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Foreword

or some time, observersdo the worldwide collapseof communism

and the resurgence of free-market economics have been saying

that 'socidismisdead'. Certainly,theword 'socialism’ has goneout
of fashion; most Western paliticians on the political Left have been
removing it from their rhetorical lexicons. Yet in no country has any
serious attempt been made to reform the redistributivemechanisms of
the welfarestate. The marginal shift away from universal benefitsand
towards selective ones has been made in response to fiscal pressures
rather than to any public rgectiond the notion that the state should try
to moderate income inequalities. Sociaist ideology has lost its
promise, but the collectivist view that the national product is there to
be parcelled out accordingto principlesof distributionunrelated to the
productive process remains as popular as ever.

Severd o the studies published in the CISSocid Welfare Research
Program have tried to demonstrate theillogicalitiesand inconsistencies
at the heart of this belief: for example, the regular confusion between
poverty and inequality. They havealso pointed to the undesirable but
predictabl e unintended consequences o trying to equaliseincomes by
political means. consequences like the diversion of resources to the
politically influential middleclassesand the reduction of opportunities
for the poor. |n Equalising People David Green reinforcesthese points,
in the context of acritiqueof the concept of 'socid justice' and related
notions of 'positive freedom' and 'citizenship' that are invoked by the
defenders of the modem welfare state. He draws on F. A. Hayek's
argument that such terms systematically confuselanguage by telescop-
ing red distinctionsin order to mask their coerciveimplications. Thus,
the favourable connotations o the old idea of ‘justice — conforming
to impartial and general rules— are carried over into the new idea of
'social justice', which actually involvesequalisingincomes by means of
a compulsory tax-transfer system.

Another conceptual confusionthat gives much superficia validity
to the case for the welfare state is that between 'sdlf-interest’ and
'selfishness. A moment'sreflection confirmsthat we do expect people
to attend to their own basic interests and needs; and we regard failure
to do so on the part of able-bodied individuals as contemptible and
parasitic. Yet athough the free market is by far the most efficient
mechanism for enabling individuals to promote their interests, its
legitimacy is impugned by the claim that it actually promotes selfish-
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ness and greed. One d the most valuable achievements of this paper

isto show that the most famous advocate of the market mechanism—

Adam Smith — was a mora philosopher for whom selfishnesswas a
vice and benevolence avirtue. In hislittle-knowntreatise The Theory
d Mora Sentiments, Smith demonstrated that it was possible for
individualsto promote their self-interest in a way that contributed to
the fulfilment of their mora obligations. Indeed, it is the pursuit of

equality that encourages greed and materialism, since it reduces
individual sto the status of satisfaction seekers; it aso divertsattention
from the unpriced and unrewarded serviceswhich individual scontinu-
aly perform for one another and which are more important to us than

the material goods that alone can be equalised. In this connection

David Green cites to great effect the French philosopher Bertrand de
Jouvenel, whose study TheEthicsof Redistribution,published 40 years
ago, deserves to be much better known.

Dr Green's paper is a significant contribution to the task of
demystifying the welfare state and showing that behind terms like
'social justice’ and 'positive freedom' lies a process of compulsory
redistribution and political opportunism that contradictsany coherent
and defensible notions of justice and freedom. Perhaps the most
pressing intellectual task is to distinguish between relief o poverty
(which isalegitimate concern of the state) and equalisation of incomes
(which is not).

Equalising Peoplewas originally published in 1990 by the Health
and Welfare Unit of the Institute of Economic Affars The S is
grateful to Dr Green and the IEA for the opportunity to reproduceit for
the IS Social Welfare Research Program.

Michael James

vitt
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Chapter 1

| ntr oduction

tivism of the post-war years, a new consensus is beginning to

develop. Market competition is now widely accepted as the best
way to create prosperity but market philosophy is still perceived by
many as deficient. In particular, markets are said to foster selfishness.
The remedy, according to socialist and social-democraticintellectuals,
is to supplement market forces with 'social justice'.

Socid justice and closely related concepts like 'positive freedom'
and ‘citizenship' dl have an attractive ring. But in contemporary
political usage they are synonymsfor equality of outcome, thedoctrine
which demands that the power of the state should be used to equalise
people. This paper is written in the belief that there are many of a
socialist and social-democratic bent who have not yet appreciated the
harm that will ensue if social justice, positivefreedom and citizenship
guide government policy.

In essence, each of these notionsentailsacall for the politicisation
of more aspects of each individual'slife. Democracy, to the extent that
it enables us to get rid o governments without bloodshed, is an
unequivoca good but politicisation of ever more areas of our private
livesincreasesthe power o thestateat the expense of individuals,thus
burdening politicianswith multiplying distractionsfrom their essential
duties, and at the same time rendering each person lessable to control
hisor her own affairsand more a pawn in agame played by whatever
faction or fashion happens to control the government o the day.

There have been two main strands in British socialism embracing
both production and consumption. On the one hand, British socialists
shared the Marxist desire to put under government control the chief
means of production, distribution and exchange; and on the other,
they sought to achieve equality, or social justice, in consumption.
There is now little desire for the nationdisation of the means of
production and less desire for economic planning even among com-
munists, because experience this century has taught that a market
economy delivers prosperity whilst government control of pricesand
production obstructsit. However, the desirefor 'redistributive justice
retains much of its old force. The new consensus among socialists

Q fter ten years of counter-revolution against the dominant collec-
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accepts the market asthegoose that laysthe golden egg but the golden
egg is to be distributed within the politica system, not through the
mutual adjustment of the market place.

Thenew socialism has, therefore, shifteditsfocusfrom production
to consumption. It no longer desiresto use the power of the state to
take direct control of industrial production; insteadit hopesto use state
power to equalise consumption. The socialist desire for materia
equality, not only remains, but is being repackaged and advocated with
renewed vigour under the ralying cries of 'citizenship', 'socia justice
and 'positive freedom'. It is, however, tempered by the new reaism.
Few socidlistsaspireto bring about absol ute equality; ratherthey believe
there isatrade-off between equity and efficiency. Equdlity,therefore, is
to be pursued only up to the point at which it isthought consistent with
economic efficiency.

Thisideastrikesmany as, a worst, harmless and at best thoroughly
desirableand asamember o the Labour Party until 19811 once shared
thisview. | can, therefore, understand its appeal but | now believe that
experience of pursuing equality of outcome this century, not only in
communist countries, showsthat it isincompatiblewith asociety of free
individuals. Market competitionshould not be looked upon merely as
a device for creating wealth which can then be parcelled out in the
politica process. It isinseparablefrom a wider vision of a society of
thinking, valuing, choosing, and morally responsible citizens.

From reactions to earlier drafts of this paper | know that thisline
of reasoning will anger those who see the pursuit of 'socia justice' as
akind o middle way between the old statist socialism and unfettered
capitalism. And there isasensein which the pursuit of partial equality
is preferable to absolute equalisation, but the question remains. why
use the power o the state to equaliseincomesat al? Thereisastrong
casefor using the powersof government to prevent hardship, but once
poverty has been eliminated why should the government concern itsalf
in any way with the incomes people have? I there is a single
overwhelming reason why supporters of socia justicewill be angered
by my argument that equalisation is incompatible with individual
liberty, it isthat socialism isseen as being on a higher moral plane than
capitalism. | once took this view mysdf, but | now believethat to fail
to see the centrality to capitalism of personal moral responsibility isto
misunderstand its character on a grand scale. More than any other
philosophy, capitalism (or classical liberalism) is based on a concep-
tion of the individual as a morally responsible agent.

Many intellectualswho identify with the Left are making an effort



to adjust to the reality that market competition creates prosperity and
many have been willing to assert that the value of markets should be
recognised by socidists. But they have not yet understood the moral
character of capitalism. For decades capitalism has been characterised
as callous and uncaring and socialism presented as humanitarian. The
result is that it takes quite an effort for intellectuals to break with
socialism because, at first, the choice seems to be as stark as that
between good and evil. Havinggone through this process myself | do
not want tofall into thetrap of being too harsh on those who are asyet
gtill making the journey. And having been wrong once before, | hope
the assertions| make in this paper are made with due reserve. But the
fact is that the image of capitalism as an immoral system is a shallow
caricatureand theidea that socialism is morally superior isa monstrous
exaggeration. Moreover, on closer inspection, the mora element of
socialismturnsout to beitsdemand for socia justice. And socia justice
turnsout to be the political demand that the power of the state be used
toequalise individual incomes and possessions. Far from encouraging
the dtruisticside of human nature, the pursuit of equality promotes
narrow selfishness by transforming the political process into a
mechanism for profiting at the expense of other people,

The paper isorganised asfollows. Chapters2 and 3 ask why social
justiceretainsits attractiveness despite the harm that has aready been
donein its name, particularly since World War II. An important factor
has been the tendency to confuse the relief of hardship with
redistributive justice. Reief of the hardship due to poverty has long
enjoyed wide support, but I will suggest that it isvery differentin both
its effects and its nature from equalising or ‘compressing' incomes.
Support for the relief of hardship is based loosely on a sense that the
rich ought to give out of their abundance to support the poor, but this
isquite differentfrom the desire to confiscatethe possessions of others
for purposes that go beyond the rdief of hardship.

Mogt important of dl isthe claimed didike of self-interest whichis
rooted in utopian socialist theories. | will examine how far modern
theoriesof redistributive justicetruly eschew self-interestand ask how far
it can properly be said that markets encourage selfishness or acquid-
tiveness. Becausethelatter isthe most powerful of thefactorsexplaining
support for social judtice it is the subject of a separate chapter.

Chapters 4 and 5 examine the clam that renewed demands for
equalisationpose athreat to individual liberty, Chapter 4 focusingon the
confusion between positive and negative freedom, and Chapter 5 on
socia justice and citizenship. Chapter 6 summarisesthe conclusions.



Chapter 2

The Allure of Social Justice:
Relief of Poverty and One Nation

he pursuit of 'socia justice' is how enjoyinga new lease of life as

the focal point of Labour's appeal to the electorate but, notwith-

standing its new realism, the Labour Party still shows insufficient
awareness o the dangers of over-mighty government. In particular,
the fatal confusion between freedom and power entailed in the
distinction between positive and negative freedom is till fostered by
theleaders of socialist thought, including politicianslike Roy Hattersley
and Bryan Gould and even acadkmicslike Professor Raymond Plant.
The Socia and Liberd Democratsare no less attracted to these ideas,
as Paddy Ashdown's book (1989) reveals.

Why does redistributivejustice retain its appeal ?Modern theories
o redistribution have four main themes. Firdt, there has long been a
widely-supported belief that weall haveaduty to relieve hardship. For
most of British history the duty to help the poor was understood as a
personal obligation, but now it isseen asone of the duties of the state.
There is no automatic objection from a classical-liberal standpoint to
the state undertaking this role, but the problem today is that the wide
support for the relief o hardship has been exploited by egdlitariansto
cultivate support for equality, a doctrine caling for the power of the
state to be used, not to assist the poor, but to equalise people.

Second, it issaid that poverty should not exist alongsideprosperity,
fromwhichitisinferred that the rich haveaspecia obligationto help the
poor. This notion isintermingled with two other sentiments. a sense of
resentment towards the wealthy on the one hand and, on the other, a
desireto profit a the expense of other people. Third, providingfor the
poor issaid to create social solidarity or ‘one nation’. Political support
for thisideaisbuilt partly on Bismarckian pragmatism aimed at deterring
disorder among the lower orders and also on the Tory one-nation
tradition rooted ultimately in a sense o common interest o the upper
and lower classes reinforced by noblesseoblige. Among socia policy
anaysts, however, the chief influence is citizenship theory. Fourth,
eguality draws its moral force from utopian theories condemning the
pursuit of self-interest and advocating brotherly love. Thischapter deals
with the first three factorsand Chapter 3is devoted to the fourth.



Purloiningthe WdfareImpulse

Thefirgt foundation stone on which 'socia justice'is built isthe desire
to relieve hardship. Amongthe achievementsdf egalitarianshas been
the concealment of policies designed to equalise people behind a
smoke screen of compassionate talk about relieving poverty. This has
enabled advocates of equalisation to exploit support for the relief of
poverty by falsely characterisingmeasures designed to equalise people
as measures to relieve suffering.

Defining poverty. A particular landmark was the so-called redis-
covery of poverty in the 1960s, when in reality poverty was not so
much rediscovered asredefined. Instead of defining poverty in terms
of hardship, the poverty line was calculated in relation to average
earnings. Although the distinction came to be discussed as one
between absolute and relative poverty, this mis-states the difference,
because any definition of poverty based on hardship must be relative
tothe extent that public conceptions o hardship change over time. But
the fact that conceptions of hardship have changed as prosperity has
increased does not judify linking the poverty lineto average or median
earnings, with the result that a large proportion of the population is
awayssaid to be poor without regard to their actual standard of life.
Some publications of the Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) exem-
plify the confusion at the heart of much analysis of this kind.

The Growing Divide, by A. Walker and C. Walker (1987), which
assesses the firgt eight years of Thatcherismis typical. In one of the
essays, David Piachaud reportsthat over the period from 1978101987,
theretail priceindex (excluding housing) increased by 86 per cent, the
supplementary benefit (now income support) rate for asingle person
increased by 95.5 per cent and personal disposable income per capita
increased by 1225 per cent. Adjusted for inflation, recipients of
supplementary benefit, therefore, enjoyed increased income in red
terms of about 5 per cent, but the CPAG author prefersto focus on a
comparison with average earnings and claims that supplementary
benefit levelshave 'fallenconsider ably' (Walker & Walker, 1987:22;
emphasis added). He usesthe term ‘fallen’ when in fact they have not
fallen a al; they increased more dowly than average earnings. In-
deed, on the same page he makes the very point that supplementary
benefit level shave maintained and dightly increased their valuein real
termsunder the Conservativegovernment, but notes that they have not
increased so rapidly as the incomes of others. Y, in his fina
assessment of the period 1978-1987 he disregards the distinction
between 'faling' and 'increasing more slowly'.
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Piachaud reports correctly that the number of people receiving
supplementary benefit increased from 3 million to nearly 5 million,
mainly due to unemployment. He then switches from talking about
people on the supplementary benefitlevel to talking about those at or
40 per cent above it. Referring to persons in poverty or 'close to
poverty' (that is, those with incomes up to 40 per cent above
supplementary benefits), he reports an increase from 11 570 000 in
1979t0 16 380 000 in 1983 (1987:25). Thismisleadinguse of language
isthe basisdf the oft-repeated claimthat one-third of thenationispoor.
The facts are that 5 per cent of the population is below the supple-
mentary benefitlevel, about 11 per cent live on it and afurther 19 per
cent live on incomes up to 40 per cent above the supplementary
benefit level. Yet Piachaud concludes that there has been a massive
increasein the number ‘'left behind' and hisfinal assessment isthat the
burden of poverty has 'increased grotesquely' during the first eight
years of Thatcherism (1987:26). In another essay, which usesthe same
evidence as Piachaud, Martin Loney of the Open University complains
about the power of the media and blames it for enabling the
government to 'reducethe incomes of the poorest', when they have
not been reduced in any sense (1987:8).

Professor Alan Walker in the same volume accuses the govern-
ment of trying to define poverty out of existence, claiming that 'time
after time over the last eight years the Government has chosen to
restrict the public's access to the truth about the socia condition of
Britain'. Hespeaksof theincreasingly divided nature o Britishsociety,
particularly the 'fissure between rich and poor that haswidened into a
chasm since 1979 (1987:4-5). He also finds Britain grotesgue:

Economic 'success built on the foundations o grotesque
inequalities, pauperisation and the illness and premature
death o the poor in fact spells . . . economic and socid
disaster. (1987:7)

Indeed, hefinds Britain not only grotesque but uncivilised: 'Bythe
weight of evidence and argument presented here, Britainin
the mid-1980s is rapidly losing its claim to be a civilised
society’(1987:6; emphasisin original). Martin Loney contributes a
further use o the term 'grotesque. The 'grotesque inequality’ of
contemporary Britain, he says, 'ultimately demeans us all' (1987:18).
The frequent use of the term 'grotesque’ suggests an aesthetic
displeasure with the pattern of distribution but, in any event, the
assessment of these CPAG authors is unsupported by the evidence.



In the period they studied, the standard of living of those on
supplementary benefit increased in rea terms. But this redity is
masked by comparing supplementary benefit, not with the retail
price index, but with average earnings and further masked by
confounding people at or below the supplementary benefit level
with people who earn up to 40 per cent aboveit.

Trickledown. The same evidence used to confuse an increase with
a decrease in the standard o living o the poor is aso used in an
attempt to rebut the argument o classical liberals that economic
growthisthe best way to raisethe standard of lifefor al. Itisoften said
that classica economists are indifferent towards the poor, if not
downright callous, but a plain reading of the work of the classica
economists from Adam Smith onwards reveals the contrary. Their
constant preoccupation was to understand how a nation could prosper
in order that dl its citizens could improve their standard of life, and
their parti cular concern wastoimprovethe conditionsd the'labouring
classes. Egalitarianscall the processwhereby the standard of lifeof all
citizens is raised ‘trickle down’, a term which belittles it (see for
example Walker & Walker, 1987:10).

Examination of the last 200 years plainly reveals that economic
freedom has delivered greater prosperity for dl. This is aso the
conclusion drawn by communist countries who are now openly
abandoning socialism. The authors of 7he GrowingDivide, however,
chose to focus on the eight yearsfrom 1979 to 1987 and contend that
evidence from that period proves that ‘trickle down' does not work.
Ignoring the long-run timescale applied by the classicd economists
and ignoring the plain fact that the standard of living of those on
supplementary benefit increased in real terms between 1979 and 1987,
Professor Alan Walker dismisses the government's claim that a pros-
perous economy will benefit dl citizens by pointing out that supple-
mentary benefit rates did not increase as fast as average earnings
between 1979 and 1987. The poor, he says, ‘have got steadily poorer
relative to the rest of the community over the last eight years, despite
. . . economic growth' (Waker & Walker, 1987:3). Professor Walker
goes on to complain that the government has deliberately pursued
policies of ‘impoverishment and inequality’ (1987:129); and Martin
Loney suggestsin even more colourful language that 'the immiseration
of a growing section of the population may be seen as an episode in
the long standing struggle to maintain the status and privileges of the
rich' (1987:9).

A more recent attempt to discredit classical economic thought
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was made by the House of Commons select committee on socia
services (1989-90). It reported an error in the government's calcul a-
tion of the earnings of low-income families between 1981 and 1985.
Before the error was discovered it was believed that the incomes of
the poorest 10 per cent of the population had risen by 8.4 per cent
compared with the average of 4.8 per cent for the whole population,
whereasthe figure should have been 2.6 per cent compared with 5.4
per cent. The conclusion drawn by many commentators was that
trickle-down theory had been discredited.

But as | will argue more fully in Chapter 4, ‘trickle-down'’ is the
term commonly appliedtothethinking of the classical economistswho
argued that the best way to overcome poverty is to understand the
‘causes of the wealth of nations. Adam Smith, for instance, was
arguing against the old order, under which most people were born to
a particular station in life and for whom materia conditions hardly
changed from one century to the next. For Smith, the solution to
poverty was to set free human ingenuity by breaking the power o the
guilds and the monopolists who prospered under the protection of
one-sided laws.

Even if the incomes of the lowest 10 per cent had fallen between
1981 and 1985, Smith'stheory that free scope for human inventiveness,
practical wisdom and initiative is the way to end poverty would not
have been disproved because the timescale he had in mind waslonger.
In any event, the incomes of the bottom 10 per cent increased.

Summary: Muchdiscussion o poverty is marred not only by the use
of exaggerated and emotive language but also by disregarding valid
distinctions. It may or may not be a bad thing that supplementary
benefit levels rose less rapidly than average earnings, but either way
‘falling' remains distinct from ‘rising’. No less important, there is a
difference between being at or below the supplementary benefit
level and being up to 40 per cent aboveit. Nor do the contributors
to The Growing Divide make the least effort to judify linking the
poverty line to average earnings. The average reflects a huge
multiplicity of individual circumstances, including the success or
failure of companies in meeting the demand for goods and services,
labour mobility, personal choices between work and leisure, pref-
erences for training and re-training, competition from foreign com-
panies and so on. The public policy issue should not be whether the
poverty line matches changes in an arbitrary statistical artefact like
average earnings; rather it should be how to agree upon the
acceptable minimum standard of lifefor a citizen of thiscountry. The



government's proper role is to prevent people faling below the
minimum and to do so in such a way as to assist able-bodied
recipients of benefit to becomeindependent, self-supporting citizens
as quickly as possible. Egditarian partisans have also failed to see
how equalisation undermines the process whereby differential suc-
cess in serving one's fellow citizensis signalled. But | will return to
this issue in Chapter 4.

Prdfiting at the Expense of Others

Itis often said that socialist policies of confiscation are based on envy.
This has some truth in it but envy does not satisfactorily account for
egalitarianism. The chief factorsare twofold: (a) the characterisation
of the spending of the wealthy asfrivolous and, therefore, unjustified
whilst otherssuffer real hardship, and (b) the exploitation of the human
desire to obtain something for nothing, when in redlity the benefitsare
at the general expense.

If you said to any cross-section of the population that the wealthy
few must give up their yachtsso that the Income Support level can be
raised there would be much support, at least at first because spending
onyachtsisseen asfrivolous. The problemisthat the total amount of
money spent frivoloudy is small and the end result of redistribution
over the last 40 years or so has been the heavy imposition of taxeson
peoplewho arefar from wealthy and will never be in a position to buy
ayacht. Far from ending bad or wasteful patterns of life to help the
poor, redistribution has meant eroding the income o the low-paid
worker.

In any event, much persona spending is not frivolous, and
reducing disposable incomes has meant that individuals and families
are unable to accumulate savings sufficient, for instance, to invest in
capital goods. There is a hidden assumption that the weekly wage
representsthe cost of physical support plus'pocket money' for luxuries
and conveniences from which it follows that there is no harm in the
government taking part of it away. But the result has been insufficient
investmentin capital and, in the view of some, insufficient spending on
cultural activities. A further unintended consequence has been that
governments have taken responsibility for investment and cultural
spending. Grant-making agencies like the Arts Council have been
founded to encourage the arts, leading to sill higher taxation and till
further central power. And industrial investment has been encouraged,
even under Mrs Thatcher, by direct subsidiesfrom the taxpayer and by
offering inducements to corporationsto invest when smilar incentives



David G. Green

are not availabletoindividualsor families. Thus, the perverseresult of
sociaist policies of high taxation has been the enhancement of the
power, not only of the state, but also of corporations at the expense of
individualsand families. The consequence hastherefore been redistri-
bution, not fromthe rich to the poor, but from familiesto corporations
and from dl individualsto the state.

Sofar | have accepted that much support for redistributive justice
is based on the widespread public desire to relieve hardship, but in
reality it is also based on a rather lower motive. In practice much
support for redistributionfeeds on and stimulatessel fishnessby telling
voters that they will benefit from taxesimposed on others. Professor
Ruth Ligter, for instance, a former director of CPAG, urges improve-
ments in child benefit, pensions, the position o the long-term unem-
ployed and the introduction of a phased disability income scheme, al
of which she believesshould befinanced by taxeson the top 5 per cent
o earners (Walker & Walker, 1987:148). In doing so she is encour-
aging people to demand benefitsat the expense of the wealthy when
the redlity of the welfare state for the mgjority is that they are being
bribed with their own money.

The real significance of such bribery is that it has broken the
traditional solidarity of al taxpayers against the over-spending pro-
clivities of government. In Britain our liberties were built on this
solidarity as monarchs from the Saxons to the Stuarts and their
successors conceded individual rights and constitutional checks in
return for taxes. The policy of governmentsthiscentury has been to
divide and rule by telling one section of the population that their
benefits are a the expense of others. The result has been a higher
burden of taxation than ever, and a particularly high burden on the
low paid.

Selfishnessis deeply ingrained in people. Children have to be
taught the value of sharing and showing consideration to others but
whatever our upbringing, selfish drives remain with us and for this
reason it is important that our institutions discourage rather than
promote narrow selfishness. Encouraging people to believethat they
can benefit at the public expense achievesthe very reverse. It fosters
and breeds selfishness.

Social Solidarity

The third idea lending support to the pursuit of social jugticeis that of
socia solidarity, a principle to which the Thatcher Government was
thought to feel little adherence. Indeed, it has been accused o
deliberately creating two nations.



The desirefor socia solidarity has historically had various roots,
including patriotism, nationality, race, religion, tradition and hierarchy.
Even today, the Bismarckian desire to deter the 'lower orders from
rebellion and the Old Tory concept of socia hierarchy retain some
vitality. But the chief factor affecting social policy is the view that
universal benefits avoid stigmatising the poor and create a sense of
citizenship. For writerssuch as Richard Titmuss, the welfarestate ought
not to be seen as public charity. Instead it is the means by which
peopleare integrated into the community and compensated if they are
the victims of economic change.

Those who wish to integrate people through universal benefits
believethat their policy will permit every person to become a citizen.
This citizenship theory owes much to T. H, Marshall, who contended
that before the welfare state people acquired political and civil rights
to which we have now added 'socia’ rights, including welfare rights
and social services. Socid rightsgave people the right to 'share to the
full in the socia heritage and to live the life of a civilized being
according to the standards prevailing in the society' (1963:74). More
recent advocates of citizenship theory claim that people are excluded
from society if they are denied certairi consumption opportunities and
contend that this gives them a clam on the public purse (Harris,
1987:148).

| will return to citizenship theory in Chapter 5 and for the
moment must confine mysdlf to noting that citizenship theoristsfail to
acknowledge that socia solidarity is possible without equality of
outcome. People may alsofeel a bond of loyalty towards institutions
which offer aminimum without equality. And moreimportant till,
people may feel loyalty towards institutions because they provide
opportunities for saf development and for making private and
unpoliticised contributions to the well-being of others.



Chapter 3

The Allure of Sodal Justice:
Brotherly Loveand Acquigtiveness

he fourth source of support for socia justice comes from utopian

theories which have urged that by abolishing private property

atogether we could end socia antagonism and encourage more
fraternal social relationships. In the Marxist tradition the abolition of
private property was expected to bring about the witheringaway of the
state. Now socialistsaccept privateproperty, not only becausein those
countries which have abolished it antagonism has not diminished, but
also because private property and market production have proved
better able to bring about economic prosperity.

However, economic growth has not aways been sought by
sociadlists. Part of the allure of socialism has been the idea of sharing
produce rather than competing for it. This much inspired the early
Fabianslike Sidney Webb, whofound in socialism a substitutefaith for
hislost religious bdief (Webb, 1926:143). But sharing hasworked only
where possessions are not ssimply shared but also spurned altogether
as, for instance, in amonastery. Mogt socialists, however, do not reject
possessions totally. Socialism therefore:

seekstorestore. . . unity without the faith which causesit. It
seelrs to restore sharing as amongst brothers without con-
tempt for worldly goods, without recognition of their worth-
lessness. It does not accept the view that consumption is a
trivial thing, to be kept down to the minimum. (De Jouvenel,
1951:12)

Thesewords of Bertrand deJouvenel havelost none o their relevance
in the 40 years since they were first spoken. Earlier socidists like
Tawney did eschew material goods beyond a certain level of consump-
tion. No person, Tawney thought, should desire more material goods
than those necessary to enable theindividua to be o serviceto others,
but his attitude has few adherents in today's Labour Party (Dennis &
Halsey, 1988). The Green Party, which opposes economic growth on
environmental grounds, comes closer to Tawney'sideal.

Although the total rejection of materia things has few supporters
today, the mora appeal of socialism is sill based on its clam to



repudiate the relentless pursuit of sdf-interest. Modern socialist
rhetoric often takes thisline and many journaistshave imbibed these
assumptions, perhapswithout much thought. Such talk isso pervasive
it even appears in normally more reflective organs like The Financial
Times. Michagl Prowse, for instance, aleader writer and columnist on
The Financial Times says thisabout Thatcherism:

Those who care deeply about socia justice have often felt
themselves to be conducting a dialogue with the deaf. . .
Society, in the eyes o Thatcherism, is an illusion: al that
realy exists are isolated individuals. The goa o policy
should be to encourage maximum self-reliance and to give
individuals maximum freedom to exercise their God-given
preferencesin themarket place. .. the principle raison d’etre
isthe accumulation d material goods which are to be passed
on to the next generation. (Prowse, 1989)

Alongside the condemnation of self-interest, however, socidists aso
advocate faster economic growth, that is, the accumulation of material
goods. And as deJouvenel haswritten: 'If "more goods' are the goal
to which society's efforts are to be addressed, why should "more
goods' be a disreputable objective for the individual ? (de Jouvenel,
1951:12).

Peopleas Conaumers

Now at theforefront of socialistthought istheidea of economic growth
combined with equality of consumption. The idea of equalising
consumption rests on the view that consumer satisfaction islegitimate,
but that accessto the good things df lifeisunequal and should be made
more equal. Consumer satisfaction as such is not chalenged. Few
socialists have understood precisely how shallow an ideal equality of
consumption is. Peopleare seen primarily asconsumers or satisfaction
seekers. Nolessimportant, the desire to equalise consumption ignores
services which are not priced. This diverts attention away from
serviceswhich are not cornrnercialised such as the mutual services of
husband and wifein marriage, the trainingand care of children within
thefamily, voluntary help givento neighboursand friends or organi sed
work for voluntary organisations. Indeed, much of what makesfor a
good and fulfilled life is voluntary and unrewarded. Advocates of
equalisation also neglect the extent to which individual incomes are
often spent for the benefit of others: to givesatisfaction to friendsand
neighbours, or to sustain what some might consider to be higher forms



David G. Green

of civilisation. Moreover, the desire for equalisation has promoted the
tendency for the total worth of individualsto be reckoned in terms of
the services for which they are remunerated.

Redistributionists think overwhelmingly in terms of consumer
satisfaction, and their focus on equating satisfactions distracts them
from the reality that there is more to life than consumer satisfaction:

To the social philosopher interested in human beings it must
seem absurd that one should be passionately interested in
equalising among these lives supplies of the 'suff, on the
ground that absorbing the stuff is the stuff of life. (De
Jouvenel, 1951:53)

Socialism hasenjoyed much support becauseit has been seen as based
on theidealism of hopingfor a better world with less antagonism and
more caring relationships. But where is the idealism in the modern
socialist vision of economic growth combined with the equalisation of
consumption? The reality is that modern theories of redistributive
justicetake much of their inspiration from the narrowest kind of selfish
materialism. 'Socid justice, in the sense of equal consumer satisfac-
tion, hardly deserves to be classified as an ideal at all. De Jouvenel
again:

Nothing quitesotrivia hasever been madeintoasocial ideal.

.. What isto be held against them is not that they are utopian,

itisthat they completely fail to be so; . .. not that they wish

to transform society beyond the realm of possibility, but that

they have renounced any essential transformation; not that

their means are unrealistic, but that their ends are flat-footed.

(1951:48)

Markes and the Encour agement of Acquisitiveness

Socialist writers in recent decades have been successful, not only in
creating theimpression that socialists are well i ntentioned, but also that
anyone who opposes them is selfish. Even scholars like Professor
Raymond Plant, who are making an honest effort to cometo termswith
thefailure of socialism, still retain their doubts about markets. Writing
jointly with an American colleague, Kenneth Hoover, Plant argues that
the market encourages egoism over altruism:

There may well bea placefor marketsin a humanesociety but
they must be kept in their place, because they encourage
someforms of behaviour rather than others, viz. egoism over



dtruism, and rational calculation of advantage over trust.
(Hoover & Plant, 1989:232)

They claim that under what they cadl 'individualist conservatism':

What matters is the result of a person's endeavours and
whether others are prepared to pay for it. Thisis the only
criterion of value applicable in a free society. (1989:51;
emphasis added)

Professor Plant's doubts are those of ascholar who istrying to cometo
termswith the new redlities, but it isdifficult to detect scholarly caution
in dl leftigt claimsabout the selfishnessadf capitalism. Professor Alan
Walker, in the CPAG book cited earlier, for instance, denounces
Thatcherism as 'the politics of selfishness and argues that the British
people will support an alternative strategy built on collectivist and
dtruisticvalues. Despite the 'constant barrage of exhortationsfor self-
reliance and self-interest’, these collective impulses, he says, 'keep
reasserting themselvesin the public opinion polls (Waker & Walker,
1987:7). In thesame publication, Martin Loney of the Open University
uses even stronger language. Greed, he says, has been elevated into
‘a national religion’ (1987:19).

This parody of classica liberadism as inhumane or greedy is
widespread in social-policyliterature. In atypical recent contribution,
British WelfarePolicy: Workhouseto Workfare, Anne Digby, alecturer
at Oxford Polytechnic, interpretsdifferencesadf view over socia policy
as a struggle between humanity and efficiency:

Settingthe requirementsa humanityin social welfarepolicies
against those o efficiency in the market involves striking a
balance between social and economic marketsin our mixed
economy. That the scales are tipping decisively against
humanity is indicated by recent discussion of the desirability
of workfare policies by paliticians on the palitical right.
(Digby, 1989:131)

Summing up, Digby saysthat a period of financial constraint appears
to have made many voters'more consciousd their purse-stringsthan
their heart-strings (1989:3).

Sdf-inter est and Selfishness

The propagandavictory o the Leftin associatingmarketswith selfishness
is based largely on the confusion of self-interestwith selfishness. But dl
instances o self-interestare not exampl esof selfishness. Self-regard may
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be sdlfish; equally it may not. We can understand this question better
if we contemplate the extreme form of other-regarding, or dtruistic,
behaviour. The extreme form regjects dl regard to sdf whatsoever,
believing that even to make an effort to feed onesdlf diverts attention
away from service of others or service of God. Mendicant Buddhist
monks live according to such principles, refraining from work and
relying entirely on begging for support. But we cannot dl be beggars
and it istherefore essential to human survival that most of us take the
trouble to support ourselves and our dependants. Nat to be sdf-in-
terested in your own surviva would be toimposeon othersand to that
extent afailing; and self-support cannot be anything other than a matter
of sef-interest.

In seeking to support ourselves we therefore pursue our self-
interest and sincewelivein a prosperous society it islegitimatefor us
to increase our own comforts as well as merely to provide for
necessities. However, we may go about making efforts to support
ourselvesin asdlfish or unsalfishmanner. And hereliesthe source of
the confusion. Selfishness means consistently putting your own
interests above those of others or consistently disregarding the inter-
ests of others. Self-interest means, at the minimum, providing for
yoursdlf instead of relying on others, but to the classical economistsit
primarily meant seeking to better your own conditions and those of
your family. It wasessentiallyapermissivedoctrine, claimingonly that
there is no shame in seeking a better life through work, saving and
trade. Whether anindividual choosesonly to earn sufficientincomefor
self-support and no more, or whether he prefersto exert himself torise
above mere self-sufficiencyisamatter of personal preference. But self-
interest does not necessarily entail selfishness. A person can be self-
interested and by a process of mutual adjustment to others avoid
selfishness.

Adam Smithiswell known for hisclamin The Wealth of Nations
that we need constant help from one another and that it is more likely
toflowfrom self-lovethan benevolence. Thisobservation has beenthe
source of much misunderstanding, primarily because it is only part of
what Smith has to say on the subject. To understand Smith's thinking
it will help to know something of where his best-known book, The
Wealth d Nations, fits into hiswider work. His lecture course at the
University of Glasgow, where he was professor of moral philosophy,
was divided into four parts. natura theology, ethics, justice (or
jurisprudence) and expediency. The fourth part, on expediency,
formed the basisof TheWealth of Nations. Thethird section on justice



was intended to be a book but remains available only as Lectureson
Jurisprudence. The second section on ethics was the basis for The
Theory of Moral Sentiments, which was also influenced by hislectures
on religion. The Wedth of Nations, therefore, isfar from containing dl

that Smith had to say. To appreciate Smith's contribution it is vita to
understand what he hasto say in The Theoy of Moral Sentimentsand
because Smith's actual views are so different from the caricature often

presented today, | will quote extensively from its pages.

Adam Smith on Morality

It may be unlovely that sdlf-interest motivates people but it is a fact
nonetheless. Thisobservation, however, does not reflect cynicism, nor
merely realism, on Smith's part. He believed, not only that it was
perfectly proper for people to pursue their self-interest, but aso
pointed out that regard for others must always be built on self-interest
because we have no other way of judging how othersfeel. Thefirst
precept of Christianity is

tolovethe Lord our God with dl our heart, with dl our soul,
and with al our strength, soit isthe second to love our neigh-
bour aswe love ourselves; and we love ourselves surely for
our own sakes, and not merely because we are commanded
to. (1969:283-4)

We can only love our neighbours by putting ourselvesin their shoes,
a process which Smith called 'sympathy’, but which today might be
called'empathy’. Itisthe process by which weimagine how wewould
feel if we were in another person's predicament when, for instance,
they look sad or happy or in pain or have jud received bad news.

Smith took pains to distinguish between his notions of sympathy
and selfishness:

Sympathy, however, cannot, in any sense, be regarded as
aselfish principle. When | sympathise with your sorrow or
your indignation, it may be pretended, indeed, that my
emotion is founded in self-love, because it arises from
bringing your case home to myself, from putting myself in
your situation, and thence conceiving what | should feel in
the like circumstances.

But this does not make it selfish because when a person sympathises
with another he changes characters. My grief, therefore, is entirely
upon your account, and not in the least upon my own. It is not,
therefore, in the least selfish’ (p.502).
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But self-love, Smith urged, should not be left to its own devices.
Itshould be tempered by conscience, or in one of hisfavourite phrases,
the 'impartial spectator:

... the natural preference which every man has for his own
happiness above that of other people, is what no impartial
spectator can go along with. Every man is, no doubt, by
nature, first and principally recommended to his own care;
and as he isfitter to take care of himself, than of any other
person it isfit and right that it should beso. ..

But, heinsisted, we must view ourselves

not so much according to that light in which we may naturally
appear toourselves, asaccording tothat in whichwenaturally
appear to others .. .. If he would act so as that the impartial
spectator may enter into the principles of hisconduct. . . he
must . . . humble the arrogance of his self-love, and bring it
down to something which other men can go along with.
(pp.161-2)

Benevolence, Wisdom and Virtue

Thus, we must judge ourselves not by our own selfish inclinations but
according to how others see us. But not just by how any other person
seesus. the judgeischaracterised by Smith as the impartial spectator.

So Smith was not in the least cynical or ambiguous about
selfishness. He regarded selfishness as a vice and benevolence as a
virtue:

tofeel much for others, and littlefor ourselves, that to restrain
our selfish, and to indulge our benevolent, affections, con-
gtitutes the perfection of human nature; and can alone
produce among mankind that harmony of sentiments and
passions in which consists their whole grace and propriety.
(pp.71-2)

Nor did he display any particular admiration for the pursuit of wealth.
Far from it:

This disposition to admire, and almost to worship, the rich
and the powerful, and to despise, or, at least, to neglect,
persons of poor and mean condition . . . is. .. the great and
most universal cause o the corruption of our moral senti-
ments. (p.126)



People, he thought, were much influenced by the respect and
admiration of others. To deserve and to enjoy, the respect and
admiration of mankind, ‘are the great objects of ambition and emula
tion', but two methods were available to us: 'one, by the study o
wisdom and the practice of virtue; the other, by the acquisition of
wealth and greatness' (pp.126-7). He much regretted that

upon coming into the world, we soon find that wisdom and
virtuesare by no meansthe sole objectsdf respect; nor vice
and folly, of contempt. We frequently see the respectful
attentions of the world more strongly directed towards the
rich and the great, than toward the wise and virtuous. We see
frequently the vices and follies of the powerful much less
despised than the poverty and weakness o the innocent.
(p.126)

The Importance of Society

Collectivists dso claim that classical liberalism is based on atomistic
individualism. But Adam Smith took the entirely opposite view. Man
‘can subsist only in society', he says, and much of hiswork was an
attempt to understand the bonds which hold a society together in a
complex economy which increasingly depended on the international
division o labour. When Smith was writing, in the second hdf of the
18th century, lifefor many people had already ceased to consist largely
of face-to-face relationships with close friends or associates and was
more and more based on impersonal trading relationswith strangers,
including distant suppliers, customersand investors. Thischangefrom
face-to-face to anonymous relations has been a recurring theme in
Western political and sociologica thought and Smith's insights into
how a 'great society' of people not intimately known to each other
could be held together are as valid today as they were 200 years ago.

Society, he thought, could be held together according to three
main principles. prudence (utility), beneficence (benevolence) and
justice:

Concernfor our own happiness recommends to us the virtue

of prudence; concern for that of other people, the virtues of

judtice and beneficence — of which the one restrains usfrom

hurting, the other prompts us to promote that happiness.

Prudence, which he also calls utility, refersto the mutual advantage of
exchange at agreed prices. Smith, however, did not believe that
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prudence was the last word on the subject. He believed that a society
would be less happy and agreeable if it was held together by utility
alone:

Society may subsist among different men, as among mer-
chants, from a sense of its utility, without any mutual love
or affection; and though no man in it should owe any
obligation, or be bound in gratitudetoany other, it may still
be upheld by a mercenary exchange of good offices
according to an agreed valuation. (p.166)

But he thought it would be a much better world if it was based on
benevolence and he certainly felt strongly that society ‘cannot subsist
among thosewho are at dl timesready to hurt and injureone another'.
But beneficence, hefelt, was 'the ornament which embellishes, not the
foundation which supportsthe building'. Justicewasthevita element,
or in his own words, 'the main pillar that upholds the whole edifice'.
Beneficence, he thought was

less essential to the existence of society than judtice. Society
may subsist, though not in themost comfortablestate, without
beneficence; but the prevalence of injustice must utterly
destroy it. (p.167)

The distinction between justice and benevolenceis that infringements
of justice do positive harm and are rightly punished by the state,
whereas the absence of benevolence does no actual harm, although
human relationshipsare much the worse without it. Beneficence, said
Smith, ‘cannot be extorted by force, the mere want of it exposesto no
punishment; becausethemerewant of beneficence tendstodonored
positive evil' (p.155). Justice is different and infringements may be
punished:

theviolation of justiceisinjury: it doesrea and positive hurt
to some particular persons, from motiveswhich are naturally
disapproved of. It is, therefore, the proper object of . . .
punishment. (p.157)

Thewant o beneficence merits no punishment, but when practised it
deservesreward in theformof praise. The practiced justice meritsno
praise, but want of it merits punishment (p.159). (I will return to
benevolence and justice in Chapter 5.)

There is no shadow of doubt or reluctance in Smith about the
role of government, no ultimate desire to be rid of it altogether.



Justice wasthevital ingredient in any social order, and justicewasthe
responsibility of government.

Vanity

Nor did Smith favour a narrow materialistic social order. Perhaps
surprisingto the modern reader, Smith reserveshis harshest judgement
for those whotry to explain dl human conduct in termsaf self-interest:

Some splenetic philosophers, in judging of human nature,
have done as peevish individualsare apt to do in judging of
the conduct o one another, and have imputed to the love of
praise, or to what they cal vanity, every action which ought
to be ascribed to that of praiseworthiness. (p.225)

He singles out Bernard Mandevillefor criticism:

Dr Mandeville considers whatever is done from a sense of
propriety, from a regard to what is commendable and
praiseworthy, as being done from a love of praise and
commendation, or, as he cdls it, from vanity. Man, he
observes, is naturally much more interested in his own
happiness than in that of others, and it is impossiblethat, in
hisheart, he can ever redlly prefer their prosperity to hisown.
(pp.487-8)

According to Smith 'the desire of doing what is honourable and nable,
of rendering ourselvesthe proper objectsof esteem and approbation'
cannot properly be called vanity:

Even the love of well-grounded fame and reputation, the
desire of acquiring esteem by what is redly estimable, does
not deserve that name.

It is, says Smith, ‘a love of virtue, the noblest and the best passion of
human nature'. To bevainistoseek praisefor qualitiesor actions that
are not praiseworthy. The wise man, says Smith

feels little pleasure from praise where he knows there is no
praiseworthiness, he often feelsthe highest in doing what he
knowsto be praiseworthy, though he knowsequally well that
no praiseis ever to be bestowed upon it. (p.213)

Smith refers to the 'ingenious sophistry' o Mandeville (p.493), and
accuses him of removing the distinction between virtue and vicein a
pernicious manner (p.487):
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There isan affinity between vanity and the love of trueglory,
as both these passions aim at acquiring esteem and appro-
bation. But they are different in this, that the one is a jugt,
reasonable, and equitable passion, while the other is unjust,
absurd and ridiculous. (p.490)

According to Smith, vanity is the result of our selfish affections,
whereaswell-grounded reputation or glory resultsfromthe benevolent
side of human nature. But, in any event, as Smith constantly repeated,
conscience is the vita arbiter. We endeavour to examine our own
conduct as we imagine any other ‘fair and impartia spectator' would
(p.204):

When | endeavour to examine my own conduct, when |
endeavour to pass sentence upon it, and either to approve or
condemniit, itisevident that, in all such cases, | divide myself,
as it were, into two persons; and that I, the examiner and
judge, represent a different character from that of the other 1.
(p.206)

No man, said Smith

during either the whole course of his life or that of any
considerable part of it, ever trod steadily and uniformly in the
paths of prudence, of justice, or o proper beneficence, whose
conduct was not principally directed by a regard to the
sentiments of the supposed impartial spectator, of the great
inmate of the breast, the great judge and arbiter of conduct.
(p.422)

Thus, Smith utterly rejectstheorieswhich blur or remove thedistinction
between virtue and vice. We may achieve much by pursuing our
legitimate self-interest through mutual adjustment to others, but any
worthy human being should also seek to do right according to his
sense o duty:

That the sense of duty should be the sole principle of our
conduct, is nowhere the precept of Chrigtianity; but that it
should be the ruling and the governing one, as philosophy,
and as, indeed, common sense, directs. (p.269)

Such were the elevated principles which guided one of the founding
fathers of classical liberalism, views which were shared with no less



devotion by the later classical economists, from Ricardo, Senior and
J.S. Mill to Alfred Marshal. During the 20th century duty and
consciencewent out of fashion, especially after World War IT and this
has been reflected in modern classical-liberal writing. But Hayek has
re-instated moral considerations to their central place in classical-
liberal philosophy and we need to follow hislead in improving our
own understanding of the moral conditionsessential to afree society.
Some American scholars, with Michad Novak in the vanguard, have
already begun to take up this challenge (see for example Novak,
1982).

Tosum up: the claim of collectiviststhat they are altruisticand
that classical liberalsfavour selfishness is without foundation. Much
of thetalk of compassion and caring which typifiescollectivistwriting
is, whether deliberately or unwittingly, disguised self-interest of the
narrowest kind. Frequently it comes either from trade unions or
‘professional’ groups intent on cementing their own monopoly
power or from egalitarians who seek to disguise their levelling
doctrine behind a smoke screen of ostensible virtue. But a parade of
compassion is not morality. Mora worth flowsfrom the benefits of
our actions for others, not the loudness of our demandsfor caring at
someone else's expense.

The false contention that to favour markets is to encourage
selfishness is based on a confusion between self-interest and selfish-
ness. Each of us has a legitimate and inevitable self-interest in the
survival and welfare of ourselves and our families, which we pursue
by mutual adjustment to others aswe provide goods and services for
them. Itis, of course, possible for people to pursue their self-interest
in aselfish manner, but no such attitude is approved or condoned by
the classical liberals. They were unanimous in believing, not only
that people should be induced by the checks and balances of the
competitive marketplace to behave properly, but also that every
person should seek to do right according to their conscience.



Chapter 4
Positive and Negative Freedom

hree concepts are central to the new collectivism: socia justice,

positivefreedom and citizenship. This chapter discussespositive

freedom, leaving the analysis of social justice and citizenship to
Chapter 5. 1 will focus especially on the work of Professor Raymond
Plant, one of the leading left-wing intell ectual sattempting to rebuild
collectivistthought. 1 will refer primarily to hismost recent magjor work,
Conservative Capitalismin Britain and the United Sates (1989), writ-
ten jointly with his American colleague, Kenneth Hoover. As the
deputy leader of the Labour Party, Roy Hattersley, recognises: 'No one
in Britain has done more than Raymond Plant to rehabilitatethe notion
that to succeed, perhaps even to survive, the Labour Party needs to
possess a theoretical framework within which to build its practical
policies (Hoover & Plant, 1989:319).

Plant and Hoover believethat the classical-libera critiqued socia
justice hasdented L eft-wingorthodoxy and they set out to demonstrate
the 'enduring relevance of the Left's traditional concern with distribu-
tive issues'(1989:262). Fird, they defend the distinction between
negativeand positivefreedom andfail to see the consequent danger of
confusing freedom with power. Second, they defend egalitarianism
against Hayek's criticiam that 'socia justice is not judice at al. And
third, they advocate citizenship, partly to offer the Labour Party a new
basison which to appeal to the electorate in place of socid class, and
partly to imply that classica liberalsin some way deny full rights of
citizenship to part of the population.

One o the main targetsis Hayek's conception of freedom, which
Plant and Hoover cdl 'negative freedom'. According to Plant and
Hoover, advocates of negative freedom restrict ‘citizenship' to civil and
palitical rightsand assign people hoeconomicrights. Negativefreedom,
they say, does not 'entitle the citizen to any particular share of resources.
To assessthis view we must first understand what Hayek says.

Clarity of Language

Hayek believes that distinguishing between positive freedom and
negative freedom has given the false impression that there are two
species of the samegenus'freedom’. But accordingto Hayek, negative



freedom is concerned with individual autonomy whilst positivefree-
dom means '‘power" and forms part of a wider ideology which wants
the power dof the state to be used to bring about equality of outcome.

Freedomin the classical-libera sense is negativein that it describes
the absence d an evil, namely coercion by others. It does not assure us
of opportunities, but as Hayek commentsin The Congtitutiond Liberty
(1960): ‘whilethe usesdf liberty are many, liberty is one’ (1960:19). He
goes on:

In the sense in which we use the term, the penniless
vagabond wholives precarioudly by constant improvisationis
indeed freer than the conscripted soldier with al his security
and relative comfort, But if liberty may therefore not aways
seem preferable to other goods, it is a distinctive good that
needs a distinctive name. (1960:18)

Hayek is not, therefore, engaging in an argument about the ‘real’ or
‘correct’ meaning of the term freedom, he merely wants to avoid
equivocation in the use of terms, for if the same term means different
things to different people there can be no rational debate and no
progress towards truth.

Traditionally, advocates o freedom have been concerned with the
scope and duties of government. The state plays a key part in
preventing private acts of coercion by laying down a framework of
ruleswhich it will enforce against privateforce and fraud. Theserules
mainly stipulate what you may not do to others. kill, steal, break
agreements, andsoon. But, becauseit enjoysa monopoly of coercion,
the government is also a potential menace to liberty which explains
why classical liberals have been particularly concerned with the rights
of the individual against the central power. The government, with the
police, army and tax collectorsat itsdisposal, can more severely impair
individual liberty than any private organisation.

Hayek's goal is to understand that set of social arrangements
which is most compatible with each individual functioning as an
autonomous, thinking and valuing person. He defines'coercion’ asthe
opposite state of affairs:

By 'coercion’ we mean such control of the environment or
circumstancesd a person by another that, in order to avoid
greater evil, he is forced to act not according to a coherent
plan of hisown but to serve the ends of another. .. Coercion
is evil precisely because it thus eliminatesan individua as a
thinking and valuing person and makes him a baretool in the
achievement of the ends of another. (1960:20-1)
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Plainly aslaveis not a thinking, valuing person but rather a mere
tool of another'swill. But coercionisasdlippery concept and can easily
be applied to any situation in which a person chooses the lesser evil,
such asentering into an agreement with some degree of reluctance. If,
for instance, | enjoy working in the open air but the only available job
isasafarmlabourer on relativelylow pay, am| coerced by thefarmer?
Egalitarians often speak of coercion as if it applied to all cases of
reluctant acceptance of agreements and assume that each such
instance justifies government intervention.

W hy Restraint i s Justified

But in deciding the circumstancesin which government may legiti-
mately promiseto punish types of conduct it isimportant to remember
why restraint is judtified at al. It is in order to facilitate individual

choice, not to attempt to remedy every dissatisfaction in civil society.
This concern to limit the occasions on which governments may
interfere coercively is sometimes confused with the view that any

action in private life which does not harm othersis permissible. Often
called laissez-faire this idea has been advocated by ultra-libertarians
whose ultimate objectiveis no government a dl and who believe that
‘anything goes' in social life. For them dl restraints, whether gov-

ernmental or social, are bad. As Adam Ferguson, a contemporary of

Adam Smith, warned:

the vulgar conceive a zed for liberty to consist in opposition
togovernment. . . and seem to think that whatever impairsthe
power of the magistrate must enlarge the freedom of the
people.

But, he contended:

the establishment of a jus and effectual government for the
repression of crimes,isd al circumstancesin civil society the
most essential tofreedom: That everyoneis judly said to be
free in proportion asthe government under which he resides
issufficiently powerful to protect him, at the same timethat it
issufficiently restrained and limited to prevent the abuse of its
power. (Ferguson, 1975:458-9)

If some restraint of private activity by government is necessary, the
central question is how best to apply restraint in order to facilitate
individual autonomy. In essence, classical liberas have argued that a
‘rule of law' is preferable to the ‘arbitrary ruleof men'. Thatis, if there
must be restraint then restraint through laws is more consistent with



individual autonomy than arbitrary power, so that every person, as
they go about their affairs, can takeinto account what the law prohibits
or requires. Lawsin thissense are warningswhich enable usto avoid
unwanted consequences if we so choose.

Hayek identifies four main requirements to which laws should
conform. Firgt, laws must be abstract, that is, they must not apply to
specific persons, places or objects, but rather to types or kinds of
persons, places or objects. Thisisintended to make it more difficult
for law makers to grant specia privileges to favoured factions or
individuals. Second, they must be prospective and not retrospective
so that individuals know where they stand. Third, the rules must be
known and certain and therefore lessopen to perverse or self-serving
application by judges. Fourth, they must apply to everyone equally
and above all to the legidatorsas well as to others, iri the hope of
discouraging law makersfrom giving advantages to known groups, a
practice which leadsto the legidative process becoming a method of
gaining advantages at the expense o others (1960:209). No less
important than the form that state coercion takes is the scope of
government. If every conceivable matter were dictated by law there
would be little individual autonomy.

In spite of Hayek's careful argument that positive and negative
freedom are not species of the same genus, but different things, Plant
and Hoover interpret freedom as the capacity to act; that isthey insist
on using the term 'freedom’ to describe 'power’. In doing so they
appear to have misunderstood why Hayek values individual au-
tonomy. Hayek'sided isthethinking,valuing citizen and he contends
that government restraint through arule of law is necessary in order to
grant people a sphere of action protected against pre-defined acts of
coercion at the hands of others. This necessitates prescribing the
impartial form that government action takes as well as limiting the
scope o government. Individual autonomy in Hayek's sense is not
advanced by caling on government to exert arbitrary power to
equalise each person's material holdings because thiswould mean that
everyone's life was open to unlimited manipulation by government.
Thus, in the sort of society favoured by egalitariansa person might be
ableto prosper by hard work, investment or saving, but only up to that
point approved by the government of the day. That is, people would
be pawnsin agame played by government. They would not be actors
with their own values, thoughts and aspirationsentitled to follow their
own inclinations so long as they do not infringe pre-ordained laws
designed to give everyone similar freedom.
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Plant and Hoover cdl thetradition of freedom which emphasises
the rights of the individual against the centra power 'negative
freedom’, suggesting that it is inferior compared with positive free-
dom. Does the focus on checking state coercion make it any less
attractive? We can understand this question better by comparing
freedom with another negative concept 'peace’. Peace means the
absence of war, but few would clam that negative peace is less
desirable than positive peace.

If we follow Plant and Hoover's approach of applying the
adjective'positive to peace, we can see more clearly the nature of their
mistake. Imagine that 'negative’ peace described a state of affairsin
which therewas no war and therefore greater opportunities to become
prosperous. In thissituationwe can envisagethat some people would
work harder and longer than others and earn more money, And some
would become wealthy through luck. How would we react if a
political group began to demand 'positive’ peace? — meaning that
everyone should enjoy only the'appropriate’ share of the rewardsthey
were able to reap because of the absence of war.

Mogt people would see instantly that peace — theabsence of war
— isadesirable and sufficient state of affairsin its own right and that
advocates o 'positive peace’ were applying an entirely separate
principle, equalisation. And they might note that the effect of calling
this levelling doctrine 'positive peace' is to conceal its true character.

Us=ful Inequalities

A magjor difficulty with Plant and Hoover's approach isthat they appear
to assume a staticstart. They speak of entering marketsand desirea
fresh start but with a more equal distribution brought about by
rectifying holdingsat the starting-gate(1989:207, 212). Itisplainly true
that there is a given distribution at any moment o observation but
societies are dynamic entities. The distribution is changing constantly
and we can never in practicestart afresh. Everyone has a past history
and the effort to rectify incomesand wealth a the conceptual starting-
line may undermine something valuablein the arrangementswhichled
to the distribution of holdings at the moment of observation. In
economics this has usually been understood as undermining the
incentive structure of differential rewards, an argument which Plant
accepts within very narrow terms.

Like John Rawls before them, Raymond Plant and Kenneth
Hoover desire to narrow material differences without impairing
economic performance. They are contemptuous of equality of



opportunity because, they say, not enough is done to eliminate
background inequalities such as parental bequests (p.219). Indeed,
procedural equality of opportunity is described as disingenuous,
because it is not equality at the starting-gate. They speak of the
necessity for ‘compression of the reward structure' and even of the
desirability of restricting bequeststo prevent parentsfrom giving their
children too much of an advantage(p.220). Itisasowrong, they say,
to reward talent as 'prodigiously aswe do' (p.221). Note the use of
the term ‘we’, which implicitly assumes a central apparatus deciding
who deserves what.

While Plant and Hoover want to reduce the advantages that flow
from talent for which the individual was not responsible, they are not
absolute hard-line equalisers. They recognise that their approach
restrictsindividual liberty and seek to develop a theory of ‘legitimate
inequality’ (p.221). They acknowledge two concerns. first, the
adequacy of incentives and second, whether the process they call
‘trickle down' helps the poor more than redistribution (p.223).

I ncentives

They accept with some reluctance that incentives are necessary for
higher productivity and efficiency and describe the higher payment
whichisusually (but not aways) madeto peoplewho have undergone
trainingasa'rent of ability' (p.224). They express resentment towards
people who are fortunate enough to be gifted and they particularly
resent advantages due to family background, for which, they say, the
individual deserves no credit. They see the 'rent of ability' as a pure
economic criterion: itisthat sum of money which will get a job done
and without which society would be poorer, They say they do not want
a pay board tofix such differentialsbut that there ought to be 'an onus
to judify incentives (p.225). It is, however, very difficult to see how
such apervasiveinvigilationof pay could beoperated without acentral
apparatus with some teeth.

Their hogtility to differential rewards is flawed in two particular
ways. First, they wrongly perceivethe only justified differentialsto be
due to merit or desert in the form of effort expended on training,
whereas there are other grounds. Second, their hodtility to the family
and their narrow focus on its contribution to enabling individualsto
enhance their earningsignores the vital role of the family in character
building and moral training.

Low income may be the result of misfortune; it may also be the
result of afailureto give good service. Redistributingincomeswould
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fatally undermine the signalling mechanism by which we can tell
whether or not we are contributing maximum service to our fellows.
Moreover, if service to others does not determine income, other
forceswill doso. In Plant and Hoover's scheme, political power will
determine individual earnings. In a classical-liberal society we
cannot say that skill and hard work will always reap their reward, but
we can say that an open society increases the chances of this being
so and that it isdesirable for that reason. Clearly if you are fortunate
enough to have well-off parents who give you money, thisconfersan
initial advantage over others who are lesswell placed. But perform-
ance counts and there are many examples o poorly-endowed people
rising by their own efforts and of the well-endowed ceasing to be
prosperous through incompetence or moral failure.

TheRole of Competition

But the freedom of individualsto reap the reward o their own efforts
is not the only issue. No lessimportant isthe role of competition in
channelling individua efforts to the service of others. To the extent
that income and wealth depend on providing goods and services for
other people, competition ensures that only those who best satisfy the
requirements of their fellows prosper. In Plant and Hoover's view,
rewards should be 'compressed’ which means that it will be less
worthwhile troubling to give good service.

It can plausibly be claimed that material rewards at any given
moment depend primarily on performance in meeting the require-
ments of fellow citizens. Luck counts, but to resent it and to desire
coercively to eliminate its effects destroys opportunity and benefits
no one. It may be that a company decidesto sell a product because
of a purely private passion o its owner, and that by sheer luck it
proves successful. Neverthelessthe company’s action in selling the
product remains meritorious in that it meets the requirements of
others. (Thisisnot to claim that al wants merit equal respect, only
that there is no advantage in discriminating against good fortune.)

Itisof the utmostimportance to recognisethat rewardsdepend on
thevalue of goodsand servicesto the peoplewho chooseto buy them,
not on the personal meritsor needsd suppliers. For thisreason Hayek
regretsthat market rewards have sometimes been judtified exclusively
as the deserved outcome of hard work or skill (Hayek, 1976:74).
Individualsmay justlyfeel proud of their success, but their prideshould
come from having given good service as judged by others. It isaso
permissible to be proud of hard work and skill but it should not be
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assumed that all successisdueto personal qualitiesor effort. Success
involveswinning thevoluntary support of fellow citizens, an altogether
more humble basisfor pride.

Trickle Down

Plant and Hoover recognise that it isfruitlessto aspireto equalisepeople
if thereislittle or no wedlth to redistribute. For this reason they seek
economic growth, but their paramount concern remains egalitarianism.
This focus on materid equality enables them to see that materia
incentives are functional because they encourage people to exert
themselves and thus to create economic growth. But it diverts their
attention from a bigger redlity, namely that it is the ethos of personal
responsibility which is the rea engine driving economic growth.

When speaking of the process whereby wealth is first created
and then finds its way into the pockets of individuals and families,
Plant and Hoover use the term ‘trickle down’, a notion which suggests
a movement o money from the wealthy to the poor, and which
conjuresup animagedf the poor receiving crumbsfrom the rich man's
table. Isthisan accurateway of thinkingabout theideas articulated by
the classica economists?

It is important to understand the nature of the societies the
classical economists were hoping to escape from. The old medieval
order was hierarchical and static. Mogt people lived a subsistence
level, year in year out, and from generation to generation. And most
were born to a particular stationin life. In rural areas there were few
choices to be made: the village meetingin some localitiesor the lord
of the manor in others, dictated which crops must be grown, when
ploughing must begin, when to sow, which animals might be tended,
and so on. In the towns the guilds exercised detailed control over al
aspects of work, includingthe productsthat could be made, the prices
charged, the quantities produced and the methods, toolsand materials
that might be used.

During the 17th and 18th centuries it was possible to detect a
radical change which was not fully articulated until the later part of
the 18th century. Families, initially dotted here and there, later in
large numbers, began to defy the old ways. They used their practical
wisdom toimprove the methods used togrow crops, rear animalsand
make useful goods for others to use. Dependent only on their
courage and what today we might call their human capital, they
defied the village authorities and tried new ways of farming, or they
left for new localitieswhere traditional authority wasweak. Similarly,
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some familiesleft the stifling atmosphere of the ancient boroughs for
rural areas where the writ of the guilds did not run. Here they tried
their hands at different methodsdf manufactureand trade. Asit turned
out, these pioneers prospered. Following tradition in agriculture,
animal husbandry and manufacturing created a static, hierarchical life
at subsistencelevel for dl but afew aristocrats. Rut, when individuals
were set freeto develop their own methods of farming and manufac-
ture by trial-and-error, economic growth wasthe outcome. Prosperity
began to spread as each began to share in the new prosperity created
by the application of human initiativeand knowledge.

The essence o this revolutionary departurefrom the old order was
free scope for human ingenuity and knowledge, which in turn assumes
that individual saretaking personal responsibilityfor their own affairs,in
religiousand moral mattersnolessthan in theirwork. The samefamilies
that took risks in growing cropsin new ways or making products by
different methods also tended to prefer to elect their own preachersin
a general meeting rather than to countenance the authority of bishops.
And in hard times, they preferred the mutua aid of the church
congregation or the friendly society to dependency on the parish.

Thus, the new prosperity which enabled the vast mgjority to
escape from the old, unchanging, hierarchical socia order was the
result of individualswho were willing to take risks by applying their
own practical knowledge in their work. But consider the attitude of
modern egalitarians. They show no awareness of the centrality of
persona responsibility, human ingenuity and human capital in gen-
erating prosperity. The egdlitarian's eyes are focused on relative
rewards and whether they are deserved. If talent givesrise to ahigher
income, they are concerned to impose a penalty, particularly if the
talent is natural or has been encouraged by attentive parents. They
have not understood that personal responsibility isstill the determining
factor. There are many naturaly talented individuals who have
squandered their endowmentsand it is not unknown for the children
of the wealthy to live frivolous,futile lives.

Classical liberalism puts personal responsibility at the centre; the
focus of the egditarian is smply too narrow. But there is another
aspect of ‘trickle down' which egalitarians neglect. Democratic
capitalism has in practice produced greater materia equality than the
old order that it replaced. And if we compare al the inequalities of
Britain, not only with pre-capitaist history, but also with modern
communist countries then we find that wealth in Britain is mor e, not
less, equally distributed. Communist countries have declared equality



to betheir goal for decades, but the reality has been very differentand
the priceinlost liberty very high. Eastern European experienceshould
deter usfrom alowing the state to become too powerful in pursuit of
apparently benign objectives. Should we take the same risks in order
to ‘compress income differentials or reduce the ratio between the
poorest and the richest person? So long as the standard o life of the
poorest person isacceptable, why should the state be concerned at al
with income relativities?

Egalitarian Materialism

Nor do Plant and Hoover revea any awareness o the relative trividity
of the egalitarianideal. Hayek's inspirationis afree society in which
individuals, in mutual concert with their fellows, can conceive and
pursue their own version of the good life, thus enabling unknown
persons to contribute to the good o others by innovation or
achievement in industry, services, the arts and voluntary work. The
ideal isto maximisethe chancesfor everyoneto live afull lifein dl its
dimensions. In contrast, the egalitarian'sfocusis narrow and material.
Perhaps without being fully aware of it, egalitarians appear to see
people merely as consumers, or satisfaction seekers, and desire only to
equalise their power to consume material goods, and then only up to
the point at which economic growth would beimpaired. Itistrue that
earlier egdlitarians like Tawney and Titmuss argued that greater
material equality would raise the non-material aspirations and pursuits
of the poor. Anditisplainly true that someone who is hungry will be
pre-occupied with finding their next meal at the expense of more
elevated concerns. But thisisan argument for protecting peoplefrom
material hardship. It does not follow that we must al be equa in
material possessions, or even more equal than we are now, in order to
live aculturaly richer life. Once people have risen above subsistence
level the richnessdf their cultureis an independent variable. History
offers many examples of wealthy people who have lived shallow and
even debauched lives and no fewer examples o people with little to
cal their own who have enjoyed a more elevated existence.

Civil society is far more than an economic reward system. In
particular, families are essential ingtitutions for raising responsible
citizens by mora training and developing character. Parents have a
natural desire for their children to succeed but to the egalitarian, the
family is primarily asource of 'unfair' advantages. The giving of such
advantages by parents is resented and egalitarians urge that they be
removed, cancelled or ‘compressed’. If they achieved their am they
would undermine one of the main forces for good in the world, the
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powerful natural desire of parentsto help their children dowell. How
much harm hasthe pursuit of equality already donetothefamily? And
if such measures do undermine the family, has this weakened it as a
character-building institution vital to civic harmony? No such question
occurs to the egalitarian.

Egalitarianism Corrupts Democr acy

No less important, egalitarians have failed to see the dangers of
extending state power. Their focus on positivefreedom derivesfrom
their desireto bring about equality of outcome and Plant and Hoover's
comment that Hayek concedes a connection between freedom and
power suggests that they may not have understood Hayek's underlying
concern. Plant and Hoover (1989:209) argue that Hayek concedes
some connection between freedom and ‘abilities (i.e. power) whenin
The Congtitution d Liberty (1960:136) he accepts that a monopoly
supplier of water in a desert may coerce people. Hayek objects to
monopoly becausethe monopolist can strip people of the opportunity
to function as responsible, choosing agents. And he values liberty
because he anticipates that some peoplewill put it togood use, to the
ultimate benefit of al. But Hayek stresses that we do not know in
advance who will be the innovators and that we must, therefore,
ensure opportunitiesfor all.

The essential point is that Hayek is concerned with the life
chances of unknown persons. Plant and Hoover's focus is on the
present material condition of knowngroups o individualssuch asthe
lowest earners at agiven moment. They appear to see no rea danger
in licensing party politiciansto bid at elections for support by offering
to confer additional income on large sections of the population at the
expense of others. Above al, they do not see that democracy is thus
transformed into avote-buying process in which every person must be
concerned to enhance or at least protect his material position against
intrusion by others armed with the powers o the state. Hayek's goal
istoavoid thiscorruption of democracy by confining government asfar
aspossibleto theroleof rulemaker and enforcer. Experienced private
law enforcement should havewarned usof the necessity tofight for an
impartial state. Private policing led historically to blood feuds and
excessive vengeance because people are apt to attach too much
importance to their own concerns. And just as people tend to over-
punish transgressors when their own immediate interests are affected,
so people are too fond of their own comfortsto be trusted to use state
power to redistribute the incomes of others.

Redistributive'justice' isundesirable because it providesa basisfor



discretionary political power. Traditionallyclassicd liberalscontended
that government must enjoy a monopoly of coercion so that individuals
know they can only be coerced by one agency and this agency must
coercethrough general lawswhich each person can takeintoaccountin
advance. Individualsknow that any conduct not prohibitedis permitted
and are thusfree to develop their own talents. Thisis in the interests of
dl because we never know in advance who will make a worthwhile
contribution. The market enables us to discover the unknown and
unpredictable. Compare this with a society based on 'socid justice.
Individual swould beabl eto go about their own affairsbut no onewould
be permitted to make more than an approved multiple of the lowest
income. Thiswould put limitson capital accumulationand prospectsfor
innovation. Or, if there was no declared ratio, but only a commitment
to ‘compression’ as Plant and Hoover propose, then we would face
arbitrary political power because the government would be entitled to
'rectify’ any material outcome it did not like.

| suggested in Chapter 2 that egalitarians dislike of inequality is
partly aesthetic. Adam Smith described the desire to make everyone
conform to a pattern as a 'love of system' (1969:305):

The man of system . . . is apt to be very wise in his own
conceit, and is often so enamoured with the supposed beauty
of hisown ideal plan of government, that he cannot suffer the
smallest deviationfrom any part of it. . . . he seemstoimagine
that he can arrange the different members of a great society
with as much ease as the hand arranges the different pieces
upon a chess-board; he does not consider that the pieces
upon the chess-board have no other principle of motion
besides that which the hand impresses upon them; but that,
in the great chess-board of human society, every single piece
has a principle of motion of itsown, altogether different from
that which the legislature might choose to impress upon it.
(pp.380-1)

Plant and Hoover show some awareness o the danger that the state's
power may expand toofar but they generally prefer to think of demands
on the government as 'culturally defined' rather than politically defined
(1989:211). Forinstance,they accept that 'needs are politicisedand tend
to grow, and therefore that some constraints make sense. Accordingly,
they concede that thereis no obligationon government to providefor dl
self-defined'needs if thesmilar demandsof othersare put & risk. They
also agreewith Rawls that there is no duty to equaliseif tota resources
would be reduced (1989:217-18). In defence of their far-reaching
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proposals, they point out that the limited safety net of classicd liberalsis
also open to palitical pressure. Thisistrue, but it is plainly lessopen to
politica pressure than the extensive government intervention they
envisage.

It is important to distinguish between the relief of hardship and
equalisation. Theformer is consistent with limited government whilst
the latter provides a rationalefor unlimited arbitrary power. It istrue
that the accepted view of what constitutes hardship will change with
general prosperity but if the minimum standard of living is defined at
aparticulartimein termsaof a basket of goods, then thissetsaclear limit
on the government's power (for a discussion of public perceptions of
necessity, see Mack & Landey, 1985:53ff.). The basket of goods can
change over time asthe consensus on the accepted minimum changes,
and to avoid constant political pressurefor change or adjustment the
basket of goods might be fixed for a five or ten year period. By
contrast, both the desireto bring people up to the constantly-changing
averagewage and the vague ambitionto compressincome differentials
alow wide scope for state coercion.

Marke Forces and Political Forces

Plant and Hoover complain that the market will ‘dominate’ more and
more of our lives (1989:231). In their scheme, however, political
power is to dominate. They do not see the qualitative difference
between market forces and political forces. Classica-liberal or
market principles describe a process in which people are free to
pursuetheir own version of the good life. Inthe social order desired
by egalitarians most spheres are to be politicised, with the result that
the government will predominate in dictating what the good life shall
be. Nor do egalitarians seem conscious that the poorest people are
at a disadvantage in a highly politicised system. In a free society
those poor peoplewho hopefor a better life can fulfil their aspiration
by a purely persona choice to work hard and save from their
earnings. An egalitarian society requires the ambitious poor to
organise politicaly to fulfil their hopes.

Plant and Hoover are very concerned about economic concentra
tion, which, they believe, has implications for political power. Eco-
nomic power, they say, cannot be dismissed from the political agenda
because money can buy political power. Y et they are not so concerned
about political power as such. Free marketeers, they say, are naive
about the impact of economic power on politics (pp.228-9). On the
contrary, classical liberals are suspicious of dl concentrations of
power, private or public, and urge competition and the maximum



room for individual initiativein order to encourage the wide dispersal
of economic power. Egdlitarians display no awareness that power
concentrated in political hands is a far more menacing threat than
power in private hands. Imaginethat one of the leading car manufac-
turers somehow established an absolute monopoly on car production.
They would have a massive income but the worst thing any such
company could do would be to push up car prices or perhaps make
bad quality and unsafe cars. Thiswould be thoroughly undesirable,
and in acompetitivemarket competitorswould soon replace them, but
consider what is the worst action a government could take? It hasthe
police, prisons, tax collectorsand the army, enabling it to kill, torture,
imprison, confiscate possessions and take away individual rights.

The egalitarian might retort that a monopolistic company might
have so much money it could buy political power. Thismay be so but
then the threat would be from the abuse of palitical power not eco-
nomic power. We would have come full circle. The fundamental
problem remains how to avoid the abuse of state power. The remedy
isto put severelimitson the uses of political power so that no amount
of economic power can buy unlimited political power. And jus to be
on the safe side one o the tasks of government should be to enforce
competition to discourage concentrations of economic power and
promote wide dispersal of resources. It does not matter how many
cans of Coca-Colaor motor carsor anything elseacompany sells. The
money it may accumulate does not become a threat until it is
transformed into political power. The power to direct the police, the
army, the prisons and to levy taxes are the means to take away
individual liberty and, therefore, the primary abuses to be avoided.

No less important, market competition disperses power by
alowing people to accumulate capital. This makes it more difficult
for governments to become over-mighty by concentrating al power
in their own hands.

| dealism and Naivety

Thelack of awareness of the dangersinherent in extending state power
stemsfrom assumptionsabout human nature and behaviour. Put at its
simplest, some egalitariansare motivated by hatred and some by love,
and those motivated by love tend to be sanguine about how good
people will speedily become. Over the years socialists have won a
good deal of support because of their optimisticview of human nature.
But the credit they have won islargely misplaced becauseit restson a
confusion between, on the one hand, thefactua bdief that people will
quickly become good citizens, and on the other, a private determina-
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tion tolivethelifed agood citizen by aiming personally to achievethe
highest possible standards of conduct. Individuals who strive to
becomegood and upright citizensdeserve the highest praise; individu-
as who believe that the mgjority will very quickly come to achieve
human perfectionare naive. More serioudly, if they proposeto remodel
national institutionson the assumption that the mgjority will awaysbe
good and upright in dl their dealings, they are a menace.

Classicd liberalsassume that peopleare corruptible. Tosomethis
isregrettable because it suggeststhat classical liberalsdo not believeit
worthwhiletostrivefor perfection. But to recognisethetruth of astate
of affairsisnot to accept or condoneit, nor isit to dismisseffortsaimed
at improvement. Asthework o Adam Smith amply testifies, ethically
classical liberalscal for people to act according to conscience and to
strivefor the highest standards. But simultaneously classicd liberalism
facesthetruththat peopleare corruptibleand seekstotakeappropriate
precautions. In politics, therefore, classicd liberalism callsfor checks
and balances to prevent the abuse of government power. And in
economics, competition is advocated to deter selfish conduct. Social-
ists, however, make insufficient allowance for corruptibility. The
classical liberd is no less enthusiastic about aiming for the highest
standards of human conduct, but urges only that we do not create
institutionswhich assume that man has already been perfected or can
be perfected. The practical result of making thislatter assumption has
everywhere been rapid disillusion, leading to a search for scapegoats,
followed in quick succession by persecution of al opponents.

Egdlitarians do not seem to have understood that they have
erected a theory which judifies arbitrary power and that in their
favoured world people would be unable to be certain in what respects
they remain free to act and in what respects unfree. The practical
importance of such uncertainty for the confidence essential to long-
term investment is vividly demonstrated by the plight of Hong Kongin
the shadow of the Chinesetakeover.

More than Negative Freedom

Classicd liberalism is not concerned only with the rights of the
individual againgt the state, so-called negative freedom. The term
'negative freedom' does not accurately sum up the classica-libera
view of the role of government, which is that government has an
indispensable role in maintaining and enforcing rules prescribing just
or right conduct between individuals and other persons. It is only
because such power can be abused that classical liberalism is aso
concerned with limiting government power. The ultimate goal is not



the total absence of government, but that balance between individual
and government most compatible with the independent, thinking,
valuing person.

Thus, we may make three distinctions. First, there are the rules
governing private relations, enforced by government. Second, there
arerulesputting limitson what government may doin order to prevent
abuse of itsown power. Third, as Adam Smith clearly saw, there are
the private relationships themselves, which are guided by moral
principles not backed by the threat of official punishment but by
private expressions of approval or disapproval. Classcd liberalismis
parodied as being about negativefreedom, when manifestlyit isabout
far morethan that. Theterm 'negativefreedom' refersonly tothelimits
on government advocated by classica liberals, not the enforceable
rules of justice which underpin liberty, nor the mora order on which
freedom also rests.



Chapter 5

Social Justiceand Citizenship

freedomin the West. First, thelack of awareness of the limitsof

human knowledge and the corresponding tendency to over-
estimate the ability of governments to plan the affairs of the nation.
Second, the idea that palitical freedom must entail unlimited popular
sovereignty, which in reality means unlimited government. And third,
the demandfor social or redistributive justiceon which thismonograph
focuses. Accordingto Hayek, 'socia justice has produced awillingness
to use the coerciveapparatus o the state, not to seefair play between
citizens according to established rules, but to adjust the material
positions of particular groups in accordance with the government's
preferences.

Hayek counsels against the abuse of the term ‘justice’, which
historically described the idea of fair play according to established
and impartial rules, that is, ruleswhich took no account of persons.
According to Hayek, this original concept of justice is barely
understood in the West today, and increasingly commentators
speak not of justice but social justice. They have in mind, not
personal conduct as judged against a moral or legal standard, but
some concrete state of affairslike the rate of pay of a given set of
employees or the share of national income of some segment of the
population. It is considered unjust that the rich should enjoy so
much wealth and unjust that the poorest section of the population
should receive only a certain proportion of the nation's income.
Hayek's criticismis that, strictly speaking, only human conduct can
be called just or unjust:

If we apply the termsto a state of affairs, they have meaning
only in sofar aswe hold someone responsiblefor bringing it
about or allowing it to come about. A barefact, or state of
afairs which nobody can change, may be good or bad, but
not just or unjust. (1976:31)

No one would think of calling natural occurrenceslike bad weather or
earthgquakes either just or unjust.

H ayek believesthat three factors have been undermining persona



TheClear Use of Language

Once moreHayek isinsistingon the clear use of language. Tosomethis
insistencemay seem to be pointless or purely 'semantic’. It is possible
to engagein fruitless disputation about the meaning of words and thus
fail toget tothe heart of the matter, but Hayek's complaint is different.
Not to be concerned to use language clearly, he says, is to be un-
concerned with truth, either when it is stated in simple propositions
or when inferred by valid reasoning. Equivocation is probably the
most widely practised logical error and the telescoping of distinc-
tionsiscurrently acommon type of equivocation in political theory.
Justice strikes most people asagood thing and political philosophers
naturally try to present their preferencesin language that addsto their
appeal, but the desire to present a case in attractive terms should not
override the obligation to reason validly without ambiguity. 'Justice,
in the sense of conforming to impartial rules, isdifferent from 'social
justice, in the sense of using the power o the state to equalise
material possessions. The language of political discourse should
make the difference clear because to telescope such distinctionsisto
engage in propaganda not scholarship.

Hayek's judgment on political philosophers who abuse language
issevere, but he acknowledges that the great mgjority of people who
use the term 'socid justice’ believe it is no more than an innocent
expression of goodwill towardsthe lessfortunate. Hayek contends that
it isno such thing. Ultimately social justiceis

based throughout on the atrocious idea that political power
ought to determine the materia position of the different
individuals or groups — an idea defended by the false
assertion that this must aways be so and socialism merely
wishes to transfer this power from the privileged to the most
numerous class. (1976:99)

Since the shares of national income people end up with are neither
intended nor foreseen he claimsthat the term ‘justice’ should not be
applied to them. In its proper use the term justice means infringing
some pre-established rule requiring or prohibiting specified conduct.
A mere state of affairs can infringe no such rule.

However, Hayek does not believe that each nation-state must
aways automatically accept any and every given distribution. He
acknowledges that past injustice can be rectified but holds that unliess
such injusticeis clear and recent it will generally be impracticable to
correct it (1976:131). For example, a wealthy British family which
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inherited land originally bestowed on a distant relative by William the
Conqueror should be left alone, but there might be a case for the
redistribution of huge estatesin some Latin American countries where
land was seized by force from native Indians earlier this century.

Nor should Hayek's view be confused with opposition to al
measures to assist the poor. He criticisesthe concept of socia justice
because, by putting each person's material position at the disposal of
the government and focusing on the relative position of groups, it
provides a basis for the corruption of the democratic process. He
regardsasafety net for those unable tofend for themsel vesas essential.

Nor is he wholly opposed to any effort to appraise the overall
fairness of a given socia order. He urges only that in assessing its
fairnessor desirability we put asideour awareness of our own material
position in it. His aternative method of appraising the ‘fairness or
attractivenessdf a whole society or culture has much in common with
Rawls's technique o deciding on the desirability of asocial order from
behind a 'vell of ignorance, that is without knowing what our own
positionin it would be (Rawls, 1972). Essentially Hayek believesthat
laws should increase the life chances of unknown persons:

All the law can do is to add to the number of favourable
possihilitieslikely to arisefor some unknown person and thus
to build up an increasing likelihood that favourable oppor-
tunitieswill come anyone's way. (Hayek, 1976:130)

We should, therefore, regard as the most desirable order of society:

one which we would choose if we know that our initial
positionin it would be decided purely by chance (such asthe
fact of our being born into a particular family).

Put another way, 'the best society would be that in which we would
prefer to place our children if we knew that their position in it would
be determined by lot'. In these circumstances very few people, he
believes, would choose either an egditarian order in which the
government sought to level each person down to some officia
standard or one in which richeswere availableto the few, aswe find
in aristocratic societies. Instead, most would choose an industrial
society which offered the great mgjority the opportunity to thrive by
their own efforts and provided an acceptable minimum for the less
fortunate (1976:132). For instance, if you had a chance to live in the
18th century and you knew you would be an aristocrat you might find
the idea attractive, but if your positionin the 18th century was to be



assigned randomly, the chances are you would be a peasant or a
servant. A society in which each individual'slifestyleis a matter for
personal choice and which offersthe prospect, but not the guarantee,
of successfor al those who arewilling to work, isfar more attractive.

Confusing Justice and Benevolence

Professor Plant criticisesHayek's contention that the total distribution
of income and wealth is neither intended nor foreseeable by anyone
and, therefore, not a matter o justice in the traditional sense of the
term. In Conservative Capitalism, Plant and Hoover appear to accept
that the overall pattern of materia holdingsis not intended by anyone,
any morethan theweather isintended, but they believethat thismisses
the point that for some groups some results are foreseeable. More
specificaly, Plant and Hoover claim that, ‘as ageneral rule, those who
enter a market with least will end up with least' (1989:207). Thus,
poverty isaforeseeableresult of startingwith asmall share, eveniif the
outcome was not intended by any other individual.

As | have dready argued, the clam that we can foresee that
poverty will lead to further poverty is over-stated. Having money isa
help, but itisno guarantee of success. A person can start with nothing
and through effort, skill and diligent service, become very prosperous.
Indeed, the chief difficulty for the low-paid worker who wishes to
advance by hard work and savingisthe high rate of incometax on low
incomes which has resulted from pursuing policies of equalisation
since World War 11

In any event, the important question for Plant is not how market
outcomes have been caused, but how we respond to them. He
believesthat our reactionsto misfortunes, such as poverty, can be just
or unjust. He contends that the just response is to accept collective
responsibility for redistributing resources at the starting-gate because
only in thismanner can we avoid the poverty which istheforeseeable
result of the initial maldistribution (1989:212).

In responsetomy claimin TheNew Right (Green, 1987:127-9) that
the presence of hardship requires action but not necessarily govern-
ment action, Plant and Hoover say that the rectification of injusticeis
not a matter of private charity any more than the infringement of
property rightsis a private matter (1989:216). Firg, it can be objected
that charity is not the only private alternative. Self-help within the
family and neighbourhood has always been important, but o noless
significance has been mutual aid. For instance, some 9 million out of
the 12 million covered by the 1911 Nationa Insurance Act, one of the
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earliest of the measures inaugurating the welfare state, were already
providing themselves with benefits equal to or better than those
supplied under national insurance. They did so through the friendly
societies, those private, voluntary collective agencies for mutual aid
whose members eschewed dependence on others and prided them-
selves on their self-reliance (Green, 1985).

Second, Plant fails to acknowledge the difference between
means and ends. Red hardship should indeed be relieved but we
should not rule out the possibility of employing methods other than
government programs. There are severa reasons for considering
private alternatives, as J.S. Mill understood. Government ventures
which entail compulsion to the extent that they are financed from
taxation, but in no other respect, are not automatically ruled out by
Mill so long as the government does not establish a monopoly, and
so long as it leaves people free to pursue similar aims. However,
Mill till identifies some powerful objections. Thereis an objection
if aservice could be carried out more effectively by private agencies,
and even when the government might carry out a function more
effectively than privateindividuals, it might still be better to provide
it privately as a method of educating people in citizenship, that is
making available opportunitiesto improve their active, intellectual
and mora qualities. No less important, the more tasks a govern-
ment undertakes the more likely it isto do them badly. Similarly,
Mill warns that the government's power should not be too great
because each addition 'causes itsinfluence over hopesand fearsto be
more widely diffused’ (Mill, 1972:165); and, above al, if democracy
is not to drift into totalitarianism, people must be able to gain the
experience necessary to direct practical affairs independently of
government.

The third defect is that the presence of hardship is qualitatively
different from infringing property rights. Professor Plant appears to
assume that any good thing can properly be achieved by coercivestate
action. But there is a distinction between justice and benevolence as
Adam Smith understood the term. Justice refers to the limited
occasions when the government is entitled to punish individualsfor
harming others.

Benevolence means the unlimited opportunities available to us
for doing good. If our possessions are stolen we are harmed and the
government can punish the culprit. Such intervention can be kept
within limits, but if government is entitled to use its powers of
coercion to remedy income differences — for instance, because a



person earns less than average earnings or falls within the lowest
quintile — then there is no limit to how such powers might be
applied.

Thus, Plant and Hoover's argument confuses justice — the
enforcement o rights through laws formulated to reduce the risk of
abuse of government power — with benevolence, which, becauseit is
potentially without limit, can never be a basis for government inter-
vention without providing a justification for unrestricted power. Be-
nevolence, as Adam Smith clearly saw, isvital to a decent society but
it should be primarily (though not exclusively) a matter of privateduty,
not political agitation.

Citizenship

Citizenshiptheory owesitsrecent originsto T. H. Marshdl and Richard
Titmuss. Marshal'sview of history wasthat by the 20th century people
had gained civil and political rightsand that the purpose of the welfare
statewasto supply additional social rightswithout which peoplecould
not be full citizens.

Titmuss disliked marketsintensely and hoped to see market values
entirely replaced by welfare values, a view which ill has support
among some socia policy anaysts. But the bulk of the new citizenship
theorists do not share this desire completely to replace markets. They
want the prosperity delivered by market competition, but believe that
market relations need to be supplemented. David Harris, one of the
more authoritative citizenship theorists, shows that this was aso the
approach preferred by T. H. Marshal:

I am one of those who believe that it is hardly possible to
maintain democratic freedom in a society which does not
contain a large area of economic freedom and that the
incentivesprovided by and expressed in competitive markets
make a contribution to efficiency and to progress in the
production and distributionaof wealth which cannot,inalarge
and complex society, be derived from any other source.
(Quoted in Harris, 1987:65)

The main complaint about marketsisthelack of atruism. According to
Harris, market relations are 'coldly calculating' and characterised by
'mutual indifference’. Moreover, by 'legitimating the competitive pur-
suit of sef-interest a society encourages not merely indifference
towards others but selfishness and acquisitiveness (Harris, 1987:62).
Y et, despite these doubts, Harris declares that he prefers Marshal's
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awareness of theimportance of private economic marketsto Titmusss
‘emotional hogtility'. He does not, therefore, aspire to eradicate the
market altogether, only to ‘constrain its operation and compensate for
itsfailures.

Notwithstanding the fundamental differences over the role of
markets, citizenshiptheoristsare agreed that the purpose of thewelfare
state is to integrate people into the community. Welfare benefits,
therefore, are not considered to be public charity. They are an
entitlement which must be given universaly as of right to (8 avoid
stigma, (b) compensate victimsfor misfortune, and (c) enable people
to achievethe consumption standard necessary to play their part asfull
citizens. Means testing, whilst not wholly rejected, is to be avoided
because it marginalises the poor. Professor Ruth Lister, for example,
inssts that we need to be reminded of our mutual inter-dependence
and urgesthat the welfarestate should not merely provide a safety net.
Under a welfare state which provides only for the poor, the benefici-
aries will be considered failures, she clams (Walker & Walker,
1987:141). Benefitsfor the poor, runsthe old catch-phrase of Titmuss,
‘will become poor benefits because the poor become isolated or
'marginalised' so that the rest of the population no longer has a red
stake in defending them (1987:142).

Citizenship'sElectoral Apped

To these traditional arguments Professor Plant has added a new party-
political reason for citizenship. In a Fabian Society pamphlet (Plant,
1988) he explainswhy it is necessary to identify for the Labour Party a
new basis on which it can appeal to the electorate. In essence, he
argues that there are not enough manual workers for an appeal to
social class to succeed. Until recently the Labour Party has tried to
combine itstraditional appeal to the working class with an appeal to
interest groups like homosexual sand inner-city black activists, but this
has also failed to win elections. Plant argues that Labour, therefore,
needs a new ralying cry and he recommends 'citizenship'. Labour's
citizenshipisalso contrasted with the narrow view d the citizen which
|eftistsattempt to associate with free marketeers, namely that manisa
consumer and no more.

Theweakness of citizenshiptheory isthat its adherents have not
understood that universalismintensifies the corruption of vote-buying
and middle-class subsidies. Nor have they a clear view about the
purpose of welfare to compare with the classical-libera view that its
objective is to provide temporary rdief in the hope o restoring



independence. Thepoliciesdf the CPAG and like-minded lobbiestrap
peopleinto relianceon state benefits. Nor isthere the slightest reason
tosupposethat benefitswould be reduced to'poor benefits'if confined
to people in hardship.

Moreover, where is the concern for social solidarity in telling
people they can enjoy many benefits a the general expense? Far
from generating one nation, this breeds division and antagonism and
turnsthe political process into a battleground for consumption at the
expense of other people. Titmuss intensely disliked private altruism
which he dismissed as involving a 'gratitude imperative' (quoted in
Harris, 1987:59) but he did not see the emergence o a political
‘gratitude imperative' built on buying votes with promises of
spending at the general expense. But even without the vote-buying,
welfare benefits do not necessarily integrate people. Indeed, thisis
acknowledged by David Harris, one of the more discerning of the
citizenship theorists. He claims that welfare benefits may have the
opposite effect of generating conflict in the sense of a scramble for
benefits and cites John Goldthorpe, a sociologist, who points out
that some rights have promoted social conflict by increasing the
bargaining power of organised labour (Harris, 1987:78-9).

Perhaps the mogt telling criticism of the new citizenship theorists
is that their concept of welfare rights is based on a very narrow
conception of wherethe rightscomefrom. Advocatesdf welfarerights
talk much of compassion, caring and socia justice, but the emphasis
has been placed on the individual's claims on the public purse.
Contrary to the assertionsdf its adherents, it isbased on a narrow view
of people as consumers, takers, or satisfaction seekers, not as giversor
contributorstothecommonwelfare. Inredity,their viewironically takes
its conception of human nature from the narrowest sort o sefish
individualism,emphasising accessto ‘patternsd consumption’. Accord-
ingto David Harris,for instance,if someone lacksthe meansto enjoy the

social benefits and consumption opportunities which are
generally available,then heisexcluded from hissociety'sway
o lifeand has aprimaf aci e claim on the resources required
for him to secure readmittance. (1987:148)

It isaone-sided doctrine containing no notion o reciprocity or where
the ‘welfare rights come from. And not withstanding the frequent
rhetoric about participating in the community, it does not respect
people as functioning actors in their own right but rather sees them
primarily as passiverecipientsd gratuities.
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The aternative classical-libera view accepts that in a civilised
society we should without hesitation help peoplein hardship; butitis
also concerned to establish where the help is to come from and
contends that everyone who can contribute to the common good
should do so. This means that when anyone temporarily cannot
contribute, the objective of social policy should be to identify the
source of failure and seek to restore independent self-reliance as
quickly aspossible. Social policy in recent years, with itsemphasison
sending cheques through the post, has not achieved thisaim. Instead,
it tendsto trap peoplein adependent conditioninwhich they become
incapable of contributing asfree citizensto the good of al, including
themselves.

Today, the concept of citizenshipisbeing offered asanew basis
for national solidarity, implying simultaneously that classical liberals
have no commitment to citizenship. But on the contrary, we are now
seeing a contest between two competing visions of citizenship: on
the one hand the equalised citizen and on the other, the morally-
respongble citizen. Under the former view, the 'good life' is
determined by politiciansin the political process; whereas under the
|atter, therole of the stateistofacilitatethe freedom of individualsto
choose the 'good life for themselves in mutual but voluntary
association with their fellows.

To sum up: the end-product of the new egalitarianismis a re-
labelling of equality. Mogt people think justiceis agood thing and so
equality is described as a kind of justice, namely social justice. Mogt
peopleal so believethat freedom isagood thing and so equalityissaid
to be akind of freedom, namely positivefreedom. Citizenshipisalso
aword which offendsfew and attracts many and so equalityisalsosaid
to be citizenship. Full citizenship, it is argued, should entail not only
civil rights but also social rights. But al the talk of social justice,
positivefreedom, citizenshipand social rights cannot conceal the fact
that equality is what is desired and that equality is the name for the
political theory which judifies the power of the state being used to
equalise people.



Chapter 6

Conclugon

have argued that social justiceretainsitsgrip on public opinionfor

four mainreasons. Thefirstisthattherelief of hardshipisconfused

with equalisation. The resultisto provide an excusefor unlimited
and arbitrary political power. The second reason is that egalitarians
foster the political bdief that voterscan profit at the expense of others.
Thistransforms politics into a vote-buying process. Third, equality is
said tocreate socia solidarity or ‘one-nation’. Socid solidarity isagood
thing but it can be secured without equalising people by making
available opportunities with the added protection of a safety net.
Equality is not essential to solidarity. Thefourth factor explainingwhy
social judtice retainsitssway isthat advocates of equalisation clam to
repudiate self-interest and to embrace atruism. The redlity is that
equalisation has nothing to do with atruism; indeed, it often promotes
selfishness.

Mogt people who express support for socia justicefeel they are
doing no more than declaring their good intentions towards the poor.
And to cdl for positivefreedom in addition to mere negativefreedom
seems no less laudable. But such thinking is profoundly misguided.
Support for socia justice is not an innocent expression of goodwill
towardsthose who aredown on their luck; it isademand whichinthe
end undermines the personal freedom of al. This redlity has been
concealed in part by the confusion of language in politica debate.
Nothing but obfuscation can comefrom talking about separate ideas as
if they were the same or similar, aswe do when we speak of positive
and negative freedom as if they were types of freedom and when
'social judtice' is considered atype of ‘justice.

Classicd-liberd principlesare said to foster selfishness, but on the
contrary, the central concern o the classical-liberal tradition has been
to discover that set of socia arrangements, public and private, which
best enables people with different goals, thoughts, values and aspi-
rations to live together with the minimum conflict. It is centraly
concerned with discovering the best way to curb selfishnesswithout
creating a monster in the form of a state machine which threatens
liberty more than private human sdlfishness. The plausibility of the
egdlitarian clam that classical liberals encourage selfishnessis based
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on the confusion o selfishness with self-interest. We al have an
inevitable and legitimate self-interest in our own surviva and that of
our families, but we can pursuethat self-interest selfishly or unselfishly.
The contention that markets condone or encourage selfishness is
without foundation, as the writings of the classical economists amply
tegtify. On the contrary, market competition tends to channel poten-
tidly selfish energies into the service of others.

Despite the ugly redlity of full-blooded socialism on the experi-
ence of every nation which has attempted to enforce it, sociaist
proclamationsdf altruism and their optimism about human behaviour
seem at firg sight to reflect well on them as idedlists who aspireto a
high ideal of perfectionin human conduct. By comparison, classica
liberalism does not come over as an ideal at al. It is seen as being
essentially about facing the economic facts of life. This is partly
because the era of Thatcherism has been dominated by reversing
Britain's economic decline, but also because the man carriers of
classical-libera thought in recent decades have been economistswho
have been concerned with economic efficiency. To that extent they
have departed from the wider concerns of the founding fathers of
political economy. The uncompleted task of classicd liberas is to
combine the pragmatism of capitalist economics — which seeks to
check greed through competition and to avoid tyranny by creating
dispersed power — and therealism of capitalist politics— which aims
tolimit political abuse and corruption by means of democratic checks
and balances — with a new voluntary capitalist moral order which
fosters personal mora responsibility and seeks to promote benevo-
lence without politicising every walk o life.
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