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Does Basic Income have to Justify Capitalism?

A Critique of Philippe Van Parijs' View of Society 
Christoph Henning, St. Gallen 

Philippe Van Parijs' classic book Real Freedom for all (1995) is one of the very view philosophical books which deal not only with philosophy, but also head-on with political problems. It has to be admired for several reasons: it managed to cross the boundaries not only between disciplines (it is discussed in philosophy as well as in sociology, political sciences or economics), but also between the academic discourse and politics. Informing both academic and political discussions about an „unconditional basic income“ (henceforth UBI), over the years his book was commented by many important thinkers, critical as well as sympathetic.
 As a result, Van Parijs has fine-tuned some of his arguments, mainly technical ones. However, his general position has, or so it seems, only become more decisive. This may be a good moment to pause and reflect. In this paper I want to criticize the social theory his book relies upon, because, or so I will argue, it weakens the point he wants to make.

I agree with a good portion of Van Parijs' agenda. Hence I do not mean to quarrel over issues like the resulting work ethic or technical details of how best to finance an UBI. Van Parijs' left-libertarian idea of defending a „freedom not to work“ (Van Parijs, 1995, p. 37) at least for contemporary western societies needs strong theoretical foundations, for it runs against the currents of both hegemonic economics and politics. An UBI seems to be a promising path to 'realize' a real freedom (even if it is not the only one). However, I disagree with Van Parijs' preoccupation, at least in his classic book, with „justifying capitalism“, which figures most prominently in the title: „What, if anything, can justify capitalism?“
 This paper will focus on two problems with this approach. First, it is questionable which insights may be gained from such an apologetic undertaking, given the political aim Van Parijs is after. Justifying capitalism in a book that mainly criticises capitalism is a detour. It can be detrimental to the political agenda of arguing for a UBI and helping to introduce it at the highest sustainable level for all. Secondly, Van Parijs' justification relies on a polished picture of capitalism that abstracts from many of its problematic aspects. Maybe this second point could even explain the detour. 

Justifying Capitalism: Unwanted Consequences
Van Parijs professed early on that there are various political paths to an UBI, depending on the institutional circumstances of a given country. Correspondingly, from a theoretical point of view there are also „competing justifications“ of an UBI (Van Parijs, 1992, p. 3), based upon different philosophical assumptions. Consequently Van Parijs conceded that „the case of UBI does not depend on the real-freedom theory of justice“ laid out in his book from 1995 (Van Parijs in Cohen/Rogers, 2001, p. 122). Criticising his book without criticising the general idea of UBI takes advantage of this very possibility. However, Van Parijs still assumes that his book is the best justification around for an UBI: 

„I am convinced that any cogent case for basic income must adopt some notion of 'real freedom' ... and combine it with some strongly egalitarian criterion of distribution“ (Van Parijs in Wright, 2006, p. 16).

I agree with this claim. However, in this paper I argue that his own book from 1995 partly falls short of this aim. The concessions Van Parijs has to make in order to (also) „justify capitalism“ compromise his position too much. Within a conceptual frame apologetic of capitalism an UBI may still be possible (see Werner, 2007, e.g.), but most likely it would neither provide real freedom („not only the right but also the means to do what one may wish“, Van Parijs in Wright, 2006, 16), nor will it alleviate social inequality. It would rather have illiberal and anti-egalitarian bearings, so outcomes would not meet intentions, even if they are noble. As Steinvorth (1999, p. 180) has remarked, in this case a „real freedom“ would repeat the irony of „real socialism“, where „real“ meant the opposite of the socialist idea.

Whence the odd wish to justify capitalism? The reason might be historical: In the 1990s East European Socialism was gone. For two reasons this gave left-oriented thinkers pause: First, whatever the leftist political agenda was, „real socialism“ was no longer a help in leftist political agendas. Secondly, upon closer inspection real socialism did not seem to be too attractive altogether. Its shortcomings were massive: there were  supressions of liberal rights (freedom of speech, free choice of occupation etc.), political inequalities, and ecological disasters in spite of slower economic growth. It seemed clear that from now on even the left had to live with capitalism. Today, I should add, this is not as self-evident as it was in the 1990s: Southern regions like Latin America do not conform to Fukuyama's end of history thesis (see Van Parijs' reference to Brazil in Wright, 2006, p. 26), and a serious crisis has shaken the western world for years now. Framed this way the only public to which capitalism needed to be „justified“ in the first place were disappointed socialists on the verge of giving up on politics – or giving in to neoliberalism – altogether. The message may be reformulated like this (my formulation): 'Yes, socialism is no longer an option, but there are valuable political goals in capitalism, too. And UBI is one of them', even if it is no longer perceived as a „capitalist path to communism“ (Van der Veen/Van Parijs, 1986). 
Note that what is justified here is not capitalism itself, but rather a progressive political engagement within capitalism (formerly called „reformist“). It is no coincidence that the first party that picked up on UBI was the Green party, since such a „reformism“ was their strategy anyway; even though prior to that liberals like Ralf Dahrendorf or Friedrich A. Hayek were attracted by the idea, too. Such a „mission“ – selling capitalism to the post-socialist left – makes sense in certain circumstances. Undeniably political, economic and cultural liberties were enjoyed to a much greater extend in western democracies (not all of which were full-blown capitalistic, however), not to mention economic efficiency. But how would the case for UBI look like when framed in this way? After conceding that capitalism is both inevitable and mutable, a convincing theoretical project could try to point out shortcomings of contemporary capitalism in order to outline possible remedies (like UBI) which might be achieved without „overthrowing“ (or even trying to overthrow) the whole system. In short (my formulation): 

Maxim: 'Let us criticize capitalism in order to take care of it's shortcomings by introducing UBI.' 

This seems plain. However, it is not the position Van Parijs (1995) takes. His position differs in two respects: First, he does not assume that an UBI is an (exogenous) addition to capitalism which can be imposed on capitalism due to its enormous adaptive powers
 – so he does not consistently picture the UBI as a result of conscious political action trying to „form“ (or reform) capitalism. Instead, Van Parijs wants to identify the UBI as part of an entity he calls „optimal capitalism“ (1995, pp. 191f.). Optimal capitalism might also be called 'perfect capitalism', since the theory on which Van Parijs relies here is the neoclassical modell of „perfect competition“ (1995, p. 200). Sometimes he also invokes imperfect or „monopolistic competition“ (p. 218), but this only covers the downsides of competition, for it relies on the same paradigm.
 Since a „perfection“ (Greek teleion) signifies the full development of an entity's intrinsic potentials, the UBI now appears as endogenous to capitalism. Consequently, capitalism itself appears to be optimal or perfected if it brings the highest sustainable UBI. In other words: Van Parijs seems to assume that UBI is a part of capitalism, once capitalism is properly understood. So Capitalism would benefit from an UBI once it is introduced (see Van Parijs, 1992, p. 220). 

A sceptic might object that this criticism rather reads the endogeneity of UBI into the text than taking it from it. Yet the second difference between Van Parijs and the view proposed above may support this reading. The alternative maxim suggested to start with criticising the shortcomings of contemporary capitalism in order to argue for UBI as a reformist remedy. Yet Van Parijs is not doing this. On the contrary, he is rather criticising the critiques of capitalism that he identifies as the most important ones. It would be too speculative to buy into a Hegelian „negation of negation“ as an affirmation of the criticism at a higher level. So this rather amounts to a justification of capitalism, as the title of the book openly indicates. So oddly enough, the recipe of the UBI – which sounds so radical – does not result from a criticism of capitalism, but from the rejection of such a criticism. 

This complicates things. It is an interesting, but nevertheless a tangled strategy, for it leads to consequences which are uncalled for in a project that initially aimed at increasing „real freedom for all“. Several unwanted consequences have to be mentioned. Contrary to the heartwarming picture of a „real freedom for all“, where a reader inspired by T. H. Marshall's progressive modell will expect an extension of existing rights (hence the warm glow), the final chapter of the book contains surprisingly authoritarian political proposals with an almost neoliberal spin. And it is these that deserve a second glance. Which consequences are these?

First, if we consider the social inequalities which would remain after an UBI is introduced, ascending from people not working up to people in highly paid jobs and owners of capital, it is a remarkable consequence that the people who would be „bound to lose“ the most are ordinary workers. Where does this tendency result from? It has to be considered that Van Parijs (1995, p. 108) expects the level of UBI to be the higher, the higher the level of involuntary unemployment. This assumption is unusual, since common sense would assume that the pool for benefits dries up when many people claim benefits. Van Parijs assumes the contrary: given high rates of unemployment, more people would want to work, so the price payed for the „asset“ of having a job would increase. The simple reason for this is the law of demand and supply: the higher demand, the higher the price, in this case the price for occupying a job. And so, in Van Parijs' view of society, people opting out of work in a period of high unemployment would receive a higher UBI (that sounds good), but only because workers would earn less and pay more. They would earn less because high unemployment reduces wages, and they would have to pay more since the „asset“ of having a job would cost them higher UBI-taxes. Since Van Parijs seems cautious not to tax capital too much, this policy would protect capital and burden labour twice. This is a high prise for a warm glow. 

Secondly, in any given society, workers would object to this; and rightly so, if we keep in mind that an UBI will not necessarily meet the subsistence level (1995, p. 35) and hence would not necessarily lift workers bargaining power. Van Parijs has an answer to this objection, but it again has its downside: The power of unions has to be broken, and their very backbone, the right to strike, is meant to be abolished. In Short, for Van Parijs there is no such right (1995, p. 213). Since this right is granted in western society today, in practice this would reduce existing „real freedom“ instead of extending them. 

Thirdly, it is worth noting that Van Parijs also rejects the notion of positive freedom (1995, pp. 17-18, e.g.), which could strengthen individuals' political rights. So Van Parijs' „optimal capitalism“ is significantly different from competing leftists visions of a participatory democracy or a perfectionist liberalism. Even if, given UBI, more persons would have the means to act politically (since they may opt out of work and have more time for such things), it would become unlikely that they would do so when at the same time their (positive) rights are diminished. The „real freedom“ is limited to the private sphere, since surfing in Malibu, getting rich or smoking weed (which is what many surfers do) are all private conceptions of the good.
 This is a legitimate position in practice; in theory, however, it is contradicting the political action that is called for in order to bring about an UBI in the first place. There seems to be a theoretical inconsistency.

Fourth, Van Parijs describes his vision of a society with UBI as „corporatist“ (1995, p. 208, p. 210). At least this possibility is very a likely for Van Parijs: The alternative to corporatism is co-operativism (Van Parijs, 1995, p. 210), but this is another word for socialism (since workers in factories with one hundred or more employees would own the means of production) and can therefore hardly signify „optimal capitalism“. But what does corporatism refer to? Instead of being less constricted, individual freedom would be more constricted by political institutions. „Corporatism“ means, in Hegelian terms, more institutions confining individual behaviour. But since unions are ruled out from the prior example, and political participation is not considered a valuable „real freedom“ (1995, pp. 17-18; cf. Van Parijs, 1998 and Christiano's criticism in Reeve/Williams, 2001, p. 172), it is unclear what kind of political institutions Van Parijs is thinking of. In any case, since the usual democratic variants are ruled out (and there are other, much less attractive forms of corporatism), this does not sound too promising either.

Finally, even though Van Parijs initially stresses the „freedom not to work“ (1995, p. 37, p. 94), in the end he proposes „compulsory public services“ (p. 231; which reminds of workfare) This, however, amounts to compulsory work, which contradicts the promised freedom not to work. Moreover it also contradicts the anti-perfectionism that Van Parijs has in mind in the beginning of the book (1995, p. 28), for this compulsory work is meant to improve political morals in favor of an UBI (which frankly is a „perfectionist“ objective, cf. Henning 2009). 

All of these proposals are more or less legitimate in our political framework. The only problem is that this is no „left-libertarian“ position any longer. Effects such as these would be illiberal in diminishing real freedoms and non-egalitarian in attacking organized labour and reducing wages. It could create a fatal coalition between capital and the unemployed.
 We would expect such proposals from authoritarian neoliberals (against all odds, these ideas go together well), but surely not from a theory that aims to provide „real freedom for all“, which raises hopes for more liberty and equality. 

Nevertheless Van Parijs is considered a liberal egalitarian (and considers himself as one), so he can not intend to promote illiberal and anti-egalitarian measures per se. The only way to account for the contradiction between intentions and outcomes is to assume a flaw in the theory that leads to these unintended consequences. I think there are two such flaws: A first one is the belief that a justification of UBI within capitalism must also justify capitalism. The second is the underlying theory of capitalism. I will deal with both problems now.

Whose Business is it to Justify Capitalism?
Why is capitalism supposed to need a justification in the first place? Is it not strong enough by itself? To answer this question we need to clarify what is meant by justification. Some interpretations may be sorted out at once. One could assume that justification means a way of constituting something. If something is not there yet (say: the welfare state in the 19th century), its introduction could nevertheless be „justified“. For example it could be shown to be reasonable for everybody to have it and unreasonable not to have it. So „justification“ could mean to justly create something by a performative speech act, for example in parliament. This is not what we are after, since capitalism is existing already (as powerful as ever, even in these times of crises),
 and the role of „ideas in history“ also seems to be overstretched in this picture. 

A weaker reading of „justifying“ is to defend something. Against whom or what should capitalism be defended? It could either be defended against a political option like the immediate introduction of „communism“. But this is no threatening scenario today. There are no credible communist blueprints today (but cf. Dieterich, 2006), and an overwhelming majority of populace and political leaders is opposing it in most countries. But it could also be defended against a theoretical criticism of capitalism, such as the one formulated by Karl Marx. So „justifying capitalism“ can also mean: criticising Marx. Indeed, this is what Van Parijs is doing in his fifth chapter, if only briefly (also see Van Parijs, 1993).

However, there is a hidden irony. Since Marxism is on the defensive both academically and politically, a theoretical „justification“ of capitalism against Marxism may be interesting, especially when coming from egalitarians, but it is not necessary politically for a progressivist movement. In fact there is a growing political and academic movement that is also criticising capitalism – precisely the UBI-movement of which Van Parijs is a prominent member.
 It is this movement that provokes a justification of capitalism, since an UBI will have an economic price, so proponents of „pure“ capitalism have an incentive to „justify capitalism“ against an UBI (Kirchgässner, 2009, e.g.).

So it seems it is not the business of proponents of an UBI to justify capitalism. Van Parijs could object that it might be wise to show that an UBI is compatible with capitalism, in order not to shy away persons sympathetic with both capitalism and UBI. Even if we agree, what follows from this? Not much: A political strategy is not an argument in theory. Otherwise we would have to assume that proponents of health insurance or old age pension would also have to „justify capitalism“. This is an absurd consequence. It would, at least, change the nature of health insurance and old age pension considerably, as we saw in the 1990s. Unfortunately the theory of stake holder capitalism has convinced policy makers in Europe that health insurances and old age pension should be treated like a business (they should be privatized, for profit and traded on the financial market). The result was a change in the nature of social policy: some traders made huge profits, but many ordinary people lost benefits. So it is neither necessary nor in the interest of health insurances and old age pensions to „justify capitalism“ or to please capital owners. If „justifying capitalism“ did not benefit health insurances and old age pensions, why should it benefit an UBI? 

To put it more theoretically: The capitalism with an UBI should be another capitalism, since – following our suggestion – it is a criticism of contemporary capitalism that leads to an UBI in the first place. Read this way it would be wrong to equate capitalism before and after an UBI, maintaining that the UBI will „optimize“ capitalism or realize its true nature, for it blurs the distinction between compromising and optimising. Why is Van Parijs following a different path? The reason will become visible if his „theory of capitalism“ is scrutinized. 

Which Capitalism?
When re-reading Real Freedom for all from a distance, the reader gets the following assumption: Van Parijs' assumption seems to be that capitalism and UBI mutually reinforce each other. It is a necessity for UBI to have capitalism, because its „efficiency“ allows for a higher UBI (Van Parijs, 1995, p. 187, p. 221); and it is a necessity for capitalism (well understood) to have an UBI, because it will be „fostering the flexibility of our economies“ (1995, p. 222), e.g. Surely it would be nice if this was true. Above I tried to explain why the first assumption may be misleading. The second assumption that capitalism needs UBI is questionable as well. It is relying on a strange theory of capitalism. To see this, let us reconsider the claim (my formulation):  

'Capitalism would be optimal if it provided the highest sustainable UBI.'
What does the notion of optimality imply here? As I suggested above, it is a notion of „perfecting“ the inherent characteristics. This, however, is making rather strong claims about the nature of capitalism. To see this more clearly, consider the following example:  
'War would be optimal if people would not be killed.'
What is crooked in this claim? Everybody agrees that killing people is a bad thing, so an 'optimal war' would be a nice thing to have. The only problem is that a war without killing would in fact be peace, which is the opposite of war. Such a claim does not make sense, since the inner nature, the inherent logic of war is to kill people. To believe otherwise would mean to be trapped in the ideology of a clean and decent war. A warmonger could claim, especially in advance: 

'Surely our soldiers will not die, because we have the superior technology.'

 What he may think additionally, without giving it away openly, may be this: 

'The other guys will die, of course, but who cares about them? They are the enemy, and we will make sure that the public does not see this.'

Here the ideology does two things: it nurtures a believe that technology can change the nature of a thing (here: of war), and it covers up the bad sides. On another field, the ideology inherent in the standard theory of capitalism works in a similar way. This textbook theory assumes that the nature of the system is „peaceful“, leading to a position like this: 
'The economy is a clean mechanism that does its job in a securly fenced area called the market, providing a growing income for everybody.'
Since the mechanism itself is said to be clean, only external factors (wrong policies or „shocks“) can contaminate results. Hence what we need are technical solutions in order to cope with potentially occurring exogenous crises (a „superior technology“, see above). In this picture some of these crises no longer appear as crises at all, but only as complaints by non-economic scholars who do not understand the theory (a standard reply from economists) or from citizens unwilling to bear their share (a standard reply from politicians). One way or the other, unpleasant aspects of capitalism are externalised or made invisible. And it is this theory of capitalism which, I believe, underlies Van Parijs' book, at least partly. There are good reasons against this view. In the following some of these arguments are spelled out one by one. To start with the first claim:
'The economy is defined by the market which is nicely fenced in.'  

Some critics of capitalism alleged that capitalism is „shaping preferences“ in an unfavourable way. Van Parijs is not citing particular authors, but this refers to the Marxian theory of alienation and related arguments, for example from Vance Packard and John K. Galbraith in the 1950s and modern critiques of consumption (see Bauman, 2007, e.g.), or from happiness studies in the succession of Easterlin, noting that more income does not make us happier after a certain threshold (see Lane, 2000, e.g.). Van Parijs criticises this criticism in pointing out that advertising is necessary for capitalism to work efficiently (Van Parijs, 1995, p. 203). Efficiency is what matters most for him, since it allows for „the highest level of basic income“ (1995, p. 198). Cultural arguments he takes to be „either negligible or irrelevant“ (p. 198). But this relies on the assumption that 'the market' is an efficiency machine which is nicely fenced in and does not cause moral or cultural harm. This trade-off, however, can be criticised as commodified, since a higher income is generally preferred over non-commodified qualities of life. With this as a principle we could not even justify health insurance or old age pensions; much less so an UBI, once it is shown to have a price (like all social policies). Put cynically: The book's preferences are shaped by capitalism already, so of course it does not object against a capitalist shaping of preferences. But that is tautological. 

The mentioned critics claimed that capitalism is not nicely fenced in, it rather is alienating peoples' self-perceptions and social relations; on the one hand by advertising technologies that invisibly encroach upon peoples' thinking (a threat made more credible by neuro-marketing, Hein/Henning, 2007), on the other hand by flexible work-regimes that swallow more and more labour time and also begin to „manage“ peoples' private lives (Henning 2012). These criticisms make a strong case for an UBI because it allows to decommodify at least some parts of life (like education, e.g.) against these encroachments. Hochschild (2001, e.g.) explains the consumerist „Taylorization of the family“ by longer working hours: if people work so much that they do not have time left for the family, expensive toys, the TV or „fast food“ have to step in. There is a strong connection between too much work and a rising consumption (Bauman, 2007). That is why we need a right not to work. Van Parijs, however, believes he has to reject this criticism with efficiency arguments. The reason is his assumption that he also has to „justify capitalism“. But efficiency is hardly an argument against harms done by efficiency. So this is not a favourable argument for a UBI, once it is used and understood as a decommodifying shield against impositions from the market. When Van Parijs recently mentioned „decommodification“ (in Wright, 2006, p. 205f.), I hope this be read as a sign that he has changed his mind. But let us look at the second claim:
'A higher efficiency translates into a higher UBI.'  

One economic condition for juxtaposing efficiency and quality of life is the assumption that efficiency gains will automatically translate into a higher UBI.
 This is not very convincing. If a higher income of poor people would be an objective of capitalism, there would be no poor people left by now (except if we blame the victims and attribute their poverty to their laziness or disabilities). In „real“ capitalism, as opposed to its ideal model, economic growth comes with increasing inequality (see DESA/UN, 2005). This is visible in the capitalist objection against an UBI: here it is assumed, and quite rightly so, that a higher UBI will be an additional cost factor and may increase wages. It will be an additional cost factor because somebody has to pay for it, owners of capital included; and it may increase wages since it enforces workers' bargaining position. Looked at this way capitalism has not much to gain from an UBI that allows for „real freedom“. People in capitalism benefit, as Van Parijs has rightly shown (it is easier to retrain or open a business while receiving an UBI „on the side“). But capitalism does not, unless the power of unions is crashed (as Van Parijs suggests); but then wages would not rise and the UBI would not be very high. This is a dilemma that can not be explained away technically.
What one may expect Van Parijs to say here is that it is possible to have it under capitalism (the compatibility thesis), since it neither touches the private ownership of means of production, nor does it preclude social inequality (an essence of capitalism), once some absolute standards are guaranteed for everybody.
 But this is not identical to the claim that it will optimise capitalism economically. It will be met by hard and continuing resistance. This resistance can only be overcome if the case is stated as clearly as possible: The UBI is good for people, since it allows for more „real freedom“ without erasing the work ethic, but surely it has a cost. Like in the case of health insurance and old age pensions, it is worth to pay the price collectively. At least there are good arguments for this, relying on the quality of life and on social justice (one may think of the arguments from collective ownership of natural and social assets, e.g., which are present in other sections of Van Parijs, 1995, too).

However, simply assuming that there is no price to pay, since a UBI would reliably boost efficiency, abstracts away yet another key feature of capitalism: the class struggle.
 Such a polished picture may be the price to pay in order to be taken seriously by ecomomic scholars (for economics has dropped these issues long ago, see Marglin, 2009). But it has some unfavourable bearings for the case of the UBI. It tries to convince owners of capital on false premises. This is dishonest in theory, and risky in politics: At the first sign of any cost these allies might shy away. This is an unnecessary risk. Likewise, it paints too rosy a picture of the political process, since it does not count in „real“ political resistance. Readers should be aware that a higher UBI will not come automatically with a higher efficiency (this would be a neoliberal misreading of Rawls' second principle: the myth of the „rising tide that lifts all boats“). It will only rise when some political power is demanding it. So proponents need to struggle for it first. And it works against this when Van Parijs gives away existing political tools jauntily, like unions or the „positive“ freedom to participate in the political process. So let us finally come to the third claim:
'Economic crises come from the outside and can be mended technically.'
Here Van Parijs argues against Marxist theories of crises, especially against underconsumptionist and „profit squeeze“ theories (1995, p. 203). He assumes that such crises can be steered politically, once we have the right 'technology' at hand: either a Keynesian increase in effective demand in order to „manage“ underconsumption, or a corporatist checking of wages in order to „manage“ the profit-squeeze. Both tools contradict each other, but that is not the only problem. A more severe problem is that we had these politics for decades, but economic crises keep reoccurring cyclically. Instead of interpreting them only as a „mismanagement“ time and again, it makes more sense to accept them as the normal behaviour of capitalism. Their social consequences may be managed better or worse, but in a dynamic system they can not be prevented. Capitalism is characterized by a mechanism of „order in chaos“, so a constant „over- and undershooting“ on all kinds of markets, financial as well as labour or goods markets, is just the „normal“ behavior. In other words, a crisis is no dysfunction, it is the way capitalism functions. Capitalism can not be had without crises (Shaikh, 1978). 

This is bad news for the Rawlsian „least advantaged“, for people suffering from such crises: single mothers, unemployed and immigrants, but also „Joe – the plummer – Sixpack“ who works on the average job. However, ironically it is good news for the case of an UBI: if the next crisis will be coming certainly, it is very reasonable from a political perspective to install mechanisms to shield people against it from the start. An UBI is one such mechanism. So instead of arguing against (weak) theories of crisis, it makes more sense to look at better theories of crisis (since crises keep reoccurring in reality) and use them as an argument in favour of the UBI. Van Parijs is not doing this because he is misled by his preoccupation with „justifying capitalism“. This runs against his aim to allow for more „real freedom for all“ sustainably. 

Note that an UBI meant to shield against economic crises like the current one can not only rely on economic efficiency, since a crisis dries up resources. The pool for an UBI will (contra Van Parijs) rather dry up than overflow. This could make it necessary to look for alternative resources in order to finance an UBI in times of crisis, independently from the logic of efficiency on which Van Parijs relies. One of these fields could be the notion of the „commons“ (Ostrom, 1990; Barnes, 2006). It could prove wise to reintroduce a sector that is operating on a cooperative logic, aiming to fulfil needs in a more egalitarian way. Yet to consider this option more openly, we need to get over the cold-war preoccupation to cast out the „specter of Marx“ (Derrida) and make it the business of theories of UBI to justify capitalism. This task should be left to others. 
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�	These adaptive powers have been dealt with by Boltanksi/Chiapello, 2007, for example.


�	This modell is basically flawed, since it does not capture capitalism but only an idealized picture of it.


�	For this reason Steinvorth, 1999 denounces this idea as „consumerist“. Not going so far, I would say that Van Parijs, 1995 cares for the freedom to do what one might wish to do in private life only.


�	This political goal was achieved since 1995 without an UBI. A fatal coalition of capital and the unemployed is described in Marx, 1852.


�	The USA spent more on the financial crisis in 2009 alone than on the whole Second World War.


�	See Exner et al., 2007 and Blaschke/Rätz, 2013 for the broad support in Germany, e.g.


�	Sentences like the following seem to imply this assumption: Advertising will „boost the supply of formal labour and the level of taxable output, and therefore [! ...] shift upward the highest level of basic income that can be durably sustained“ (Van Parijs, 1995, 198).


�	This is not an egalitarian but a prioritarian agenda (see Arneson, 2000).


�	Van Parijs (1993, e.g.) wrote about issues of class; however, he shifted the focus from struggles between capital and labour towards issues between workers and the unemployed. 






