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The global crisis at work occurs after the disqualification in the 1980s of the Keynesian model of full employment and, more generally, of socialism and plan. These theories have been replaced by a generalised belief in market efficiency as a general system of governance of all human activities. A dilemma has risen: on one side, the current crisis is the outcome of such belief in market efficiency; on the other side times have changed, one cannot return to the Keynesian full employment as it was. So what to do? Either, beyond rhetoric, nothing is undertaken and one lets market apologists continue their race towards the abyss; or one looks for a new political path able to overcome this dilemma. The question is not only to find an alternative to flexicurity, but more fundamentally to discover the foundations for a new economic and social model. We would like to trace some elements of such a model by reviewing the potentialities of the capability approach. We begin with some general guidelines (I). We will then specify the main characteristics of work politics based on capabilities (II), and conclude on the desirable renewal of democratic practices in connection with the transformation of work (III).


I. Towards new types of full employment based on work politics? 

Classically, after the Second World War, the search for full employment was considered as a field for Keynesian monetary, fiscal and budget policies. The proposal, here developed, is instead to implement work policies for that purpose. Such policies would systematically reallocate public resources, previously dedicated to Keynesian employment policies, towards the development of capabilities for people - in work and out of work - all along their lives
.  To be socially just and economically efficient, such policies should be defined and implemented, according to a profound democratization of economic, political and social life
. This would help collective decisions to be taken closer to situations of life and work.


One has to remind that the category "unemployment" was until 1980 at the core of social policies seeking to provide citizens with a minimum floor of security in life and work. The so-called Keynesian policies (which in practice greatly simplified the theoretical ideas of John Maynard Keynes) were mostly “passive”. Their aim was to compensate ex post social consequences of economic recessions, not to develop actions trying to ex ante prevent economic and social hazards.  Progressively, from the 1980s to the 1990s, to unemployment as concept and key objective, the European institutions have substituted maximizing the rate of employment, individual employability and the monitoring of public policies by performance indicators. Such orientations are part of the European policy shift towards neo-liberalism and deregulation that has accompanied the convergence towards the single currency, the Euro. Far from disappearing, mass unemployment spreads in other forms, precariousness and exclusion. Such change in employment policies has increasingly looked like what it is, a conservative "revolution", the return to a past in which the individual was solely responsible for his/her fate. But, by contrast, it helps revealing the true target for new policies. To maintain a path toward social progress and employment obliges to think of new collective instruments that go beyond social compensation and focus on wider ambition: work politics based on development of capabilities throughout life.

How could it work? The sluggishness of thought and action is profound, as well as the interests and routines to hustle. However, the operational character of such politics is more apparent than one could imagine. Six guidelines should be followed. We will detail them in the course of the paper. Let us briefly say their main features.

Some guidelines for thinking and acting

1. This new type of full employment should be universalistic in nature, neither organized along old corporatist social groups, nor subdividing social recipients into deserving or undeserving poor, the last ones being only justifiable for assistance or charity.


2. The person's individuality and his/her accomplishment as human being cannot be neglected as it was in the standard macroeconomic views. It becomes less and less acceptable to split the individual into a multiplicity of pieces, each targeted by special policies and institutions built independently from each others. For the individuals, families, local communities, companies, life and work are now intertwining more and more. Reunifying the separate parts of the person and restoring their continuity throughout the life in a logic of development must be at the heart of new economic and social models. Economically speaking, work would be fairer and more efficient; it would more easily meet the increasing demands of companies in terms of flexibility, autonomy of action.


3. To allocate public resources for capability development should not be undertaken only to provide security. Basically the concern is to equip everybody, here and now, with real freedoms to achieve the life she / he values ​​and the work she / he wants. Such a constraint is demanding. While work has to be a valuable activity for personal fulfilment, it can no longer be considered as the only valuable activity. Work is not a commodity sold in a market, nor the sole purpose of life. According to the wishes of each person, work must be reconciled positively with other activities of value for her.

  
4. From such an institutional framework, it follows that in his work the worker is no more a machine or a pure factor of production. He becomes a citizen who individually and collectively, must have a say about the organization, remuneration and aims of his work, especially with regards to the values, common goods and basic goals of the society as a whole in which he lives. Backed with individual and collective rights and duties, his/her capability for voice should be recognized and his/her voice heard in all collective decisions, whatever their level. So, workplaces must be open to the world around them.


5. As we said earlier, implementing such policies and social practices requires in-depth democratization. The voice of those concerned must be heard and taken into account under deliberative procedures. Such procedures should be provided with adapted and sufficient resources and rights. The underlying idea is to establish what one could call a “situated” democracy. That is to say, democratic practices must combine representative democracy, especially at the national level, with forms of participatory democracy that rely on mobilizing "publics” through collective deliberative inquiries.


6. Last but not least, all of this does not imply impeding economic and market activities.   However, for meeting the purpose of capability development, firms and markets require a vast change in their organization. This change must be driven by both revised and new regulations at national and European levels. Labour markets must lose their dominant role and no more decide of the future of people in any circumstances of social and economic life. More responsibilities with regard to capability development should be attributed to firms, public agencies and collective bargaining.  Regulations should help firms and markets to include in their operating capability development as a standard evaluation of their strategies and organisation. Concerns about capability should not be limited to people at work, of course. It should extend as well to all people.

Going beyond an instrumental conception of work
According to the instrumental conception of work, capitalism would, of itself, “do the job” of transforming labour into a process of emancipation: by developing productive forces, imposing the learning of discipline and productivity at work, and centralising workers into organised masses within large firms.
 In this view, the tasks for the labour movement, basically, would be to follow the movement of capital, be led by it, and struggle with it in the process for the conquest of the state and political power. Beliefs about technical progress and its political neutrality (“the productive forces”) and the virtues of central planning were, so to speak, the only “provisions” taken on board by social movements in their quest for labour emancipation.  There were important exceptions, of course; nevertheless two broad versions of the same text dominated: reformist (towards a peaceful, gradual transition); revolutionary (the conquest of the political power by any means possible), based on the same preconceived idea that freedoms are of no value for labour and claiming their real development would only serve capital and not labour. Both versions (the reformist and the revolutionary) failed. We know the disastrous consequences of such conceptions in the ex-socialist countries. In capitalist systems new forms of management have succeeded in putting even aspirations for freedom and accomplishment at work at the service of refined labour exploitation. 
While resisting the domination of capital and its consequences has been essential for the labour movement, especially for the sake of development itself, it appears to have been insufficient in the long run. It has not achieved the emancipation of labour (let alone of humanity as a whole). In retrospect, the struggles led by labour social or political organisations appear to have been valuable only for a given economic system (roughly that of large rationalised capitalist industries)
, but not or much less for the other systems (for instance territorially-anchored SME production systems, or high-tech industries or services). Hence labour movement remained largely powerless to cope with the transformations of economic systems led by “fin-de-siècle” capitalism and its globalisation at the dawn of the 21st century.  Large, mass industries based on integrated firms have declined. Instead, what we are observing is the expansion of a global division of labour within which individuals, firms, national systems and peoples are made to compete against each other.  Market mechanisms have been introduced at the core of production and labour, thereby thwarting and invalidating the predictions of Marx.

Resulting evolution is contradictory. The list of dark sides, highlighted by the literature to varying degrees, is long: unemployment, job insecurity, downward pressure on wages, lack of time and feelings to be overloaded, individualization, rising demands from managers for work intensity, immediate submission to even higher standards of corporate profitability and to capital markets, and so on. Work pathologies develop that are qualified by such themes as "suffering at work," "moral harassment". The weakening of social and legal protection for labour are now supported by European monetary, economic and employment policies. Instead of the motto “more and better jobs” as claimed by the Lisbon strategy, one observes the growth of bad jobs, poorly paid, with no future for those who carry them out.

However a series of factors underline a possible future for work in which, even within the contradictions generated by capitalism and its crisis, aspirations for personal accomplishment and human development are rising; hence the claims for capability development for women and men. Aspirations are growing for less constrained work that could afford some professional development, and ultimately for equality and effective freedoms in life and work. One can also observe that, to be efficient, more and more jobs involve autonomy, initiative, responsibility; all these dimensions participate of individual and collective freedoms. As a matter of fact, capitalist strategies have been renewed, in developed countries at least, by introducing management methods based on the concept of individual competence. For capitalism, it was a question both of necessity and of interest. By necessity:  complex environments of production and markets, to be mastered, require spaces of autonomy at work. For interest: because the pursuit of profitability depends on such management methods. Unfortunately for workers, work processes under extreme stress are developing as outcomes and precariousness, bad conditions of work and wage are becoming the rule.

II. The main characteristics of work politics based on capabilities

Hence history shows, retrospectively, that it is not (and ultimately has never been) a question of finding a third way between capitalism and socialism, but simply of finding the way. More and more voices and collectives are now aware of this state of affairs in and beyond labour movement organisations. The question becomes the issue of what mode of development do we seek. Among other possible ones, the Capability Approach
 is a serious candidate here. For its worth is to embed the emancipation of labour into a wider and possibly more tractable process, that of implementing a capability-based mode of development.  

Reinventing labour

Labour was allowed to enjoy and to participate in (some) freedoms after 1945, mainly in the social domain. The freedoms at stake were negative freedoms (what Beveridge in the UK and Roosevelt in the US labelled “freedom from want”): protection against the hazards of life and work; employment security (to some extent); social security; and protective labour and social law.  Beyond conflicting ideologies, the same overall programme was at work in capitalist and socialist countries, largely as an outgrowth of their competition. Despite perceptible differences (notably the status of freedoms), in both cases it pursued the same political goals: the adhesion of peoples to the system and social peace. However, at root, the participation of labour in freedoms was a response to Nazi barbarity. Fundamental human rights were recognised well beyond social freedoms, extending to economic, political and civil freedoms by a series of Charters and international organisations (especially the UN and the ILO)
. Until now, these Charters have remained a medium for a politics of freedoms and its universalistic legitimacy.

Social protections, which were largely brushed aside in ex-socialist countries a few years after the fall of the Berlin Wall, are now under attack in Western Europe as well, under the impetus of European authorities and governments, austerity policies, and reduced public spending. These attacks reveal the weaknesses of the post-war implementation of social liberties. Firstly, their initial formulation in terms of negative freedoms was not enough to cope with the transformations of labour. For instance, the rise of social precariousness and poverty in work undermines the tenure of stable jobs, often the prerequisite for benefitting from normal social protection.  Fewer and fewer people fulfil the necessary conditions (in terms of contributions, establishment of entitlement to benefits, replacement ratio, number of years worked over a lifetime, etc.).  Negative freedoms should be developed into positive freedoms, aimed at preventing social hazards and providing people with the capability of controlling their lives. Secondly and most importantly, social liberties have not been thought or claimed in the post-war period as part of a more ambitious move to achieve the coherent expansion of all freedoms. Such an effective move was nevertheless potentially opened up when Charters of fundamental rights were established and signed at the end of the second world war
. 

The challenge today is to provide labour with renewed social freedoms, along with economic, political and civic freedoms within and outside work activity.  Labour be reinvented thanks to a politics of effective freedoms and the development of capabilities. 

The best way to grasp the issue is to start from the valuation of persons in capitalist regimes today.  In a nutshell, the public value accorded to the person is now a direct function of the quantity of work he/she delivers to the economy. Such a measure of value is basically utilitarian. A person is useful when she is or can be employed, which reminds us that the concept of employment refers to the possibility at using the person as a tool for producing wealth. Employment is basically a utilitarian concept. If people are not employable, they are of no value. The structural reforms of labour markets and social protections pushed by the OECD and the European authorities are centred on this mode of valuation. In a capability approach, the value of the person is different and richer; it tries to respect the variety of goals people may have in their lives. It recognises the worth of these goals and their achievement.  Work can no longer be considered the sole criterion for valuing people. It depends on the person and her society of course, but work cannot be considered the only goal. People have many other activities the accomplishment of which has value for them: for instance, having and raising children, participating in the life of their community in its diverse aspects, remaining in good health, acquiring knowledge and developing their effective freedom of choice, creative activities (of which work could be a part) and so on. A fair valuation should take into account not only or even primarily employment, but all these activities and the goal of any politics should be in the long run to provide people with possibilities and resources to increase their value understood in this way. Amartya Sen and the capability approach have developed a formal structure and methodology for such measurement. One should stress that this methodology, formal structure and implementation have close links with the human rights movement that developed in the post-war period. The capability approach keeps that aspect of reform alive and helps make it operational.  

One must consider that work cannot be isolated from life; it is part of life and fully embedded in it. Developing a person’s capabilities for work as well as for her other activities requires that she be able to find in her situation of life and work the necessary resources, time and freedom to choose and to achieve the realisations she values. It should be possible for her to freely combine raising children with holding a job; or to have time to participate in the public debate and life of her local community; to have hours of freedom within work to discuss with colleagues how things are going in the firm and make her voice heard on these topics; to mix training and work, etc. The challenge is to ensure that everyone, here and now, has the capability of living the life he/she has reason to value. That implies organising society as a whole so as to allow everyone to benefit from some space of freedom to choose within one’s situation of life and work. And at micro levels, for instance within the firm, it requires jobs designed to make it possible to learn, to enhance one’s capabilities and to voice one’s opinions. The wager here is that when labour is based on requirements of justice, provided with effective freedoms, has autonomous spaces available for discussion and action, it would really create a positive dynamic between responsibility and autonomy. In that case, labour would be much more efficient in its content, outcomes and exercise than under participative management submitted to quantitative performance indicators. 

Labour, citizenship and new model of development

The model of development resulting from a politics of effective freedoms is no longer economic growth relying upon accelerated capital accumulation, the mobilisation of manpower and the rise of hourly labour productivity. Such a model of growth will not return in developed countries and, in the not too distant future, the situation is likely to be the same everywhere else (presumably after many tensions and conflicts). 

Investment should be based on non-market criteria other and broader than the rate of return on capital. Its design, content, procedures and efficiency must incorporate the gains and costs it will generate from the point of view of developmental objectives (human capabilities and the development of nature). Work must be considered as one valuable functioning among and with other functionings. Compromises and combinations have to be discovered, individually and collectively, between work and other valuable activities. Many constraints (particularly with regard to available resources, preferences and commitments,  optimal location and distribution) would have to be faced and overcome. It opens up a wide field for democratic deliberation at different levels and on various issues
. The outcomes of such compromises and combinations determine the array and scope of valuable lives that would be open to people. Such outcomes are key for people. We should keep in mind that, in a capability approach, valuable lives are those in the course of which people can expect to achieve a sense of personal accomplishment. To live such a life is synonymous for people with making the right choices at the right time and place; it implies changing direction from one activity to another and varying combinations of activities throughout their lives. The relevant political benchmarks in such an approach are not predefined, quantitative macro-indicators, but the judgments people make, relative to their degree of life accomplishment. These are the tests of any politics of freedoms and they condition the political and social sustainability of a capability-based model of development.

The conception of citizenship is profoundly revised. According to the standard formulation by T.H. Marshall, citizenship (and consequently the citizen) is divided into different pieces – political, civil and social – without any organic relation to each other. The capable citizen, on the other hand, becomes both the holder and the actor of a set of freedoms in concomitant and mutual development. Unlike Marshall’s citizen, he cannot be fragmented and would refuse such a divided life. He cannot be a worker at one moment, a consumer at another, an owner or tenant at a third one, or voter from time to time. In the quest for the unity of his life, the citizen intends to link – through synergies as well as tensions to overcome – the contributions he can and would like to make towards the realisation of the societal and developmental objectives in which he is stakeholder. Such engagements lead the citizen to acquire knowledge, gain convictions and form expectations, which are all of value for the quality and intensity of democratic deliberation. 

The person who works is considered by the capability approach as a citizen who has his word to say and to be heard (and is recognised as such by explicit rights) on matters relative to his work:  organisation, remuneration and societal objectives.  In those matters, he has, individually and collectively (through his representatives) the capability to voice his views, not only in relation to issues within his firm, but also with regard to societal objectives to which his firm has the means to contribute. One of the democratic outcomes of a politics of freedoms is that capable citizens become not only the voices of their own claims (or those of their local labour community), but more widely the voices of the process of development itself. In the political debate, they are its interpreters. They have the capability to formulate the claims that development must achieve at their level and in their spheres of activity. As they possess part of the necessary knowledge (the practical part), the participation of citizens in collective choices is required, not only in the usual political sense, but more generally for the sake of the process of development itself. 

Representing labour and its voice

If making voices heard and mobilising practical knowledge as a resource in life and work situations become key for development itself, a basic issue has to be addressed, namely, the representation of labour wherever collective issues are debated and resolved. Such a question is linked to democratic practices and to the state, as we will see later
. The simplest way of representing oneself is through the latitude offered by direct expression in public forum and assemblies. While assemblies of citizens need to be carefully prepared in order to be productive and not be manipulated, direct expression could be said to be preferable wherever possible, as in workshops, establishments, districts, or any collective based on proximity. Nevertheless, in our large and complex societies, the mediation of representation is usually necessary. Representatives, be they individuals or organisations (e.g. parties, trade unions, interest groups or associations), are supposed to speak for us and express a voice that, in a perfect world, would be our voice, too. How can we ensure that their voice will be ours?

There are urgent needs here.  In the current crisis, we have reached the limit with generalized financial evaluation, the most abstract, dehumanised principle for representing and evaluating human activities ever imagined. The criterion of financial return has invaded every activity, work included, via the use of quantitative performance indicators.  Even Europe is infected. Its 2020 Agenda claims to rightly evaluate the future of European economy with five macroeconomic global indicators, which is non sense. It is light years from European realities as they are lived and perceived by Europeans. In contrast, a capability-based democracy gives priority in evaluative practices to the human and concrete dimensions of labour, to providing people with capabilities and a voice in collective choices. Such a democracy intends to repatriate diversity and specificity where financial evaluation considers only standardisation and abstraction.

Thus, the representation of labour has to be understood in its full scope and scale. The standard view is to ensure its social and political representation at all levels of decision-making, from firms and territories to the national, European and international levels. There are specialised organisations for that purpose – unions and parties – which have their own agenda and formulate mottos and demands for their members to be adapted on the ground. In case of unions, letting aside parties, this standard view neglects three hard issues. Firstly, as we recalled earlier, the traditional foundations of membership have been profoundly undermined and eroded by the decline of large, integrated industries, the rise of small firms with no unions and precarious jobs. Secondly, the capability approach aims precisely at recreating the unity of the person in her life and work. To become capable, persons at work should not be cut into pieces, with each part represented by a special, vertical organisation. Instead they require “horizontal” representation, able to link their claims as workers, consumers, users of public services, voters and so on, and find synergies between them at a “situated” level. For that purpose, the challenge for unions is either to cooperate with civil society associations or, as some organisations already do, to include wider claims in their scope. Thirdly, governance based on the tools of New Public Management (performance indicators, benchmarking, reporting) use their own informational bases, which have serious biases when representing labour. In such bases, labour is most often treated as a quantity and a cost
, hence not adequately represented in its transformations, needs, and capabilities. 

All three issues underline the cognitive dimension of representation and the urgent need for unions and associations to recreate dense links between building relevant knowledge about work and formulating claims. To represent is to re-present, which means, for unions and associations, to build their own knowledge about work and life (and their overlapping), and to bear that knowledge wherever decisions are made with regard to work and its future. One must not forget that, basically, a claim aggregates the diversity of individual situations into general proposals. The aggregation must be relevant for the action to undertake when it comes back into workplaces or firms. In a capability approach, claims have normative, cognitive and pragmatic moments and dimensions. Considering transformations of labour and the challenge they pose to collective action today, the cognitive moment appears to be increasingly central. These are questions about both representation and representativeness.  

III. Deliberative democracy
 as a tool for social justice and economic efficiency

Thus, the capability approach puts democracy and its full exercise at the core of collective decision-making in every field, in the cognitive and social mechanisms of representation and in the production of public knowledge. Moreover, the search for efficient solutions from the point of view of development and its needs has to rely on deliberative democratic procedures.  That is not the common view, of course. Today the true centres of decision-making are increasingly remote from workshops, plants or territories. It is striking to discover the extent to which multinational companies, international organisations (such as the OECD, IMF, World Bank, EU authorities) and national administrations are now basically using the same tools and methodology to deal with problems that have nothing in common in terms of either their specificity, content, quality, scope, scale, location or the population concerned. All of them use standardised tools, based on abstract, quantitative and financial criteria, benchmarking and low-cost competition. Such a dogmatic (i.e. unquestioned), “universal” approach to collective problems cannot help but be inefficient, especially for development. Worse, it generates widespread waste of resources, human suffering, job suppression and lasting social and economic stagnation. The more decisions are made in close consultation with the relevant people and the practical knowledge they have about the situation, the better they will be in terms of development. For this statement to be true, deliberative procedures are required in which a relevant plurality of voices can be heard around the table and a debate on criteria is possible.  In any case, such a debate on criteria helps to keep financial criteria in check and find compromises more favourable to human and sustainable development. The precondition is that methods and criteria favourable to such development be represented by voices around the table. One should also add that the table in question has to be positioned in the right place: at the right level (which depends on the issue at stake) and with the right question. The search for the right place and question is at the core of what we call a “situated” approach.

This opens up a series of possible traps. In such a deliberation, it would be unproductive to ask participants about their opinions or wishes. To be truly justified and understandable, every statement has to be backed up by information and data, clarifying how the proposed criteria will work. Not only persons, but objects too, at least those whose characteristics are relevant to the problem, should have a voice, and hence be represented by accredited spokespersons (usually associations or the state). That is especially the case for nature itself, the environmental and developmental interests of which must be heard; the same holds for instance for heritage objects (e.g. historical buildings). Actors around the table have unequal resources and unequal capabilities to rightly express their voice and be truly heard. Procedures should be designed to ensure an understanding between people who consider each other as equals. Most of these traps can be avoided by the state and its institutions, through procedural rules, the distribution of rights to deliberate on what access to resources is given to whom. As long as one expects effective solutions rather than pure discussion or consultation, the deliberative rule should start by assuming the autonomy of the participants, and the resources allocated should be decided by the deliberation. The whole process calls for a situated state, the only one capable of and interested in implementing such procedures
. 

How decisions are to be made at the end of the deliberative process is not hard to determine in technical terms. It depends on the chosen rules: unanimity or rule of majority, equal or differential weights given to the different voices, or one particular actor or person accredited by law to decide. One can also organise regular procedures for revising decisions based on the evaluation of outcomes later on. In our view, the most neglected issues in the literature concern the formulation of the question to be dealt with and the issue of the informational basis to rely on in examining the question, debating over solutions and evaluating the outcomes (what are the right data? where do they come from?). Everyone knows the adages: “My answer is yes without any hesitation, but could you remind me what the question is?” (from Woody Allen), or “Let me know the information you use and its format, I will give you the solution”. These adages emphasise that the key issue for the model of development advocated by Sen is the democratisation of the processes leading to the formulation of the question and building the relevant knowledge to deal with it.  It is about the objectivity of data and information. For, when question and informational basis are determined, they trace the corridor in which the solutions are to be discovered.

Unlike the hard sciences, in socioeconomic matters objectivity cannot be achieved solely through scientific rules of observation and deduction.
 Statistical data, especially, can never be said objective in that sense in these areas. It is socially constructed from start to finish, from the questionnaire (we know how answers are influenced by the way questions are formulated) to the categories, the choice of the tables, the selection of key figures (in case of indicators for instance) and their interpretation. A plurality of modes of constructing questions, categories and data is the rule, not the exception; the same holds for the hierarchy or relative weight given to empirical statements. Since the beginning, social inquiry and statistics have developed methodologies to cope with such subtleties: for instance the representativeness of random samples, the neutralisation of biases emerging from the situation of interviews, or hunting down imprecision and ambiguity in the wording of questions or the definition of categories. However, norms and value judgments cannot help but be embedded in a priori technical choices (due in fine to their social nature). Amartya Sen has seen the point when he emphasises that “description is choice”,
 or when he states that among the objects generally considered of value in society, persons, communities, even nations differ on the relative weights they attribute to them.
  

In a universe of a plurality of voices, the solution we offer in order to discover the relevant question, and its informational basis, revolves around the concept of deliberative inquiry
. The worst thing, as happens all too often today, would be to rely on recourse to experts. Experts are useful only for the first approach to problems. For they deliver information in the name of a supposed scientific truth, which neglects the plurality of possible objectivities and leaves knowledge out of any debate. What one needs is neither expertise, nor the addition of subjective opinions, but true knowledge that everyone could share. For that purpose, deliberative inquiry needs to combine two distinct fields: inquiry and deliberation. Inquiry is necessary, because one needs to follow the methodology and deontology of the social sciences; deliberation, too, because both the questioning and its implication in terms of politics should be publicly debated in a democratic arena. And the combination adds a third dimension, a collective process by which the people involved build on their own a cause, the question to be resolved and the required knowledge on what matters. In so doing, the cause, question and knowledge become theirs and structure their belonging to the same community, and as well their awareness of this, which ultimately channels action and coordination in the future.  In other words, deliberative inquiry seeks to create a public in Dewey’s sense; a public able to take part through its representatives in public deliberation. The informational basis thus constructed will achieve a knowledge-based compromise within the public, leaving room to assign different weights according to the facts. Having its own legitimate and collectively agreed knowledge, such a public backs up its voice with facts on the one hand and, on the other, with claims founded on empirical evidence and not on ideology. A deliberative inquiry therefore seems able to avoid the traps of direct expression without falling into the biases of institutionalised or inadequate cognitive representation. There should be many deliberative inquiries at work, for they will depend on the number of common goods and the degree to which their implementation is situated. By requiring to deliberative inquiries, unions and associations could improve or update the formulation of claims, back them with facts, and presumably increase both their audience and membership.

The situated state
Let us first say that we understand here by “state” not a bureaucracy external to people, but the materialised and publicly institutionalised expression of some “convention of the state” shared by people.  Briefly said, such a convention defines what citizens expect their state to do in defining and realising common goods, and what they are expected they should do themselves with regards to such tasks. As with other systems of conventions a plurality of such possible “divisions and coordination of labour” are possible between state and citizenship.  

Michael Storper and I define a “situated” state as one that distances itself both from an interventionist state (of socialism and a planned economy) and an absent state (self-regulating and market-based). Its specificity is precisely to base its policies on the premise that people are autonomous and capable of acting in favour of the common good
. For such a state, freedoms are not opposed to the achievement of the common good. It relies upon (and reciprocally encourages) the conceptions of citizenship and voice we tried to define above. It basically wagers that, in order to effectively develop capabilities, one needs to engage a process of “capacitation” leading to collective learning. Through such processes, people will demonstrate to themselves and to others that they can have confidence in their capability. Several conditions relative to the state’s action are required for a virtuous process: 

· To draw up objectives, at the central level, in terms of common goods, which are expressed in qualitative terms only and not predetermined in terms of indicators of performance  

· In so doing, to leave autonomous room for the concretisation of these goods through deliberative procedures between people at appropriate levels 

· To engage substantial as well as procedural resources (deliberative rights) at the relevant levels (depending on the nature of the common good involved) where that concretisation is sought by mobilising the citizenry

· In case of proven failure of the collective in charge of concretising the common good, to intervene only as a last resort and in a non predictable way. 

Varied approaches of such situated states can be found in (mostly) continental European social philosophy, depending on the foundations they privilege for the capability to act in direction of the common good: proximity, dignity, awareness of the potentialities of the situation, or human development, for instance. All these forms of states implement, in their own ways, the pragmatic assumption that each person has as a potential the capability to act in the direction of the common good. They try to create institutional frameworks that foster the emergence of such a capability, for instance by developing devices based on mutual expectations and reflexive learning. Instead of deciding everything in advance or of instrumentalising freedom towards the achievement of predefined goals as in governance schemes, such states seek to develop free collective spaces of reflexion, initiative, deliberation, coordination and achievement. Such spaces are expected (and deliberately designed) to generate an apprenticeship of democracy, innovation, capability and responsibility and, ultimately, individual and collective control of development. 

Conclusion: towards situated democracy in Europe?

European democracies already incorporate some elements of the capability-based approach to development, notably with regard to voice and deliberative democracy, either in critical movements or in institutions.  Are we in Europe so very far from any true possibility of implementing something like a situated state? Testing the distance between existing states and democracies in Europe from such a state, and the democracy it implements, would be of great interest.

The situated state relies on deliberative democracy at all levels as an efficient means for public action, and as an efficient mediation between ends and means. For this purpose, it focuses on the development of capabilities. The distance between that type of state and the existing ones could be roughly evaluated with two yardsticks: the degree of what one would call “horizontal” representation, and the role of participatory versus representative democracy. The true picture is, of course, much more complicated and nuanced than what follows. 

When speaking of the new and enriched citizenship that a capability-based development requires, it appears that the autonomous spaces of deliberation and achievement it calls for cannot be those already instituted by existing organisations. The dominant principle in these is vertical representation by sector or field. Unions first usually represent labour as the relevant human activity irrespective of the other ones, and second they do so with a definition that leaves a growing portion of workers outside its scope. Other human activities (housing, urbanism, family, childhood, transport, environment, etc.) or social problems (poverty, illness, social exclusion, and so on) are mostly represented by associations belonging to civil society. Municipalities, towns and other local constituencies try to coordinate all these separately represented activities. These are impossible tasks to fairly undertake, especially when the state (and Europe) exerts control from above. The capable citizen cannot be adequately represented by such verticality. He claims more horizontality, organisational efforts to recreate and represent the unity of the person and his voice. This could be achieved through various reforms: by enlarging competencies (for instance unions developing associations of their own); by redefining categories of thought and action; by better coordination at situated levels; probably all of these. This is the first yardstick to evaluate distance from the situated state.

The second yardstick refers to “participatory” versus representative democracy and how they are connected in European countries. Here we are defending a specific conception of participatory democracy, the one we explained earlier, which focuses on the emergence and mobilisation of publics through deliberative inquiry. It is not something marginal and manipulated from above, but a political tool for expressing the voice of citizens (among them, those who work) and taking them into account in public of collective decisions where these are to be taken. The type of voice that such participatory democracy would favour is a voice backed by relevant knowledge and claims, both autonomously built as outcomes of deliberative inquiries of the sort we describe. This could enlarge direct democracy in firms and territories to a significant extent, but only up to a point. People who, for good reasons, are external to such publics cannot have their voices expressed or heard. However, the choices made by existing publics could have negative consequences on the life and space of choice of those people (spillover effects), who thus have grounds for protest. Representative democracy at higher, more general levels has the capacity to treat such problems. But it has disadvantages, too: excessive abstraction leading to poor construction of the problems to be dealt with; the increasing difficulty in having “enlightened” votes (with true knowledge of the issue and respecting the general interest); biased cognitive representation.

One wonders to what extent and in what forms situated democracy – which seems to be the adequate political regime for a capability-based development – could work in implementing the two types, representative and participatory (as defined here) democracies. For example, one could imagine representative democracy at the central level deciding on the basic objectives of the community, on resources (or on the central part of them) and their breakdown at lower levels; and participatory democracy, in our sense, in charge of concretising the common goods, using central resources and possibly their own resources according to the conditions discussed above (mobilisation of publics throughout deliberative inquiries). The first type would continue to belong to the standard, but revisited political order with its electoral systems. The second one would stage and implement “on the ground” the convergence between the economic, the social and the financial and their common focus on the development of capabilities. Using “horizontal” deliberative procedures aimed at involving all the relevant actors, participatory democracy could use specific systems for choosing representatives and for voting procedures, while retaining the flexibility inherent in mobilisations processes.

Last, but not the least, it must be stressed that European institutions, law and policies in their current state of evolution frankly do not help. Indeed that is another story
; on which nevertheless one cannot help but say a word.  Instead of regulating markets and implementing concerns about new modes of development (except, to some extent, in environmental directives), the European authorities play the opposite role in the crisis (and presumably much before it).  They favour deregulation and as a consequence the weakening of states and of democratic practices everywhere in Europe.  Without political and social impulse, this state of affairs will last for an indeterminate period of time.  And the possibilities and resources for finding new paths of development of Europe will be sterilised, and perhaps lost.  Nothing is more urgent and needy than finding such paths.  The future of Europe, in my view at least, will depend of the capability for voice of the Europeans and of their representatives (governments, parliaments, parties, social organisations, associations, local constituencies) in different domains and at different levels: what the conditions, political and institutional, necessary for the capability for voice to develop are? How it would intimately link individual and collective freedoms? How to allow the building of new understandings and to liberate the space to the emergence of new modes of development? These are urgent questions to address.
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� The redaction of this chapter has benefited from a presentation in the colloquium “L’approche par les “capabilités”, une réponse concrète aux inégalités?”, organised by the MOC-ACW (Mouvement Ouvrier Chrétien - Koepel van Christelijke Werknemersorganisaties) the 26-27 January 2012 in Brussels (with the support of the European Commission). A different version of this paper has been published in De Leonardis, Negrelli and Salais, 2012.


� Human development should be symbiotic to connected development of the nature, too. Only in such a way could we speak of development, not of growth.


� Such questions were underlying in all presentations and debates of the final Conference of the CAPRIGHT European Research Programme that has been held in Nantes the 2-3 December 2010. See Bourgouin and Salais, 2011, notably the Round-Table and the conclusion.  


� Honneth, 1980.


� This statement should be nuanced by country, of course, depending of historical specificities, like the role played by political freedoms or types of collective organisation. See Bruno Trentin, 1997, 2012 


� The concept of capability is presented in a number of works. See, for instance, Amartya Sen, 1993, and, more recently, Jean De Munck, 2008. To what extent the capability approach could be interpreted as a politics of freedoms is the object of ean-Michel Bonvin and Nicolas Farvauqe, 2008.


� Title borrowed from the publication of the final Conference of the European Research Program CAPRIGHT (Agnès Bourgouin and Robert Salais, eds., 2012) 


� Alain Supiot, 2011


� Amartya Sen has extensively worked on human rights theory. See Amartya Sen, 2004.


� See below Part Deliberative democracy as a tool for social justice and economic efficiency


� In Paragraph The situated state


� Cf., for instance, the sets of indicators promoted by the European Central Bank or the European Employment Strategy.


� Deliberative democracy has already a long chronicle of publications behind it (see for a survey – rich in references, but a little bit oriented, Jane Mansbridge, 2010). Thanks to Michele Lamont for this reference. As far as I know, the literature has not yet tackled the economic efficiency of deliberative democracy procedures. 


� See, below, Paragraph The situated state


� And even this statement could be disputed for hard sciences


� Amartya Sen, 1982, 


� Ibidem, 1993


� More in Robert Salais, 2009. Links between democracy and inquiry are also developed in James Bohman, 1999. Many experiments of deliberative, participative or experimental democracy exist and should be read in light of the concept of deliberative inquiry. It largely remains to be done.


� Detailed in Robert Salais and Michael Storper, 1993, part IV.2, or in Michel Storper and Robert Salais, 1997


� See Robert Salais, 2012 in Ralf Rogowski, Robert Salais and Noel Whiteside, eds., 2012  
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