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Introduction


	Advocates of basic income face a challenge in the United States they do not face in Europe.  In the United States, the debate over welfare reform has been dominated by those who believe welfare should be conditional on work.  This domination holds both at the level of policy, with the passage of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), and at the level of theory, with almost all welfare analysts, liberal and conservative, united on the importance of integration into the workforce for poor adults as a condition not only of liberation from poverty but also as a prerequisite to full and equal citizenship.  This argument holds sway in the United States not only because of its relatively full employment economy, compared to the economies of Western Europe, but also because of the founding image of the United States as the land of opportunity where no barriers stand in the way of those who would work hard to achieve social, political, and economic liberty.  Even among analysts of the American left who believe that this image is mythical for many Americans, for reasons of race, education, or socio-economic background, it is hard to find any who advance an alternative conception of citizenship and independence that does not include paid employment as an essential element.


	If this is the case, should American basic income advocates concede the matter, drop the push for unconditionality, and settle instead for a conditional basic income—in effect, an expanded Earned Income Tax Credit (or negative income tax) with some administrative modifications to increase take-up, and with funding at a higher level?  Perhaps, but it is premature to concede the issue just yet.  What basic income advocates have yet to do is present a positive account of a non work-centered notion of liberal citizenship that surpasses the work-centered notion currently dominant in the United States.  And while it is the debate in the United States that has the most to gain from this work, it has implications for Western Europe as well, where the debate over basic income is increasingly dominated by those who advocate a basic income conditional on a social contribution, in effect a weak work requirement that, while more liberal than a strict work requirement in intention, is even more illiberal in effect because of the greater intrusiveness required to enforce it.


	In this paper, I begin by identifying the three parts of a comprehensive case for an unconditional basic income, to put the debate over work requirements in context.  I then sketch out the debate over work requirements through a review of the arguments of their most persuasive advocates.  From this review I conclude that the strongest arguments for work requirements posit work as an essential element of either a socialist or a civic republican notion of citizenship.  In the final section I suggest, as a liberal alternative, a radically pluralist notion of citizenship with a kind of universal economic suffrage, made possible by an unconditional basic income, at its core.





1. Making the Case for an Unconditional Basic Income


	The comprehensive case for an unconditional basic income has three parts: a philosophical argument, a political debate, and an economic analysis.  In the philosophical argument the presumption against economic redistribution must be overcome.  On its face, this is perhaps  more of a challenge in the United States, with its strong ethic of libertarian property rights and fairly laissez-faire capitalism, than in Western Europe, with the region’s extensive social welfare systems and history of participation in politics by Socialist parties.  But even in the United States the need for some economic redistribution in general, and the need to help the poor in particular, are widely accepted, and disagreement is generally limited to the size, form, and conditions of the transfers.  This is not to say that a justification of redistribution need not be made when making the case for basic income, because the way in which redistribution is justified will have consequences for the size, form, and conditions of the transfer under consideration.  As is clear from the literature on basic income, different justifications will support more or less generous transfers, and either unconditionality or conditions ranging from weak to quite burdensome.


	For the purposes of this paper, I want to put aside this first part of the case for basic income and assume that there are no ethical barriers to redistribution, based on a general agreement that while property can be legitimately acquired and privatized, the existing distribution of property has not all been legitimately acquired, and therefore some redistribution may be allowed.  This is an admittedly broad premise, but it allows us to focus for now on the second part of the case for a basic income.


	The second part of the case for basic income is the political debate over what form redistribution should take place.  This debate is critical, because no philosophical justification of redistribution can specify the form it must take in societies and economies as complex as modern, industrial societies are.  We are far from being able to provide each citizen with a plot of land to work, or even a dividend check for his share of all natural resources, as in the Alaska Permanent Fund, because of the vast privatization of what are arguably communal resources.  The political debate in its fullest form must resolve the egalitarian’s intuitive sense that communal ownership is morally superior to private ownership with the economist’s empirical conviction to the contrary.  In the United States, this debate has been dominated by those opposed to unconditionality and who see redistribution only as a poverty issue.�  This is the part of the argument to which the remainder of this paper is devoted.


	Lastly, the third part of the case for basic income is the economic analysis.  It is obvious that an argument for basic income would be incomplete without an analysis of how much it costs and how it would affect the economic foundation of the society the second part envisions.  These last two threads of the argument are necessarily intertwined and require the analyst to shift back and forth between the two, testing the proposals generated in the political debate in economic models, refining the specifics of the basic income until a viable and sustainable form is found. For the purposes of this paper, I assume that a sustainable basic income could be financed at a level that is not trivial but is below subsistence level.





2. The Case for Work Requirements


	In the United States, the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) approximates a modest conditional basic income for families with children—no more than $4,000 for families with at least two children, with another $600 per child under the new Child Tax Credit.� All in all the federal benefit comes to less than $2,000 on a per person basis in the most generous case, with some additional EITC benefits available in a few states.


	The EITC aims to reward the work effort of low-income workers, to boost their wages without economically-distorting wage subsidies, and to make even low-income work more attractive than welfare benefits.  The EITC is a favored policy of American welfare theorists who argue that employment must be the foundation of a multi-pronged attack on the problem of poverty, even if low-wage jobs cannot by themselves lift the poor out of poverty.  David Ellwood, a welfare theorist whose slogan is “making work pay,” is the exemplar of this approach.�


	But I want to focus here on theorists whose arguments for work requirements extend beyond the terms of the traditional welfare debate, where work requirements can be seen as the price the poor pay for benefits redistributed from the middle class and the wealthy, because the scope of an unconditional basic income extends beyond the poor and must be justified in a manner that goes beyond alleviating poverty.	Therefore, I review and critique the work of theorists whose arguments about work, or more generally, participation requirements extend beyond conditions imposed on the poor for the receipt of welfare benefits.  They include Lawrence Mead, Mickey Kaus, Andre Gorz, Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson, Stuart White, A.B. Atkinson, and Robert van der Veen.  A review of their arguments for conditionality shows what advocates of unconditionality have yet to do in making the case for basic income.


	Lawrence Mead In the United States, Lawrence Mead is the strongest advocate for conditioning welfare benefits on work, and one of those who advances an explicitly work-centered notion of citizenship.  His arguments in favor of linking welfare and work requirements are spelled out in Beyond Entitlement and The New Politics of Poverty.� 


	As the title of the first book indicates, Mead is critical of the notion of citizenship that emphasizes rights and entitlements over obligations, which he believes shaped welfare policy in the 1960s, 1970s, and 1980s.  Mead sees his analysis of welfare as charting a middle ground between liberal and conservative reformers, who focus on the size of welfare programs and ignore the necessary balance between entitlement and obligation in social policy.


�



The main problem with the welfare state is not its size but its permissiveness, a characteristic that both liberals and conservatives seem to take for granted.  The challenge to welfare statesmanship is not so much to change the extent of benefits as to couple them with serious work and other obligations that would encourage functioning and thus promote the integration of recipients.  The goal must be to create for recipients inside the welfare state the same balance of support and expectation that other Americans face outside it, as they work to support themselves and meet the other demands of society.��



Mead argues that the entitlement theory of citizenship is harmful to the poor, and to the greater society.  Without the discipline imposed by social obligations the poor cannot exercise the self-government that is the foundation of freedom.�  And if welfare benefits are not conditional on meeting social obligations, society misses an opportunity to enforce necessary norms on the one group over which it has some leverage.


	The social obligations Mead believes should be enforced are: work (for able-bodied heads of families, and for other adults in the family if the family is needy); contributing as much as possible to support one’s family; English fluency and literacy; achieving basic competency in school; and obedience to the law and respect for the rights of others.� The social obligation that concerns Mead most is the obligation to work, at least in return for monetary benefits like welfare payments.  Mead focuses his attention on work for three reasons.  First, he believes steady work to be the best reliable means of escaping dependence on the government for subsistence (if not for escaping poverty itself).  Second, he argues that sufficient work is available for the unskilled unemployed, who are able to reject undesirable low-wage jobs when benefits are not contingent on their acceptance.�  Third, he believes that there is a national interest in enforcing low-wage work.�


	Mead’s first argument recalls Charles Murray’s shift of the terms of the Great Society’s war on poverty to a problem of dependence.�  Both acknowledge that the low-wage jobs welfare recipients can secure will not lift most out of poverty without some continued assistance from the government.  Since neither can argue that employment without wage supplements is a reliable means of escape from poverty for the poor, they argue instead that it is an escape from dependence.  This approach allows Mead to criticize Great Society programs that alleviated poverty (without eliminating it) for masking “latent poverty” and increasing dependence.�  In contrast to Murray, however, Mead believes the American people will support a continuing dependency as long as recipients are making an effort to support their families through work.�


	Mead’s second argument for enforcing an obligation to work for welfare recipients is meant to counter the claims that sufficient low- or unskilled employment is unavailable.  Mead argues that welfare recipients refuse to adjust their expectations against the unpleasant or demeaning jobs that are available and are regularly filled by immigrants.�  By way of evidence, he cites a Work Incentive Program (WIN) study that found that 70% of the women enrolled rejected the kind of unskilled jobs for which they were qualified, and more than 90% specifically rejected private household work.�  Non-work, according to Mead, is a form of “protest” against the menial jobs society offers the poor, especially poor minorities.�  But it is a form of protest that comes at a high cost for the poor who put self-respect above material gain and recognition as full citizens.�


	Mead repeatedly refers to work as a means to “integration” of the poor, and he means it in both a racial and a social sense.  Without making an explicit “culture of poverty” claim, Mead suggests that the poor, especially poor blacks, have different values from the mainstream of American society.  Enforced work requirements achieve physical integration by bringing poor blacks into contact with the working majority, and cultural integration by enforcing dominant values.�


	But the claim about integration is undermined by Mead’s third argument, that enforcing work among welfare recipients serves a “national interest.”  “Work, at least in low-wage jobs, no longer serves the individual’s interest as clearly as it does society’s,” Mead writes, and “some behaviors that government needs from individuals, such as tax payment and low-wage work, can never be made to serve their personal interests, at least in a narrow economic sense.”�   What is the nature of this “national interest” in low-wage work, especially if it does not serve self-interest?  Mead makes no explicit claim that the products of low-wage work are important to our economy or society, and he notes that these jobs are routinely filled by immigrants who do not object to their low status and pay (or at least may not have the alternative of welfare to fall back on).�  Mead makes unelaborated assumptions about fairness for those who work and pay the taxes that finance the welfare system, rooted in presumptions about the legitimacy of the existing distribution of wealth and income.  But he acknowledges that enforcement of work requirements is expensive and labor intensive, perhaps more so than simple cash transfers, and advocates continued income support for the working poor. �


	The source of Mead’s desire to enforce work requirements on the poor seems to stem less from concerns about distributive justice, and more from a fear that work is becoming a less dominant value than it ought to be.  Mead sees work as a social obligation of all citizens, but one that is increasingly selective among the affluent as well as the poor.�  He often hints that work should be a universal requirement� but believes it can only be enforced on those who are dependent on government for non-universal benefits, like welfare and Unemployment Insurance.�  Work may be a dominant, mainstream norm, but it is one which has less adherence than it used to; one way to reinforce it is to impose it where one can.


	Mead’s views on work requirements are filtered by his understanding of the ends of democratic government.  While we privilege freedom in our political culture, he says, true freedom requires an underlying order and the government’s willingness to be authoritative rather than permissive where necessary.  In Beyond Entitlement, he writes


�



Social policy should be seen as one of government’s means of achieving order.  Social programs define much of what society expects of people in the social realm, just as other laws and the Constitution do in the political realm.  By the benefits they give to and withhold from different groups, the programs declare which needs government will help people manage, and which they must manage for themselves.  The structure of benefits and requirements in the programs, then, constitutes an operational definition of citizenship.  One of the things a government must do to improve social order is to use these programs to require better functioning of recipients who have difficulty coping.�


�



In his next book, The New Politics of Poverty, Mead writes that the debate over enforcing conformity to work, contributing to economic growth, and other dominant values on the poor is over.�  Finally, a consensus around a “New Paternalism” has emerged, and the American government no longer shies away from imposing paternalistic programs on welfare recipients, teenage mothers, drug abusers, the homeless, and other social “outsiders,” nor from the need to inculcate among its citizens the values that used to be fostered by the family.�


	While Mead’s policy recommendations target poor and disadvantaged members of society, his political theory has a broader focus and purpose.  His vision of democratic society as a unified, homogeneous, and disciplined citizenry working toward a common set of goals chosen, or at least ratified by the majority, puts him firmly in the conservative tradition of civic republicanism, despite his claim to forging a middle ground between conservatism and liberalism.  His commitment to the integration of the mostly minority poor into mainstream society is bounded by his unwillingness to address the structural explanations for contemporary poverty in America, including racism, gender inequality, or the organization of the economy, or indeed to contemplate a genuinely pluralist vision of American society.  What he advocates is a paternalistic integration, rather than an egalitarian one, with equal respect earned only by those who prove themselves through hard work and obedience to dominant norms.


	Mickey Kaus Mickey Kaus is a journalist who wrote a book about welfare reform in 1992, when concerns about growing income inequality reached their height and threatened, in Kaus’s opinion, to obscure the increase in other, more important forms of inequality.  His analysis of welfare in The End of Equality shares Mead’s concern with the meaning of citizenship and its rights and obligations, but they disagree on the nature of the highest value in American social life.�  Where Mead wants to use public authority and the welfare system to enforce the values of work and order that are threatened in the liberal, pluralistic democracy, Kaus wants public institutions, including the welfare system, to restore the primacy of the ideal of civic equality, which he believes liberals have mistakenly abandoned.


	According to Kaus, liberals have become obsessed with the growing inequality of wealth and income since the 1970s, when what they should be concerned with is growing social inequality.  The problem with growing “money inequality” is not that some have more than others, but that America is increasingly a place where the classes do not mix, and where the wealthy think of themselves as “not just better off but better.”�  Income and wealth differentials have begun to spill over from the sphere of the market where they belong, and indeed are a necessary part of the capitalist system which produces prosperity for all, into other spheres, where they should carry no weight.�  Money inequality is not new, Kaus says, 


�
But money is increasingly something that enables the rich, and even the merely prosperous, to live a life apart from the poor.  And the rich and semi-rich increasingly seem to want to live a life apart, in part because they are increasingly terrified of the poor, in part because they increasingly seem to feel that they deserve such a life, that they are in some sense superior to those with less.  An especially precious type of equality—equality not of money but in the way we treat each other and live our lives—seems to be disappearing.�


�



	But the effects of money inequality cannot be eliminated by what Kaus calls “money liberalism”—attempting to reduce wealth and income inequality through redistribution or by instituting measures to improve the earning potential of the lowest earners.  The measures Kaus critiques—tax and transfer-based redistribution, improved education and training programs for the poor, and forms of workplace democracy, for example—would either so impair the capitalist systems’s ability to create wealth that all would be worse off, or would in fact exacerbate inequalities by instituting a true, and unforgiving, meritocracy, he says.�  Kaus acknowledges that it would be possible to boost the earnings of the poor above the poverty line without destroying capitalist incentives, and he argues that a conditional minimum income is necessary for the kind of civic equality he envisions; but doing so would not achieve the degree of money equality he believes liberals want, nor would it address the problem of class segregation.


	The way to limit the effects of money inequality is to abandon money liberalism in favor of civic liberalism, and to commit ourselves to what is truly appealing about egalitarianism— integration, social mobility between classes, and mutual respect across class lines.�  As Kaus defines civic liberalism,


�



Instead of worrying about distributing and redistributing income, it worries about rebuilding, preserving, and strengthening community institutions in which income is irrelevant, about preventing their corruption by the forces of the market.  It tries to reduce the influence of money in politics, to revive the public schools as a common experience, to restore the draft.  And it will search for new institutions that might extend the sphere of egalitarian community life.�





�
	Kaus makes a number of ambitious proposals to achieve social equality, including reinstating the draft and instituting a national service program to bring members of all classes together for one or two years, as the World War II draft did; a form of universal health insurance where the “vast majority of Americans, rich and poor” wait in the same waiting rooms; and communal day care.�  Some of the measures he proposes would be mandatory, others would be voluntary, and some would be in between, but Kaus is strongly in favor of measures that enforce integrated, universal experiences that the wealthy could not opt out of, or where benefits are made available only in-kind, as in replacing the child care tax benefit with government provision of communal day care.�


	Kaus concedes that the social equality of the classes cannot be fully realized without residential and educational integration, which are not included in his proposals.  The reason is the existence of the underclass.  As long as people believe that proximity to the poor is synonymous with proximity to the underclass, the two most important forms of integration cannot be undertaken.  In order to make proximity to the poor less threatening they must be stripped of the pathologies of the underclass, including crime, illegitimacy, and drug abuse.  The way to do this is to find a shared value “on which to build an egalitarian life.”


�



It seems to me there is only one real candidate: work.  And work, not coincidentally, is the value that is in danger of disappearing in the culture of the underclass.  Bringing the isolated ghetto poor back into the mainstream society requires enforcing the work ethic—in the process, firmly establishing (or reestablishing) work as a unifying civic virtue.�


�



	Kaus believes, along with Charles Murray, that the Great Society programs of the 1960s enabled the development of the underclass, rather than causing it.  When cities began to lose jobs, and when the beginnings of residential desegregation allowed the black middle class to leave the ghettos, the two most important integrating influences on poor urban blacks went with them, but welfare allowed poor blacks to stay behind and to become overwhelmed by crime and joblessness.�


	Consequently, Kaus recommends replacing welfare with a large-scale, and expensive, program of governmentally-provided jobs at below the minimum wage to supplement those available in the private sector, and a wage subsidy in the form of an expanded EITC, along with the day care and health insurance proposals mentioned above—in other words, a revised Great Society program with employment at its foundation.  Like David Ellwood, Kaus wants to “make work pay” enough so that “every American who works full-time has enough money to raise a normal-sized family with dignity, out of poverty.”�  Kaus calls this “a guaranteed income for those who work,” and sees it as the necessary foundation of an enhanced civic equality.�


	Like Mead, Kaus sees employment as the most effective means of integrating the poor into mainstream life, by enforcing on the poor the obligations to contribute materially to society in return for its benefits.  Kaus wants to transform the welfare state into a “work ethic state;” he sees a large, WPA-style program of governmentally provided jobs as the only way to break the “culture of poverty” of the underclass.  He proposes orphanages for the children of parents who refuse to work and as a result do not provide acceptably for their families.�  “The key welfare question left unresolved by the New Deal—do we expect single mothers with children to work?— would be resolved cleanly and clearly in favor of work.”�


	Kaus’s emphasis on public institutions and facilities, communal experiences, a strong civic culture and the use of public authority to enforce it, put him squarely in the tradition of civic republicanism along with Mead, rather than the liberal egalitarianism with which he identifies.  But the integrating and equalizing effects he expects of workfare are doubtful for two reasons.  First, the workplaces of the poor and unskilled are likely to be physically segregated from the workplaces of the middle and upper classes, as factories and offices have always segregated blue collar and white collar workers.  Second, even those workplaces that include several types of workers are hierarchically organized, and the jobs are not distributed along egalitarian lines.  Paid employment is by definition the sphere of the market where, Kaus reminds us, money rules.  The same sphere that is responsible for the money inequality that fosters social inequality cannot be expected to bear the burden of fostering mutual respect between workers of wildly diverging education, talents, and merit.


	Nevertheless, the benefits of employment for the poor are clear: despite some segregation based on workplace or rank, some mixing of the classes will occur; it is a route for some to class mobility; and putting large numbers of the poor to work could reduce the fear of the underclass among the middle and upper classes.  But as with Mead, Kaus’s desire to make work the basis of full citizenship flounders on his unwillingness to impose work requirements on all citizens.  If single mothers must work, why should married mothers, or childless spouses, or for that matter anyone be exempted from work requirements?  Given Kaus’s willingness to use public authority to achieve his goal of civic equality—to the point of jailing those who dodge the draft or service requirement�—his unwillingness to impose work requirements on all with the same severity of sanction suggests that he does not really believe work to be the foundation of full citizenship for all citizens, but only for poor citizens.  For both Kaus and Mead, the arguments about citizenship are secondary to the implicit justification of imposing conditional requirements on the poor in exchange for welfare benefits that derives from a view of distributive justice that is not explained or explicitly endorsed.


	Andre Gorz Andre Gorz occupies a distinct position in the debate on basic income and work requirements, as he argued vehemently against an unconditional basic income for many years, but now argues in favor of it.  His long-held position advocated both a universal obligation to work and a basic income; that is, he supported both compelling employment outside the home and to a certain extent decoupling income and employment. 


	In his first incarnation, in the early 1980s to the mid 1990s, Gorz was most concerned about the increasing mechanization of many forms of production and the consequent substitution of capital for labor in the manufacturing sector, and the growth of the service sector.  The problem was how to avoid either of two potential divisions from taking hold in society.  The first is the division of society into those who work and those who do not (or who do not work outside the home) but are supported by welfare payments financed by those who work.  The second type is the division between those who have “good” jobs—jobs that are productive, stimulating, and are located in the public sphere—and those who have “bad” jobs located primarily in the private sphere, jobs that provide personal services for those who can afford them and no longer have the time to perform them themselves, such as child care and housecleaning.�


	Gorz termed these divisions the “South Africanization” of the economy, referring to the old apartheid economy’s division of society into a small group of well-paid workers and professionals and a large group of their poorly-paid servants and low-skilled workers.�  Gorz also noted that the extension of equal opportunity to women intensifies this division, allowing a minority of women to participate in the professional economy while domestic work is further shifted to low-paid service workers.�


	Here Gorz differed markedly with Murray, Mead, and Kaus, who claim that any kind of employment carries dignity and admits the individual into the sphere of independent citizenship.  Gorz rejected this idea unequivocally, arguing that only productive work in society, as opposed to the reproductive work which traditionally has taken place in the private sphere, engenders independence—that is, liberation from personal dependence.�  In order to achieve the goals of decreasing unemployment without increasing the number of service workers and to insure a livable wage for all members of society, Gorz proposed job-sharing through a reduction in working hours, together with a citizen’s income to supplement the reduction in earned income.


	Gorz believed that a program of job-sharing and a citizen’s income was economically feasible.�  But more importantly, he believed it was the only welfare reform program that is consistent with the full dignity and citizenship of all members of society, which has two parts.  With workfare advocates, he argued that public citizenship entails an obligation to contribute to society in addition to a right to benefit from its fruits.� But he saw the private sphere in which individuals take care of themselves and their loved ones as falling outside the sphere of work.  As a result, Gorz opposed the increasing “outsourcing” of caregiving, entertainment, education of young children, and other formerly private activities.�


	Similarly to Mead and Kaus, Gorz was critical of both workfare and basic income undertaken separately.  He shared the concerns about the rights and duties of citizenship of workfare advocates, and the concerns about autonomy and independence of basic income advocates.  Like Mead and Kaus, Gorz was also concerned with reshaping not only the welfare state but with using its reform as a foundation for the reshaping of the structure of social and economic life to advance individual freedom and an ideal of social citizenship.  In contrast to Mead and Kaus, however, Gorz was prepared to enforce work requirements on all citizens.


	More recently, in his oddly-titled Reclaiming Work, Gorz has abandoned the linkage between work and basic income, arguing without reservation for unconditionality.�  He makes this about-face in light of the continuing reduction of available jobs and working hours for most workers.  Society is being transformed, he argues, away from the labor- and wage-based society of the twentieth century into something more fragmented and frighteningly less secure for all but a small elite of knowledge workers and highly skilled craftsmen.  Where he previously argued that work in the public sphere was central to the idea of citizenship, he now argues that the rights associated with citizenship must be entirely independent of work.  What work remains must be redistributed widely through radical reductions in working hours and the acceptance of intermittent work by most of the workforce.  As the centrality of work in our lives diminishes, individuals will be free to pursue what he calls “multi-active” lives, including work, voluntary activity, personal development, and leisure.


	What separates Gorz in his most recent incarnation from the basic income advocates is his adherence, despite his change of heart on unconditionality, to the socialist model that underlay his earlier point of view.  Where he previously valorized work in the public sphere, he now valorizes “multi-activity;” in neither incarnation is there a willingness to let individuals decide for themselves what balance between their public and private selves, or paid and voluntary activities, gives meaning to their lives, nor to see how society evolves as a result of giving individuals more autonomy over their lives through the basic income.  Rather, society must be shaped in one way or another by those who can interpret and define the new economic trends. 


�



The society now being established through the inability to see and desire what lies beyond the currently disintegrating work-based society is an absolute non-society....For the economy and society to change, the mentality has to change.  Conversely, that change of mentality, that cultural change need[s] to be backed up by, and expressed in, political practices and a political project if they are to acquire a general import and find a collective expression capable of making itself publicly heard....What is cruelly lacking is a public translation of its meaning and its latent radicalism.  That translation cannot be accomplished spontaneously by a collective intelligence.  It requires “technicians of practical knowledge”...who are capable of deciphering the meaning of a cultural change and identifying its themes in such a way that subjects can recognize their common aspirations.  To succeed in that work of interpretation, observers/interpreters must be capable of breaking with interpretive and cultural stereotypes and raising themselves to a level of consciousness that is at least equal to that of the most conscious subjects whose experience they are interpreting.�


�



Gorz himself interprets these trends as pointing to the multi-activity society, in which


�



�
Social time and space will have to be organized to indicate the general expectation that everybody will engage in a range of different activities and modes of membership of the society....[T]he norm is for everyone to belong—or at least to be able to belong—to a self-providing co-operative, a service exchange network, a scientific research and experiment group, an orchestra or a choir, a drama, dance or painting workshop, a sports club, a yoga or judo group, etc....��



�
Thus, the unconditionality of basic income in Gorz’s framework is bounded by his insistence on adherence to a general norm that delineates the boundaries of social membership for all individuals.  What becomes of the fully-employed knowledge worker or the sought-after master craftsman is unclear, but as was the case when the dominant class was wage laborers, Gorz’s focus remains on the plurality of individuals similarly enough situated to enable him to define society in terms of their class alone and maintain the socialist illusion that a single, universal norm of social membership can apply to all.  For this reason he has more in common with the advocates of work requirements than with the advocates of basic income, despite his reversal on basic income’s unconditionality.


	Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson address the question of work requirements from the perspective of reciprocity in the liberal democracy.  Their assumptions about distributive justice are an explicit part of the arguments they make for workfare. In Democracy and Disagreement, Amy Gutmann and Dennis Thompson make the case for workfare in the context of a discussion of the role of deliberation in resolving moral disagreements in the political sphere.  “Deliberative democracy” describes not the outcomes of the political process, but the ways in which disagreement is resolved; citizens are more likely to accept outcomes with which they disagree as long as all reasonable claims have been fairly considered.  Gutmann and Thompson identify the conditions of deliberative democracy as reciprocity, publicity, and accountability, and the content of deliberative democracy as basic liberty, basic opportunity, and fair opportunity.  According to Gutmann and Thompson, these principles can guide a provisional resolution of the disagreement between supporters of an unconditional basic income and supporters of workfare.�


	Deliberative democracies require some system of income supports for the poor to fulfill the requirements of basic opportunity.�  The way in which income supports are provided should be guided by the principle of reciprocity.  Gutmann and Thompson reject the rhetoric of dependency, and argue instead that reciprocity implies a web of mutual dependence among citizens.�  Income supports are made possible by those who participate in productive economic activity, and therefore it is wrong for those who require income supports to refuse to participate in the “scheme of fair social cooperation” that makes such supports possible.�  Societies which provide income supports “cannot be neutral between ways of life that contribute to economic productivity and those that do not.”�


	But reciprocity requires also that society provide some of the conditions necessary to make work a possibility for the poor; after all, if they experienced no barriers to work they might not need income supports at all.  Fair workfare, as Gutmann and Thompson term it, requires government action similar to that advocated by David Ellwood: “making work pay” through an expanded EITC, a system of enforcement and government guarantee of child support, and full employment policies.�  “The obligations of welfare should be mutual: citizens who need income support are obligated to work, but only if their fellow citizens fulfill their obligation to enact public policies that provide adequate employment and child support.”�


	Like Mead and Kaus, Gutmann and Thompson believe work to be one of the foundations of citizenship, a “necessary condition to social dignity,”� although they are ambiguous about whether that work must be paid employment outside the home.� They argue that those who are wealthy enough to choose not to work may be judged lacking.  “If they choose to exempt themselves from a scheme of social cooperation, they may rightly be denied the equal respect of citizens who are motivated to support social cooperation.”�  They argue that such a view of work might lead to steeper inheritance taxes being imposed on the wealthy, but these taxes are not part of their program of fair workfare.  Thus, while the wealthy may be denied respect, the poor may be forced to work, as long as the conditions of fair workfare have been met.


	Stuart White Stuart White’s support of workfare is also founded on the principle of reciprocity, but it is more specifically grounded in the objection to exploitation.  In an article critiquing Philippe Van Parijs’s Real Freedom for All, White argues that, as in Kantian ethics, the principle of reciprocity requires a reciprocal contribution in return for the benefits of social cooperation, and that refusing to make such a contribution exploits one’s fellow citizens, treating them as “mere instruments to one’s well being.”�


	White agrees with Van Parijs that liberal egalitarianism entitles all citizens to a fair share of the value of natural resources and the value of previous generations’ contributions to resources that are the result of social cooperation, but he disagrees with him about the entitlement to a fair share of the benefits of current social cooperation, including employment rents.�  In response to Van Parijs’s contention that the benefits of social cooperation are largely due to “brute luck” and are therefore not deserved, White replies that the principle of reciprocity does not require a strictly proportional contribution, which would have the effect of rewarding those with a “luckier” basket of skills and opportunities, but merely requires “doing one’s bit,” according to one’s abilities.  He calls this “baseline reciprocity,” and formulates its resulting distributive principle as follows: “Each person is entitled to a share of the economic benefits of social cooperation conferring equal opportunity (or real freedom) in return for the performance of an equal handicap-weighted quantum of contributive activity (hours of socially useful work, let us say, weighted by labour intensity).”�  Under baseline reciprocity, a substantial basic income would be justified, but it would be conditional on willingness to work.


	White is ambiguous about whether the work required under baseline reciprocity would have to be paid employment outside the home, and he is unsure about how much work of whatever kind should be required.�  Neither does he provide a justification for why reciprocity, if it is justified, must take the form of work.  His reliance on the concept of exploitation suggests an adherence either to a libertarian theory of distributive justice, albeit one that is constrained by an egalitarian view of natural resources and past accumulations of social wealth, or to a view of work that is on balance negative and thus requires all to participate fairly in its drudgery.


	The principle of reciprocity may be a felicitous way of characterizing the rights and responsibilities of citizenship in a liberal democracy, particularly for those who ground the legitimacy of the liberal democracy in social contract theory.�  But it is too general to be useful in specifying the content of such rights and responsibilities.  As White himself notes, an unconditional basic income may have “reciprocity-friendly effects” of improving the work prospects and experience of low-wage workers under capitalism, and thus can be supported or rejected on the merits of our consideration of those effects, rather than on the principle itself.�


	A.B. Atkinson Anthony Atkinson, a British economist, has an overtly value-neutral approach to the problem of maintaining incomes in the advanced capitalist society.  He considers the welfare state from the perspective of an economic skeptic, subjecting the received wisdom about the labor disincentive effects of unemployment insurance and high marginal tax rates, for example, to rigorous economic analysis, often finding it lacking in support.  He also criticizes those who attack the welfare system for not achieving its ostensible goal of eliminating poverty as ignoring its other, perhaps more important roles in reducing the financial uncertainty faced by individuals over the course of their lives and in promoting economic efficiency by encouraging risk-taking by workers.�


	Atkinson distinguishes between the British systems of contributory social insurance (including pensions and unemployment), which works well and enjoys broad social support, and means-tested social assistance (income support for those not covered by social insurance), which is inefficient and hated by both those who receive it and those whose taxes finance it.  In particular, he notes that the marginal tax rates faced by those on social assistance are much higher than those faced by the rest of the population, effectively penalizing work effort at the low end of the income scale, and that the calculation of social assistance on the basis of household, as opposed to individual, income discourages the work effort of secondary workers as well.�


	Atkinson proposes reforming the social welfare system by modernizing the social insurance programs (with fairly minor improvements), and abandoning the social assistance programs in favor of a participation income, a non means-tested basic income conditional on “social contribution” broadly defined to include caregiving, studying, volunteer work, and looking for work, in addition to working in paid or self-employment, or being excused due to illness, disability, or reaching retirement age.�  Atkinson presents the participation income as a compromise between basic income and means-tested benefits, because he believes that an unconditional basic income is politically unfeasible.  He sees the conditionality of the participation income as much less objectionable than social assistance means-testing because the definition of participation is so broad that most would qualify, and the positive connotation of qualifying for benefits would encourage all to seek them, as is not currently the case for Britain’s social assistance programs, which do not reach all who qualify.�


	Atkinson notes that even a partial basic income requires a greater consensus on the issue of redistribution of income and wealth than currently obtains, along with a more honest discussion of what ethical concerns may underlie public expressions of concern over “independence” and “dependence,” and over the fear of work disincentives for high earners subject to higher marginal tax rates.  His work provides some of the empirical foundations necessary for challenging assumptions about how welfare state programs interact with the rest of the economy, but he does not provide an ethical framework in which to evaluate the competing claims of partial versus full basic incomes, or conditional versus unconditional benefits.  His notion of a participation qualification appears at once so broad and easy to satisfy as to be unobjectionable to basic income advocates, and at the same time—because of its very breadth—so intrusive into the details of one’s activities in what we generally consider the private sphere, in the case of caregiving, for example, as to be perhaps a more intrusive system of individual monitoring than means-testing or a work requirement.  While his proposal is surely a compromise between unconditionality and means-testing, it is not clear that it is a defensible compromise.


	Robert van der Veen  Robert van der Veen notes the need for a “political theory”of basic income in his review article on Philippe Van Parijs’ Real Freedom for All and some of its critiques.�  He notes that replacing traditional forms of welfare with basic income changes the relationship of the citizen to the state, and to the society generally, because of its unconditionality; this elevates the debate over basic income from the realm of policy to the realm of philosophy, and requires something more than instrumental justification.�


	Van der Veen identifies the reciprocity principle as the most challenging political theory in opposition to basic income, despite its illiberal effects if taken to its logical conclusion, where it must require universal work requirements if no one is to be allowed to exploit the fruits of social cooperation without contributing in kind. The reciprocity principle is nevertheless an attractive political theory because of the intuitive appeal of the notion of “doing one’s bit.”�  Van der Veen’s search for a compromise between reciprocity and the right to a fair share of society’s external resources leads him to propose a weak form of Atkinson’s participation income, without the governmentally-defined and enforced participation criteria, which must be abandoned because they cannot escape being contentious and intrusive.  Instead, van der Veen proposes unconditional payments with state support of participation in activities that promote the community: “The government would be asked to subsidize an ‘infrastructure of participation’ in created jobs, support of voluntary community services, and it would be expected to propagandize the attractions of entry into these.”�


	This “compromise” between an unconditional basic income and reciprocity sounds at first like a clear win for unconditionality, since participation would not be enforced.  For the compromise to succeed, however, it requires that enforcement be shifted from the government to the community.  As van der Veen acknowledges, without a governmentally-enforced participation requirement some surfers will get through without making any contribution (other than surfing).  “But,” he says, “there would be less of such cases, if the unconditional grants were accompanied by what I have called the ‘infrastructure of participation’: a range of publicly financed supporting policies which aim to bring about widespread conformity to the norm of contribution.”�


	Van der Veen thus presents a variation on basic income, which he terms the “de-conditionalized form of participation income”: a guaranteed minimum that is not conditional but is based on widespread acceptance of and conformity to the norm of universal employment and socially useful unpaid work.  His “political theory” of basic income, then, combines Van Parijs’ economic liberalism with an anti-pluralistic social ethic similar to that of some of the supporters of workfare.�  Whether his approach would succeed in generating widespread adherence to the norm of contribution is an open question, as is the question of whether an expensive program of social infrastructure creation in addition to a basic income would generate widespread political support.  But what is clear is that van der Veen does not succeed in specifying a liberal alternative to what he characterizes as the socialist position of universal work requirements to which, he argues, the reciprocity principle inevitably leads.


	Whatever the outcome of his admittedly sketchy attempt, in a review article, to draw the outlines of a political theory of basic income, van der Veen correctly identifies this gap in the work on basic income to date.  Arguments from distributive justice go only so far in making the case for an unconditional basic income, and a compelling and persuasive account of the kind of society to which it leads is necessary for the justification to be complete.





3. Citizenship and Work Requirements


	What can we draw out of this review of some of the work on work and participation requirements, welfare, and citizenship?  The arguments for work and participation requirements can be categorized as follows:


	i. Selective work requirements in return for welfare benefits, based on the dictates of those who finance the benefits.


	ii. Selective work requirements in return for welfare benefits, based on a theory of citizenship that requires economic “independence” achieved through wealth, marriage, work, or work plus benefits.


	iii. Selective work requirements in return for welfare benefits, based on a theory of citizenship that prioritizes reciprocity between recipients and providers of benefits.


	iv. Universal work requirements based on a theory of citizenship that requires all to participate in the labor required to sustain society.


	v. Universal participation requirements based on a theory of citizenship that requires all to contribute to the work of society (understood to include activities other than paid employment).


	The first argument, and to a certain extent the second, can be rejected or endorsed according to whether we view the existing distribution of property and wealth as legitimate and fair.  I have already indicated that I consider that to be a difficult position to defend, but in any case it makes no claims about work requirements and citizenship, so I leave it out of this discussion. 


	The second argument depends in part on the idea of economic “independence.”  This independence can be achieved through one’s own efforts, the efforts of a spouse or partner, or the efforts of a forebear or other benefactor.  Because this independence can derive from gifts or inheritance it bears no necessary relation to the moral desert of the individual.  Furthermore, in the case of marriage it relies on the dependence of one spouse or partner on the other, shifting the locus of independence from the individual to the household.  But most importantly, even full-time work cannot guarantee a level of economic independence sufficient to obviate supplementation from the state.  How can we endorse economic independence as an essential quality of citizenship if it remains out of reach of some of those who work full-time?  We can say, like Mead, that some residual dependency is allowed for those who play by society’s rules, but then it is impossible to argue that work requirements for the poor lead to their “independence.” This argument, then, fails on two grounds: it depends on viewing the existing distribution of assets and resources as just, and it depends on an indefensible definition of independence.


	The third argument for selective work requirements is attractive because the idea of reciprocity seems to treat all citizens as worthy of respect and care, and it avoids the illusion of independence in favor of recognizing our mutual dependence across society.  But reciprocity is too general a principle to specify particular obligations like paid employment in return for welfare benefits.  It falls victim to two criticisms in particular.  First, those who do unpaid work in the home or in the community certainly participate in the scheme of social cooperation and contribute to society’s prosperity, whether the contributors are part of a household with a paid worker or not.  And second, all members of society with income of any kind receive monetary benefits in the form of tax credits and exemptions for certain kinds of income or expenses.  If the recipients of welfare must work to reciprocate for their monetary benefits, why not the recipients of other tax system benefits, like the mortgage interest deduction, or social security spousal benefits, or those who send their children to public schools?  Of course anyone who is able to claim such benefits without having earned income is likely to give them up before submitting to a work requirement, but the fact remains that society engages in many forms of economic distribution that benefit classes of individuals without submitting each to a work test.  Why should the work test be reserved for only one class of beneficiaries?


	If the arguments for selective work requirements fail, what about the arguments for universal work requirements, like Gorz’s socialist approach?  The argument for universal work requirements has the virtue of consistency that the selective arguments lack, but it suffers in comparison to the argument for universal participation requirements.  Both on economic and personal grounds, the flexibility of a broader definition of social contribution is more attractive, especially in the American context, than a centrally-managed, socialist economy.  Nevertheless, both are defensible positions to hold, and each articulates a theory of citizenship that has merit.  For universal work requirements, Gorz makes a persuasive case for liberating many low-skilled and unpaid service and domestic workers from what are often socially isolating positions without much chance of advancement, and for giving each citizen the opportunity to feel the kind of pride that only earning a paycheck can bring.  Those who argue for participation requirements, like Atkinson and van der Veen, paint an attractive picture of recognition for currently unpaid social contributions without requiring the state to get involved in large-scale job creation, and without wading into the morass of trying to compensate caregiving and other voluntary activities directly.  They redeem the paternalistic civic republicanism of Mead and Kaus by infusing it with an ethic of egalitarian reciprocity and respect for the various contributions of a diverse citizenry.  Is this perhaps the strongest case advocates of basic income can make?





4. The Liberal Alternative of Radical Pluralism


	Liberals should not give in just yet.  There is an alternative to the socialist and civic republican (however egalitarian) ideals, but it requires reframing the debate over conditionality, and overcoming leftist distaste for the market. 


	The first step must be to break the hold of poverty and welfare analysts on the debate, despite the fact that no American who advocates for basic income can do so without keeping the poor in mind.  The motivating impulse behind our work is in large part the elimination of the poverty that persists among specific groups in the richest society in the world.  As Philippe Van Parijs notes, the institution of basic income can be seen as the culmination of the welfare state, necessitated by the recognition of the limits of all previous safety net structures.� But to highlight the groups who would benefit most from basic income carries its own risks, that one person’s benign victims—excluded youth, dependent housewives, long-term unemployed—become another’s culpable failures—high school dropouts, unwed mothers, people who would rather collect benefits than take available jobs.


	An unconditional basic income is not, however, an incremental change, but a revolutionary one.  “[T]he introduction of a basic income is not just a feasible structural improvement in the functioning of the welfare state; it is a profound reform that belongs in the same league as the abolition of slavery or the introduction of universal suffrage.”�  And if the liberal, or real libertarian argument, as Van Parijs terms it, is right, surfers are no less deserving of our respect than double-shift parents, since we are under no moral obligation to use what is legitimately ours in any socially-approved manner.  The radical pluralism implied by this view requires another kind of justification if it is to survive the critique of those who advocate workfare, or even a conditional basic income. 


	How do we justify this radical pluralism?  The American context offers two thriving institutions as examples of radical pluralism to which we can appeal: the market economy and the democratic polity.  As many basic income advocates have noted, basic income, or its close cousin the negative income tax, is the favored form of welfare benefit of economists of all political stripes, including Milton Friedman and James Tobin in the United States, and James Meade, Anthony Atkinson, and Samuel Brittan in Great Britain, among others.  Economists prefer basic income to categorical grants, wage supplements, or large-scale governmental job creation because basic income interferes less with the efficient functioning of the market than these other alternatives, even with the higher marginal tax rates necessary to finance it.  Even Friedrich von Hayek, the most passionate defender of laissez-faire economics, wrote positively about redistributive measures that do not interfere with the market’s allocative function.


	But market considerations should do more than merely give a green light to basic income as an acceptable form of welfare.  The free-market economy derives its legitimacy not only from the high standard of living it enables, but from the liberty it provides those who participate in it to pursue their own preferences, subject to the constraints of their own resources and what they can trade for with others. The free market leads to better outcomes—outcomes more closely matched to individual preferences, that is—than other economic systems.  This is true on condition that each begins with something to trade.  It is no accident that philosophical analyses of property rights, distributive justice, and exploitation begin with scenarios of natural resources divided equally among the population—Lazy and Crazy, Able and Infirm, and so on.  The equal division of resources which one is then free to trade according to one’s preferences makes intuitive sense. The trouble begins when unforeseen events alter preferences when resources have already been allocated, or when offspring come along and find themselves constrained by a previous generation’s choices.  How do we recreate the initial egalitarian distribution to preserve the legitimacy of the market once we leave the ideal state?


	There may be no way to do so completely, at least without fatally disrupting the workings of the market, but basic income can be seen as a partial solution.  It need not (re)create a completely egalitarian distribution to have significantly egalitarian effects, providing each individual with renewable resources to save, consume, or invest as he or she sees fit, and thus maintaining for each an inalienable right to participate in the economy, much as the democratic system maintains our inalienable right to participate in politics.  We make no claim that all citizens have equal political power in a democracy; representative democracy in fact ensures that some—those we elect—will have more power than the rest of us.  But the right to vote together with periodic elections means that however foolishly we “spend” our votes in one election, we still get to vote in the next election, which is never too far off.  The market is no less important a sphere of citizenship than the polity, and the ground rules should be similarly egalitarian.  No less, and perhaps no more.


	I characterize this approach as radical pluralism, because it has no place for any constraints on what recipients may do with their basic income, just as there are virtually no constraints on what one may do with earned income; nor does it have any place for restraints on qualification, just as there are virtually no qualifications required for citizens to vote.  It should go without saying that a market-based approach to justifying basic income cannot be conditional on work, since only market pricing and individual preferences for more income than basic income provides should determine who works and who does not.  Under this approach, basic income  provides some compensation for the unpaid caregiving and voluntary activities envisioned in the participation requirement advocated by Atkinson and van der Veen and others, but it also requires us to endorse the rights of fellow citizens to behave badly, squandering their basic income on lottery tickets and liquor, or surfboards and tickets to Malibu.





Conclusion


	What I have presented here is the framework of the case for a radically pluralistic notion of citizenship, to counter the socialist and civic republican notions that currently dominate the basic income debate.  What socialism and civic republicanism share is a willingness to impose constraints on the liberty of individuals in order to achieve patterned outcomes.  This conflicts with the libertarian ethos which so clearly underlies the American economic and political spheres, and to a degree its social sphere as well.  To be sure, libertarian capitalism is a mixed blessing, responsible for so much of the inequality and insecurity the welfare state is designed to mitigate, but responsible also for the surplus that makes a generous welfare state, or basic income, a possibility.  But pairing a libertarian economic sphere with a paternalistic social sphere seems like the worst of both worlds.  Liberals must offer an alternative vision to make an unconditional basic income a political possibility in the United States.
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