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38 DEMOCRATIC THEORY:

basic assertion is not that man does behave in a certain way (although
it may make this assertion), but that his essence can only be realized by
that behaviour. An assertion about man’s essence is surely a value
assertion. One can agree that man as shaped by market society does
behave in a certain way, and even that man in market society necessarily
behaves in a certain way, but this tells us nothing about the behaviour
of man as such and nothing about man’s essence:

Since postulates about essence are value postulates, they may properly
be'discarded when they are secen to be at odds with new value judge-
ments about newly possible human goals. The discarding; now, of the
postulate of man’s essence as infinite consumer, infinite appropriator;
infinite antagonist of scarcity, comes within the category of allowable
discards. Thhe rejection of the market concept of man’s essence is thus
logically possible as well as now technically possible. ‘

But there is one great difficulty. The technological revolution in
Western nations, if left' to develop within the present market structure
and the presentideology; would have the immediate effect of strength-
ening the i image of man as infinite consumer, by making consumption
more attractive. ‘As technology ‘multiplies: productivity, profitable
production will require the creation of new desires and new amounts of
desire. (What will be required may properly be described as création of
new desire, in spite of what I said above about advertising not creating
new desire, if we reject; as I have argued we should reject, the factual
accuracy of the postulate that man as such is naturally infinitely
desirous:) Since profits will increasingly depend on creating ever more
desire, 'the tendency will be for the directors of  the pmdut’itive
system to do everything in their power to confirm' Western man’s
image of ‘himself as an infinite desircr. Efforts in that direction are
evident enough in the mass media now. Thusin the West the immediate
efféct of the technological revolution will be.to impede the change in
our ontology which it: otherwise makes possible and which I have
argued is needed if we are to retain any of the values of liberal-
demouacy i

What thcn shouhl we do? 1 hope that as political theorlsts we may
widen'and deepen the sort of analysis here sketched. If it stands up; we
shall -have done something to demolish the time-bound and: now
unnecessary and: deleterious image of man as an infinite consumer and
inﬁnite'appropriat‘or, as'a being whose rational purpose in life:is to
devote himself to an endless'attempt to overcome scarcity. Scarcity was
for: milleninia the ‘general human condltlon, three centuries ago it
became a contrived but useful goad; now it is dispensable, though we
are'in'danger of having it riveted on usiin a newer:and more artificial
form. We should say'so. If we do not, the liberal-democratic: herltage
of Western society has a poor chance: of survival: '
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ESSAY III
Problems of a Non-market
Theory of Democracy

In the preceding essays I proposed a recasting of liberal-democratic
theory by dropping from it the market assumptions about the nature of
man and society.and building on the more democratic assumptions
which are also contained in it. T'he central defect of the justificatory
theory. of liberal democracy was found to.c in its attempt to
combine two concepts of man, and to make hoth of the corresponding
two mzmmmmg ~Claims: the. clum to maximize utilitiesand the claim
tor mlx:mlzcﬂpowu.rs i thie sense of ablhty to use and develop essentlally
human capacities. Reasons were "given™for thinking” that! i€"is now
becoming possible for liberal- dcmocratxc theory todropithe firsticoncept
(man as consumer) and the first maximizing claim; and'tosbase itself
increasingly on ‘the second concept of mani (as essentially a doer;:dn
actor;an en} oyer, and developer of his human attrlbutes) and the second
maximizing claim. s

Any attempt to rebuild a democratic theory on: thlS basls raisessa
new range of.questions. For example, can the concept of power as
ability to use and develop essentially:human capacities be made:precise |
enough tobe'of any use! Can we assume that all ‘men’s essentially
human capacities can be exercised not at.the expense of each others™?
Can the ability to exercise these capacities be sufficiently'measured to
entitle us to make its maximization the criterion‘of a fully democratlc
society

Such questions are not easy. If their difficulties: {lowed ent:rely from
our formulating democratic theory as a matter of maximizing powers,
we might be' well advised to abandon that formulation.:But it will ibe
seenthat the difficulties are inherent in any democratic:theory:vour
formulation simply enables them to be seen more clearly and dealt w1th
more openly. el s

In exploring these questions, the: first taskis'to clarlfy the central
concept: power as ability to use and develop human capacities. I:shall
come at this'by ‘examining (in section 1 ‘of this essay)ithe: coritrast
between: that concept of power and the one more usually employed in
pohtlcal theory Ini section 2, the “concept ‘of ‘essentiallyslhuman
capacities’ is further considered and is shown to be both.less and, more
demanding than appears at firstsight. Sections 3-and 4 take up.problems
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of the measurement of powers. In section 3, I argue that a man’s
power, in the sense required by a democratic theory, must be measured
in terms of impediments to the use and development of his human
capacities and must be measured as a deficiency from a maximum
rather than (as utility is commonly measured) in relation to a previously
attained amount. Section 4 examines what are to be counted as
impediments and how they are to be measured, and shows that the ‘net
transfer of powers’ s not, as my previous treatments had let it be
understood to be, a sufficient measure of the impediments. Finally, in
section' 5, I consrder how powers, unlike utilities, can be aggregated
and conclude that the difficulty of so doing arises only in the #ransition
to asfully democratic society, and is not insuperable.

1. Two Concepts of Power: Extractive and Developmental

In the first essay I distinguished between two concepts of human
power, one of which was central to the democratic-humanist idéal and
the other to the classical liberal individualist tradition. The first was
called an.‘ethical’ concept: it was a-man’s power seen as his ability to
use and.develop his essentn]ly Tuman-capacities. The second was the
‘descriptive’. concept of a man’s poweras his present ability to procure
satisfactions by whatever. means, The pmnt of that distinction was to
show that as soon as one thinks of a man’s power in the ethical sense it
becomesapparent that his power must include his access to the means of
usinghis capacities, and that his power is diminished, and some of it
transferred to-others, by lack of such* access,! whereas those who
neglect any  considerations of human essence or essentially human
capacities commonly fail to see any such diminution or transfer, since
they. measure a man’s:power after that has taken place. .

..’The distinction there drawn remains useful. But it is not entirely
satisfactory, for it diverts attention from a very important fact, and it
raises.one questlon which it leaves incompletely answered.

It diverts attention from the fact thata mm_@g_;g_t_he means of
using his capacities is a.component part of hiis power whgther or not his
power is seen ta have an ethical dimension. The fact that access is
integral®o a man’s power 1s only seen when the ethical dimension is
seen, but access is integral in any case. "The amount of a man’s power,
in: the most neutral descriptive sense, ¢ always depcﬂd_’“" his access to
the mieans of ex exerting his actual capacities.

The quéstion:raised but incompletely answered by the dlsuucuou
between the ethical and descriptive concepts of power is the question,
precisely;what kind of power:is diminished or transferred by lack of

“2%Phe samie point was made earlierin The | Political Theary of Possessive Individial-
ism: Hobbes to Locke (Oxford, 1962); p. 56, and T%e Real World of Demorracy) p.43-
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access. to the means of usmg capacrtresP There is no dlfﬁculty about
sense: he loses some dﬂilS ablhty to use and develop his own capacities
undth“f‘own r:onsm_oﬁ;i control for his own human purposes. Butithis
caninot be what is transferred, for clearly no one can transfer to another
his ability to-use his own capacities under his own control. Equally
clearly, what is transferred cannot be a man’s power in the descriptive
sense as that has:been-defined, for that power is measured after any
transfer.

What is transferred is not caught by cither of the two concepts
proposed sofar./This is not surprising; for they are not two categories
of power: they are two ways of looking, from two different stand~
points,at the same power—the ability to use human capacrtres todo’or
to produce what people want to do or produce. What is transferred is
somie of a man’s ability t6 use his capacities in a neutral sense, abétracted
from any consideration of whose purposes that exercise of his capakities
serves, hisiown or another’s. What is transferred is some of his ability
to do' things and make things. "That power, if it serves his purposesy 1s
part of his ethical power; if it does not serve his purposesiit isiwhat-is
transferred. The same ability to use the same capacities is counted as
ethical power in'theione case and as transferred:power in the other.

- Sinceneither “‘ethical’ nor ‘descriptive” powers, as:defined;!are
what is being transferred, it is evident that those two conceptsalone are
not:-enough' tocategorize the ‘net transfer of powers”.2 We maysay,
then, that while:the distinction drawn hitherto between the ethicaliand
descriptivé concepts-of a man’s power lis valuable, it is nevertheless
insufficient! It is valuable in indicating why no transfer is seen by those
who employ only the descriptive concept, and in pointing'out that the
descriptive..concept,- because it embodies no standard. ofzessentially
human needsror purposes; is-an inadequate one for use in‘a democratic
theory. *But those two: concepts together are not. by -themselves
sufficient for a fuller analysis of the problems of democratic/theory: i«

'Of the two, the ethical concept remains: essentialy i without!ity or
something like it, no fully democratic theory is possible. But a,name
other than ‘ethical’ is perhaps more appropriate for purposes of fusther
analysis of the:place of the concept of power in.a democratic theory; if
only because: the emphasis which that ‘term gives to,ithe«qualitdtive
character: of the concept tends to obscure the:fact that the concept:is
quantitative-as- welly that the:amount of that power thati men haye:is

hat is 1mport.mt in a democratic themy Since that power is deﬁncd as

# The congept of the:‘net transfer:of powers’, prevrously fr)rmulated in The
Palitical Theory of «Possessive Individualism |(pp. s6-17)y 10 The Real World:of
Democracy (pp. 40=3 );and in' Essay I of this volume (pp: 10~ 14, 6 ff), is further
developed later in this essay (below, pp. 64-66).
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a man’s ability to use and develop his capacities, it may concisely be
called a man’s developmental power.

"The ‘descriptive’ concept of power, useful as it is, will not carry our
analysis much further. We need, in addition to it, a more precise one
which will allow us to separate the two components of which'a man’s
power may consist: his ablhty to use his own capac1t1es, and his ability
to ‘use other men’s. capacities. ‘T'he latter ability is power over others,
-EHE@_}'MMLG:MM& “We-need.a name for it. L shall
call it extractive power. It is central to an understandmg of the liberal
individualist tradition, and so deserves close attention.

A'man’s extractive power is evidently not identical with the whole of
a man’s power in the general descriptive sense, for the latter includes
whatever ability he may have to use his own capacities as well as what-
ever ability he may have to extract benefit from the use of others’
capacitics. But as we shall now see, the individualist tradition from
Hobbes to' James Mill did, tncremmgly explicitly, treat the two as
virtually Tidentical: the whole of a man’s power was seen as nearly
cquivalent to-his extractive power. We shall see also that with the
transformation of classical utilitarianism into modern pluralist empirical
theoryy.part of this insight was lost.

Most of the literature of modern political science, from its beginnings
with." Machiavelli and Hobbes to its twentieth-century cmplncal
exponents, has to do with power, understood broadly as men’s ability
to-get what they want by control[mg -others. Hobbes put it succinetly
in 1640+ after defining a man’s power as his ability to produce some
desired effect, and hence as his faculties of body and mind and such
further powers as by them are acquired, he concluded::*And because
the power of one man resisteth and hindereth the effects of the power.of
another: power simply is no more, but the excess of the power of one
above that of another.” Having thus made every man’s power conten-
tious and comparative; he went on in effect to make it consist of each
man’s" power over others, by showing that man in his market-like
model of society can secure power in t:omparlson with others only by
getting power ‘over others. )
" The reduction of power to. power over others had become even
more: exphcxt by:the nineteenth century. The high point was reached
in'the propositions James Mill announced in 1820 as undisputed: *'The
desire . . of that power which is necessary to render the persons and
properties of human beings subservient to our pleasures, is a’ grand

¢ Elzment: of‘ Law, Natural and Politic, Part 1, chap. 8, ‘sections 3 and 4. Thc
same point is‘made; though less noticeably; in Lewviathan, chap. 1o, paragraphs 1
and'2, where a man's power (‘his present means:to obtain some future apparent
good’) is stated to consist of the eminence of his faculties of hody or mind and the
further powers acquired by such eminence.
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governing law of human nature . . . The grand instrument for attain-
ing what a man likes is the actions of other men. Power, In its most
appropriate 51gniﬁcation, therefore, means security for the conformity
between the will: of one man andthe acts of other men. This, we
presume, is not a proposition which will be disputed %

The increasingly explicit reduction of a man’s power to: powet over
others should not be ascribed to: carelessness; or lack of rigorous
consistency of definition on the part of the theorists. It may!better be
seen as a reflection of the changing facts. With the growth: and
predominance of capitalist market society it became. increasingly the
case that the whole of a man’s power: was nearly equivalent to-his
extractive power. In a fully developed capitalist society the two.come
to.much the same thing. For, at least in the classical economists’ model
of a fully competitive capitalist market economy, the relation-betweén
owners and non-owners of land and capital puts each member of both
categories in the position of having his whole power nearly equivalent
injamount to'this extractive power. This' can beseen: by:asimple
analysis.

(a) Those who in a market society have no o land or capital have no
extractive power.> They also may besaid to have, at any given time,no
power: {or only negligible power) of any other kind. For, their. pro-
ductive power; their ability to use their:capacities andi energies:to
produce goods, has continuously to be sold:te someone who hasland:or
capital, and sold:for a wage which goes to replenish' the energy which
makes ‘their capacities saleable next week. They are/left continuously
with no productive power of their own. If they have any leisureyand
any energy left for leisure pursuits, they have.indeed some power left,
some ability to.use and develop:their own: capacities for themselves.
But in the classical capitalist model; with iwages always tendingto.a

‘'subsistence level ‘and energies tendmg t ;be: fully absorbed. by:the

4 James Mill: 4n Essay on Governnent, section IV (L‘d E. Barker, _Cambmdge,
1937, P. 17). ‘

57T'his is strictly true only for a model of a lazuful market society in Whlch thcrc
is no private violence, corruption, or misuse of office (governmental or non-
governmental), for all of these da of course give extractive power regardless of
ownership of capital. The amount of such extractive power,.as distinct from the
amount due to.ownership of capital, in any actual market socicty is impossible to
calculate. Butsince present capitalis partly the product of past private violence and
misuse of office; and since current gains from-unlawful extractive power ténd to-be
consolidated as ‘capital, the amount of extractive power based on-capital may be
allowed to be at any time an approximation to the whole amount of-extractive

power. One other non-capital kind of powen may be noticed and dismissed as

irrelevant here. Lawful and proper use of office gives some personal power to those
with leadership and organizational talents, Butif it is lawful and proper, ie.used in
the interests of those on.whose behalf it is exercised and SUbJCCt in some degree to
their control, it is not extractive. 10 paee g yldsng

~
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productive: work for which the energies have been purchased, the
amount of such power could be treated as negligible. Thus the whole
power of each non-owner could be taken to be virtually the same
amount as his extractive power: the latter is zero, the former is
negligible. ;
(b) Those who have the land and capital have extractive power. In
a full capitalist society, with its:substantial concentration of ownership
of ‘capital and productive land, a few men haye extractive power over
many; hence each of the few has extractive power equivalent to the
whole (or virtually the whole) power of several other men. The greater
the concentration of capital,® the greater the proportion of each owner’s
entire power consists of his-extractive power. "This can be readily seen
if we follow James Mill in expressing the amount of benefit 4 man is
_able to extract from others as the (whole or fractional) number of men
he is able to. “oppress’.7
*+ "Thus we may calculate, treating capital as-extractive power, that if,
for instance, all the capital were owned by 10 per cent of the people,
each of the owners on the average would have extractive power
equivalent to virtually-all the powers of g other men. Or, to come
nearer to the usual distribution in capitalist society,® if two=thirds, say,
of all the capital is owned. by 5 per cent of the people, then each of
those ‘owners on the average has an extractive power equivalent to
virtually the whole power of 2/3 of 19 other people, i.e. of about 12
otherpeople: Smaller owners (those among the other 95 per cent of the
people, who between them own the other 1/3 of the capital) have of
course less‘extractive power. There is also the complication that some
extractive | power: is ‘normally being transferred continuously from
smaller to larger owners, as for instance from tenant farmers or other
tenant-entreprencurs to landlords; and from any except the largest
entrepreneurs to creditors; but this does not affect the total amount of
extractive power of owners.
If, as seems probable, the order of magnitude of the extractive power
is in the neighbourhood of g (each-owner of capital, on the average,

6 For brevity, *capital’ is used to include land used for production. . ’

7 JamesMill: An Essay on Government,section VIII (Barkered., p. 50). Equating
the 'vote with political power, and political power with power over others, Mill
pointed-out that if more than half the people had the vote, each voter would have
*something less than the'benefit of oppressing a single man’, and that if two-thirds
of the people had the: vote each voter “would have only one-half the benefit of
oppressing:a single man', } e Loatil S

8 Cf..). E. Meades Efficiency, Equality and the Ownership of Property (London,
1964); pv 27. It'is there estimated that 75 per-cent of “total personal wealth” in the
U.K:in 1960 was ‘owned by g per cent of the population. Although ‘personal
wealth" /is*not -identical with capital and productive land; the distributions are
presumably not very different.
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having an extractive power equivalent to virtually the whole power of
9 other men), then much the largest part of the whole amount of the
power of each owner is his extractive power. If we assume that the
natural capacities of the members of the two classes are roughly equal
(L.e. that, settingaside the advantages or handicaps people start with by
being born into an owning or non-owning class, the capacities of the
members of the two classes are not significantly different), it follows
that, on the average the whole power of each member of the owning
class consists of one part of his own natural power plus nine parts of his
extractive power. So, the extractive power of the owners is nearly
equivalent to their entire power.

Thus, in a full capitalist model, the whole power of everyone is
nearly equivalent to his extractive power. Fach non-owner’s whole
power is near zero, and his extractive power is zero. Each owner’s
whole power is'about g parts extractive power to I part non-extractive
power. How clearly the classical economists and Utilitarians saw this is
a ‘matter of conjecture. The increasingly explicit identification of a
man’s whole power with his extractive power, culminating in James
Mill’s formulation; does correspond to the increasingly near actual
equivalence of the two as unqualified competitive capitalist society was
reaching its zenith: Later in the nineteenth century as capitalism began
to go.on the defensive ideologically, the acknowledgement and the
very perception of extractive power declined.? It is still present; though
modified; in John Stuart Mill; later it disappears almost entirely.

' 'When we move on to the twenticth-century empirical political:
theorists we find the same assumption that the only significant power in.
any political view is one man’s or one group’s power over others. Thus
Laswell and Kaplan write in 19501 ‘power in the political sense cannot
be conceived as the ability to produce intended effects in general [the
reference is to Bertrand Russell’s definition of power], but only such

effects as directly involve other persons: political poweris distinguished [

from power over nature as‘power over other men’.1 So Easton in:
1953: power is ‘arelationship in which one person or group is able to
determine the actions of another in the direction of the former’s owit
ends. . . [Power] is present to the extent to which one person controls
by sanctions the decisions and actions of another’.11 So Friedrich in
1963+ ‘[political] power is always power over other men’. 22 So Dahl in
1964, defining power as one kind of influence, namely ‘coercive
influence’y defines influence-as ‘a relation among actors in which oné

? Cf. below, p. 72, and Essay XI.

10 Lasswell and Kaplan: Powwer and Society (New Haven, Conn., 1950), p. 75.
X David Taston: Tke Political System (New York, 1953), pp. 143-4.

12 Carl J. Friedrich: Man and kis Government (New York, 1963), p. 160.

L
i
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actor induces other actors to act in some way they would not otherwise
act’.13

The current empirical theorists are on the whole less perceptive,
about political power than were the classical political theorists from
Hobbes to Mill. They see that political power is power over others,
but generally they do not see (as the earlier theorists had seen) that
power over others is, in a market society, mainly extractive power of
the sort just analysed; nor do they see that political power is the means
of consolidating the extractive power of the owners of land and capital.
Perhaps because the empirical theorists have been so concerned to map
out a political science independent of political economy, or perhaps
because they are trying to set up a framework of analysis which will be
valid for all kinds of society, not merely for capitalist market societies,
they generally overlook the extent to which in the latter societies
political power is a means of maintaining a system-of extractive power.
They recognize of course that wealth is sometimes used to get political
power and that political power is sometimes used to get economic
power, but they do not treat these relations as central to the nature of
political power. They move within-apliralistic model of society which
has no use for the axiom of earlier statecraft ‘with men we shall get
money and with money we shall get men’. Far from treating political
power as primarily a means of consolidating extractive power, they
are apt to insist 'on a disjunction between the two. Thus Friedrich
rejects Hobbes’s definition of a man’s power as his ‘present means to
obtain some future apparent good’ because it does not distinguish
between power and wealth, whereas he holds that ‘it is operationally
important today to draw this distinction in- order to differentiate
political from economic concerns and thus politics from economics’.1*
"The extreme separatist position is stated, and endorsed, by Easton in
his reference to ‘a long line of [modern] writers who see that the
characteristic of political activity, the property: that'distinguishes the
political from the economic or other aspect of a situation, is the attempt
to control others”.15 There could hardly be a clearer indication of the
distance the empirical political theorists have put between themselves.
and the reality of power, than this assumption that political power

| differs from economic power in being power over others. S

The trouble with the current empirical'theorists’ concept of power
may be stated as follows. Instead of starting, as Hobbes and James Mill
did, from an analysis of a man’s. powér, showing how it amounts to
power over others, and then moving on to political power as one kind of

13 Robert A, Dahl: Modern Political Analysis-(Englewood Cliffs, N.J., 1964),
PP: 50 40. g ! ’

14 Friedrich: Man and his Government, pp. 159-60.

15 Easton: The Political System (and ed., 1971), p. 1135,

!
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power over others presumptively closely related to and interdependent
with other kinds, they start by looking for a concept of political power,
and look first for characteristics which distinguish it from other kinds
of power. They see that political power is power over others, the
ability to make others do what you want. ‘Then, looking for differentiae
of political power, they are apt to fasten on the state’s monopoly of
physical coercive power. What is interesting then is the means by which
those who have this political power manage to maintainit. Attention is
focused on the source of the power-helders’ power: how do they recruit
and renew their power? What are the conditions for the maintenance
of a stable system of inputs to and outputs from political power? Hence
the main interests of current empirical theory: analysis of models of
democratic elitism, pluralist equilibrium analysis, systems: analysis.
What is lost sight of is that political power, being power over others,
15 used in any unequal society to extract benefit from the ruled for the
rulers; Focus on the source of political power puts out of the field of
vision any perception of the necessary purpose of political power in any
unequal society, which is to. maintain the extractive power: of the class
or classes which have extractive power. : Avpprnatn
We cannot say, then, that the current empirical ‘theorists follow
their Utilitarian forbears in treating the whole of a/ man’s power as
nearly equivalent to his extractive power. T'hey do not do so, since they
neither start from a concept of a:man’s whole power nor recognize the
fundamental category of extractive .power. Yet theyistill ' do  treat
political power as power over others. IR O TIE T2
‘We may say.at Jeast that power has been treated for the last three
centuries, by all those who have considered themselves political realists,
as power over others. Power as control over others has been treated asa
central, it not the central, fact of political society. It has béen taken as
an observed phenomenon, and generally as a necessary; phenomenon. It
has been assumed that all human beings more or less desire power; and
that in any society some men have more power: than othets: The
questions that have been (and are) asked arc: how is: power: to be
measured, where and in whatproportions is it located within given
socteties, and (if the -theory is, like Hobbes's and James Mill’s,
prescriptive and not merely empirical) how can power be directed. to,
or prevented from frustrating, certain social goals'held to be desirable?
Power as control over others' may thus bethe subject ‘both of
empirical study which itries: or pretends. to:be wvalue-free; and . of
admittedly prescriptive study. Most political scientists would admit to
some moral concern over the uses to which: power is put; howeyer
separate they may try to keep such' concern ifrom’ their “empirical
studies. So they will treat power.as a force which is. at best ethically
neutral, but. more: likely harmful unless channelled and ‘confined by
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political institutions and ultimately by beliefs about political rights and
obligations. Power, because it is seen as control over others, is certainly
not seen as something whose increase or maximization is desirable in
itself. e ac:

Indeed it is generally assumed that it cannot be increased, that the
total amount -of power within one set of individuals or groups (e.g.
within one nation-state or within one system of nation-states) is a
constant quantity. For if power is defined as control over others, one
man’s or one group’s power can apparently be increased-only at the
expense of others’. The competition for power is seen as a zero-sum
game: the total amount of power cannot be increased except by increas-
ing the population. We should notice at once that this is a fallacious
deduction. i ') .

To define power as control over others does not entail that the
aggregate amount of power in a given population cannot be increased.
For power as control over others is generally desired and used in order
to extract some benefit from the controlled for the controller..The
amount of power may therefore be measured by:the amount of benefit
extracted. If a more eflicient method of control is devised enabling the
old or a new controller to extract more benefit: than before from the
controlled, e.g. by making them work harder and produce more, the
amount of power withinagiven population is increased. This has beena
frequent occurrence in history: it has been the commonplace of colonial
administration, and the normal concomitant of industrial revelutions.
Contemporary political science has generally neglected this-feature of
power as control over others (which we may call the variable-extractive
dimension of power): if it thinks of power as an amount at all rather
than as simply a relation, it tends to treat it as a constant amount in a
given population, This makes equilibrium analysis easier.

~ Of course, if power is defined not as control over others but simply
as ability to get what one wants, without the stipulation that this is to
be got by controlling other men, the aggregate in any society can be
increased by increasing men’s control over Nature. This approach is
implicit in some of the current theory of political development and
modernization. The power of a whole society is defined as its ability to
attain its goals. So defined; the aggregate power of a society can be
increased, not at anyone's expense, by a societal reorganization, e.g.
modernization-of a tribal society, which increases the society’s control
over Nature. But by and large, modern political science continues to
treat power as control over other persons, as it has done from the
beginning. That is the phenomenon it chiefly studies.

No one will deny the importance of power as control over others. It
will, and should, remain a central concern of political science. One
might wish that those political scientists:who concern themselves with
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power in that sense would not succumb so far to the scientific blandish=
ments of games theory and systems analysis as to treat power as a zero-
sum game and so overlook the variable-extractive function of power.
And one might wish that those who are concerned with political
modernization theory wouldnotso often neglect the humanly extractive
function of power over others in favour of the non-h umanly-extractive
funcpmr of control over Nature. Thesé shortcomings of current
empirical approaches to politics might be remedied if more attention
were given to the other concept of power: power as ability to usé and
develop essentially human capacities. It is true that the parpose for
which it was introduced into liberal theory was to reform, rather than
explain, nineteenth-century society: it was clearly part of a value
theory. But an understanding of it now should help us to explain, as
well as to evaluate, twentieth-century liberal-democratic society.

 * Indeed, some understanding of the developmental concept of power
is now useful for understanding the controversies and conflicts over
extractive powers. For the two concepts are in fact synthesized in some
political movements of our time which any political science worth the
name must try to comprehend: analysis of the developmental concept of
power thus appears valuable not onlyfor a justificatory ‘theory of
democracy but also for any adequate contemporary political science. It
would be apretty thin political science that did not attempt to deal with
the concepts ‘of power which now inform or motivate the political
actions of a considerable and apparently increasing proportioriof human
society outside, and (if less obviously) within, the West. Recognition
and study of the realignment of forces in the political world of the
second ‘half of the twentieth century ought not to 'be confined to a
branch of political science called area studies or comparative govern-
ment; it should be brought into a central theoretical position. Since
political science asiwe know it has always been 'a Western affair, no
doubt it is not easy for it to exparid its horizon to take in new phenoniena
occurring elsewhere, except in the form of area studies and the like,
which isito treat concepts that are foreign geographically as foreign
intellectually. But the effort must be made if political science is'to be of
any:importarice in the world of the late twentieth century. T'o argue
that is:not to belittle the continuing’ study of power in- the usual
extractive sense. The'prevailing relations of control and subordination
both in Western and non-Western societies obviously need not mirel y
continuous scrutiny but the most thorough scrutiny that can be devised!
But if it is to be thorough it should not be conducted in pluralist ot
behaviouralist blinkers, which are apt to shut out new phenbmena of
some importance even within the Western world. ;
_ The emergence of new phrases in:common speech is not an infallibl
indication of the emergence of new phenomena. Yet it should give us
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pause that in the last decade the social fabric of Western liberal
democracies has been torn by new movements which have taken, or
accepted, such names as ‘black power’ and ‘student power’. No very
thorough acquaintance with these movemerits is needed to see that
what they are demanding is, in varying proportions, a hybrid of the
two kinds of power. ‘The power they seek is a cross between (i) power
as the ability to control others (or not to be controlled by others), so as
to.increase their share of the satisfactions now available but now
distributed unfavourably to them, and (ii) power as the ability to
exercise and develop their human capacities in ways and to an extent
they believe to be not possible for-them, or for anyone, within the
framework of existing society, whether they designate existing society
as the consumer society, or as capitalist, imperialist, technocratic,
bureaucratic, gerontocratic, or.(comprehensively) alienated. They may
be derided as wishing to opt out of society, or resisted as threatening to
disrupt or take'over existing societies. But they cannot be disregarded
by any, realistic political science.

o e e
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a modern democratic theory can most efficiently be formulated in
terms of the developmental concept of power, the test of efficiency
being how fully the!formulation permits the implications of the essential
?rm:]:iple to be drawn out, and.the difficulties of its-application to be
aced,

What is essential in a modern democratic theory? As soon as

democracy is seen as a kind of society, not merely a mechanism of

choosi ng and. authorizing governments, the egalitarian principle
:nherent in democracy requires not only ‘ one man, one vote® but also
one man, onecqual effective right to live as fully human ly as he may
wish’. Democracy is now seen, by those who want it and by these who
have it (orare said to have it) and want more of ity as a kind of society—
a whole complex of relations between individuals—rather than si mply
a system of government. So-any theory which is to explicate, justify, or
prescribe for the maintenance or improvement of, democracy in our
time must take the basic eriterion of democracy to be that equal effective
right of individuals to live as fully as they may wish. "This is simply the

LR Syt v #

‘In so far as the power they demand is the ability to use and develop . principle that everyone ought to be able to make the most of himself, or
what they sense as presently unusable or denied human capacities, they . make the bestof himself. I am saying that this not only swas the principle
are the ideological reflection within Western societies of the ferment r lntmdm;f:d into predemocratic liberal theory in the nineteenth cen tury
that has been at work for some time now in much of Eastern Europeand 0 to make it liberal-democratic, but'that it is now an essential principle of
Asia and Africa. In so far as the power they demand is the ability to | any _.dernocratle. theory. Molreover T would argue that thiis principle
become the controllers instead of the controlled, they are the practical K requires (as Mill and Green thought it did) a concept of man as at
imitators of the revolutions in that other two-thirds of the world. But least potentia_l_ly a doer, an exerter and developer-and enjoyer of his
whatever the -mixture is, the phenomenon has surely made itself H human capacjties, rather than merely a consumer of utilities,
sufficiently evident, even within the West, to set a new requirement for § We may here notice and dispose of one apparent difficulty about this
Western political science. We must attend to the developmental & concept of man. It may be allowed that some men (especially as shaped

I -

concept of power, and the democratic claim to maxirmize that power, if by modern market society) might; given the greatest f cedom,: wish to

<

our politieal science is to be:analytically adequate. My main concern
here, however, is with the importance of the developmental concept of
power in any modern justificatory theory of democracy.

To discuss democratic theory as a claim to maximize men’s develop-
mental powers may seem perverse in view of the failure of John Stuart
Mill and Green and ‘their followers, to build a coherent liberal-
democratic theory around their developmental concept of power. Is it
worthwhile pursuing the implications of that concept of power? I
think it is,-on two grounds. First, their failure need not be attr'ibtftcd
to-any weakness in the concept but, as I have argued, to contradictions
in the’liberal-democratic society, which are now capable of being
resolved:. I ' ! = gf

Secondly, T would: argue that the developmental concept of power
remains, if not essential at least the most serviceable for the building of
any adequate demotratic theory in the late twentieth century. Let me
put a preliminary case for this view by arguing that what ¢s essential to

e

o

be no more than consumers of utilities. But it must be allowed: that
some do wish to be active exerters and developers and enjoyers of their
human capacities. And it must be allowed that the others are potentially
such It follows that all must be treated as at Jeast potentially such, by
any theory that agserts the right of each to live as fully as each may
wishs and we have seen that any deémocratic theory miust assert: this.
It-may be added, although thisis not essential to the case just’ made,
that the notion‘of man, and society, as developing entitics, is probably
more widely held now than even in the late nineteenth century. We
!we,l'and are likely for some time to live, inan age of development: man
is; for the most party seen as a strivingbeing. AT (¢
¥ conclude that any adequate twentieth-centu ry democratic theory,
since it must treat democracy-as a kind of society and must ‘treat the
individual members as at least potentially doers rather than mere
consumers, must assert an equal effective right of the members to use
and develop their human capacities: each must be enabled to do 50,
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whether or not each actually does so. To state such a principle is.not
enough. It should be stated in such terms as allow all its implications to
be drawn out clearly, and its difficulties to be faced directly. ‘The
formulation I have offered, of democracy as a claim to maximize men’s
powers in the sense of power as ability to use and develop human
capacities, seems to me to have the advantage by this test.
The following sections of this essay attempt to make good this
claim, by examining some hitherto insufficiently examined implications
and difficulties of formulating democratic theory as the' claim.to
maximize men’s powers in the developmental sense of power. In so far
as this claim can be made good, this. formulation of democratic theory
will serve as a basis for a critical look at ‘some of the leading current
Justificatory theories of liberal democracy. Such criticism is offered in

Essays IV and V.

2. Powér and Capacities

"T'he concept of power which I describe as the developmental concept
defines a man’s power as his ability to use and develop his supposed
essentially human capacities, Before we examine some implications of
the concept, attention should be drawn to another change in terminol-
ogy now introduced. In previous references'® to the ethical ‘(now
developmental) as well as to the descriptive concept of power I have
used the term ‘a man’s powers’. It will I think be better now to put
this in the singular, and to refer to ‘a man’s power” (retaining the
plural only for ‘men’s powers’). This will help to avoid a confusion
between a man’s power (understood as his ability to exercise his human
capacities), and the capacities themselves. One naturally speaks of
capacities in the plural, since they are discernibly of several sorts;!” and
it is all too easy to use ‘ powers’ interchangeably with capacities if both
are used in the plural. Yet there are two different things here, what-

ever names we give them, and the difference is important when we are

| thinking of quantities. For the amount of a man’s capacities—physical,
i mental, and psychic—is neither the same as, nor necessarily correlated
! with, the amount of his ability to use them. The latter depends on
present external impediments; the former on innate endowment and
past external impediments. i , e

| It is a man’s ability to exercise his capacities which I have called a
man’s powers, and which I.now propose to call a2 man’s power, chiefly
in order to mark the difference between power and capacities. The
political theorists who introduced the developmenial notion.of power
! i R A : i Sl

¢ v 216 Essay 1, *The Maximiz’atidxiﬂp"f, Deémocracy’, section'3s

17 8ée below, pp- §3=4+ - .© o s oo feloret
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did not always make a clear distinction, Both Mill and Green were apt
to use. ‘powers” to mean what [ am calling capacities.'® The use of
‘powers’ to mean latent powers, i.e. capacities, is perfectly intelligible,
but it leaves us without a distinct word for actual power, i.e. actual
ability to exercise one’s capacities. It therefore seems best to. keep‘l
‘power’ for the actual ability to exercise one’s capacities, and to use
‘capacities’ for what is there to be exercised. -

The usefulness of the developmental concept of power clearly
depends on. the adequacy of the concept of *essentially human capac
ities’. T'o put such an imprecise term in our definition may seem to beg
a lot of questions. Yet a concept of power which is to be of any use ina
Justificatory democratic theory must contain a notion of essentially
human capacities. Indeed any ethical theory, and therefore any,
Justificatory political theory—whether idealist or materialist; and
whether liberal or not and democratic or not—must start from the
assumption that there are specifically or uniquely human capacities
different from, or over and above, animal ones. Whether the existence
of specifically human capacities is attributed to divine creation, or to
some evolutionary development of more complex organisms, it is a basic
postulate. It is an empirical postulate, verifiable in a broad way by
observation. It is at the same time a value postulate, in the sense that.
rights and obligations can be derived from it without any additional,
value premiss, since the very structure of our thought and language.
puts an evaluative content into our descriptive statements about
‘man’,19 .

But this leaves open the question, what are these human capacities?:
In *The Maximization of Democracy’ I proposed that, while men’s
human attributes might be variously listed, they could ‘be taken to.
include the capacity for rational understanding, for moral judgement
and action, for aesthetic creation or contemplation; for the emotional

18 e Mill's approving quotation of Humboeldt’s statement : *the end of 'r"rgn_il -
is the highest and most harmonious development of his powers to a complete and
consistent whole” (J. S. Mill: On Liberty, chap. IT): and Greén’s defimition’ df
‘freedom in the positive sense” as *the liberation of the: powers of all men equally!
for contributions to a common good® (Liberal Legistation and Freedom of Contract,
Warks, 111.372), and his references to * the free exercise of his powers” and “the free
play of the powers of all” (Lectures on the Principles of Political Obligation, sec. 216),
Sometimes Green used capacity and power as'identical terns, c.g. where in con-
sccutive sentences he described freedom as *a positive power or capacity of doing or
enjoying something worth doing or enjoying’ and as ‘a power which each man
exercises through the help or sceurity given him by his fellow-men. . ." (Liberal
Legislation . . ., Warks, 111,371), o

2 Cf. H. L. A, Hart: The Concept of Lash (Oxford, rg61), pp, 188-9; and
Isaiah Berlin: 'Does Political Theory Still Exist}’, in P. Laslett and W, G.,
Runciman (eds.): Philosophy, Politics and Society (Second Series, Oxford, 1662),

PR, 26-7.
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activities of friendship and love, and, sometimes, for religious experi-
ence’.20 And of course the capacity for transforming what is given by
Nature is presupposed in this view of men as essentially a docl:'; a
creator, an exerter of energy, an actor;*! this is broader 'than!d ut
includes, the capacity for materially productive labour. It is evident
that such a list could be extended or rearranged in many ways. One
might add the capacity for wonder or curiosity; one might tFeatftl}:c
capacity for religious experience as subsumed under one or mor e;i of t (;
others; one might add the capacity for laughter (tl;;)ugh not, permi ajas, hl
one agreed with Hobbes’s account of laughter);?* one might t z
capacity for controlled physical/mentalfaesthetic activity, as expresse
for instance in making music and in playing games of skill. But some
such list as this does I think give the gist of what the liberal-democratic
theorists have meant when they have thought of the human capa;::ltles
whose development or fulfilment was their highest value. And some
such list is surely essential to any democratic theory. n
Here it may be objected that the very looseness of any such list
renders the idea of essentially human capacities unusable. At l;l*us:. very
least, it may be thought, the capacities should be shnwnhto im.an
ordered relation, with one as the first principle and the others as
derivative: we can have homo faber or homo sapiens or homo frzdgr:{ but
not a hodge-podge of all these or more. I do not think that this objection
can be sustained when the idea of capacities is being used in a demo-
cratic theory. For when capacities are postulated in a .dcmoc;'rftcrlcl:
theory, the postulate must include a further assum?rt.ll(‘)n fw :}11
incidentally makes hiemrchical_ ordering unnecessary. e further
assumption, which at first sight is a staggering one, is that the exercise
of his human capacities by each member of a society does not prevent
other members exercising theirs: that th(': cssept-lally human capac;tles
may all be used and developed without hindering the use and develop-
ment of all the rest. o
Now to describe as the essentially human characteristics only those
ones which are not destructively contentious is of course to tak'e a
fundamentally optimistic view. T'hat view has always been at the IBTt
of the democratic vision, and indeed of the liberal vision: one .lxag only
to think of the Encyclopedists, with Condorcet as the lm.mlzmg casei
Men'’s very visible contentiousness might be attributed to intellectua

20 Above, p. 4. o _ -
21 CF, J. é.PN;.ill: *all human action whatever, consists in altering, and all useful

fon in improvi 5 * (' Nature', in Three Essays on
action'in improving, the spontaneous course of nature” (* yin
Reéligion: in g’aﬂrcré:; Works, Vol. X, ed. J. M. Rabson (Toronto and London, 1969),
- 402, ' L
¥ *43 Hobbes: English Works, Vol. 11, as quotéd below, Essay XIV, p. 240:

" THEORY OF DEMOCRACY 55

error or to scarcity: both conditions were assumed to'be removable.
That men if freed from scarcity and from intellectual error (i.e. the
ideologies iriherited from ages of scarcity) would live together har-
moniously- enough, that their remaining contention would be only
creative tension, cannot be proved or disproved except by trial. But
such a proposition is basic to any demand for or justification of a
democratic socicty. ‘The case for democratic government (‘one man,
one vote’) can indeed be made sufficiently on the opposite assumption :
in a thoroughly contentious society everyone needs the vote as a
protection. But the case for a democratic saciety fails without the
assumption of potential substantial harmony. For what would be the
use of trying to provide that everyone should be able to make the most
of himself, which is the idea of a democratic society, if that were bound
to lead to more destructive. contention ? ‘

It must therefore be'a postulate of any fully democratic theory that
the rights or freedoms men need in order to be fully human are not
mutually destructive. To put this in another way: it must be asserted
that the rights of any man which are morally justifiable on any
egalitarian principle are only those which allow all others to have equal
effective rights; and that those are enough to allow any man to be fully
human. They are not the same as the rights anyone might like to have.
T'hey do not amount to Hobbes’s (self-defeating) natural right of every
man to any thing. To translate this from terms of right into terms of
power: the power'which a democratic theory requires to be:maximized
is the ability of each to use and develop those of his capacities the use
and development of which does not prevent others using and developing
theirs. His human capacities are taken to be only those; and those—the
non-destructive ones—are taken to be enough to enable him to be fully
human. - SRR g 3 Ll Ly i

“T'he postulate of the non-opposition of essentially human capacities
may be too good to be true. But it is necessary to an y fully democratic
theory. Itis not often stated explicitly, perhaps because it appears to be |
contradicted by all experience. ‘All societies, including those with
democratic systems of government, exhibit perennial contention
between opposed desires of their members. Democratic governments
are thought to have enough to do in keeping such contention within
bounds, and rationing the objects of opposed desires in some tolerable
way. No doubt this is so as long as there is scarcity of such objects. A
fully democratic society is only possible when' both genuine and
contrived scarcity have been overcome. But the belief that they can be
overcome is at the heart of democratic theory. In any case, the postulate
of non-opposition of essentially human capacities cannot be said to be‘)
contradicted by experience, for it is asserted of the capacities that would
be held tp be human in a society as yet nowhere realized. I shall return

/
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to this question later,23 after more attention has been given to questions
of scarcity. . : : :

We may now notice two further points about capacities and their
exercise. ‘The first is that the concept of human capacities is, in a
democratic theory, quantitative as well as qualitative. For the goal in a
democratic theory is to let these capacities reach their fullest develop-
ment, which can.only be conceived as a quantity. Thus a man’s
capacities must be understood to be the amaunt of his combined and co-
ordinated physical, mental, and psychic equipment, whether as it
actually exists at a given time or as it might exist at some later time or
under certain different conditions.

There is a rich source of confusion here. No fewer than three
different quantities are liable to be confused in the one notion of a man’s
capacities: (i) his actual present capacities; (i) the supposed capacities
he might have developed up to the present if society had placed no
impediments in his way; (iii) the supposed greater capacities he .Cnu[.d
develop during his whole life if society placed no impediments in his
way. It is easy for a liberal-democratic theory to slip from one to
another of these meanings. For if one is thinking of an ideal liberal
democracy (i.e. one in which society placed no impediments in any-
one’s way), (i) and (i) would be the same, and (iii) would be auto-
matically reached. But in anything short of the ideal, (i) is less than (i)
for some men, and less by different amounts for different men,ut_lq-)end—
ing on the different impediments they have confronted; and (iii) is not
automatically reached by some men. 2

Theother point to be noticed about the concept of human capacities
is that their exercise, to be fully human, must be under one’s own
conscious control rather than at the dictate of another. This is required
by the concept of human essence which holds that a man’s activity is to
be regarded as human only in so far as it is directed by his own design
(an assumption as old as Aristotle’s #o logon echon). T'o say this is not of
course to say that a man should refuse to acknowledge himself to be a
social animal who can be fully human only as a member of society. It is
rather to say that the rules by which he is bound should be only those
that can be rationally demonstrated to be necessary to 50_<:iety, and so to
his humanity. Or it may be put that the rules society imposes should
not infringe the principle that he should be treated not as a means to
other’s ends but as an end in himself. With all its difficulties, this is at
bottom: simply the assertion of the dignity of man. :

‘It may still be asked whether a liberal-democratic concept of men’s
powers must include the development, as well as the full use, of men’s
present capacities. Must a liberal-democratic theory in claiming (and a

* 23 Below, pp. 74-
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liberal-democratic state in secking) to maximize men’s powers, claim
to maximize the future development, as well as the present use, of each
man’s capacities? At first sight it might seem enough to claim only to
maximize the use of each man’s present capacities; indeed this by itself
would be a considerable claim and a considerable endeavour. But a
democratic theory must assert an equal right of individuals to develop
their capacities to the fullest: an equal right merely to use the capacities
each’ has at ‘'a given time is not equality as between those whose
capacities had been stunted by external impediments and those whose
capacities had not been so stunted. . LR

‘Finally we: should notice that this view of capacities- and their
development, while it does assume: that all men are at least potentially
exerters and developers of their essentially human capacities, and does
therefore treat the development of capacities as a process which would
go on if society placed no impediments in anyone’s way, does not imply
that society is only an impeding agent. It does not deny that society is
also a positive agent in the development of capacities. It does not deny
that every individual’s human capacities are socially derived, and that
their development must also be social. Human society is the medium
through which human capacities are developed. A society of some kind
is a necessary condition of the development of individual capacities. A
given societyy with all its enabling and coercive institutions, may be
Jjudged more of a help than'a hindrance, or more of a hindrance than a
help, at any given time. Societies have usually been both, in' varying
proportions, 1f my analysis concentrates on the hindrances in modern
market societies, it is because this is what requires most analysis if we
are to find a way through from a liberal market society to a fully
democraticsociety. The objective isto find a form of society which will
be more of a help and less of a hindrance: a help in new ways, without
the present hindrances, We must start from the hindrances, but this
is in no way to say that society is nothing but'a hindrance.

ta Lo rmant e 4 ARSI R i
.3+ The Measurement of Piwers s

Having iseen (in section 1) that any adequate twentieth-century
theory of democratic society must assert an‘equal effective right of the
members to'use and develop their essentially human capacities, treating
all the members as at least potentially doers rather than mere consumers,
and that this principle may be stated as the claim that democracy
maximizes men’s ability to exercise those capacities (which ability we
define as their'power)y and (in section 2) that a democratic theory must
postulate that the essentially:human capacities are ones, the exercise
of which by any one-does not prevent their exercise by others, we have
now to look at some problems of maximizing powers.

L
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To formulate democratic theory as the claim that democracy
maximizes men’s powers Is to require that their powers be measurable,
at least in terms of greater or less. How is a man’s power, defined as his
ability to use and develop his human capacities, to be measured? And
how can the powers of all the members of a society be added together to
give a total (which is what is claimed to be maximized)? There is less
difficulty aboiit either of these operations than might be supposed. I
shall consider the question of measurement of one man’s power in this
and the following section of the essay, and the question of aggregating
all men’s powers in section 3.

A man’s power, in the sense required in a democratic theory, is to be
measured in terms of the absence of impediments to his using his human
capacities. For we have seen that a democratic theory rests on the
assumption that everyone is at least potentially a doer, an actor, a user
and developer of his capacities. His abi/ity so to act, which is what
democracy claims to maximize, is at its maximum when there are no
external impediments to such action. His ability is diminished by the
amount of impediments. His ability is therefore measured as greater or
less by the lesser or greater amount of impediments.

We shall examine shortly what are to' be counted as impediments.
But it should be emphasized here that.the amount of a man’s power
must, in any democratic theory, be measured against a maximum, not
(as is usually done with the.measurement of utilities) against some
previously attained amount. Liberal: theory customarily measures
utilities against a bench-mark of a previously attained amount. This is
perfectly appropriate when man is taken to be essentially a consumer:
his power is increased by the amount of his increased command of
utilities. It is all too easy for liberal-democratic theory to carry this
standard of measurement over to; the measurement of power in the
developmental sense. But it is not an appropriate standard for the
measurement of men’s powers in a democratic theory; indeed it is not
even a proper way to measure utilities when men are seen as primarily
doers and only :n(:ldentally consumers.

Both these polnth can be readily demonstrated A democratic theory
must measure men’s present powers down from a maximum rather than
up from a previous amount because it asserts that the criterion of a
democratic society is that it maximizes men’s present powers. Con-
sequently the standard by which the theory must judge the democratic
quality of any society, and by which its claim that any particular society
is democratic must be tested, is how nearly it attains the presently
attainable maximum (i.e. the maximum level of abilities to use and
develop human capacities given the presently possible human command

-over external Nature). How nearly a society attains that maximum can
only be established by measuring: the deficiency, if any, from the

B
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maximum. Utilities also must be so measured as soon as men are seen as
primarily doers, exerters, and enjoyers of their human capacities, and
only instrumentally consumers. For utilities then become mere means
to. using and developmg human capacities (instead of, as in classical
liberal theory, capacities being mere means for acquiring  utilities).
Utilities as mere means to powers must then be measured in the same
way as powers, i.e. measured down from a'maximum, ;

That democratic theory must logically measure men’s powers down
from a maximum is not always seen by liberal-democratic theorists.
The carly liberal-democratic theorists were more aware of it than
current ones often are. Mill and Green, breaking away from classical
liberal utilitari lamsm, and realizing that their own society fell far short
of maximizing men’s powers, were apt to measure the quality of society
by its deficiency from that maximum. "Twentieth-century liberal-
democratic theorists, less crusading and more defensive, are apt to argue
that present liberal-democratic societies, with slight reforms, would
attain the maximum (or that an eaall_v,' realizable theoretical model of
liberal-democratic society does attain it).2# Seeing little or no deficiency
from the maximum now, they see no need to measure powers down
from a maximum. So they can easﬂy slip back into the classtcal hberal
habit of measuring up from a previous level. :

4. Impediments and their Measurement

A man’s power in the sense required in a democratic theory is, I
have argued, to be measured in terms of the absence of impediments to
his using his human capacities, What then are to be counted as
impediments?

We can dismiss at once those phystcal impediments which cannot be
altered by any action of society, The force of gravity, the obduracy of
materials, any innate limitations of the human frame, are indeed
impediments to men doing what they might wish. But a social or
political theory can.only be concerned with impediments which are |/
socially variable,

What then are the socially variable impediments to each man’s using
and devdopmg his human: capacities, which. liberal demncracy would
have to minimize in order to realize its aim of maximizing men’s
powers? There are more of them than liberal theory has traditionally

‘emphasized. They may be dcduced from the human condition under

three headings.

s»'

Since every exercise of a man’s capacxtles is an exertlon Of energy,
24 See the positions taken by Chapmah and Rawls, &cussed in Essay 1V,

1%
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such exercise requires that a man should have energy, and therefore
that he should have a continuous intake of the material means of

maintaining his energy. Since it is not just physical energy but also

psychic energy that is required, this calls for a supply of the material
prerequisites for his taking part in the life of the community, whatever
the level of its culture may be, as well as for food and shelter. Lack of
this is an impediment.

(i) Lack of Access to the Means of Labour

Since every exercise of a man’s capacities requires materials to work
on or work with, it requires access to such resources. This applies both
to the materially productive exercise of capacities (which requires land
andfor capital), and to the materially non-productive but equally
important exercise of capacities in which activity is not a means of
producing utilities but a satisfaction in itself: man as actor must have

“something to act on or with. Lack of access to such material is an
“impediment. This impediment may be described as lack of access to the
means of labour if we take labour in its broadest sense as exertion of
human energy. ;

(iii) Lack of Protection Against Invasion by Others

Since every exercise of a man’s capacities requires that he should not
be invaded or subdued by others while or because he is exercising these
capacities, lack of protection against such invasion is an impediment.

Of these impediments, the third can be removed, or reduced, so far
as that can be done by ‘social action, by the state guaranteeing civil
liberties and providing protection of the person and of such’personal
property as the society allows. This normally is done, more or less well,
by liberal-democratic states. There are certainly many and recurrent
problems about this—where should the limits of permissible individual
liberty of action be set? what minority rights should be protected ?—
but the problems are not in principle insoluble if there is agreement on
the general principle of the equal right of every individual to use and
develop his capacities so far as this does not interfere with others using
and developing theirs. It is with these problems that traditional liberal
theory has been mainly concerned. ‘

But the other two impediments present difficulties of quite a
different kind, which have not-been as much explored. Their removal
or reduction requires a supply of the material means of life, and access
to material resources on which and with which to work., What if the
supply, and the resources, are inadequate to provide for everyone? This
is the problem of scarcity. We may consider in turn (a) scarcity of the
means of life and (b) scarcity of the means of labour.
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(a) Scarcity of the Means of Life

The niggardliness of Nature has commonly been considered, not
only by economists, as a fixed datum. Nature, it has been admitted,
could indeed be made to yield more, by human ingenuity and labour,
but never enough to meet all human wants, since wants were observed
(or.assumed) to increase with every increase in the means of meeting
them. In that view, scarcity of the means of life (that is, of the means to
a full life) is an invariable natural phenomenon, from which it would
follow that our first impediment could not be removed or reduced.

On closer examination it can be seen that this is not so, Material
scarcity is scarcity relative to some standard of material wants, and the
standard assumed in the view that scarcity is a permanent natural
phenomenon is not the same as the standard appropriate to a democratic
theory. i ' '

Inthe former view, which is implicit in the classical individualism of
the seventeenth to nineteenth 'centuries and in classical political
economy, the standard of wants from which scarcity is measured is the
amount of material goods supposed to be actually desired at a given time
by all the members of a given society at its then level of cultiire. The
amount has to be supposed to be actually desired; it cannot be shown to
be 'so, since the only indicator in a market society is the amount of
desire of those who have the money to buy the goods. The classical
theorists generally seem to have assumed that everybody else actually
desired at least the comfortable material level the theorists themselves
enjoyed, or perhaps the even higher level that they themselves might
aspire to enjoy. On this assumption it was reasonable to conélude that
actual wants were greatly in excess of goods available. And from their
own experience and observation in'a rapidly advancing commercial and
industrial society the theorists could easily make the further assumption
that material wants naturally tended to increase with every increase in
the material productivity of the society, without limit. W

I have argued in the preceding essays that. this notion of man as
infinite desirer or infinite consumer is itself a culturally determined
concept which was needed to get capitalist enterprise into action, but'is
not fieeded, and has no warrant, once capitalism has bécome mature.
But the point here is that this standard of supposed or projected actual
wants is not the same as the standard of wants entailed in a liberl-
democratic  theory ' which justifies 'liberal-democratic society as
maximizing men’s ability to usé and develop their esselitially humat
capacities and which assumes that men are essentially not consumers’
but doers. In'such'a liberal-democratic theory, the standard of material
wants from which scarcity is to be measured'is the amount of material
goods required to enable everybody to use and develop fully his human'
capacities (rational, moral, aesthetic, émotional, and productive in the’
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broadest sense). "This bears no assignable relation to the amount needed
to meet the supposed or projected actual wants of men culturally
conditioned to think of themselves as infinite consumers.

We simply do not know what men’s ‘actual” wants are, even in the
liberal-democratic society which is supposed to come nearest. to
expressing them. What we do know is that, in the liberal-democratic
market society, neither the economic market nor the political market
measures men’s actual wants accurately or adequately. Demand, in the
economic market, measures only the wants that have money to back
them. T'he demand which is transmitted by the market-like processes of
indirect democracy (in both the cabinet and presidential models) is
always diluted and often negated by the operation of the party system
and of the bureaucracy, not to mention the power of money in the
public opinion industry. T'he increasing disenchantment with indirect
democracy and the increasing desire for something called participatory
democracy may be cited as evidence that the political market does not,
and is increasingly seen not to, register actual wants. The same
disenchantment and desire suggest also that the wants now catered for
are no more ‘actual’ than those not catered for.

"T'he standard of wants appropriate to a democratic theory, then, is
different from the standard generally assumed in the liberal theory. But
does it not also, like the liberal standard, tend to shift upwards without
limit? It is true that the full development of human capacities, as
envisioned in the liberal-democratic concept of man—at least in its
most optimistic version—is infinitely great. No inherent limit is seen
to the extent to which men’s human capacities may be enlarged. But
there is no reason to think that such indefinite enlargement requires an
indefinite increase in the material prerequisites. On the contrary, the
extent to which an advanced society makes individually owned material
increases the main criterion of social good militates against its recog-
nizing the importance of equal development of the essential human
capacities.

The great increase in productivity brought about by the techno-
logical revolution of our time, and the further increases in prospect, do
not in themselyes end scarcity. No increase in productivity, however
great, will end scarcity while people continue to see themselves as
infinite consumers. A comparatively modest increase in productivity,
or no increase at all in the present productive capacity of the economic-
ally most advanced nations, would end scarcity if people came to see
themselves (as the justifying theory of liberal democracy must assume
them to be) as doers, exerters, enjoyers of essentially human capacities.
T'he economically least advanced nations will indeed need substantial
increases in their productivity to overcome the absolute shortage of the
material means of life, but they will not need to reach or approach the
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productivity of the most advanced except in so far as they are caught up’

in the market societies’ present consumer mentality.

The difficulty to be overcome within the advanced liberal de-
mocraciesis not primarily material but ideological. For though our
liberal-democratic justifying theory does contain (and does require)
the assumption that man is essentially an enjoyer and exerter of his
human capacities, it also still contains (but does not now require) the
opposite assumption, inherited from classical liberal individualism, that
mari is essentially an infinite consumer. It is only on the latter assump-
tion that scarcity is permanent. Yet now, since the emergence of
madern technology, we should be able to see that scarcity, whatever it
was for many millennia, is not an invariable natural phenomenon but a
human construction. We do not yet sufficiently see this. We still think,
like nineteenth-century liberal democrats, that the problem is to
redistribute scarcity. It is true that scarcity still is very unfairly
distributed, less so now within each advanced Western nation:than Mill
saw it to be a century ago,?> but more so as between advanced and
underdeveloped countries. But the most advanced problem now is not
to redistribute scarcity but to see through it: to see that it is not an
invariable natural phenomenon but a variable cultural one. Scarcity of
the means of life, then, is a socially variable impediment,

(b) Scarcity of the Means of Labour = 1 s R

Scarcity of material resources (land, raw materials, implements) on
which and with which men can exert their energies, is also a' human
construction, though of a different kind. This scarcity is not due:toithe.
amount of capital being fixed, nor to-its being necessarily always short:

f .

“of what is required to enable everyone to use and develop his capacities,’

for neither of these is the case. The amount of accumulated capital in
modern societies tends to increase continually. And one cannot say that:
the amount of resources must always be short of what is needed, unless'
one assumes that consumer demand for the products of the use of those:
resources is infinite, which assumption I have argued is untenable.

The fact that in the most advanced capitalist economies the existing
capital resources are rarely fully employed is not strictly relevant, for
this shows only that, as the system operates, the resources are:generally
greater than the amount the entrepreneurs think it profitable to use

25 %, .. the produce of labour...apportioned as we now see'it, almost in an
inverse ratio to the labour—the largest portions to those who have néver worked at
all, the next largest to those whose work is almost nominal, and so in a descending
scale, the remuneration dwindling as the work grows harder and more disagreeable,
until the most fatiguing and exhausting bodily labour cannot count with certainty
on being able to earn even the necessaries of life..." (J. 8. Mill: Priuciples of
Political Economy, Book 11, chap, T, sect. 3, Collected Works, Vol. 11, ed. Robson
(Toronto and London, 1965), p. 207).
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fully, which amount depends on (among other things) their estimate of
the effective demand for the product, and this as we have seen is not
necessarily the same as what is needed for the use and development of
everyone’s capacities. Nor is it relevant that material resources may
properly in one sense be said to be scarce as long as entrepreneurs will
pay something for them. This is the kind of scarcity economists have in
mind when they see economic decisions as choices between alternative
uses of scarce means. But this also is scarcity in relation to uses which
entrepreneurs expect will yield a profit, that is, in relation to demands
that are maintained or created by the entrepreneurial society itself,
with its image of man as infinite consumer. No doubt in any foreseeable
socialist society also, decisions will still have to be made, however
democratically or bureaucratically, about alternative uses of material
resources, and so long as this is so the resources may be said to be scarce,
in the economists’ sense. But this is not to say that the resources are
therefore less than enough to enable everyore to use and develop his
human capacities. o S

. There is indeed one resource which is absolutely limited in any
country, namely, the extent of the land (and water) surface. And with
present and probable future population densities it may be said that
there is and always will be a scarcity of this, such that society somehow
must make choices between various sorts of land utilization—for food
production, for building, for recreation, and so on. "This scarcity is not
entirely a human construction though it is so to the extent that it is a
result of uncontrolled land use for profit. But the shortage of this
natural resource is not self-evidently such that the amount must always
be less than what is needed. to enable everyone to use and develop his
capacities:

The: scarcity of material resources which is fundamental in any
democratic theory is that which is felt by those who have none, that is,
by those who have none of their own and no free access to any other, on
which and with which to work. This distribution of material resources
is a-human comnstruction. And it is fundamental to any democratic
theory because it diminishes some men’s'powers. The fact is that those
who do not.own, or have free access to, the resources which are their
necessary means of labour, have to pay for the access with a transfer of
part of their powers. And, as we shall see, their powers are diminished
by more than the amount of the transfer.

v Let us be clear what the transfer of powers comprises.?® Most
sithply, what is transferred, from the non-owner to the owner of the
means of labour (i.e. of the land and capital), is the non-owner’s
ability to labour, i.e. his ability to use his own capacities productively,

)during the time contracted for. "I'he owner purchases that ability for a

26 Cf. above, pp. 40-1.
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certain time and puts it to work. The ability, the labour-pewer, is
transferred. The actual work is performed by the non-owner. But'in a
very real sense the actual work is oroned by the owner of the capital. He,
having purchased the other's ability to labour, has the rights of owner=
ship in the labour that is actually performed. He of course controls the
performance; he determines how the energies purchased are to be
applied. He also owns the product, including the value added to the
materials by the work. And he owns that value added by the work
because he owns the labourj that is to say, his moral and legal property
right in the value added by the work is grounded in his having purchased

a property in the labout. Locke got it neatly: ‘the Turfs my Servant

has cut...become my Property... The labour that was mine,
removing them out of that common state they were in, hath fixed my
Property in them.’?” Because the servant’s labour is my labour; the
product is mine.

What is ttansferred, then, is both the ability to work and the owner-
ship of the work itself; and, consequently, the value added by the work.
The only measure of the net transfer of powers which is provided by
the market is the excess of the value added by the work over the wage
paid; these material factors are the only factors that the market can
measure. The importance of this limitation will appear shortly.

The transfer of powers is a continuous transfer between non-
owners and owrets of the means of labour, which starts as soon as and
lasts as long as there are separate classés of owners and non-owners; not
a momentary transfer occurring at the time of that separation. Once
the separation has taken place, the non-owners of capital must transfer
their labour=power repeatedly (week by week or month by month or
whatever the contractual period is), so that the transfer is continuous.
In other words, the continuous transfer of powers is a result of, but is
not to be confused with, the cumulative specific legal transfers of
ownership or rights in land and capital that had been made at assignable
times in the past, by whatever mixture of conquest, force, fraud, and
fair market dealing. '

" The amount of the continuous transfer of a man’s power, the
amount he has to pay for access to'the means of labour, I have previous-
ly described as theamount by which his power is'diminishied. That, it
must now be said, isan understatement of the diminution. To show the
extént of the understatement it will be convenient to distinguish
between productive and' extra-productive power. A man’s productive
power (or labour-power, as I hive used that term) is his ability use'his

21 Second T'reatise of Gowernment, sect. 28. Locke, holding that alimost the'whole
value of any commedity was created by labour, maintained that the Jabour entitled
its owner to the whole value of the commodity. For Marx’s view, see Essay VII,
pentltimate paragraph.

/
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energies and capacities in the production of material goods. His extra-

| productive power is his ability to use his energies and capacities for all
other purposes, that is, his ability to engage in activities which are
simply a direct source of enjoyment and not a means of material
production.

The amount of the continuous transfer of power can now be seen to
fall short of the whole diminution of a man’s power in two respects: i it

( leaves out part of the diminution of his productive power, and it leaves
out the whole of any related diminution of his extra-productive
power. Let us look at these in turn.

First, the transfer leaves out of account part of the amount by
which agm_an’s productive power is diminished by virtue of his lack of
access to the means of labour. For the amount of power transferred can
be only the amount that is given up by the scller and received by the
buyer. "The amount received by the buyer can only be measured in
material terms: it is the amount of exchange-value (whether in money
terms or real terms) that can be added by the work to the materials on
which it is applied, and be realized in the value of the product. Since
that is the only amount that is both given and received, it is the whole
amount of the transfer. But that leaves out of account the value that
cannot be transferred but is nevertheless /ost by the man who, lacking
access, has to sell his labour-power, namely, the value of the satisfaction

v he could have got from. using it himself if he had been able to use it
himself. The possibility of this satisfaction is denied to the man who has
to sell his labour-power (at least to the extent that the way he is
required to use his capacities differs from the way he might have chosen
to do, which for most sellers of labour-power is something like the
wholc e_xtent) But the possibility of this satisfaction is an integral part
of a man’s power as a democratic theory must define it, that is, of his
ability to use his capacities and exert his energies humanly, in ac-
cordance with his own conscious design. T'he seller loses this satis-
faction-value, but it is not transferred to the buyer.

In other words, although the seller indeed transfers the whole of his
labour—power, the whole control of his productive capacities, for the
contracted time, he can transfer only. part of the value it would have had
if he had been able to keep it; the rest of that value is simply lost, and is
lost by virtue of the fact that he has to sell. If he were able to keep his
labour-power and use it himself, its value would be the satisfaction
value p/us the value which its application added to the materials on
which it was applied. Only the latter value can be transferred; that is
precisely the value that is transferred from seller to buyer when labour-
power is sold; and that is the amount that the market measures. “Thus
the amount transferred is only part of the amount lost by the seller: the

y  transfer does not measure the whole diminution of his productive power.
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T'he second respect in which it is an understatement to treat the
payment for access to the means of labour as measuring the whole
amount by which a man’s power is diminished by lack of access, is that
the payment for access to the means of labour measures only (some of )
the resulting diminution of a man’s productive power. It leaves out of
account the possible effect on his extra-productive power; that is, his
ability to engage in all sorts of activities beyond those devoted to the
production of goods for consumption, to engage in activities which are
simply a direct satisfaction to him asa doer, as an exerter of (and enjoyer
of the exertion of) his human capacities, and not a means to other
(consumer) satisfactions. Yet a man’s extra-productive power is, by the
democratic concept of man's essence, at least as important as his
productive power. Event when we have taken into account the absolute
Joss of human value brought about by the control of a man’s own
productive capacities being lost to him, as well as the market-measured
amount of the current zransfer of the material value of his productive
power, and the two together are treated as the medsure of the deficiency
in a man’s productive power, this still is no measure of the deficiency

.in a-‘man’s whole power, his whole ablhty to use and develop hts

capacities,

- For the presumption: is that the way one’s capacities are nsed in the
process of production will have some effect on one’s ability to use and
develop one's capacities outside the process of production. A man whose
productive labouris out of his own control, whose work is in that sense
mindless, mpay be expected to be somewhat mindless in the rest of his
activities. He cannot even be said to retain automatically the control of
whatever energies he has left over from his working time, if his control
centre, so to speak, is impaired by the use that it made of him during his
working time. Any such'diminution of a man’s control over his extra-
productlve activities is clearly a dlmmutlon of his power over and above
the amourit of .the transfer.

Before concluding the argument on 1mped1mcnts and their measure-
ment we should consider the possibility that a change in men’s pro-
ductive powers might be offset by an accompanying change in their
extra-productive powers. It might be argued (and this argument is
implicit in some liberal theories?® which seek to reconcile’ capitalist
market society with democratic values) that when men’s extra-
productive powers are brought into account there may be a gain
in their whole pawer in: ap:te of the dnnmutlon of ‘their productive
power. A A T

Suppose—and this is hlstorlcally a realistic supposition—that the
separatlon of labour—power and capltal has the effect of i mcreasmg the

.
it

2 eg. Chapman s; dxscussed in Essay IV.
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level of productivity, so that less exertion of human energy is needed to
provide an acceptable level of material means of life, thus leaving more
energy for the extra-productive use and development of capacities. The
men whose productive power had been diminished by their loss of access
to capital might then be said to have had their extra~productive power
increased; and it could be supposed to have been increased by more
than the amount of their loss of their productive power, thus leaving a
net increase in their power.

This kind of calculation, typically utilitarian, overlooks the unreality
of dividing a single human being’s activities into two separate parts as if
they had no effect on each other. Such a calculation not only separates
analytically, productive and extra=productive uses of capacities, but
treats them as independent variables. It sets'up two profit-and-loss
accounts, one for each of the two departments into which the operations
of the maximizing individual (now dividual) are separated, and adds
them together to get a net profit or loss. "T'his does some violence to the
human individual. But we cannot on those grounds dismiss any such
calculation out of hand. For the market society in fact does just this
violerce to the individual: he is compelled to see himself as thus divided,
and to make that kind of calculation. :
Let us grant, then, that changes in the amounts of men’s productive

and extra-productive powers may be balanced. Let us grant also the

historical accuracy of the supposition that capitalism;, which requires
the separation of labour-power and capital, and hence a continuous
transfer of powers, has, by inducing technological progress, on the
whole released some human energies for other than productive uses (a
proposition which Mill, for one, would not grant).?% It still does not
follow that there could be; in spite of the transfer of powers, a net
increase in men’s powers in the sense required by the liberal-democratic
theory. For as we have seen, the democratic concept of man’s essence
requires that men’s powers be measured by their deficiency from a
supposed present maxirnufn, not by their increase over some previous
level. Historical comparisons are beside the point.

This is not a trick of definition. It is simply another way of saying
that democratic theory requires that gains in productivity and leisure be
treated as gains made by, and to be enjoyed by, the whole society, and
that therefore the reckoning of men’s ability to use and develop their
capacities must be made, at any time, against the standard of what that
society as a whole can at that time afford to do by way of enabling all
its members to use and develop their capacities.

29 “Hitherto it is questionable if all the mechanical invéntions yet made have
lightened the day’s toil of any human being” (J. 8. Mill: Principles of Political
Economy, Book 1V, chap. 6, sect. 2 (Collected Works, Vol. 111, ed. Robson, p. 756)).
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To demonstrate that men’s present powers are greater than they
would otherwise be because of the present separation of labour-power
from capital, and in spite of the consequent continuous transfer of
productive powers, one would have at least to show that the system of
preduction based on that separation is more productive (and more
productive of the kinds of goods needed to enable people to use and

‘develop  their extra-productive capacities)-than any other presently

feasible system. Attempts are made from time to time to show this,
but in any sober view of the comparative growth rates of capitalist and
socialist economies, and of the kinds of goods that are.produced (and
the kinds of consumer demands that are conmvc,cl) by L.H.plt:l.ll!st
economies, such attempts are unconvmcmg : :

»Moreover, one would have to show that the dcﬁclency in most men’s
power because of their lack of control over their own productive
labour (which lack is inherent in capitalist organization) does not carry
over into lack of a controlling mind or will—the mindlessness I
referred to above—in their extra~productive pursuits, and so to a
cumulative deficiency in their power as a whole: The overall deficiency,
or changes in it, cannot simply be measured: by looking at changes 1n
the length (or length and intensity) of the working day’ (or week).
There is no simple linear relation between them, although there may
be a discontinuous relation between them. A reduction of the working
week from, say, sixty to forty hours may not result in any perceptible
reduction of the overall deficiency:: A reduction from forty to, say, ten
hours a week, even though the ten hours remained mindless, might
release so much time andenergy as to offset, or more than offset the
debilitating effects of the mindless work. But -whether it did so or not
would depend on other factors, especially whether or not men had
ceased to conform te the image of themselves as essentially consumers.

No s1mple case can be made, then, for there being an overall increase
in men’s powers as 4 result of the incréase in productmty and leisure
accompanymg the separation of the means of labour from labour. The
presumption: remains: that:the human powers of the nen-owners are
diminished by their lack of conscious control over their productwe and
other activities:

- We.may notice ﬁnally an apparent dlfﬁculty about the measurabxhty
of impediments and hence of a man’s power..I have argued that liberal-
democratic theory must treat a mian’s: power, in the developmental
sense, as a quantity, and must measure it in terms:of external imipedi-
ments to the exercise’ of his human capacmes, that is, impediments to
the maximum attainable in principle at' any given level of social
productivity and knowledge. One impediment, namely, lack of access
to the means of labour, has been shown to diminish a man’s power in
three respects. First, it sets up-a continuous net transfer of the material
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value of the productive power of the non-owner to the owner of the
means of labour, the amount of which transfer, in each of the repeated
transactions, is the excess of the value added by the work over the wage
paid. Second, it diminishes each non-owner’s productive power beyond
that market-rmaﬂ;u red amount, by denying him the essentially human
satisfaction of controlling the use of his own productive capacities:
this value is lost, not transferred. Third, it diminishes his control over
his extra—productive life,, (OF fhese) Whee "deheioTeiEs lima EEi
power, the first is numerically measurable and is in fact measured by
the market. The other two are not so measurable.

It may seem, then, that in recognizing the last two deficiencies we
have made it impossible to measure the whole deficiency. But this is not
so. For the last two are measurable in the only sense required by a
democratic theory. They can be seen to be greater or less in different
individuals, and greater or less for classes of individuals in different
models of society. Since those deficiencies are the result of lack of access
to the means of labour they can in principle be increased or decreased
for any class of individuals by the society altering the terms on which
access is to be-had. And increase or decrease is the only .degree of
quantification needed by a democratic theory, whose claim ‘is to
increase (or provide the maximum) ability to use and develop human
capacities.

We are left, however, with the question whether increases and
decreases in the powers of all the individual members of a society can be
added together to reach an aggregate which can be shown to be
greater or less under one set of arrangements than under another. If we
cannot do this we cannot speak of the maximization of powers within a
whole society.

5. The Maximization of Aggregate Powers.

We may begin by noticing that the well-known logical difficulty of
maximizing aggregate wtilities3® does not apply to maximizing powers,
in the developmental sense of powers. The difficulty about maximizing
utilities is that it involves estimating whether changes in the distribution
of different goods between persons would add more satisfaction for
some persons than it would subtract from them and from others; One
would have to be able to add and subtract changes in the amount of
satisfactions or utilities enjoyed by different persons. One would there-
fore have to have a single measuring scale on which to compare utilities
between persons. But this is impossible in principle, since the measure
of satisfactions is inherently subjective: each person’s judgement of his

30 Above, p. 7.
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own satisfaction is unique, and is incommensurable,, with others’
judgement of theirs. :
This difficulty does not apply to the maximization of powers. For a
man’s power, defined as the quantity of his ability to use and develop
his human capacities, is measured by the quantity of external impedi-
ments to that ability, which is not a subjective quantity. It is indeed
true that each person’s judgement of the direct satisfaction he-gets or
would get from different exercises of his own capacities is a subjective
judgement, and is: incommensurable with others’ judgement about
theirs, just as incommensurable as are different persons’ Judgements
about any utilities. But what has to be measured here is not the satis-
faction they get from any exercise of their capacities but their ability to
exercise them. And that depends on the quantity of external impedi-
ments, which quantity is objectively though not always numerically
measutable. The basic logical difficulty of inter<personal comparison
of satisfactions is thus irrélevant to the maximization of powers,
Nevertheless, there may still remain a difficulty about the conceptlon
of maximizing powers: What if the increase of some men’s powers
(ability to use and develop their essentially human capacities) is
possible only by a reduction of others’? "T'his need not generally be the
case with powers in the de'velopmental sense, though it is generally so
for powers in the extractive sense. Some general rules which incréase
some men’s developmental powers also increase, or at least do not

" decrease, everyone else’s. This is most evident in relation to our third

category of impediments, the direct invasion of one man by others. An
improvement in the laws, or the enforcement of the laWs, against the
direct invasion of one:man by another, affects everyone in the same
direction. What increases my protectlon against ‘you increases yout
protection against me. No man’s power to use his human capacitiés is
diminished, but ‘every man’s power is increased, by laws Whlch prevent
the direct invasion of one man by another. :

But a change in the rules governing access to the means of labour or
in the rules. govtrmng the distribution of the means of life, that is, a
general change in the first or second category of impediments, rnlght
alter in opposite directions the ability of different individuals to use and
develop their human capacities.

The most important case to. consider is a change in the. terms. of
access to capital in the direction of more nearly equal access. That
would reduce the net' transfer of powers, and increase the ability of
those who had had inferior access. It would reduce the controlling and
extractive power-of those who had had superior access. It would also
reduce their deyelopmental power, their ability to-use and. develop
their essentially human capacities, if the full exercise of those capacities
could be shown to require the level of control of resources, or the level

[
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of income and leisure, which they had had by virtue of their extractive
power. But this cannot generally be shown, for the income and leisure
resulting from extractive power are not automatically conducive to the
development of essentially human capacities. The presumption, I
think, is to the contrary. I should argue that they can be so conducive
only in a special case, or in what was once but is no longer the general
case. A century or two ago, and for centuries before that, it could
honestly be held that the cultivated man was the extractive man: that
without a class which lived by its extractive power there could be no
development of human excellence. Even that proposition was some-
times denied in the earlier centuries, notably by the spokesman of the
yeomanry and small independent enterprisers in seventeenth-century
England.3! But generally, until the nineteenth century, it could
reasonably be maintained that; with the apparently inexorable material
scarcity, there could be no significant development of human capacities
except by members of an extractive class. Spokesmen of that class might
be quite conscious, as Adam Smith and Burke, Diderot and Bentham
were, that the developmental power they valued was based on extractive
power, but, in the circumstances of confined economic pmductivity
they saw about them, they judged that this was inevitably the prlce of
any human progress.

In the twentieth century, however, which even the pE'SSlmlSth now
see as an-era of potential plenty, this is no longer the case. ‘T'he justifica-
tion of extractive power by developmental power no longer holds. The
only case where it might still be argued that income and leisure result-
ing from extractive power can be conducive to the extractor’s develop-
mental power is when he lacks any consciousness that his income and
leisure are being extracted from others. That was the position of most
of the extractors.in'the nineteenth century, and they were supported in
that position by the nineteenth- century gconomists, who could argue
that capitalist enterprlse was so productive that everyone was better off,
and who-could quite los¢ sight of the transfer.of powers it inivolved. It
is still the position of some twentlcth—ccnrury liberals, who thus offer
moral support to the continuance of at least a modified extractive
power. Their inability to see the transfer of powers or the extractive
power may be traced to their still thinking of men as infinite consumers,
whose. essential human wants' are best served by- a system highly
productive of consumer goods, rather than as essentially exerters and
df:VLlOpEIb of their uniquely human capacities. I have argued that this
position is increasingly untenable in the twenticth century. "T'hose who
find it untenable will also think that the extractors’ lack of conscious-
niess of the extractive base of their own income and leisure is now

31" Notably the Levellers, cf. Political Theory of Por:e:.rwe Individudlism,
chap. IIT.
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scarcely consistent with a fully human use of their capacities: in‘other
words, that their power. can scarcely be called deyelopmental power.
At least, on the assumption which I have argued is required in any
fully democratic theory, namely, that essentially human capacities are
only those which can be exercised without denying or impeding other
men’s exercise of theirs, activities which were seen to:be made possible
only by the exercise of extractive power could not be called-an exercxse
of essentially human capacities.

Nevertheless, the extractors themselves, or at least their hberal
supporters, still. regard their power as developmental power, as ability
to use and develop their human capacities. Let us therefore pursue the
question on -that ‘assumption. Let us set aside any dehurnamzmg or
counter-humanizing effect’of the extractive basis of a man’s power and
treat his whole power.as developmental power. We are back then at the
position that a change:in a society’s arrangements about access to the
means of Jabour in the direction of more nearly equal access, which
would .reduce the extractive power of these who had had superior
access, would reduce their developmental power. Moreover, having set
aside any counter-humanizing effects of extractive power, we should
have to_assume. that on-the whole those ‘who had had a superior
position had enlarged their own human capacities. And it could: be
presumed. that. the full exercise of :those enlarged capacities would
require; the continuance of the level of income and leisure they had had
by virtue of their extractive power. Thusa réduction of their extractive
power would be a reduction of their higher-than-average develop-
mental power. Clearly, then;a change.to more nearly equal access to
the means of labour, which would.increase the developmental powers
of those who had had inferior access, would decrease the developmental
powers of those who had-had superior access, and the decrease'would be
in enlarged powers. Thisisa genume difficulty for a democratic theory
which sets as its goal the maximization of powers of the members-of 2
society as a whole, at least if the necessary step of moving towards equal
access to the means of labour is contemplated before there is general
agreement that developmental power is: inconsistent with extractlve
power. , S

-'The dlfﬁculty amounts-to this: we, do have to make 1nte1-personal
comparisons, to add, and subtract quantitative changes in. different
persons’ powers. It is a real difficulty, but not an insuperable one. We
have already seen thatiinter-personal comparison of powers, unlike
intcr—pclsona.l comparison of utilities, is not impossible in principle
How- great, is the difficulty of. welghlng some mren’s!decrease agamst
some men’s increase of powers? - . | Uy

- In the first place we should notice that the dlﬁ‘iculty arises at all only
in the #ransition from an unequal to a more nearly equal society (or



74 PROBLEMS OF A NON-MARKET

indeed from an unequal to an even more unequal society). It would not
arise in a society which had already established equal access to the means
of life and the means of labour. For the difficulty consists in having to
weigh against each other some men’s increase and some men’s decrease
caused by a given change in the institutions, and the only change that
can bring about simultaneous decreases and increases is a change in the
level of extractive power, that is, in the permitted extent to which some
have power over others for the former’s benefit. But extractive power
is a function of unequal access to the means of labour and of life:
extractive power can only be maintained (short of permanent military
occupation) by maintaining unequal access. In a society which has
achieved equal access, there is no extractive power, In such a society,
men’s developmental powers might still be -increased, but this
increase would be achieved by increased command over external
Nature, not (by the hypothesis of equal access) by increased command
over others. An increase in the ability of any persons to use and develop
their capacities would not be accompanied by a decrease for any others.
The problem of weighing decreases against increases would not be
present.

When this is understood, it can be seen that there is no inconsistency
between (i) our recognition that in certain circumstances a change
which increases some men’s ability to exercise their human capacities
may decrease others, and (ii) the assertion, made earlier,?* that it is a
necessary postulate of a fully democratic theory that the exercise of his
essentially human capacities by any member of a society does not
hinder any other members exercising theirs. The two positions are
consistent in that the possible opposition of the exercise of capacities
recognized in (i) is to be found only in the transition to a fully demo-
cratic society, not in a fully democratic society; whereas (ii), although
asserted perfectly generally, could be realized only in a fully democratic
society (in which extractive powers, which by the democratic concept
are not required for the exercise of essentially human capacitics, are
reduced to zero). -~ e e MA s

The postulate of the non-opposition of the use of essentially human
capacities appears, in the light of this analysis, to be less presumptuous
and more tenable than it may have seemed when first stated. For it
comes down to the postulate that a fully democratic society cannot
permit the operation of any extractive power, and thata society without
any extractive power is possible. The serious difficulty about @ demo-
cratic society is not how to run it but how to reach it.

We are left, then, with the difficulty of weighing increases against
decreases of developmental powers in any move from a society of
unequal access to the means of life and labour to a society of equal

gt 32 Above, p.. 55. ‘ N
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access. The difficulty, we saw, was that the beneficiaries of extractive
power in an unequal society may be assumed to have developed their
human capacities further than the non-beneficiaries could have done,
so that any reduction of their extractive power and hence of their
command of resources and leisure would reduce their developmental

power, their ability to use and develop their already expanded capacities

fully. The question is whether such a loss' would be as great as the
others’ gain.

The question can be answered, and is answered in the negative, on
two grounds. First, in the society of unequal access, as we have seen,
those who lacked access had their powers diminished by more than the
amount of the net transfer, i.e. by more than the amount extracted.
‘They were continuously losing more of their powers than those who
had access were gaining. There was an absolute loss of human powers:
In the postulated move to a society of equal access this loss would
disappear. Those who had lacked access would gain not only the amount
of power which had been extracted and transferred from them (which
is all that those who had had superior access would now lose) but would
gain, in addition to that, the human power which had been absolutely
lost. ‘T'hus the aggregate gain would be greater than the aggregate loss.
Sécondly, we must notice that the gains and losses are in abilities to use
and develop human capacities fully. By hypothesis, the beneficiaries of
extractive power in the unequal society have developed their capacities:
further than have the non-beneficiaries. Now even if we assume that
there are differences in different men’s maximum capacities (an assump-

tion which some liberals would not make),33 we cannot know at the:

given time what those differences are. But the presumption must surely
be that the capacities of those who had had inferior access to the means

of life and labour would be more underdeveloped, would have more:

deficiency to make up, than the capacities of those who had had

superior access. A move to more nearly equal access; which is 2’ move:

to more nearly equal ability to use and develop capacities;, will there-
fore be expected to bring more gain than loss in the aggregate ability
to develop human capacities. In short, to equalize access, which is to
equalize developmental powers, is to maximize developmental powers.

A final dificulty may be noticed about the concept of maximization
of powers. All these calculations of gains and losses, it may be objected,
are much too mechanical. They purport to deal with ability to use and
develop essentially human capacities, but they doso only in terms of the

3 Cf. Adam Smith: *The difference of natural talents in different menis; in
reality, much less than we are aware of ... The difference between the most,
dissimilar characters, between a philosopher and a common street porter, for,
example, scems to arise not so much from nature, as from habit, custom, ‘and
education’ (Wealth of Nations, Bk. 1, chap. 2, penult. para.).

~.
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external impediments to that ability. What, it may be asked, of inter-
nalized impediments ? What of the phenomenon of men hugging their
chains? And what of those who have become slaves of their own
possessions? No such internalized impediments, it is true, are directly
taken into the calculus of maximization as set out here. And clearly, in
any operational view, they are of great importance, as thinkers from
Rousseau to Marcuse have pointed out.

To this objection the first reply must be that the impediments were
external before they were internalized, that they could only be
internalized because they already existed as external impediments. "The
external impediments, palpable, rooted in class, rémain basic and
deserve the first attention. This is not of course a sufficient reply to the
objection. For it does not follow that the internalized impediments will
disintegrate in the measure that the external impediments are shown to
be no longer required by or consistent with civilized society. They
must not only be shown to be no longer required, they must be seen
to be no longer required, and seen so by the very people in whom they
have been internalized, before any' action sufficient to remove or
reduce the external impediments can be expected.

We appear to be in a vicious circle: neither kind of impediment can
be diminished without a prior diminution of the other. It may be so. It
may be that the impediments have been so internalized, backed by all
the resources of those who think it their interest to reduce men to
infinite consumers, that there is no way out, or no way short of an
indefinite destruction of some of the freedoms essential to a fully
human society. But this is not necessarily so.

It.may also be that the process of reciprocal reinforcement of external
and internal impediments, which has been going on in one way or
another since the beginning of modern market socicty, can work
reciprocally ‘in reverse. A partial breakdown of the political order
(national or international) of the market society, or a partial break-
through of consciousness, might either of them put the process in
reverse, setting off. the other, provided that the other was ready to
respond. Partial breakdowns of the political ‘order have become
frequent in market societies, and can ‘be expected to continue so.
Pressures against the image of a man as consumer, and against the cult
of economic growth at whatever cost to the environment and the
quality of life, are also building up, so that a sufficient partial break-
through of consciousness is not out of the question. In these circum-
stances it seems well worthwhile to press rational analysis of the
external impediments, which are analytically more manageable than
internalized impediments, in the hope of contributing to the break-
through of consciousness, and so to a cumulative reciprocal reduction
of both kinds of impediment, and a cumulative realization of democracy.

ESSAY IV
Revisionist Liberalism

Tue preceding essays are I hope sufficient to demonstrate (i) that the
traditional justificatory . theory of liberal-democracy is in some dis-
repair; (ii) that this is due largely to its attempt to carry into the period
of mature capitalist society a’ combination of market postulates and
egalitarian humanist' principles which were not strictly tenable to-
gether even when first compounded a century or more ago, and which
are now more evidently incompatible; and (iii) that a non-market
democratic theory which retains the ethically valuable liberal principles
is, although not without difficulties, conceivable.

I should put it, on the basis of Essay 111, that the difficulties of any
non-market theory of democracy which can still significantly be called
liberal, are demanding but not insuperable: this will be argued further
in Essay VI in the context of the political theory of property. But it
will: be appropriate now to consider some current attempts to re-
formulate liberal-democratic theory while retaining market:principles.
I shall suggest that the difficulties of these attempts are insuperable.

There is a considerable range of reformulations of liberal-democratic
theory which might be discussed under the head of revisionist liberal
theory. It could properly include the current empiricist theories of
democracy; for although superficially they are of a different order from
the justificatory liberal theories'they seek to replace, claiming (as they
do) to be explanatory only, they are ineffect justificatory as well. They
offer, as realism; 4 savage revision, almost obliteration, of the demo-
cratic content of traditional liberal-democratic theory, with a view to
reformulating its liberal matket content: it is revisionist liberalisim at its
most extréme,! though a travesty of what used to be thought of as
democracy. 2iEtir LD s )

However, I shall not attempt to: review here either the empirical
theory or - the current counter-attack on it, which is being ably
conducted by a number of penetrating critics.? My main concern will
be with 'some of the principles of leading contemporary normative
theorists who are reformulating something like the traditional liberal-

1 Exeept for Milton Friedman's liberalism, discussed in Essay VI

2 Mostly in journal articles, many of them conveniently brought together in
three recent collections: Charles A. McCoy and John Playford (ed.): Apvlitical
Politics, a Critigue of Behaviguralism (New York, rg67); William E. Connolly
(ed.): The Bias of Pluralism (New York, 1969) ; Henry 5. Kariel (ed.): Frontiers of
Democratic Theory (New York, 1970). . e R : :



