedom. In previous chapters it has been argued that there are at
least four candidates which require consideration. The purpose of the follow-
ing analysis of Berlin's contentions is to show that in making the distinction
between 'megative'' and ''positive'' liberty Berlin confuses certain essential
issues which leaves his analysis inadequate to the task of providing a
meaningful distinction between the notions of freedom that I have drawn cut
from liberal arguments for and humanist arguments against capitalism.

Berlin identifies his 'megative' concept of liberty with the liberal
tradition. He claims that this concept is concerned with identifying the
"area within which the subject...is, or should be3left td do or be what he is

able to do or be, without interference by others'. The ''positive' concept of

liberty—which derives from a desire on the part of the individual to be his
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own master—Berlin claims appears in those positions which draw a distinction
between men's perceived and their ''real' interests. This, for Berlin, seeks
to identify '"those sources of control that can determine someone to do, or be,
4
this rather than that''. Berlin notes that
[t]he freedom that consists in being one's own master,
and freedom which consists in not being prevented from
choosing as I do by other men, may on the face of it,
seem concepts at no great logical distance from each
other—no more than negative and positive ways of saying
the same thing. Yet the 'positive'' and '‘negative'' notions
of freedom historically developed in divergent directions
not always by logically reputable steps, until, in the
end, they came into direct conflict with one another. 5
Thus, for Berlin, the 'megative'' and ''positive'!' concepts of liberty
have been derived from similar—at least, not logically disimilar—concerns.
This is a point that has been stressed throughout this work. Indeed, the
liberal tradition has, from a premise that the individual has a right to be
free from the arbitary wills of others, consistently argued in support of a
right of unlimited private appropriation,which the marxist tradition has
consistently argued provides the conditions in which the non-owning ma jority
can be coerced by the owning minority. In both traditions the ability of some
men to coerce others has been seen as inimical to political freedom. The major
bone of contention has been that one tradition—-the liberal--has argued that
the private ownership of the means of production does not entail coercion
whilst the marxist tradition has argued to the contrary. Berlin implies, once
more, that he realises that there is this common area of concern when he claims
that his ''negative'' and ''positive'' concepts can be compared from one common
framework which recognises that 'to coerce a man is to deprive him of his
6

freedom''.

However, Berlin chooses to direct his analysis away from the implications
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of this common area of concern. Instead, he examines what he considers to be
the results of the divergent development of the ''megative'' and ''positive'
concepts of liberty. He maintains that the ''negative'' concept--which he
identifies with the liberal tradition--considers coercion to be ''the deliber-
ate interference of other human beings within the area in which I could other-

7 8
wise act'. This stipulation, as Macpherson notes, removes from the realm of
coercion relations of dominance which may be unintended, yet necessary,effects
of certain arrangements made and enforced by others. Thus, on Berlin's account,
the liberal notion of freedom could not be employed, for example, to criticise
coercion that is generated by the private ownership of the means of production.
Indeed, Berlin contends that, where such coercion is not attributable to
intended interference, it cammot even be recognised, let alone condemned, on
the basis of 'megative'' liberty:

It is only because I believe that my inability to get a

given thing is due to the fact that other human beings

have made arrangements whereby I am, whereas others are

not prevented from having enough money to pay for it,

that I think myself the victim of coercion or slavery.

In other words, this use of the term depends upon a

particular social and economic theory about the causes

of my poverty and weakness. 9

This is a patently false assertion. On the basis of the liberal equality
of right premise, unequal socio-economic relations are legitimate if and only
if it can be shown that men do/would consent to them. If this cannot be
adequately demonstrated then unlimited private appropriation of the means of
production and, thus,capitalist market relations could be condemned as coercive
even within the liberal framework. Consequently, Berlin's account of the
10

implications of the ''megative'' concept of liberty is inadequate.

Berlin centers his analysis of his ''positive'' ceoncept of liberty around

the assertion that positions that draw a distinction between men's ''perceived"
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and ''real" interests rely upon a notion of freedom that is, put simply,
coercion of the majority by those who consider themselves to be fully rational:

The perils of using organic metaphors to justify

coercion of some men by others in order to raise

them to a '"higher'" level of freedom have often been

pointed out. But what gives such plausibility as it

has to this kind of language is that we recognise

that it is possible, and at times justifiable, to

coerce men in the name of some goal (let us say,

justice or public health) which they would, if they

were more enlightened, themselves pursue...This

renders it easy for me to conceive of myself coercing

others for their own sake, in their, not my, interest.

I am then claiming that I know what they truly need

better than they know it themselves. 11

However, as Macpherson points out, in this concept of '"'positive'' liberty
12
Berlin has confused two distinct notions. The first is the desire for self-
mastery, the second, coercion in the name of freedom. Although Berlin's
argument suggests otherwise, there is no necessary link between the two. For
example, to use Berlin's terminology, Marx seems to have considered that men
would be able to achieve a higher degree of self-mastery were they to come to
act as ''associated producers''. However, Marx considered that the necessary
development of capitalism would demand that men comé to act in this way. Marx,
as has been stressed, was not seeking to tell men what they ''should" do,but
mapping what the development of capitalism would require them to do. As such,
Marx's position did not condone or even include the notion that men should be
coerced in the name of a "higher' freedom. Consequently, Berlin's account of
"positive'' liberty is an inadequate account of the candidates of freedom that
have been drawn out of the examination of humanist critiques of capitalism.
Since Berlin's division between 'megative'' and ''positive’’ liberty is

inadequate to the task of providing a meaningful account of the four candidates

for the concept of freedom that have been drawn out in previous chapters, a
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more suitable framework for comparison is to be developed. This framework will

be drawn out from a consideration of the notion of essential contestability.

ITI  Essential -Contestability

In recent years, there has been a proliferation of literature which
has sought to show that many of the concepts employed in political analysis
gain a substantial part of their content from the value-commitments of the
theorist who utilises them. One of the prime examples of this type of argument

appears in Lukes' Power: A Radical View. Lukes' specific contentions are applied

to the concept of power. However, his more general contentions are equally
13
applicable to the concept of freedom. Following Gallie, Lukes terms such

concepts ''essentially contested'' and claims that they invariably promote
"endless disputes about their proper use on the part of their users'. Lukes
presents two main theses in support of this claim: firstly, the content of an
essentially contested concept, within a given theoretical framework, is informed
by the value commitments that underpin that framework%SSecondly, he implies
that this being the case, there is no rational way to decide which content of
the concept in question»is the best.16

This was until recently a standard interpretation of the notion of
essential contestability. MacIntyre, for example, in ''The Essential Contest-
ability of Some Social Concepts”{?argues that the difference between the concepts
used in natural science and - those used in social science is that the former
have a set of ''core facts' which the latter lack. These core facts allow
certain debates to be settled at least temporarily and provisionally%SMacIntyre
claims that even natural science concepts are potentially open to debate and

19
are, therefore, ''essentially incomplete'. However, their temporary and provis-
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ional closure means that, unlike social concepts, they are not continually
open to question, that is, ''essentially contested'. Since social concepts are
continually open to debate and receive much of their content from the theorist
who employs them, MacIntyre concludes that there is no rational means by which
to decide which content is the best.

If this interpretation of essential contestability were correct, this
would lead to the unconvincing view that one content of a concept, drawn from
the basis of one set of assumptions, would have to be considered as contesting
another, founded upon a different set of assumptions. It is the implausibility
of this conclusion that lies behind Gray's critique of Lukes in 'Political
Power, Social Theory and Essential Contestability'':

The result of my analysis of the Lukes...perspective on
power...has been that two incommensurable perspectives
on power are left in the field, each (the voluntarist
and the structuralist) carrying with it a specific frame-
work of explanation. Given that it is extremely implaus-
ible that any purely empirical deliberation might settle
the issues between these two perspectives, what kind of
deliberations could be decisive? The situation is even
worse on reflection...it seems odd to say that they have
any common sub ject-matter: perhaps what we have is indeed
meaning-variance rather than competition in the use of
shared vocabulary. 21

Gray goes on to suggest that the notion of essential contestability
is devoid of any relevence in the analysis of the differences between the
contents given to concepts in political theory. He suggests that since differ-
ing contents of a concept, drawn from differing frameworks, do not compete
for or share common subject-matter, to call the concept '"essentially contested!
merely serves to obscure the fact that different contents may not compete for
the same concept at all. This does, however, seem a hasty conclusion. Gray

is ﬁndoubtedly correct to point out that conterts drawn from differing theor-

etical frameworks do not share common subject-matter or direct themselves to
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similar concerns. Yet there is little doubt that within a given framework
essential contests do arise. Indeed, it has been a consistent oversight of the
type of interpretation suggested by Lukes and MacIntyre that it was a necessary
prerequisite in Gallie's original statement of the notion of essential contest-
ability, that the contestants be ''playing the same game”%2

It is a significant fact that most 'mew'' contents of a concept are
developed in response to defects that are found in the one previously in
favour. Theorists who propose a ''mew'' content are often seen to go to great
lengths to rationally state such defects and justify the need for change.
Indeed, it is precisely this that Lukes undertakes to do when he moves on to
his specific contentions concerning power. He examines two existing contents
of this concept and explains how the defects of one gave rise to the develop-
ment of the other. He then proposes a 'mew'' content in light of weaknesses
he finds in the 'mewer" oni? This takesrplace inspite of the implications of
Lukes' original contentions that there is no rational way of deciding which
content is the best.

Even more telling is Lukes' contention that all three of the contents
he examines issue from a common perspective. They are "alternative interpret-—
ations and applications of one and the same underlying concept of power'', this
being a concept "according to which A exercises power over B when A affects B
...contrary to B's interests”?4Here Lukes implies something quite different to
what was implied by his more general contentions, which was that a content
drawn from one theoretical framework could be considered as essentially contest-
ing another content of a concept drawn from a differing theoretical framework.

Lukes now implies that the essential contestability of a concept takes place

within a general definitional framework. Within such a framework there are many
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essential questions that can be raised. To take Lukes' example, what counts
as a case of A affecting B? Or, what are B's interests? The specific answers
that theorists who adhere to the same general definitional framework—there
may well be other such frameworks—give to such questions can be construed

as offering contending contents for the same concept. It is this notion of
essential contestability, that for differing contents of a concept to be seen
as candidates for the same concept they must compete within a common definit-
ional framework, that will form the basis for the following analysis of the

four variants of freedom identified.

IV Comparing-the Candidates

Through the analysis of lLockean liberal arguments for and marxist-
humanist arguments against capitalism offered in previbus chapters, it has
been suggested that there are four possible candidates for the concept of
freedom that require consideration. There are two liberal variants. The first
liberal variant is the ''liberal-bourgeois-empirical''. This claims that it is
empirically verifiable that men do/would consent to unlimited private——that
is, capitalist—appropriation since this helps them satisfy their bourgepis
inclinations. The second liberal variant is the "liberal-bourgeois-normative''.
This claims that men ''should" consent to capitalist appropriation and that
they ''should' have bourgeois inclinations. There are also two humanist variants
that require consideration. The first humanist variant i§  the ''liberal-
developmental-empirical''. This claims that it is an empirical fact that the
capitalist mede of production entails coercion and that men are developing
and, will necessarily continue to develop, interests beyond those that they

perceive themselves to have in capitalism. The second humanist variant is the
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"liberal-developmental-normative'. This claims that men ''should" develop
interests beyond those that they perceive themselves to have in capitalism.

At first sight, these four variants might appear to represent four
competing contents for the concept of freedom. However, in light of the fore-
going analysis of the notion of essential contestability, I shall suggest
that there are, in fact, two different general concepts of freedom which are
contested by the four variants identified. It was argued above that it is a
necessary prerequisite, if differing variants developed in the name of a
concept are to be seen as candidates for the same concept, that they compete
within a common definitional framework. That is, that they can be seen to
contest the same general concept.

In this light, it appears that it is legitimate to divide the four
notions of freedom into two groups in which a liberal and a humanist variant
compete for fundamentally different general concepts of freedom. It is
suggested that the '"liberal-bourgeois—empirical'' and the ''liberal-developmental
—empirical' variants can be construed as offering competing accounts of one
general concept of freedom,whilst the '"'liberal-bourgeois—normative' and the
""liberal-developmental-normative' can be seen as competitors for a second
general concept. The first pairing—''liberal-bourgeois—empirical'/'"liberal-
developmental-empirical''—are to be considered to compete for a general concept
which regards politicaL freedom to reside in men pursuing their own self-
ascribed interests. The second pairing-—'"liberal-bourgeois-normative'/'"liberal
—developmental-normative''—can be construed as competing for a different
general concept of freedom which claims that freedom resides in men living in
accordance with their ''real'' interests.

It is to be argued that the first of these general concepts—this leaves
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men free to define their own interests—offers an>attractive account of political
freedom. However, I shall consider initially the second general concept and,
those variants—'"1iberal-bourgeois-normative''/''liberal-developmental-normative'
—that essentially contest for it. Through an examination of the defects of
each contestant it will be argued that the general concept that they compete
~for is a potentially politically dangerous account of freedom. It will be argued
that, although the claim that men ''should" act in their ''real'' interests does
not involve the claim that men should be coerced in the name of freedom per

se, the "freedom is coercion'' paradox is imminent in this claim. This being

the case, it will be suggested that the notion that men ''should" act iﬁ their
"real"' interests must be rejected as a satisfactory account of political
freedom.

This will lead into an assessment of the first general framework which
leaves men free to define their own interests. This, it will be argued, offers
an attractive account of political freedom. Through an examination of the
contents—'"liberal-bourgeois—empirical''/'"liberal~developmental~empirical''—
that essentially contest this general concept it will be argued that both
contents have weaknesses. This will lead into an assessment of the types of
claims it is legitimate for the political theorist to make, on the basis of
this concept of freedom, concerning men's interests in the development of argu-
ments for and against capitalism.

Initially, then, the contestants for the concept of freedom which
considers freedom to reside in men living in accordance with their ''real
interests are to be considered. It was suggested in chapter two that the
"liberal-bourgeois-normative'' content of this concept has an implicit basis in

Lockean liberalism. This variant involves the claim that men '"'should" consent
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to unlimited private appropriation in light of the benefits-——increasing levels
of material well-being—it generates. Whether or not Locke intended to make
such an argument, there is evidence to suggest that, at points, he came close
to claiming privileged . information concerning men's interests. He claimed,

for example, that some men can be considered to be ''biassed in their Interest,
as well as ignorant for want of study of it''. However, any assertion that some
men are ignorant of their "real'' interests would, within the Lockean liberal
framework, represent a violation of the equality of right premise. This premise
demands that the individual be left to define his own interests. An assertion
that some men have privile ged information which enables them to claim that

the interests they identify are superior to the interests these men ascribe

to themselves wouid be illegitimate. In this light, the ''liberal-bourgeois~
normative' variant must be considered to be an inadequate account of political
freedom. Not only is the claim that men are ignorant of their ''real'' interests
a flagrant violation of the equality of right premise but, as will be suggested
in the examination of the ''liberal-developemmtal-normative'' variant, the
"freedom is coercion'' paradox is imminent in any claim that men "'should" act in
their '"real' interests.

The "'liberal-developmental-normative' variant of the general concept
which claims that freedom resides in men living in accordance with their ''real"
interests highlights that the '"freedom is coercion'' paradox is imminent in the
claim that men 'should" act in their ''real'' interests. Marcuse claimed that
men would be able to attain greater "autonomy'' if they were to restructure
their productive activities with the aim of satisfying their ”reél” interests.
However, for Marcuse, there was no mass popular movement in advanced industrial

societies seeking to implement such change. It was the lack of a potentially
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revolutionary proletariat which forced Marcuse to claim that men '"'should' act
in their "real' interests. Had he been able to identify such a revolutionary
forces—as Marx had—Marcuse would have had no need to make the claim that
men ''should" act in their 'real'' interests. Instead, he would have been able to
claim that men were in the process of changing their schedule of interests
and would continue to do so. As men's self-ascribed interests did change it
could be supposed that they would come to demand a change in the mode of
production. The reliance on the claim that men ''should" act in their 'real"
interests is, in effect, a confession that the theorist considers men both
ignorant of their interests and, therefore unable to change the organisation
of their activities of their own accord. It is because of this that positions
of the type offered by Marcuse invariably and, almost of necessity, end up

in the "'freedom is coercion'' paradox.

Undoubtedly, such positions could be saved from this paradox were they
merely to seek to persuade men of the need for change and leave them free to
choose or not to choose the prescribed course of action. However, at least in
the case of Marcuse, the account of ''real" interests employed is so obscure
that it would have little persuasive ability. For example, in seeking to
persuade men who live out their lives in a liberal democracy, the idea that
they could achieve ''mon-repressive sublimation'' through a restructuring of
their productive activities would have little or no meaning. For such men, the
dominant liberal tradition informs them that their freedom consists in rights
and presents as central the notion of freedom of choice. The goal of "non-
repressive sublimation'' would offer men little or no means of participating
in the socio-economic change advocated by Marcuse:

To be persuasive, oppositional uses of the concept of
interests must be rooted at least in some aspect of the
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life experience of those for whose identification they
are in competition. Otherwise they have no purchase, no
relevence to their 'target' actors, and offer no means
of active participation in the advocated shift of
identity. 25

Given the obscurity of Marcuse's notion of ''real' interests it is hardly
surprising that he should have found men apparently unwilling to act in order
to realise these interests. Indeed, it is not surprising that Marcuse should
conclude that men are ignorant of their ''real'' interests. Since men appeared
unable to act in their "real'' interests of their own accord, Marcuse's option
was to claim that they '"should" in which the ''freedom is coercion'' paradox
looms.

In short, the assertion that men '"'should" act in their "real'' interests
issues from the view that men are not and, at least in the near future, will
not act on the '"real" interests that the theorist claims them to have. This
represents the peak of the slippery slope from which such positions slide into
the "freedom is coercion'' paradox. As such, the general concept of freedom
which considers freedom to reside in men living in accordance with their ''real
interests is potentially and, almost necessarily, a justification of total-
itarianism and is to be rejected as a politically dangerous concept of freedom.

On the other hand, the general concept of freedom which leaves men
free to define their own interests provides what is, intuitively at least, an
attractive account of political freedom. As has been argued, within the context
of this work, this general concept can be considered to have two contesting
contents. Firstly, from the Lockean tradition, there is the ''liberal-bourgeois
—~empirical'' candidate which claims that it is empirically verifable that men

do/would consent to unlimited private—read capitalist—appropriation. From

the consideration of Marx's critique of capitalism the ''liberal-developnental-
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empirical" candidate was drawn out. This claimed that it was an empirical fact
that capitalist market relations entail coercion and that it is empirically
verifiable that men are developing and will continue to develop interests
beyond those they perceive themselves to have in the capitalist mode of produc-—
tion. Whilst the general concept of freedom—freedom is living in accordance
with one's self-ascribed interests—that these candidates contest offer an
attractive account of political freedom, it is to be argued that both of these
contestants contain weaknesses.

The '"liberal-bourgeois—empirical' candidate relies for its validity
upon the empirical assertion that men do/would consent to unlimited private—
that is, capitalist-appropriation since this helps them satisfy their bourgeois
inclinations. The claim that men ''do'" consent and the claim that they 'would"
consent are to be considered separately since this will enable the direct
contesting ability of the '"liberal-developmental-empirical'' candidate to be
highlighted. It will be argued that the ''liberal-developmental-empirical''
variant raises a number of important problems for the ''liberal-bourgeois-—
empirical" candidate but that the 'liberal-developmental-empirical'' variant
can also be seen to have its own weaknesses.

Initially, then, the claim that men ''do'' consent to capitalist appro-
priation which is an essential ingredient in the ''liberal-bourgeois-empirical
variant is to be considered. Locke argued that men's consent to unlimited
private appropriation could be infered either from the fact that they used
money or from the fact that théy accepted the material benefits that were
stimulated by this form of appropriation. It could be supposed that they did
consent because of their bourgeois ''desire for more than...needed". It was

argued in chapter two that men's continued use of money could not, in fact,
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26
be taken as an adequate sign of their consent. If the use of money did—and

Locke's argument suggests that he considered this to be the case—prompt the
concentration of land and other means of production, then this could have
prompted a situation where the majority became dependent upon the use of
money for their very survival. As such, the continued use of money could

not be taken as an adequate sign of men's consent to the effects of its use.
It was also argued that Locke's claim that men's acceptance of the benefits of
a system of unlimited private appropriation could be taken as a sign of their
consent, is also inadequate? Whatever reasons the individual might have for
accepting these benefits—more often than not survival—this acceptance and
his continued residence in a system embracing a right of unlimited private
appropriation, could not be taken as a sign of his consent unless he had a
reasonable method of withdrawing his ''consent'' available.

In fact, the '"'liberal-developmental-empirical'' candidate can be seen
to raise this type of difficulty for the ''liberal-bourgeois—~empirical’
variant. In his direct critique of Smith, Marx in effect showed that workers
who have no choice but to enter capitalist market relations—that is, they are
free to starve or submit to the demands of the capitalist—cammot be said to
consent merely because they enter into such relations. Further, if Marx were
correct that the necessary development of capitalism would culminate in the
proletarian revolution, then in liberal terminology, it could be argued that
this would be because men would come to consider capitalism to be inimical to
their self-ascribed*interests. The equality of right premise demands that men
be able to change theif self-ascribed interests in light of changing circum—
stances. As such, as men did come to consider that their interests lie in

acting as ''associated producers'', capitalism could be condemmed even upon the
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basis of the liberal premise.

The Lockean liberal argument that men ''would" consent to a system of
unlimited private appropriation also has weaknesses. At points, both Locke
and Nozick appear to have assumed that such appropriation provides men with
increasing levels of material well-being and that men value this above their
natural right to enough and as good. From this, it seems that both may have
concluded that men 'would' consent to unlimited private appropriation. It was
argued in chapter two that for such an argument to be valid, the Lockean
liberal would be required to do two things. Firstly he must show that men do,
in actuality, express an overidding interest in increasing amounts of material
well-being and, secondly, he would be required to show that capitalist appro-
priation best satisfies this interest.

Even granting that the Lockean liberal would be able to show that men
do express an overidding interest in increasing levels of material well-being
it does not follow necessarily that capitalist appropriation best satisfies
this interest. Marx, for example, appears to have considered that a commmist
mode of production would be more productive than capitalism. If this were the
case then it could be strongly argued that men with an overidding interest in
increasing levels of material well-being would choose to consent to such a
mode of production were they to be given the choice.

There are, then, a number of weaknesses that attend the '"liberal-
bourgeois—empirical' candidate for the concept of freedom that considers
freedom to reside in men living in accordance with their self-ascribed inter-
ests. The claim that men ''do'' consent to capitalist appropriatioﬁ must be
supported by an argument which shows convincingly taht men have an altermative

open to them. If this cannot be done then men's continued operation in a
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system embracing a right of unlimited private appropriation cammot be taken
as an adequate sign of their consent. The claim that men "would" consent

to unlimited private appropriation must be supported by evidence that men do,
in actuality, express an overidding interest in increasing levels of material
well-being and that capitalism best satisfies this interest.

The '"liberal-developmental-empirical'' variant which, as has been seen,
can be used to raise certain difficulties for the 'liberal-bourgeois-empirical
variant, does have weaknesses of its own. The compatibility between these two
variants resides essentially in the fact that Marx was able to identify a
mechanism for change within the capitalist mode of production. Marx had no
need to claim that men ''should" act in their ''real" interests and thus was
able to avoid the ''freedom is coercion'' paradox that is imminent in such a
claim. Indeed, if men come to consider acting as ''associated producers'' to be
in their own self-ascribed interests then, the proletarian revolution itself
could be considered to be compatible with the equality of right premise.

However, the''freedom is coercion'' paradox does lurk behind Marx's
position if it is accepted that the proletariat is unable to carry through a
revolution in the mode of production of their own accord. Indeed, the apparent
lack of a potentially revolutionary proletariat has given rise to many ''marxist'
positions which have sought to revise Marx's position to face these problems.
These positions have tended towards a justification of totalitarianism. Lenin's
vanguard, Stalin's purges and less dramatically sociologists continual use
of the notion of ''false' consciousness, all appear to rely upon some concept-
ion of ''real' interests that men ''should" act upon. If an internél dynamic
camot be identified within capitalism that will necessarily lead to the

eventual demise of this mode of production then, as many revisions of Marx
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reveal, the '"freedom is coercion'' paradox looms in the background once more.
Within the framework set by the general concept of freedom that

considers freedom to reside in men living in accordance with their self-

ascribed interests, it would be quite legitimate for the political theorist

to help men articulate their present disatisfactions or express their emerging

interests. Indeed, this may be one way of interpreting part of the intent

taht lay behind some of Marx's more directly political works, for example,

the Communist.-Manifesto. However, within this framework, this would be

legitimate only if men were left free to choose or not to choose the prescribed
course of action. Marx left men free to choose, however, latter revisionists
have tended not to. This has lead to liberals and humanists coming to employ
incompatible concepts of freedom. Liberals héve retained the notion that men
must be left free to pursue their own interestsi.in their: own way whereas

much contemporary humanist literature has tended to rely on the claim that

men ''should" act in their "real' interests which leads them into the "'freedom
is coercion' paradox.

One way out of this paradox for the contemporary critic of capitalism
would be the explicit use of the liberal equality of right premise as a basis
for developing his critique. The employment of this premise would demand
that the critic address his contentions to the self-ascribed interests of men
and not to a supposed set of ''real' interests he claims them to have. This
would enable the critic to side-step the '"freedom is coercion" paradox and
avoid the justification of totalitarianism which is imminent in talk about
"real'' interests. The final section of this chapter will offer a Brief exam-
ination of the possible forms that a ''liberal' critique of contemporary capital-

ism might take.
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V  The-Possibilities-of.a-Liberal -Critique

Three main areas of weakness in the link between the liberal equality
of right premise and the justification of unlimited private—that is, capital-
ist—appropriation have been highlighted throughout this work. Firstly, the
weakness associated with the claim that men '"'do'' consent to this form of appro-
priation which, to be at all convincing, must be accompanied by an argument
that men, in fact, have an alternative to capitalist appropriation open to
them. Secondly, the weakness associated with the claim that men "‘would"
consent to unlimited private appropriation. For this claim to be convincing
the liberal must show that men do, in fact, express an overidding interest in
increasing levels of material well-being and that capitalist appropriation
best satisfies this interest. Finally, it has been suggested that the capital-
ist mode of production could come to violate the equality of right premise
as/when men came to consider it to be inimical to their self-ascribed interests.
That is, even if it could convincingly be shown that men do/would consent to
capitalism at present, it may be the case that they are in the process of
developing ''mew'' interests which might prompt them to seek to change the mode
of production at some latter date. If this were the case, then it could be
argued that the capitalist mode of production violates the equality of right
premise as/when men do develop such 'mew' interests.

I shall address each of these weaknesses in turn and point to how they
could be exploited in the development of a '"liberal' critique of contemporary
capitalism. Within the scope of this work, little more than a sketch of the
possibilities offered by each weakness can be given. Whilst each sketch will
be given separately, in the development of a 'liberal'' critique it could prove

possible to run the various arguments concurrently.
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The claim that men "'do'"' consent to capitalist appropriation requires,
it has been argued, if it is to be at all convincing, that men have an alter-
native to this appropriation open to them. Unless such an alternative can be
shown to exist, then the liberal assertion that men's consent can be inferred
from their continued operation in a system embracing a right of unlimited
private appropriation, could be seriously undermined. This assertion appeared
in Locke's arguments that men's consent can be inferred from their use of
money and/or their acceptance of the benefits generated by its use. It also
appeared in Nozick's claim that '"[n]o doubt people will not long accept a
distribution they believe unjust'. The individual may not wish to consent to
unlimited private appropriation but having no alternative open to him must
continue to act within the capitalist mode of production. In such a case, his
continued operation within capitalism would not represent an adequate sign of
consent. ‘

It could be argued, therefore, that a society claiming to be liberal
would have to offer men an alternative to capitalist appropriation. Individuals
would have to be left free to choose whether they valued the supposed increased
goods and services offered by a system of capitalist appropriation above
another form of productive organisation in which they could retain greater
self-direction over their activities. Indeed, this type of argument has some
implicit basis in some contemporary liberal literature, for example, Ackerman's

Social -Justice-in-the-Liberal .State. The offer of such an alternative would

make it possible for the liberal to claim that those who continued to reside
in those areas where capitalist appropriationdid exist did indeed consent. This
would represent a contemporary solution to the question of consent similar to

Locke's argument that offered those disatisfied with labouring for wages the
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opportunity of taking up land in America.

The liberal claim that men '"would" consent to capitalist appropriation
has also been shown to have weaknesses. To maintain such an argument the Lockean
liberal would be required to show that men do, in fact, express an overidding
interest in increasing levels of material well-being and that capitalist
appropriétion best satisfies this interest. Thus, it might be possible to
criticise this argument at two levels. Firstly, it might be possible to argue
that men do not express such an overidding interest and,even if they do, it
may prove possible to argue that a different form of productive organisation
than capitalism would promote greater productivity.

To develop the first level of this type of critique much empirical
research would need to be undertaken to discover the interests that men express
in actuality. However, it might be found to be the case that men, having
achieved a ceftain level of material well-being, would prefer to develop inter-
ests beyond increasing levels of consumption of goods and services. They may
prefer increasing leisure time over and above a continual search to satisfy
"bourgeois'' interests. Yet, even if it were the case that men did express an
overidding interest in increasing levels of production and consumption, it
might still prove possible to criticise the liberal claim that this interest
means that they would consent to capitalist appropriation.

Let us suppose that, when asked, some men expressed an interest in
decreased labour time upon the basis of a certain level of material well-
being whilst others express an interest in increased amounts of goods and
services. It might be possible to develop a convincing alternatiQe to the
present mode of production which would offer men greater levels of material

well-being and/or increased leisure time. That is, for example, it may be
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possible to argue that present relations of production are ''fettering'' the
forces of production that have developed within the capitalist mode of
production. In light of the potentials offered by micro-chip technology, it

is possible that a model of economy could be developed which would be able to
show that a different set of socio-economic relations would promote increased
production and/or decreased necessary labour time. If such a model were to be
developed, then, on a theoretical level, it could be argued that this represents
the form of socio-economic relations that men would consent to. Indeed, if men
did come to beliewgbag different set of socio-economic relations than those
at present in existence would enhance their productive endeavours, then by
implication they would consider existing relations to be inimical to their
self-ascribed interests. Since the equality of right premise demands that men
be left to redefine their interests in light of changing circumstances and
capitalist market/property relations are only legitimate if men do/would
consent to them, it would be legitimate for men to withdraw their "consent'
from existing relations and consent to a different set of relations which they
considered to be more conducive to the realisation of their self-ascribed
interests.

This opens up the possibility for developing a third form of '"liberal"
critique of contemporary capitalism. On the basis of the liberal equality of
right premise it would be quite legitimate for the theorist to attempt to
help men articulate present disatisfaction and their emerging interests. Provided
that he leaves men free to choose or not to choose his prescription for over-
coming these disatisfactions or realising these emerging interests the equality
of right premise would not be violated. As such, by addressing himself to the
possibly changing disatisfactions and potential interests men express in

actuality, and not to a supposed set of "'real' interests, it would be legit-
Yy PP s g
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imate for the theorist to point out potentials within contemporary capitalism
and aid men to politically articulate their desire to realise these potentials.

To assess and articulate men's current disatisfactions/emerging
interests the theorist would be requitred to undertake empirical research into
the types of disatisfactions and potential interests men express in actuality.
Having carried out such an assessment it would then be legitimate for the
theorist to present men with a well articulated alternative to the present
productive organisation of society. Since the point of reference for the
development and articulation of such an alternmative would be men's express
preferences, there would be a greater chance of it bearing relevence to the
life experiences of those whose support/action is required in achieving the
change advocated.

In short, the development of a 'liberal' critique of contemporary
capitalism is possible. On a theoretical level, the weaknesses in the claim
that men do/would consent to capitalist appropriation can be exploited. On
a practical level, the articulation of an alternative which adresses itself
to the express and/or emerging interests of men would minimise the risk of
the critic developing a justification of totalitarianism in his attempts to
highlight what he considers to be the coercive and ''dehumanising'' aspects of
capitalism. Such a critique would also offer men a greater opportunity for
participation in the advocated shift of identity. Finally, the explicit
employment of the equality of right premise in the development of a critique
of capitalism would help ensure that the theorist addresses the self-ascribed
interests of men and Help avert the potentially politically dangérous assertion

that men "'should" act in their "real"' interests.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

Undoubtedly the idea that the liberal equality of right premise could
be employed as a basis from which to develop a critique of contemporary
capitalism will, at first sight, strike many as a strange notion. After all,
this principle has traditionally been used as a foundation for justifying
capitalist appropriation. However, the development of such a critique deserves
serious consideration in light of the main themes of this work. The equality
of right premise does give rise to an intuitively appealing account of political
freedom. Indeed, the assertion that freedom consists in the individual pursuing
his own good in his own way has an implicit basis in much humanist literature.
Whilst humanists have continually derided the liberal notion of '"matural'"
rights, the notion of freedom residing in the individual pursuing his own
gocd in his own way has resurfaced in such himanist terms as ''autonomy'', ''self-
mastery' and '"individual sponteneity''.

Perhaps one of the main reasons why humanists have found the ''liberal"
principle so unattractive is the lack of a social self in the libexal notion
of the individual. However, it is the insistence that man must be treated as
a social being that leads many humanist positions towards the ''freedom is
coercion'' paradox. Marx's humanism avoided this paradox since he was able to
identify an internal dynamic within the capitalist mode of production that
would lead to its necessary demise and man's realisation of his social nature.
However, the ﬁajor problem for contemporary humanism is the appafent lack of
such an internal mechanism for change and men's apparent unwillingness to act

to change socio-economic relations of their own accord.
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This difficulty has given rise fo a proliferation of humanist positions
that slide all too easily into the ''freedom is coercion' paradox.by claiming
that men ''should' act in their '"real' interests. Such positions embrace what I
have identified as the '"liberal-developmental-normative' notion of freedom
which is a variant of the potentially politically dangerous concept that
considers freedom to reside in men 1iving‘in accordance with their ''real
interests. Contemporary humanists could avert the slidei into the ''freedom
is coercion'' paradox through the explicit use of the equality of right premise
and by embracing the ''liberal-developmental-empirical'' variant of the concept
of freedom which considers freedom to reside in men living in accordance with
thetr self-ascribed interests.

By addressing themselves to the express interests, disatisfactions and
potential interests men have in actuality, it would then be legitimate for the
theorist to present men with a well articulated, although not fully defined,
alternative to present socio-economic relations. The essential point of
feference would be men's express desires. This point of reference could only
aid in the development of an alternative which those whose action/support is
sought could find appealing and which would offer them a chance to participate
in the changes the theorist advocates%

All this can take place without a rejection of Marx's view that capital-
ism must, at some point in history, collapse. Indeed, it may well be the case
that men would not take up the opportunity of an alternmative until present
socio-economic relations fail to satisfy their interests on a massive scale,
prefering the security of what they know to a possible but Unknoﬁn future.
However, in the mean time, the use of the equality of right premise would allow

men the freedom to choose or not to choose the path to greater political
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freedom.

Further, the employment of the equality of right premise as the found-
ation from which to develop a critique of capitalism would go some way to
ensure that theorists who argue in support of capitalist appropriation, and
those who seek to criticise it, are in fact talking about the same thing when
they utilise such terms as ''freedom''. All too often in contemporary literature
those who argue in support of capitalism -at least claim to -employ a variant
of the concept of freedom which considers freedom to reside in men living
in accordance with their own self-ascribed interests,whilst those who seek to
criticise this mode of production--usually beacuse they are unable to identify
a mechanism for change internal to capitalism—tend to rely on a variant of
the general concept which considers freedom to reside in men living in accord-
ance with their "real' interests.

Talk of the individual's right to pursue his own good in his own way,.
on one side, and talk about man's ''essential humanity' and the '‘real' interests
this gives rise to,on the other, has tended to obscure the fact that liberals
and humanists address their contentions to an essentially similar area of
concern. For both traditions, the ability of man to lead life in a self-

irected mammer has been considered to be a paramount ingredient in political
freedom.

By contesting directly the ''liberal-bourgeois—empirical'' contestant
for the concept of freedom that considers freedom to reside in the individual
living in accordance with his own self-ascribed interests the critic of capital-
ism would, at least, ensure that thcse liberals who argue in support of
capitalism are required to strengthen the types of weaknesses that are apparent
in their arguments and have been highlighted throughout this work. On a

practical level, this may help to result in the articulation of an alternative



121

to present productive relations that those whose action/support is sought for

the prescribed change understand and may be willing to act upon.



Notes

See, Ted Benton, Realism:-Power.and-Objective-Interests, in Keith Graham,
ed., Contemporary-Political -Philosophy:-Radical -Studies (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1982), pp. /- 33. Beneton offers an excellent
account of the difficulties that attend the use of notions of ''real"
interests in criticising capitalism. He also argues that the use of

this type of notion is to be avoided in the development of a persuassive
critique of capitalism. He sees the development of a persuassive
critique to be an essential ingredient in social democratic tactics.

122



Selected Bibliography

Ackerman, Bruce A. Social .Justice.in-the.Liberal .State. New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1930.

Arblaster, Anthony and Steven Lukes, eds. The-Good-Society: .A.Book.of
Readings. London: Methuen, 1973,

Avineri, Shlomo. The Social_and-Political_Thought-of Karl-Marx. London:
Methuen, 1971.

Bernstein, Edaurd. Evolutionary-Socialism: A-Criticism-and-Affirmation.
London: Independent Labour Party, 1909.

Bierman, A. K. and James A. Gould, eds. Philosophy-for-a-New-Generation.
New York: Macmillan, 1973. '

Bottomore, T. B., ed. Modern_ Interpretations-of Marx. Oxford: Basil Blackwell,
1981.

Commerton, Paul, ed. Critical -Sociology: - Selected.Readings. Hammondsworth:
Penguin, 1978.

Cranston, Maurice William, ed. Hobbes-and_ Locke: A_Collection of-Critical
Essays. New York: Anchor, 1972.

della Volpe, Galvano. Rousseau-and Marx. London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1978.

Dum, John M.  The.Political Thought.of.John-Locke: An.-Historical -Accoumt -of
the - Argument -of - the - 'Two-Treatises -of .Covernment'. London: Cambridge
University Press, 1969.

Feuerbach, Ludwig. The .Essence.of.Christianity. Translated by George Elliot
New York: Harper, 195/.

FPriedman, Milton. Capitalism.and-Freedom. Chicago: University of Chicago --
Press, 1982.

Fromm, Erich. Man-for.Himself: .An-Inquiry.-into-the-Psychology.of -Ethics.
New York: Holt, Rienhart and Winston, 1947.

. ed. Socialist.Humanism:-An.International_Symposium. New York:
Doubleday, 1965.

————. Escape.from_Ereedom. New York: Holt, Rienhart and Winston, 1972.

Galbraith, John Kemmeth. The_New-Industrial State. London: Penguin, 1977.

Gallie, W. B. ""Essentially Contested Concepts.'  Aristotelian-Society, Sect.
XI (1956).

123



124

Gay, Peter. The.Dilemma-of-Democratic-Socialism: .Eduard.Bernstein's
Challenge-to-Marx. New York: Collier, 1962.

Giddens, Anthony. Capitalism-and-Modern-Social-Theory:-An.-Analysis-of-the
Writings-of .Marx, Durkheim-and -Max Weber.  Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1971.

Gough, John Wiedhoft. John-Locke's.Political-Philosophy: -Eight-Studies.
Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1950.

Graham, Keith, ed. Contemporary-Political.Philosophy:-Radical-Studies.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1982.

Habermas, Jirgen. Towaxrd.a-Rational .Society:-Student -Protest, -Science-and
Politics. Boston: Beacon Press, 19/1.

Hirschman, Albert O. The.Passions-and. the Interests:-Political .Arguments
for.Capitalism-Before. its-Triumph. Princeton: Princeton University
Press, 1977.

Hobbes, Thomas. Leviathan. Fdited by C. B. Macpherson. Hammondsworth:
Penguin, 1960.

Kamenka, Eugene. Marxism-and_Ethics. London: Macmillan, 1970.

Koren, Henery J. Marx.and.the-Authentic Man: A.First . Introduction. to  the
Philosophy.of -Karl Marx. New York: Humanities Press, 1973.

Kropotkin, Petr Alekseevich knidz. Mutual.Aid:.A Factor-in-Evolution.
Boston: Extending Horizons Books, 1953.

-————.  Revoluticnary-Pamphlets: A.Collection-of.Writings. Edited by R. N.
Baldwin. = New York: Dover, 197/0.

Lane, Robert E. 'Waiting for Lefty," Theory.and-Society. Vol. VI # 1
(July, 1978). .

Laski, Harold Joseph. A.Grammer.of_Politics. London: Allen and Unwin, 1960.

Locke, John. Two-Treatises.of Government. Edited by Peter Laslett.
New York: New American Libary, 1965.
————.  A_letter.Concerning-Toleration. Indianapolis: Bobbs-Merril, 1955.

Lukes, Steven. Power:_A-Radical View. London: Macmillan, 1974.

Macpherson, C. B. Democratic-Theory:.Essays-in.Retrieval. Oxford: Clarendon
Press, 1973.

————.  The-Political .Theory.of .Possessive .Individualism: Hobbes to-Locke.
London: Oxford University Press, 1979.

— ThemRealﬁWorld_of_Democraqy. Toronto: Canadian Broadcasting
Corporation, 1965.

MacIntyre, Alasdair. '"The Essential Contestability of Some Social Concepts, "
Ethics Vol. 84. (1972-73).



125

MacIntyre, Alasdair. Marcuse. London: Fontana, 1972.

Marcuse, Herbert. Eros-and-Civilization:-A-Philosophical -Inquirey-into.Freud.
New York: Random House, 1962.

————.  One_Dimensional -Man: .Studies -in-the.Ideology -of -Advanced-Industrial
Society. Boston: Beacon Press, 1964.

Marx, Karl. Early.Writings. Edited by Tom B. Bottomore. London: McGraw-
Hill, 1963.

—~———. The.German.Ideology. London: Lawrence and Wishart, 1970.

———. Capital:.A.Critique-of.Political .Economy Volume-1. Moscow: Progress
Publishers, 19//. :

Marx, Karl and Frederick Engels. Selected.Works.in-One.Volume. Moscow:
Progress Publishers, 1968.

Mill, Jolm Stuart. Utilitarianism,-On- Liberty-and.Considexations-on
Representative-Govermment. [Edited by H. B. Acton. London: J. M. Dent,
1972.

Miller, David and Larry Siedentop, eds. The Nature.of.Political -Theory.
Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1983.

Nozick, Robert. Anarchy,-State-and.Utopia. New York: Basic Books, 1974.

Pateman, Carole. Participation-and.Democratic-Theory. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1970.

Petrovié, Gajo. Marx.in-the-Mid-Twentieth Century. New York: Anchor, 1967.

Polanyi, Karl. The Great Transformation:-The -Political -and.Economic.Origins
of .Our_Time. Boston: Beacon Press, 1968.

Putnam, Hilary. 'Is Semantics Possible?'' Metaphilosophy. Vol. No. 3.
(July 1973).

Quinton, Anthony, ed. Political.Philosophy. Oxford: Oxford University Press,
1978.

Radice, Giles. Democratic-Socialism:.-A-Short-Suxvey. London: Longmans, 1965.

Read, Herbert Edward. Amarchy.and.Order: . Essays-in-Politics. London: Faber
and Faber, 1954.

Rousseau, Jean-Jacques. The-First.and-Second.Discourses. FEdited by Roger
D. Masters. Translated by Roger D. Masters and Judith R. Masters. New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1964.

——. The-Social-Contract. Translated by Maurice Cranston. Hammondsworth:
Penguin, 1979.

Seaman, John W. 'Unlimited Acquisition and Equality of Right: A Reply to
Professor Lewis.'"  Canadian-Journal_of Political-Science. XI:2 { o v
(June, 1978). .




126

Simmons, Alan Joln. Moral -Principles.and.Political .Obligation. Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 19/9.

Smith, Adam. An.Inquiry.into.the Nature-and Causes .of.the.Wealth of-Nations.
Edited by Edwin Camnan. New York: Modern Libary, 1937.

Steinberg, Jules. Locke, -Rousseau.and.the.Idea-of .Consent. Comnecticut:
Greenwood, 1978.

Stevenson, Leslie. Seven.Theories.of.Human-Nature. Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1974.

Tucker, Robert C., ed. The. Mark-Engels-Reader. New York: W. W. Norton,
1972.

Winner, Langdon. Autonomous-Technology: - Technics-out-of-control-as-a-Theme
in-Political -Thought.  Cambridge Mass: M. I. T. Press, 19/7.




