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CONSIDERING THE HISTORICAL CONTEXT
This paper is part of a larger project whose purpose it is to determine how, in light of globalization, the history of sociology during the twentieth century both did, and did not, fulfill the promise presented by the founders of sociology--most especially Marx, Durkheim, and Weber.
  Reading their respective theories of bourgeois society, religion, and bureaucracy, as complementary approaches that highlight different but closely related aspects of the same phenomenon, a common theme emerges:  the distinguishing feature of sociology as a social science is a willingness to contemplate the discrepancy between representations modern societies construct of themselves, in the interest of maintaining order and stability, and the realities that are prevalent in those same societies.  These representations go well beyond what used to be referred to as ideologies, and their analysis directly contradicts Daniel Bell's thesis of the "end of ideology," formulated during the 1960s.


There are mounting indications that in recent decades, in important regards, the push toward greater democracy and social justice reached a culmination point, within societies with democratic political systems.  This point appears to have coincided with developments that made it possible, for the first time in history, that more than 50 per cent of the world's population live in societies with democratic political systems.  Since the 1980s, following the 1970s' debate about "the crisis of democracy," as far as the institutions framing both political decision-making processes and designing social policy are concerned, the process of democratization has been stalling.  More recently, the professionalization of electoral politics has begun to produce campaign strategies geared toward capturing such marginal majorities that the very notion of political legitimacy itself is becoming increasingly problematic.  How can we speak of legitimate majorities when the electoral process first splits the voting public in half, and then determines the governing majority on the basis of as little as the fraction of a per cent?  Clearly, such a situation renders the expectation unjustified that the political process should engender social policies that relate positively, and rationally (not to mention reasonably), to the nature of the social problems and injustices at hand.


Yet it is not the specificity of the current condition, to which we might refer as the "new crisis of democracy," that is most disconcerting.  What is far more disturbing is the fact that the current condition is the consequence of trends that have been in sway for decades, and which have gone almost unnoticed.  Most important among these trends, in the context of this paper, is the widening gulf between established social policy strategies, and the socio-political and socio-economic challenges that necessitate effective policies.  Around the time when the democratization process began to slow down, as far as the institutional framework of democracy was concerned, a corresponding social policy regime had taken hold, with a majority of politicians, policy designers, and social scientists concurring that the kind of social policies developed and applied in western democracies promised the greatest likelihood of success, in terms of stated objectives, under existing conditions.  Yet it may be symptomatic that at that very time, the established systems of democratic representation and government came under attack in many western societies, in the form of demands for greater participation of the population in political decision making processes.  This was the age of new social movements and citizen initiatives.  With less fanfare, but no less fervor, the established social policy regimes came under attack in various countries, sparked by such phenomena as rising, structural unemployment rates and new poverty.  During the 1980s, proponents of basic income began to assert that the established social policy regime, represented most visibly in the welfare state, not only was not capable of alleviating the consequences resulting from "durable inequalities"--but that it turned out to be a major impediment to their being alleviated.


In this context, the primary purpose of this paper is to reflect on implications resulting from two decades of intensifying attempts to advocate basic income, first in Europe, and now in the United States, for how to identify the similarities and differences between mainstream social policy approaches, and basic income as a qualitatively different social policy paradigm.  As it turns out, a reconsideration of Max Weber's concept of the iron cage appears to provide an excellent reference frame for comparing basic income with more conventional social policy paradigms.


In Max Weber's use, the image of the "iron cage" highlighted the impact bureaucratization processes have on all aspects of social life--limiting the ability of individuals, groups, and institutions to make decisions and choices that lead to the attainment of desired objectives.  The iron cage thus makes it impossible to pursue strategies without unintended consequences; instead, categorically, the iron cage perverts desired outcomes.  In the interest of avoiding further misunderstandings, I will replace the image of the iron cage, with the projection of a "glass cage."  In my use, glass cage is a better representation of the modern condition than that suggested by iron cage.  Glass cage more closely conveys the double character of Weber's attempt to characterize the increasingly dominant feature of our world, as was explicit in the original phrase he coined:  the iron cage is, in fact, an "iron cage of bondage."  The main difference between Weber's phrase, and the short-hand version that came to be associated, in the English language, with Weber's theory of rationalization and bureaucratization, is that in Weber's use, the iron cage of bondage does not appear to be a cage at all, that it is not visible as a cage to those confined by it, and that its confining effect on modern man and woman, nevertheless, is that of an iron cage.  As I will try to show, this imagery applies especially well to the nature of the social policy regime that took hold during the post-World War II era.

BASIC INCOME AND SOCIAL POLICY

The espoused purpose of social policies is to solve, alleviate, or in some form or other, tackle social problems.  It is an integral feature of advanced, industrialized societies with democratic political systems that structural inequalities, especially as they relate to race, class, and gender, perpetuate the uneven distribution of unemployment, poverty, job discrimination, and exclusion from social and political life, and disadvantage members of certain social groups more than others.  The result is a highly unequal distribution of life chances, which is in contradiction with the principles of democratic citizenship upon which modern societies are built:  freedom, equality, solidarity, and justice (Dahrendorf 1979).  As modern political systems evolved, institutions and practices in the different spheres of life--such as the economy, politics, education, etc.--increasingly came to embody the seemingly irreconcilable tension between principles of democratic citizenship, values based in an economic system centered around individualist conceptions of success, and the imperative of maintaining social and political order (see MacPherson 1962, 1977).


How do social policies and welfare state arrangements in western societies relate to the social problems they are supposed to "solve", especially those that are structural in nature, and related to inequalities?  In orientation, social policies intervene into the field of tension between stagnation and change.  The idea of social policy reflects the acknowledgement, at the political level, that most "social problems" in modern democratic society are incompatible with its values, and that efforts must be made to reconcile the conditions that produce social problems, with the values of modern, democratic societies--which is to say, bringing the former in sync with the latter.  By contrast, the practice of social policy is testimony to the fact that in societies with democratic political systems, social policies are indispensable means to secure social and political stability, as the necessary precondition for economic prosperity, in a system of interlocking, mutually reinforcing inequalities that seem impenetrable.  The assumption is that as inequalities are a necessary precondition for economic expansion, long-term economic growth will alleviate the negative consequences resulting from those inequalities, for the ability of individuals to benefit from increasingly equal life chances.


Debates about basic income generally refer to, and move within the confines, of the discourse about social policies.  However, there are crucial differences between the thrust of basic income, and the reference frame of conventional and mainstream policy paradigms.  In intent, most social policies are well-intentioned and motivated by a sincere concern for the plight of specific social groups.  However, the starting assumptions that inform and guide social policies tend to remain implicit; and the link between established strategies and the likelihood of success in most cases, is presumed, instead of being established scrupulously.  Proponents of basic income tend to suppose that rejecting the certainty that chosen strategies are adequate and the best--or the sole--path to success in terms of stated goals, which is so characteristic of the discourse about social policies, is the distinguishing feature of basic income.


If, for present purposes, we regard as the core of arguments for basic income as the need to "uncouple work and income", to make citizenship independent of the requirement to work, basic income does not collide with the values of capitalist society and individual self-determination.  Instead, basic income subscribes to these values, and asks:  what would it take to make these values real--to bring existing conditions in sync with these values?  The purpose of this paper is to make explicit how the gulf between basic income and established social policies is both deeper and wider than advocates of basic income suggest, or even may be aware of.  The impact of an unconditional basic income on modern work society would reach much further than any social policy strategies employed in recent decades.  In effect, it would explode the matrix of the current regime of work, which impacts all aspects of contemporary society.  Indeed, if we were to subtract the system of control based on work, from contemporary societies, the latter could not function.  


Yet is the social policy discourse the proper context for discussing and justifying basic income?  How is basic income, in its intentions and objectives, related to the theory and practice of social policy today?  Are basic income and the dominant policy paradigm--if it is possible to identify such a paradigm--compatible?  
After all, basic income is intended as a step beyond the established theory and practice of social policy.  To begin to assess the importance of basic income, we must first acknowledge that its proponents view it as a different and superior approach to social policy.  Unavoidably, basic income thus entails a critique of the established social policy paradigm.  Ironically, though, in most debates about basic income, the depth of this critique remains implicit.  The purpose of this paper is to make explicit the depth of the critique of the established policy paradigm, implicit in basic income-related scenarios and models.  While the difference is subtle, the implications are far reaching indeed.  For instance, to suggest that "work and income must be uncoupled" can be read in at least two very different ways.  On the one hand, it might mean that an arrangement must be produced that makes it possible for individuals to survive and live relatively decently without working, at least not working all the time (as a response to structural unemployment)--all else remaining the same.  On the other hand, we must ask whether "uncoupling work and income" would be possible, while all else remains the same.  As will become apparent, the tension between these two stances is at the heart of the basic income dilemma, and the question of how it relates to the established social policy paradigm.  Most proponents formulate arguments for basic income based on the assumption that it is possible to uncouple income and work, without major impact on the mechanisms basic to modern societies--politically, economically, socially.  I will try to demonstrate why this assumption is highly problematic, and how the desirability of uncoupling income and work is related directly to the need to engender a qualitatively different constellation between social policy and politics, economy, and society.

SOCIAL POLICY IN WESTERN DEMOCRACIES
To determine how basic income-related policy designs differ from mainstream policy paradigms, we first need to assess the current condition of social policy in western societies.  In this endeavor, the most important issue is the relationship between policy design and policy success.


Theoretically speaking, social policy is neither entirely compatible with traditional, nor with critical perspectives on social life.  As Ralph Miliband put it,

piecemeal reform is not sufficient to cure the fundamental evils of the [capitalist] system . . .  The history of reform under capitalism shows it to have been a very partial response to specific "problems", and to have remained constrained by the logic of capital.  Far from seeking to achieve radical cures, conservative governments have viewed reform as a means of preventing radical transformation from occurring by buying social peace with concessions.  But even where reforms have been undertaken by social democratic governments, they have not resulted in the abolition of the essential features of capitalism.  Nor is this remarkable, since such abolition was seldom what was intended.  (Miliband 1995: 9)


For the most part, those who implement social policies, those who oppose them, as well as those in whose interest they are being implemented, do not expect policies to succeed fully.  Though social policies are supposed to reduce the extent to which life chances are limited and channeled for members of disadvantaged groups, who tend to suffer from multiple, mutually reinforcing forms of inequality or exclusion, policies have a tendency to reaffirm the patterns of inequality and exclusion prevalent in society.
  To enumerate all the major reasons for why social policies fail would require, and facilitate, a comprehensive sociology of the modern age in its contradictory and contingent complexity.


Almost two centuries ago, Hegel inferred the etymological similarity between policy and police is not accidental.
  In practice, the primary purpose of policy has been to police problems, not to solve them.  In the United States, there have been two illustrative trends in recent years:  the shift from policing problems to policing those who suffer from them (as incarceration rates indicate), and the transfer of traditional obligations of social policy to the responsibilities of police officers, in the context of community policing.  In light of the fact that social policies are located at the intersection between conflicting, vested social, political and economic interests that are tied directly into the social, political, and economic structure of society, it is not surprising that democratic processes claim to, but in most cases do not facilitate a mediation of divergent interests, so that all affected groups benefit and pay equally.  


For any policy proposal directed at improving the condition of any given group in, or segment of, the population, vested interests, and those who represent them, will perceive their position as being threatened.  In an increasing number of instances, and an increasingly blunt fashion, vested interests have set in motion an apparatus whose purpose it is to bring about the failure of a proposed policy or, if already on the books, a given policy.
  Yet not only does the ideology of the "zero-sum society" that has taken hold since the 1980s, conceal the fact that during the 1990s, American society was a "surplus society" par excellence, with a disproportionately large share of the wealth created during that decade going go to the wealthiest few.
  In addition, organized attempts to bring about the failure of a particular policy distract from a condition in which even a concerted effort between government agencies, affected organizations, and concerned interest groups--in favor of a particular policy, without the interference of vested interests, and, hypothetically speaking, without the unavoidable, unexpected, "unintended consequences"--in all likelihood, would not lead to success.


The problem does not appear to be surmounting the actual distance between current social policy practice, prone to policy failure, and the attainment of policy success, but the nature of the territory to traverse.  Even if the gap between current practice and success in terms of stated goals seems narrow, for the time being, there appears to be a glass cage, as it were, whose existence impedes policy success and threatens to thwart efforts to engender social, political, and economic conditions that are in sync with prevailing social, political and cultural values.  My hypothesis is that such a glass cage preventing social policy success does exist, and that it is so much part of modern capitalist work society that its manifestations are ever-present, but its concrete implications for social, political, and economic life ever more elusive:  how we reflect upon the link between designing policy and realizing stated objectives itself is shaped by the basic configuration of work society.  The glass cage resembles a three-dimensional version of the glass ceiling in corporate and political organizations that continues to keep a disproportionately high number of qualified women and members of minorities, in advanced industrialized societies, from entering the higher echelons of political and economic power--and tends to exclude those who might pursue more balanced strategies from a less exclusionary, purposively oriented vantage point.
  For the most part, designing social policy has become an exercise that remains confined to the invisible boundaries of established understandings of what kinds of policies must, and must not be, envisioned and advocated.  But just as it would be inaccurate to suggest that the glass ceiling has not been pervious in individual instances for decades, and that it is not becoming more pervious in many societies--at least in terms of demographic representativity--so, too, would it be illegitimate to suggest that the glass cage is bullet-proof and does not allow, periodically, for this or that endeavor to succeed.  Indeed, I would suggest that there is an elective affinity between the social policy designed, among many other goals, to make the glass ceiling more pervious--perhaps one of the most successful policies to date, in terms of stated goals:  affirmative action--and basic income.


 To reformulate my hypothesis:  due to compounding policy failures, and the cumulative consequences resulting from the unwillingness of politicians and many social scientists to identify the interest-based motives behind many policy initiatives, a culture of policy discourse has taken hold that is both a manifestation, and a cause, of a widespread unwillingness to confront the nature of social problems directly.  As long as we assume that there are clearly identifiable causes for policy failures, we do not grasp the nature of the paradox that constitutes the "ether" within which policy is being designed.

FROM THE WELFARE STATE TO BASIC INCOME:

NAVIGATING THE GLASS CAGE
In a well-known article published in the early 1980s--a classic of the related literature--Claus Offe (1984) examined "some contradictions of the modern welfare state."  Over the decades, Offe has continued like few others to explore possibilities of innovative policy design, in a manner that is both informed and inspired by critical social theory.  In his article on the modern welfare state, he stated that 

The welfare state has served as the major peace formula of advanced capitalist democracies for the period following the Second World War.  This peace formula . . . consists, first, in the explicit obligation of the state apparatus to provide assistance and support . . . to those citizens who suffer from specific needs and risks which are characteristic of the market society; . . .  Second, the welfare state is based on the recognition of the formal role of labor unions both in collective bargaining and the formation of public policy.  Both . . . are considered to limit and mitigate class conflict, to balance the asymmetrical power relations of labor and capital, and thus to overcome the condition of disruptive struggle and contradictions that was the most prominent feature of pre-welfare state, or liberal, capitalism.  In sum, the welfare state has been celebrated throughout the post-war period as the political solution to societal contradictions (Offe 1984, p. 147).

He then went on to compare critiques of the welfare state from the left and from the right, thus arriving at five key conclusions.


The welfare state was the result of a unique historical constellation of interests in advanced industrial societies that made possible a constitutional modification which proved advantageous to all major groups in society.  Post-WW II democracy and market economics would not have been possible without a modern welfare state.  The critique from the Left centers on the contention that the welfare state is insufficient in terms of both the socio-economic security it provides--which is most often conditional and temporary--and the limitations it imposes on the ability of recipients to determine their way of life.  The critique from the Right asserts that the welfare state imposes counterproductive regulatory burdens on the market process, and taxation on individuals.  Over time, the broad support the welfare state used to enjoy among all major groups in society, has eroded, as it is no longer seen as economically beneficial by many--though it continues to be so, given the "practically viable" alternatives.  Since western societies are not capable of eliminating the social problems that necessitated the welfare state and related social policies, as the strategy of choice, even in terms of narrowly stated goals, success tends to come at a high price, both in the form of "unintended consequences" and the persistence of the problems.  For the foreseeable future, Offe concluded twenty years ago, there are no viable alternatives to the welfare state in sight.


Historically, the welfare state was a "success story" in a number of regards.  During the decades following World War II, it was not only based on a far-reaching consensus in many western societies, but also decisive for providing the socio-political context necessary to make possible "economic miracles":  a social and political stabilizer and facilitator of economic growth, despite continued inequality, and under conditions of the Cold War's "competition of socio-economic systems," between the capitalist West and the "actually existing socialist" East.  The welfare state contributed to mass-legitimacy and secured mass-loyalty, and thwarted social criticism and political unrest.  Not surprisingly, once the "competition of systems" ended in the late 1980s, it was no longer "necessary" to maintain it at the same, high, progressively unconditional level, revealing the "unsettledness of American social politics from the 1960s to the present" (Skocpol 1988, p. 295).  In the U.S., welfare benefits were reduced in size during the 1990s' economic expansion, "to end welfare as we know it," instead of being lifted to a qualitatively higher level (see Sawhill, Weaver, Haskins, Kane 2002).  In terms of policy-practice, welfare-to-work regimes constitute a return to conditions that were prevalent before the spread of "social rights" (in terms of T. H. Marshalls' distinction), and thus are characteristic of a context in which maintaining welfare is no longer viewed as a precondition for securing social and political stability.


To rectify the problem of a welfare state perceived to be increasingly ineffective, many academics, intellectuals, and policy experts agree that "universal basic income" (UBI) is the most viable prospect.  Tellingly, Claus Offe has become a prominent proponent of basic income, along with a growing number of fellow social scientists.
  What is the thrust and intended scope of basic income?  In orientation, is it reformist or revolutionary?  Will basic income be politically feasible, and under what conditions, and how would it modify the basic constitution of the modern state?  As an attempt to "solve" the problem of ineffective policies, it requires a qualitatively different way of thinking about policy.  As we I will endeavor to show, basic income is a somewhat surreptitious attempt to tackle problems related to alienation, in a manner that remains concealed not only to those who are contemplating its merits, but also to many of its proponents.

BASIC INCOME:  BEYOND THE GLASS CAGE

In terms of how proponents justify basic income, it constitutes a social policy strategy in competition with other strategies.  The specific arguments presented in favor of basic income, though--as a means to "uncouple work and income"--reveal that it is understood as a qualitatively different, and by implication, superior approach to thinking about, and to tackling, social problems.  Indeed, the ambition to introduce basic income as a universal entitlement goes beyond the established strategies of social policy, in theory as well as in practice:  it is the model of an alternative strategy for how to conceive of policy responses to social problems more generally.  Yet it is not a model for "solving" once and for all social problems, or for directly "resolving" the underlying conflicts.  Instead, in most cases, basic income is viewed as a strategy that should play a role in the creation of societal conditions in which debates about social policies solving, or meaningfully alleviating, social problems, are a recognized and common practice.  In this sense, it is a model for preparing the possibility of formulating social policies in a manner that is linked directly to specific social problems and what it would take to solve them.  Put differently, the basic income debate needs to be understood in relation to the prevalence of alienation, starting out from the observation that in many instances, public policies and government action are based on strategies that reflect concrete and conflicting social, political, and economic conditions, interests, tensions, and ideologies, to a degree that renders difficult, if not impossible, conceptions of politics and policies as directly related to the problems and challenges at hand.  However, in terms of how proponents view basic income as a response to the challenge of policy failure, it is an indirect reaction to alienation.


Consequently, arguments for basic income tend to resemble the tip of an iceberg, the bulk of which--the underpinnings of the arguments--remains under the surface.  Most of all, what has been lacking in the debate about basic income is a sustained and rigorous analysis of contemporary societies geared toward scrutinizing the meaning and role of labor in a manner that reflects its socially, politically, economically, organizationally and culturally integral role.  For this purpose, it is essential that the analysis not be confined by preconceived notions about the importance of work, and about what kind of goals, "realistically," are attainable under present circumstances, as is characteristic of debates that are delimited by preconceive notions of practical political feasibility.  Instead, scrutinizing the nature of the cages that impede the policy-oriented debate about, and the political possibility of, basic income, must be central to the analysis.  These cages reach from concerns that it is a risky scheme (depending on the specifics of context and manner of implementation), via rigid patterns of social, political and economic thinking that stultify further as the dynamics of the capitalist process keeps accelerating, to a more or less vague fear that basic income would be highly destabilizing, in a multiplicity of regards.


This paradoxical situation is characterized by assertions that basic income constitutes a qualitatively superior social policy approach, and concerns to downplay the likely impact of its unconditional implementation.  Proponents contend that the relevance of basic income derives from the difficulties, under present circumstances, to conceive of policy directly in relation to the nature of specific social problems, how they are tied into structural inequalities, and the long-term perspective necessary to conceive of "solving" them by means of social policies.  Still, proponents of basic income suppose, at the same time, that the overall framework of western, liberal democracy provides the sole context for engendering policies that are directly related to the nature of social problems, and their "solution."  Most often, though, they do not admit that determining how social problems are entwined with the social, political, and economic structures of contemporary industrialized societies, and identifying the required kind of qualitative change, will be necessary for solving any of these problems.  To do so, would require that we identify the boundaries of contemporary societies, how they confine our ability to conceive of effective solutions, and how the latter prefigure a future that is different from the present continuing indefinitely.


In order to confront this challenge, proponents of basic income first need to examine the nature of successes and failures of past and present social policy practice, from a comparative perspective.  The effective analysis of contemporary societies is conditional on our willingness to scrutinize the meaning and role of labor--and whether and how the organization of labor is the systemic impediment to policy success that is part of the implicitly presumed, inner matrix of contemporary western societies.


Most arguments for basic income presuppose that it belongs to the same class of policy projects and political aspirations as institutionalizing collective bargaining and establishing social welfare systems.  Yet, the notion that basic income can "uncouple labor and income" within the frame, or on the basis, of work society, appears to be problematic.  In similar fashion, proponents of basic income share the conviction that establishing "economic citizenship rights for the twenty-first century" will be an endeavor of the same order as the successive establishment of civil, political, and social rights that coincided with the last three centuries, respectively--following T.H. Marshall's historically oriented argument--and its logical continuation (see Marshall 1950).  Yet this conviction may be contingent on the willingness to ignore decisive features of contemporary societies whose explicit consideration appears to suggest that the forces assembled against establishing economic citizenship rights are of a different magnitude than those that were opposed to civil, political, and social rights.  Historically speaking, the establishment of civil, political, and social rights constituted successive stages of providing the necessary preconditions, in terms of legal, political and social stability, for economic expansion to continue.  Indeed, if implemented in a universal and unconditional fashion, and irrespective of the advocates' specific goals and intentions, basic income is bound to strike at the very heart of the work society.  If we were to follow Marshall's logic to comprise economic rights, we would have to assume that their establishment will become a necessary precondition for the continuation of economic expansion.  This teleology may indeed turn out to be applicable.  However, at this point in time, under conditions of globalization, it is quite apparent that the trend points in the opposite direction:  even if the establishment of economic rights would become a necessary precondition for continual economic expansion, the unanimity of opposed forces--all else remaining equal--would be overwhelming.  Today, the social and political organization of work can be explained only in part with reference to economic necessities.  To understand the role of labor in advanced capitalist societies, instead, we need to conceptualize it as the foundation of a system characterized by a mode of control whose impact is most apparent with regard to the working segment of the population, but whose logic is directly opposed to principles of democratic representation and participation (see Rifkin 1995; Aronowitz 2001; Sennett 2000).  The debate about basic income is symptomatic of a condition in which the basic perimeter of social policy debates has become highly problematic.  As we will see, it has been problematic from the start.  But under conditions of globalization, the desire to hold on to a policy regime that took hold under very different conditions, is exceedingly perilous.  We need to reconsider whether basic assumptions about social policy can be maintained under conditions of globalization.  My starting assumption is that they cannot.


To rephrase the challenge for proponents of basic income in terms of the "glass cage":  the decisive question is whether breaking the cage is the necessary precondition for establishing basic income, or whether basic income is a necessary (or possible) precondition for breaking the cage--and no longer as momentous and appealing a policy strategy, in terms of its intended purpose, once the cage has been broken.  Consequently, the more basic question is whether it is possible to determine the nature (or natures) of the glass cage and what, in concrete terms, it would take--and mean--to break it.  I am inclined to suggest that at the current historical juncture, as multiple trends in economy, politics, and culture intersect under the aegis of globalization, in a manner that prohibits definite predictions, we are in no position to answer the above question one way or the other (see Castells 1996, 1997, 1998)   The fact that we only could answer the question within the framework of a particular theory, theoretical tradition, or political worldview--whose predictive powers, respectively, will be highly suspect, at this point in time, given the pace and open-endedness of current changes--poses a unique opportunity.  We should not try to find an answer to a key dilemma of this age when related issues, pertaining to prosperity, stability, and justice, are at the center of processes that will keep reshaping our societies for some time to come.  Yet for proponents of basic income to participate in shaping the future, it is imperative that the related challenges be confronted in a manner that is likely to enhance the chance that basic income will fulfill a constructive, constitutive, and lasting, purpose.


Given current political, economic, and social realities, basic income appears to be the theoretically and practically most viable strategy for re-energizing the modernist, qualitatively progressive drive toward translating the wealth produced by ever more powerful economic systems, into qualitative improvements that comply with the values modern democratic societies purport to embody.  We need to acknowledge, however, that the relationship between modern institutions and organizations, the non-authoritarian practices they are supposed to engender, and values relating to freedom, equality, solidarity, and justice, has been fraught with increasingly irreconcilable tensions and contradictions.
  However, reviving the modernist form of progress, which has been eclipsed in recent decades by the non-democratic practices of multinational and transnational corporations, is contingent on a higher level of critical reflexivity, a categorical willingness to concede the relativity of modernist principles; that related conceptions are geographically and historically situated, and preliminary at best; and the acknowledgment that "reality" does not necessarily operate on the basis of the principles we presuppose.  The level of reflexivity called for will have to be on a much higher plane than suggested by "reflexive modernists" like Ulrich Beck and Anthony Giddens.
  In fact, reflexive, "second-order" modernist theory will have to reach the point of intersection with the postmodernist contention that if societal processes are to coincide at all with the principles we deem both desirable and applicable, the underlying values, and "our" expectations of future progress, the effort required will be far greater than, and qualitatively different from, the practical strategies "modernist doctrine" so far has permitted.

BASIC INCOME AS A QUALITATIVELY

SUPERIOR SOCIAL POLICY PARADIGM

Basic income-related designs digress from built-in assumptions about the nexus between inequalities and policies, which prefigure discussions about the purpose and scope of social policies before the process of designing, or modifying, policies sets in.  Most policies intended to alleviate specific social problems and conditions rest upon constructions of causal links between societal conditions, the functioning of institutions, and the malleability of "human nature" (or lack thereof), on the one hand, and possibilities to alter structural inequalities by means of policy, on the other.  By contrast, proponents of basic income contend that under present conditions, we are not in the position to adequately identify the link between existing inequalities and determinations of what kinds of policy designs are possible, probable, and desirable, in a manner that would be consistent with prevailing norms and values in western democratic societies.  Yet as long as assumptions about the nature of related causality chains remain implicit, or entirely submerged, they are likely to perpetuate policy failures, as they will tend to be grounded in ideology, rather than in fact.  In addition, they often entail implicit attempts to legitimate, or to rationalize, inequality in general, and specific inequalities, in particular.


By contrast, basic income results from a genuine commitment to put forth policy designs that are oriented toward solving key social problems.  Social problems must be seen in relation to existing structures of inequality, as well as economic and political power, and to how past policy decisions and strategies predefine the scope of perceived available options and future choices.  At the same time, however, proponents are reluctant to take a clear stand on whether under present conditions--especially in the most advanced societies--the combined political and policy apparatus does, or does not have the capacity to bring about qualitative change.  Yet how do proponents reconcile the assertion that modern political systems are not able to eliminate social problems that emanate from inequalities, with the assertion that those same systems will allow the implementation of basic income?  What is it about basic income that would "enable" modern political systems to overcome the societal barriers to social policy success, and to implement a new policy regime that is directed explicitly at overcoming the limitations of life chances imposed by structural inequalities?  How is it that these systems have been incapable of achieving policy success, but will be capable of implementing basic income?  This is the crux of arguments for basic income.  To be sure, proponents of basic income are aware of the paradox, and arguments for basic income must be viewed in light of this paradox.


The importance of basic income, then, derives directly from the assertion that it is a policy design that ought to allow western political systems, as it were, to jump over their own shadow.  Under present conditions, solving social problems relating to inequalities is not an option, yet--so the reasoning goes--implementing a policy innovation that makes more likely future possibilities to tackle social policies more effectively, might be.  Considering that the welfare state has been a regime to police inequalities, without altering their nature and prevalence, and to provide against threats to social and political stability, while increasing opportunities for individuals to improve their life chances, in a manner that is not incompatible with the principles of liberty, equality, and solidarity--how will basic income become a reality?  In particular, how can we make sure that basic income will not be implemented in a manner that perverts the very objectives that inspire the current debate?  What if the inability of modern political systems to tackle social problems is symptomatic neither of flawed policy designs, nor of a lack of commitment to solving social problems by altering structures of inequality, on the part of decision-makers in the political and policy establishments?  The third alternative would be that there are systemic impediments--with corresponding impediments in academia and politics--that prevent western societies from adhering to values relating to liberty, equality, and solidarity.  Perhaps it is under conditions of globalization, in the context of increasing concern about the future of the nation-state, that such inherent, systemic impediments are beginning to become more apparent.


After all, there was never a consensus in any western society that the modern nation-state was supposed to facilitate societal reconstruction, i.e., the elimination of "inequality."  In fact, with inequalities having been rationalized for centuries as the necessary precondition for the functioning of a market economy, the primary purpose of the nation-state was containing and utilizing the potential for social and political conflict resulting from inequalities.  In this view, the welfare state was a late, and highly refined rendition of the basic configuration of the nation-state.  The welfare state reflected the difficulties to avoid, and the need to manage, expanding, democratically asserted demands on the "state," especially after World War II--aside from the fact that nation-states were designed in part according to rational criteria, and emerged within concrete socio-historical conditions.  Nation-states adapted to constantly changing conditions, and often were provided with a legitimating basis retroactively (as in Hobbes' Leviathan).  For the most part, and for a variety of reasons, decision-makers in politics and policy were not in the position to grasp the contradictory intricacies of those changing conditions, in relation to shifting functions of the nation-state.


Today, taking into consideration the debate about the "end" of the nation-state, we must consider the possibility that we have reached an impasse in the "evolution" of human civilization, and that the underlying program of the existing social, political and economic systems does not allow for further attempts to alter the nature and extent of inequalities.  "End of the Nation-State," then, might not refer to the actual end of the organizational form of the nation-state as such, but to the possibility that the manner in which the nation-state was designed to police inequalities, is no longer viable.  Liberalism buffered our ability, and our willingness, to face the extent of inequalities in western societies, the corresponding implications for members of certain segments of the population, and the tension between basic western values and concrete conditions.
  It thus functioned as the interpretive framework for balancing political and economic processes in a manner that produced clearly identifiable social, political, and economic benefits.
  Yet in light of changes in the world economy, we must be skeptical whether liberalism is capable of fulfilling this balancing function any longer, without the kind of major reorientation many liberals might regard as a betrayal of basic liberal principles.


While it may not be clear whether by intent or default, proponents of basic income do not contend that it is possible to readily identify specific strategies to directly confront any specific social problem, such as unemployment.  At this point in time, attempts to bring about such direct engagements are not politically feasible.  Instead, the starting assumption is that policy success will be contingent on the willingness of those involved, to conceive of indirect, preparatory strategies and policies:  the goal is to allow conditions to emerge that will facilitate change consistent with both stated objectives and increasingly effective policies, within the matrix of modern societies--engendering continuous improvements, without radically altering, endangering, or destroying modern society.  As proponents of basic income are not oriented toward revolutionary change, they envision concrete, meaningful, and lasting social reforms.  Yet with accelerating globalization, the potential for social reforms appears to erode.
  How, then, is it necessary to explicate that there is a link between basic income and critical theory?  How does consideration of basic income, in turn, make possible clarification of the practical role of critical theory today?

IMPLICATIONS

One of the operating assumptions about social policy practice in advanced industrialized nations appears to be that concrete success should not be part of the equation, in terms of designing policies, of "solving" social problems, or of the limited scope of expressly stated goals.  Yet to concede that a glass cage may exist that, under present circumstances, thwarts the effectiveness of social policies to a greater degree than we are willing to admit, challenges the conventional wisdom about purpose and possibility of social policy.  And while the purpose of the glass ceiling is immediately apparent (to keep low the number of individuals who might change the prevailing culture and ingrained priorities in business corporations and political organizations), it is more difficult to ascertain whether there is a comparable "purpose" behind the glass cage against social policy success.


Put differently, while the glass cage certainly does serve the interests of particular individuals and groups, at the expense of other groups, this fact is trivial in light of the fact that it also constitutes the reality we live, the confines of how we conceive of social change and social policy, and such concepts as citizenship, freedom, equality, and justice.  In addition, after 50 years of framing feasible notions about how to reconcile the tension between democratic principles and policy strategies that never really meant to solve social problems and to alter structures of inequality, but to manage them, we are not--not:  no longer--capable of conceiving of our selves in a manner not circumscribed by the glass cage.  Yet we are now reaching conditions--"globalization"--that make it imperative that we identify the perimeter within which we have been conceiving of social problems, implementing them, and acting on them.


If we want to reconceive the promise of the social sciences, we must be willing to take decisive steps toward conceding that we have been existing in a glass cage that, though readily explainable historically, is expressive of sustained attempts to respond to specific political, economic, social, and cultural challenges within the Cold War configuration after World War II.  Assumptions and priorities that became firmly entrenched under related circumstances have been limiting our willingness to conceive of alternative strategies.  Again, the point is not that Cold War conditions have prefigured the perimeter of policy design in some general fashion, but that the consequences were of a highly concrete and specific nature.  We must spell out how exactly we have been coaxed to think about policy, and within exactly what kinds of confines.  Paradoxically, while western industrialized capitalist democracy for many good reasons "won" the Cold War against actually existing socialism, we must wonder how we would judge the achievements of the West if actually existing socialism had not been in existence, or--on the other hand--if it had not suffered from mirror images of the social, political and economic problems that plague western societies, relating to difficulties to reconcile the culture of modernity (democracy, citizenship, right to self-expression, freedom, equality, solidarity, and justice) and the imperatives of economic, organizational, and technological modernization.


In many regards, the victorious western societies--as they keep continuing to become more capitalistic since the collapse of the Soviet Empire--have remained the captives of the Cold War to a far greater extent than the rhetoric of their political and corporate representatives would be willing to admit. The configuration of social policy that emerged under Cold War conditions has survived the Cold War.  We continue to assume that the very specific set-up that emerged since the 1950s, especially the welfare state model, is intrinsically related to the "best" strategy for dealing with social problems in general, and structural inequalities, in particular.  Yet not only is the established policy regime inherently failure prone, it also is a reflection of very specific and concrete circumstances.  Today, we must take a fresh look at social problems, to figure out what it would mean to "solve" them.  Basic income thus is a response to a specific set of social problems that is directly related to grasping their specific nature, and inspired by the desire to solve them--however, without explicitly acknowledging the depth of the problematic nature of policy itself.  Proponents of basic income readily concede that the established social policy paradigms, to which basic income is an innovative response, are inherently problematic, but their assessment of this problematic nature does not lead to the conclusion that implementing BI will face hurdles that are practically insurmountable.  Not difficult to surmount--impossible to surmount.


The main difference between basic income and more established social policy approaches is that the former is an attempt, albeit implicit, to design strategies in relation to how a specific social problem--or set of problems--is a function of structural inequalities.  Established approaches, by contrast, move within a perimeter whose boundaries are determined by assumptions about how existing inequalities constitute the confines of the purpose and scope of social policies that its adherents would be hard-pressed to explicate.  In many instances, these assumptions do not relate, primarily, to the nature of the problems at hand, but they tend to be a function of how a given problem has come to be defined, in different quarters, in recent decades.  Most politicians, policy makers, and social scientists concerned with policy, do not have an interest in the kind of explicit, self-reflective, and reciprocally critical exchanges that would be required for a common definition to result, of the societal context in which policy is to be constructed, to which it is to respond, what ends are to be achieved, and which interventions are to be effective.


The reason that the culture of failure is so much part of the practice of social policy, is that social policy has become inconceivable independently of failure as an integral component.  While proponents suggest a fundamental compatibility between basic income and established policy practice, i.e., a compatibility between policy and grasping the logic of social problems, policy in the US--as a harbinger of things to come elsewhere--is not making leaps beyond the ideological framing of social problems, but appears to be moving headlong back into the age of ideology.  My argument is that this, ceteris paribus, is not temporary and accidental, but systemic and lasting, and related to the nature of work today--with work being the primary pillar of order and stability in western societies.  To overcome the structuring power of work is to radically transform western civilization, at a time when work is more central than ever before--for how we think of ourselves, for the nature of social relations, for the construction of meaningful life-histories, and for defining the functions of government.  For these reasons, implementing basic income is likely to be far more difficult than most of us are willing to concede, even if we are willing to concede how policy in western societies works.  We must first take the leap from an implicit acknowledgement of the problems that lead to basic income becoming a viable proposal, to an explicit analysis of the nexus between conceptions of democracy, the established policy apparatus, and the nature of social problems.  Only then, can we hope to find ourselves in a place that will enable us to think and conceive of how we must present the agenda of BI in a manner that rips through the glass cage, and compels us to conceive of "future possibilities" not through bullet-proof glass, but highly polluted air.


Basic income thus results from a genuine commitment to put forth policy designs that are oriented toward solving key social problems.  Social problems must be seen in relation to existing structures of inequality, as well as economic and political power, and to how past policy decisions and strategies predefine the scope of perceived available options and future choices.  At the same time, however, proponents are reluctant to take a clear stand on whether under present conditions--especially in the most advanced societies--the combined political and policy apparatus does, or does not have the capacity to bring about qualitative change.  Yet how do proponents reconcile the assertion that modern political systems are not able to eliminate social problems that emanate from inequalities, with the assertion that those same systems will allow the implementation of basic income?  What is it about basic income that would "enable" modern political systems to overcome the societal barriers to social policy success, and to implement a new policy regime that is directed explicitly at overcoming the limitations of life chances imposed by structural inequalities?  How is it that these systems have been incapable of achieving policy success, but will be capable of implementing basic income?  This is the crux of arguments for basic income.  To be sure, proponents of basic income are aware of the paradox, and arguments for basic income must be viewed in light of this paradox.

Basic Income and Critical Theory:  An Emerging Alliance?

In recent years, there has been a steady proliferation of conflicting conceptions and definitions of critical theory.
  Disagreements about the thrust of neo-Marxist, Frankfurt School critical theory abound.  Alternative versions of critical theory, such as feminist theory, postmodernist theory, post-colonial theory and critical race theory, as well as various combinations of these and other types of critical theory, have attracted growing attention as well.  To identify the contribution of critical theorizing to the social sciences, and to debates about social policy, it is necessary to determine whether different critical theories share a formal or a substantive core.  Such a core, once identified, should clarify how the perspective of critical theory, as a generalized perspective, is practically relevant, and how specific versions of critical theory relate to "traditional theory," and to each other (see Horkheimer [1937] 1986).


Traditional approaches start out from the assumption that prevailing perspectives on the parameter and the perimeter of research, both thematically and methodologically, and on the purposes of the social sciences in relation to policy, are legitimate and adequate--if in need of slight modification and refinement.  Traditional approaches posit that we can only engage in research if we start out from the assumption that there is an intrinsic link between dominant views of social life, and the adequacy of resulting research approaches and perspectives.  Consequently, there is no need to question the nature of the relationship between modes of research and the defining characteristics of the society in whose interest, purportedly, mainstream research is being conducted, and the research questions and hypotheses that are being investigated.


By contrast, critical approaches to social research posit that implicit assumptions about the nature of modern societies are most in need of rigorous scrutiny.  Critical theories are calibrated to examine those dimensions of modern societal life whose systematic analysis is a necessary precondition for the development of strategies for solving social problems that relate to structural inequalities.  Traditional, non-critical theories--not including the classics of social theory, Marx, Durkheim and Weber, who were more critical than dominant interpretations during the 20th century allowed for--either ignore these dimensions altogether, or regard them as aspects of the "natural" constitution of society.  Lack of concern with any of these dimensions, however, makes impossible consideration of the necessary preconditions of meaningful social change that is in sync with the espoused values of western democratic societies.  I propose the following definition
:

The purpose of critical theories is to identify those dimensions of societal life that remain implicit in traditional approaches to social-scientific research--but which must be made explicit, and systematically analyzed for it to become possible to identify the kind of conditions that would have to prevail in order for policies to attain success in terms of stated goals.  Critical theory in this sense comprises neo-Marxist, feminist, postmodernist, post-colonial and critical race theory.

Ultimately, the required perspective may resemble more closely a therapeutic approach than strategic policy designs.  It may not be possible to break, or crack, the "glass cage," without damaging the fabric of modern society--with potentially unforeseeable consequences.  After all, we have not been socialized to cope effectively with revelations that force us to acknowledge that the patterns of societal life that determine the conditions of our existence, and modes of our co-existence, may be a function of structures of power, rooted in particularist interests, and of social and political orders maintaining stability, by hoisting images of society upon us that reinforce the functioning of existing constellations in politics, economy, society and culture.  To emphasize that the kind of realism that would be contingent on an educated, circumspect, self-confident, and informed public is the exception rather than the rule, in the modern world, is not to imply that the latter is not worth preserving--but to highlight the discrepancy that has emerged between how we are taught to conceive of the modern world, and what it would take to grasp how its contradictory and complex nature limits our ability to conceive of more adequate strategies to confront persistent problems--even at the theoretical level.


Presently, the most ambitious policy designs may be those that endeavor to prepare the emergence of a more realistic mode of societal organization--both in the sense that its citizens will be more willing and capable to confront the facts of collective life, and to envision a world that is more in sync with its purported values.  In the most favorable reading, universal basic income is both the most daring, and the most practical step in this direction.


Yet basic income is desirable only if implemented in a manner that it is difficult, or impossible, to pervert.  It requires attention to the fact that established practices reflect and perpetuate flawed approaches and problematic presuppositions, and that we may not even have a clear sense of what it would mean to take a perspective on social problems that is less a function of submerged and socially, politically, and economically grounded ideology.  In addition, we tend to view policies and strategies within existing contexts, which themselves reflect the disordered condition.  If, for instance, basic income were to be implemented in the mode characteristic of the history of failed policies, could it succeed?  What would success mean?


Theoretically rigorous justifications of basic income tend to be hampered by a set of dilemmas that remain unresolved--and which, generally, are considered as symptomatic of high degree of alienation in social and political life.  First of all, basic income is conceived as highly compatible with prevailing values, agreed-upon and widely accepted definitions of social reality, and established policy-related strategies.  Yet proponents of basic income also contend that it is a possible venue for engaging in efforts to facilitate the move towards a qualitatively superior, "better future."


Secondly, the tension between the set of values oriented toward individual self-realization, and the values oriented toward collective well-being, remains unresolved.  While this tension may be endemic to modern society in general, framing of basic income tend to relate back to the utilitarian hope that the unimpeded pursuit of individual happiness will lead to a greater collective good.  In this reading, basic income is superior to earlier versions of utilitarian design in that it is preconditioned on a less compromised, and institutionally more reinforced understanding of equal life chances.


Thirdly, the issue of how to avoid the co-optation of basic income designs, in a manner that will prevent the perversion, and possible inversion, of its intent and purpose, remains a major challenge, for several reasons.  There will be predictable, determined efforts by certain interests to prevent the intended success, or to soften the intended impact.
  Any attempt to implement basic income will generate unintended consequences, since assumptions about its intended consequences are contingent on the calculation of interlocking causal relations basic to contemporary modern societies; introducing basic income will engender new constellations and new dynamics, and require that we question established notions about causal links, by revealing that previous assumptions about causal links were flawed, or by producing entirely new causal links between the nature of the prevalent commitment to work, productivity, and economic security, or both.  As a matter of principle, justifications of basic income relate to concrete socio-political and economic contexts; consequently, even explicitly theoretical attempts to legitimate basic income tend to be permeated by political considerations that impede the uncompromised consideration of related, theoretical issues.


Consequently, establishing economic citizenship rights for the twenty-first century is likely to be far more difficult than we might expect.  In terms of the above analysis, the obstacles should be greater than can be tackled through policy reform.  For basic income schemes to be more successful, it is necessary that its proponents engage in a sustained, rigorous theoretical debate.


Economic citizenship rights will have to be achieved against greater odds than was the case for civil, political, social rights--because economic rights strike at the heart of the system.  Basic income schemes may contribute to setting the stage in a manner that makes it possible that these issues can be addressed, and tackled, more effectively.  For this reason, it is also necessary to question the adequacy of prevailing values basic to modern democratic societies (like freedom, equality, and justice), and the earnestness of struggles against social problems, by means of social policies.  Consequently, critical theory is necessary, to identify unacknowledged dimensions of social life that make direct implementation of basic income impossible, or likely to be ineffective.


Even if economic rights would be a necessary precondition for continued economic prosperity in the twenty-first century, as civil, political, and social rights turned out to be during the eighteenth, nineteenth, and twentieth centuries, it appears that the regime of global capitalism currently emerging will pose far more of an obstacle.  If basic income indeed is a solution to a set of social problems that is directly related to the nature of those problems, and not an expression of ideology or unrelated imperatives that impede a straight look at the problem at hand--we need to continue to hone in on the inner logic of the processes and conditions that generate the social problems, and keep reconstituting in ever less transparent ways, a social structure characterized by increasing inequality.
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� The emphasis on the three main classics acknowledges the fact that the development of sociology as a discipline was influenced to a greater extent by their analyses of the defining features of modern, industrializing, capitalist society, than by any of the other early social scientists and social theorists who today, commonly, are included in the canon of the founding phase of sociology, such as Georg Simmel, W. E. B. DuBois, and Charlotte Perkins Gilman.  Early indications suggest that there is a high degree of compatibility between their respective approaches to the study of modern society.  Yet in scope and depth, Marx, Durkheim, and Weber provided a more revolutionary perspective of modern society than any of their contemporaries.


�      With regard to the United States, see Quadagno 1994, esp. ch. 5.  Also Jencks (1992), pp. 1-2:  "The only important exception to the rule that Washington did not make social policy, the Social Security Act, was a legacy of the Great Depression and the New Deal.  As the name implies, social security was supposed to reduce the risk that individuals who had become used to life in a particular economic niche would suddenly find themselves pushed out of it.  Its most important components were Unemployment Insurance (UI) and Old Age and Survivors Insurance (OASI, known in the vernacular simply as 'social security').  . . . Like private insurance, these two social-insurance programs reinforced the existing social and moral order.  . . .  [B]oth programs reinforced not only the work ethic but the social hierarchy that America had created on the bedrock of wage inequality."  During the mid-1980s, Morris and Williamson (1986), p. 169, wrote that "no matter how much policymakers and the public may wish otherwise, the ability of most . . . approaches [such as employment and training, and education] to reduce poverty appears to be severely constrained.  Increased recognition of this fact would be a major step toward relieving these programs of the burden of unrealistically high expectations, and would foster greater appreciation of the actual and potential accomplishments of other approaches.  There is no guarantee . . . that this recognition will lead to the development of more effective poverty policy.  At the very least, however, there is likely to emerge a more sophisticated understanding of the dynamics of poverty in American society."


�      See Hegel ([1821] 1967), pp. 145-155, esp.:  "In the system of needs, the livelihood and welfare of every single person is a possibility whose actual attainment is just as much conditioned by his caprices and particular endowment as by the objective system of needs.  Through the administration of justice, offenses against property or personality are annulled.  But the right actually present in the particular requires, first, that accidental hindrances to one aim or another be removed, and undisturbed safety of person and property be attained; and secondly, that the securing of every single person's livelihood and welfare be treated and actualized as a right, i.e. that particular welfare as such be so treated" (pp. 146-47).  See also article 242, p. 149, about the problematic nature of government relying on private charity, as a means to remedy poverty:  "Public social conditions are on the contrary to be regarded as all the more perfect the less (in comparison to what is arranged publicly) is left for an individual to do by himself as his private inclination directs."


�      Needless to say, there are vast differences between countries.  The most obvious example in recent years has been, in the United States, the health insurance industry's barrage of commercials directed against the attempt by the young Clinton Administration, to take significant steps toward health services for all.


�      Thurow (1980) on the ideology of the zero-sum society.  For a highly accessible, general overview of related matters, see Krugman (2002).


�      See, for instance, Cotter, Hermsen, Ovadia, Vanneman (2001); Davis-Netzley (1998).


� See, e.g., Offe, Mückenberger, Ostner (1996).  Well-known supporters of basic income include Ralf Dahrendorf, Milton Friedman, James Tobin, Herbert Simon and Bruce Ackerman.  For a recent collection of arguments for, and analyses of, basic income, see van Parijs (2001).  See also van Parijs (1992, 1995).


� Gabel's work on the link between reification and modes of "thinking" is most illustrative, and valuable, in this regard.  His analyses of the warped ways of perceiving reality we come to regard as "normal," "necessary," and "natural," as they are manifest both in the frequency of mental disorders, and the frequency of diagnosing mental disorders independently of the specificity of socio-historical context--remain unsurpassed.  See Gabel ([1962] 1975, 1997), as well as Alan Sica's excellent, related work (Sica 1995, 1997).


� In this context, esp. Beck (2000).


� See the debate about the end of the nation-state, e.g., Strange (1996), Ohmae (1995), Guéhenno (1994).  


� In A Nation of Agents.  The American Path to a Modern Self and Society (2002), James E. Block demonstrates how problematic the western emphasis on freedom, or liberty, has been, with regard to America as the first modern democracy.  He contends that this emphasis will ill-conceived from the start, and concludes:  "The agency paradigm, . . . the deepest narrative of American nationhood attending to its modernist interweaving of individual and collective, searches for a continued viability in the United States.  . . . [P]erhaps the synthesis between ideal and real, of which agency was one stage on some greater journey, lies ahead to be newly imagined and pursued.  Might not the quest for just democracy, genuine selfhood, and diversity within a cohesive community, while indebted to the immense developmental steps taken with creation of the agency world, be advanced through further reconstruction of the human setting?  A 'free individual in a free society' will not forever look like the Protestant agent in liberal society.  Brilliant and enduring though it was, it was only the first approximation" (p. 550).


� In this regard, see the literature in Europe on the "Third Way."  I submit that without innovations like basic income, arguments for the Third Way are in danger of remaining largely vacuous.  For the Third Way between capitalism and socialism to be a meaningful perspective, it requires reflection on, and implementation of, the kind of constitutional changes for which basic income provides the most compelling model yet.  See Newman and de Zoysa (2001).  See also Habermas' defense of an "offensive" variant of the Third Way, in Habermas (2002), esp. 229f.


� See Benhabib (2002), esp. ch. 7, "What Lies Beyond the Welfare State?"  With regard to European integration, see also Kleinman (2002), Vobruba (1994), and Calhoun's (2002) arguments about the need to foster a Europe-wide public sphere.


� See Teeple 2000; Isbister 2001, esp. ch. 8; Midgley 1997; Jordan 1996; Kingfisher (ed.) 2002.


� For overviews of critical theory, comprising different types of critical theory, such as postmodernist and feminist theory, see Calhoun (1995) and Agger (1998).


� See also Dahms (2002), p. 306.


� These efforts will take different forms, and occur through the democratic political process, lobbying, by defining economic reality and politico-economic possibilities in certain ways, by refusing to cooperate--to name just a few options.





