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DEVELOPMENTT AS FREEDOM OF CHOICE 

TheThe serious point of social theory which Rawls, as well as the earlier liberal theorists, would 
havehave to answer can be put succinctly: can a maximally extensive and equal system of liberties 
bebe successfully achieved without ruling out all significant inequalities of wealth and power? 
(N.Daniels,, 1989:281) 

INTRODUCTION N 
Inn my opinion, this quote, from an essay on John Rawls' A Theory of Justice (1971), points to the 
essencee of development in general, and of rural development in developing countries in particular. 
Inequalitiess in wealth are, and for a long time have been, the focus of many development theories, but 
whatt about power? Among other definitions, power refers to political, social and economic decision-
makingg processes in rural development and empowerment of people with respect to freely exchanging 
andd providing information, including power over content and availability of that information. In his 
prefacee to a collection of critical essays on Rawls, Daniels argues that a system of social justice that 
guaranteess equal liberties for everyone cannot prevent inequalities in wealth and power from creating 
inequalitiess in the ability of individuals to enjoy those liberties. In his theory of justice, Rawls addresses 
thiss issue with the concept ofworth of liberty: the extent to which an individual can take advantage of 
herr liberties. He ranks this good under his concept of primary social goods (Rawls, 1971: 204) and 
actuallyy perceives inequality in the worth of liberty, as a result of inequalities in wealth and power, as 
acceptablee under justice as fairness: 

TheThe lesser worth of liberty is, however, compensated for, since the capacity of the less fortunate 
membersmembers of society to achieve their aims would be even less were they not to accept the existing 
inequalitiesinequalities whenever the difference principle is satisfied (ibid, 1971: 204) 

Senn does not share Rawls' perception, because his concept of capabilities stresses equality in 
capabilities,, ox freedoms to choose between alternative lifestyles^. He accepts inequality of functiomngs 
iff  those inequalities are a result of an individual's voluntarily made choices. Therefore, Sen agrees with 
Daniels'' critique and he extends Rawls' relatively restricted view of equality by shifting the emphasis 
fromm a theoretical equality of basic liberties and inequality of primary social goods to an actual equality 
off  capabilities, or freedoms to choose. 

Inn my perception, the concepts power, wealth, social justice, equality and liberty are essential to 
development.. Of these concepts, the freedom to choose is at the heart of Sen's development as freedom 
conceptt (Sen, 1999), which also addresses equality, liberty, social opportunities and economic facilities. 
Theoreticall  approaches to concepts of power, wealth, social justice, equality and liberty are a subject of 
politicall  philosophy, of which Rawls' contractarian theory of justice as fairness is an example. 
However,, how do concepts like power, wealth, social justice, equality and liberty relate to development 
inn general, and to rural development in developing countries in particular? What is development 
actuallyy about? The answers to these questions will in part be provided by Sen's development-related 
work,, in particular his perception of development as freedom, and by an overview of three political 
philosophies:: utilitarianism, libertarianism and contract theory. 

11 In his book Inequality Re-examined (1992), Sen discusses his capability concept in relation to an individual's freedom to choose. He 
definess capability as reflecting 'the person's freedom to lead one type of life or another' and as 'the person's freedom to choose 
fromm possible livings' (Sen, 1992: 40). In Sen's terminology, a 'type of life' or 'living' is represented by combinations of 
functionings,, such as 'being adequately nourished, being in good health, avoiding escapable morbidity and premature mortality, etc., 
too more complex achievements such as being happy, having self-respect, taking part in the life of the community, and so on' (Sen, 
1992:: 40). In a recent work, Sen, less formally, defines 'alternative functioning combinations' as 'various lifestyles' (Sen, 1999: 75). 
Inn this dissertation I will , therefore, use the more informal term of alternative lifestyles to refer to alternative functioning 
combinations.. It is important to note that Sen explicitly uses the terms type of life, living and lifestyle as aspects of being alive and 
nott live in the meaning of being alive itself. 
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3.22 AN OVERVIEW OF THREE POLITICAL PHILOSOPHIES 
(...)(...) [Politicalphilosophy is realistically Utopian when it extends what are ordinarily thought 
toto be the limits of practicable political possibility and, in doing so, reconciles us to our 
politicalpolitical and social condition (RawIs, 1999: II) 

Byy adopting development as freedom for this argumentation, I have implicitly made social change an 
importantt element of development. In chapter two, social change has been conceived of as a positive 
increasee in individual freedoms for people in rural areas. Following Sen's argumentation, some aspects 
off  democracy, such as a decentralization of State-power2', participatory decision-making and basic 
humann rights, will be defined as constitutive to development. The intention is to take the argument 
beyondd Sen's concept by declaring social change constitutive to development and not just an end of that 
process.. By implication a society and its formal institutions, in order to develop, will have to create an 
environmentt conducive to social change. A society will have to take care of not only the economic 
aspectt of social welfare, but also of other aspects of welfare or well-being of people. In this dissertation, 
suchh a society is labeled a just society, with just being interpreted as egalitarian. However, what makes 
aa society just or egalitarian is not easy to determine. Literature on political philosophy provides ample 
readingg on what makes a society just and which goals, principles or procedures can provide guidance on 
howw to configure basic structures of such a society, how to design just policies and on how best to 
achievee general social welfare. In my opinion, development of disadvantaged, or underprivileged, rural 
areass has to be based on basic structures of society that are just and facilitate a more egalitarian society. 
Currentt political, social and economic arrangements in societies of many developing countries are part 
off  the situation of under-development, the status quo. Therefore, this chapter contains a concise review 
off  literature on political philosophy to provide suggestions for the alternative arrangements of my 
conceptionn of development. 

AA selection of only a few political philosophies is arbitrary, but, without discarding the relevance 
off  other political philosophies, this discussion will focus on utilitarianism, libertarianism and contract 

theory.. The intention is to determine which political philosophy offers the most useful and relevant 
inputt for arrangements of a society which favors development as freedom of choice. Only parts of the 
threee theories will be considered and the use of any theory will be instrumental. The overview of 
politicall  philosophies is by no means intended to be exhaustive, nor is any assessment of the validity of 
thee theoretical aspects intended. The overview will highlight the following aspects of the political 
theories: : 

 its basic principle(s) determining a just, or rightly ordered, society; 
 the importance it attaches to basic individual rights and liberties; 
 the attention it pays to opportunities for individual members; and 
 its perspective on the issue of distribution and equality. 

Thee first aspect addresses the unjust status quo in rural areas, the second relates to the development as 
freedomm concept and the third aspect connects with the perspective of an individual's capabilities, her 
personall  freedoms to choose. Finally, the last aspect has been included to avoid an overemphasis on the 
procedurall  and conditional nature of the first two aspects. I acknowledge that not all these aspects may 
readilyy be distinguishable within the selected philosophies and I also accept that possibly none of the 
philosophiess may provide a perfect fit. However, I am only interested in selecting a theory that can 
contributee to identifying necessary conditions for a society to be conducive to social change. Thus, there 
iss no need to completely incorporate a political philosophy into my conception of development. 

Utilitarianism m 
Utilitarianismm originates in the writings of Jeremy Bentham {Introduction to the Principles of Morals 
andand Legislation, 1789) and John Stuart Mil l {Utilitarianism, 1863). The utilitarian theory of a just 

Thee UNDP distinguishes between decentralization and devolution. Decentralization is often conceived of as de-concentration of 
functionss through delegation of responsibilities. Devolution of authority, however, 'involves the transfer of authority to elected local 
governments.. Local bodies then have authority to make decisions independent of central government' (UNDP, 2000). I conceive of 
decentralizationn as devolution with re-allocation of funds, whereby the latter has to match the transfer of authority. 
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societyy has contributed in a major way to the long lasting emphasis on economic growth, and its various 
indices,, in development3.1 conceive of this emphasis as wanting for a conception of development, at 
least,, if development is expected to benefit the poorest people in developing countries, usually the 
peoplee living in rural areas. 

Thee basic utilitarian principle is sometimes also labeled the efficiency principle, since classic 
utilitarianss consider society rightly ordered, or just, when social arrangements guarantee the maximum 
valuee of satisfactions, as aggregated over all individuals that are part of society. In essence, this idea is 
basedd on a projection of value maximization of satisfactions, or utilities, by a rational individual onto an 
entiree society. Bentham provides an index of utilities and a way of calculating the value of an 
individual'ss pleasures (1789, Bentham, In: Ryan (ed.), 1987: 86 - 89), but the degree of seriousness of 
hiss method has been subject to elaborate discussions (Ryan, 1987: 30). In reaction to Bentham, John 
Stuartt Mill , who contributes to both utilitarian and libertarian thought, states that the quantitative 
measurementt of pleasures is not the only important aspect of utilitarianism. However, with aggregate 
valuevalue maximization as the objective, or benchmark for assessment, of a just society, utilitarianism is less 
concernedd with the individual contributions. An equal distribution of satisfactions is not preferred over 
otherr distributions, at least not for reasons of social justice. The economic version of utilitarianism relies 
onn the assumption that results of economic growth will ultimately spread to all segments of society, the 
trickle-downn concept. 

Inn utilitarian theory, liberties and rights are important, but subordinated to value maximization. 
Althoughh not desired as such, violations of individual liberties or rights can be acceptable for the sake 
off  maximizing the sum total of happiness. In other words, disadvantages to some, e.g., a violation of 
theirr rights or liberties, could create situations for others to raise their individual satisfaction values and, 
ass a result, increase the sum total value of individual satisfactions (assuming the loss of satisfaction 
throughh disadvantages is compensated for in overall value). Therefore, in principle, socio-economic 
gapsgaps are not considered unjust and even considered just, if they explicitly contribute to an increased 
totall  value of satisfactions. Also, in principle, the wideness of such gaps is not relevant. The utilitarian 
vieww assumes that society will oppose socially destructive tendencies and obtain greater welfare in 
anotherr way4. 

Anotherr aspect discussed by political philosophies is the extent to which society should offer its 
memberss opportunities. From the utilitarian point of view, the principle of efficiently using existing 
resourcess is important in this respect. In assessing the extent to which society offers equal opportunities, 
twoo main philosophical perspectives can be identified. The first perspective offers all individuals the 
opportunityy to make the best of their initial position, not compensating those in less privileged positions 
forr their initial disadvantage. The other perspective strives to compensate for differences in initial 
positions,, which impact the opportunities of the individual, and thus aims to create equal opportunities 
forr all individuals to enter any type of institution in society, e.g., all types of education, regardless of the 
individual'ss initial position. Utilitarianism does not prefer a specific perspective, but the one that 
maximizess total value is considered more just. Because of this tendency, utilitarianism does not 
explicitlyy support equal opportunities for education or vertical mobility in society, both possible sources 
forr social change. Hence, the utilitarian theory does not lend explicit support to social change to achieve 
aa more just society (just interpreted as more egalitarian), unless accompanied by an increase in the sum 
valuee of satisfactions. 

Finally,, concerning the utilitarian perspective on distribution, the implications of Rawls' 
classificationn of utilitarianism as using imperfect procedural justice for distribution issues have to be 
pointedd out (Rawls, 1971: 89). Characteristic of this approach to distribution is that an independent 

33 Bentham claims that 'the principle of utility as happiness approves or disapproves of every action, according to the tendency which 
itt appears to have to augment or diminish the happiness of the party whose interest is in question: or, what is the same thing in other 
words,, to promote or oppose that happiness*  (Bentham, 1789, In: Ryan (ed.), 1987: 65). Bentham leaves room for an instrumental 
rotee of economic in utilitarianism, but not for narrow sets of economic indicators as ends in themselves. 

44 Bentham also claims that the pressure of public opinion, apart from laws and legislation, is sure to keep an individual within certain 
morall  boundaries. Mil l opposes this and considers the pressure of public opinion so dangerous that there is a need for a doctrine of 
individualityy and independence of mind to ensure social pressure does not exceed certain limits (Ryan, 1987: 49). 
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criterionn exists for a correct outcome of the process of distribution (the aggregated greatest happiness 
principle),, but not a feasible procedure which is sure to lead to it (ibid, 1971: 86). This implies that the 
levell  of abstraction at which the independent criterion is defined is likely to determine the outcome of 
thee distribution process at the lower levels of abstraction. The following example illustrates this point. If 
thee criterion is to maximize GDP growth as a macro-economic indicator, imperfect procedural justice 
cann lead to rather uneven distributions of income and wealth as long as the aggregate result meets the 
criterion.. However, if the criterion would be to raise each individual's income, wealth or welfare to a 
predeterminedd level, a more egalitarian distribution would be achieved through imperfect procedural 
justice.. However, the latter is a deceptive example, because through the detailed nature of the criterion 
itt serves as a de facto procedure for perfect distributive justice, an egalitarian distribution. Moreover, a 
detailedd criterion may compromise utilitarianism's efficiency principle. Thus, the higher the aggregate 
levell  of the criterion, the more differences between individual people are ignored, hence the more 
inequalityy in rural areas. 

Earlyy utilitarians, such as Bentham and Mill , acknowledge that individuals differ strongly in their 
morall  character, personality and intellectual abilities to actually enjoy pleasures, implying that there are 
differentt needs for happiness for different people. However, their preference for an aggregated level of 
happinesss following imperfect procedural justice means that equality of happiness for individual people 
iss not a real issue in utilitarianism, nor is distributive justice. The relative lack of interest in equality and 
distributivee justice emphasizes the partial indifference of utilitarian theory towards distinct differences 
betweenn people in general, and their initial positions in particular. 

Libertarianism m 
Inn his essay The State, the libertarian Rothbard describes the 'critical difference between libertarians 
andd other people' as the libertarian's 'view of the role of the State -the government' (Rothbard, In: 
Boaz,, 1997: 35). In his opinion, the State is the aggressor and 'the central thrust of libertarian thought, 
then,, is to oppose any and all aggression against the property rights of individuals in their own persons 
andd in the material objects they have voluntarily acquired' (ibid, In: Boaz, 1997: 35). As a political 
philosophy,, libertarianism is indeed known for its emphasis on individual rights and liberties and many 
theoristss have contributed to this political theory. Two important contributors to libertarian thought in 
thee twentieth century are Friedrich Hayek and Robert Nozick5. In The Road to Serfdom (1944, 1972), 
Hayekk argues against the collectivist nature of socialism and in favor of individual economic freedom, 
whichh he perceives as a requirement for people to achieve personal and political freedom. Hayek's 
interpretationn of nineteenth century liberalism has much in common with libertarianism. However, 
unlikee Nozick's more general approach, he specifically emphasizes individual economic freedoms over 
politicall  and social freedoms. In general, Hayek is more concerned about the negative effect of coercive 
power,, and in particular State-power, on liberty than anything else. Therefore, he focuses on the nature 
off  the State. Nozick, on the other hand, discusses libertarianism in the context of the size, form and role 
off  the State in society as a whole, which, according to Rothbard, is the characteristic feature of 
libertarianism.. For the purpose of this argument, therefore, mainly Nozick's perspective on 
libertarianismm will be discussed, a perspective which he has elaborated in his Anarchy, State and Utopia 
(1974),, In my opinion, Nozick's perspective is useful in defining a conception of development in a time 
inn which rolling back the State is a preferred approach to the role of the State in development. This 
approachh can be attributed to a utilitarian perspective on economics (see section 4.3 on neo-liberal 
macro-economicc policies), but I will illustrate how the libertarians arrive at a similar end by different 
means.. Given Hayek's influence on libertarian thought, aspects of his libertarianism will be added as a 
contrastt to Nozick's, sometimes extreme, points of view. 

55 In his book Models ofDemocracy (1996, second edition), David Held, classifies both Hayek and Nozick as belonging to the New 
Rightt According to Held, the New Right is 'committed to the view that political life, like economic life, is (or ought to be) a matter 
off  individual freedom and initiative' (Held, 1996: 253). He continues by claiming that the movement advocates a laissez-faire, or 
freee market society, in combination with a minimal State, which would include 'a strong government to enforce law and order' 
(ibid,, 1996: 253). In my opinion, this applies more exactly to Nozick than to Hayek, since the latter conceives of a conditions-
creatingg and service- providing role by the State well beyond maintaining law and order. Therefore, I conceive of Hayek's 
libertarianismm as being of a milder nature than Nozick's. 
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Nozick'ss main concern is the size, form and role of the State, in particular with respect to 
libertiess and rights of individuals. He phrases the main principle of his libertarianism as follows: 

AA minimal state, limited to the narrow Junctions of protection against force, theft, fraud, 
enforcementenforcement of contracts, and so on, is justified; that any more extensive state will  violate 
person'sperson's rights not to be forced to do certain things, and is unjustified; and that the minimal 
statestate is inspiring as well as right (Nozick, 1974: ix) 

Nozickk arrives at this principle, or conclusion, after discussing at length how a State inevitably emerges 
fromfrom anarchy. According to Nozick, anarchy is represented by Locke's state of nature, which conceives 
off  rights and liberties of individuals as central to justice by describing the state of nature as 'a state of 
perfectt freedom to order their actions and dispose of their possessions and persons as they think fit, 
withinn the bounds of the law of nature, without asking leave or dependency upon the will of any other 
man'' (Locke, 1690, In: Laslett (ed.), 1967). Locke acknowledges problems with implementing a pure 
statee of nature and states that civil government could be an appropriate solution to take care of those 
difficulties.. Nozick converts Locke's concept of civil government into the minimal State, which moves 
fromfrom a society of independent individuals only, to one with independent individuals and individuals 
organizedd in so-called protective agencies. The latter protect the associated individuals from 
infringementss on, or violations of, their liberties and rights. Next in Nozick's argumentation is the 
emergencee of dominant (in geographical areas) protective agencies. He concludes that such agencies 
mayy violate individual liberties and rights of independent people as a result of the power in numbers of 
thee dominant protective agencies. Therefore, he acknowledges the need for some material or immaterial 
compensationn by the agencies to independent individuals, in his principle of compensation (Nozick, 
1974:: 78 - 84). However, Nozick objects to the implications of applying Rawls' principle of fairness. In 
hiss opinion, applying such a principle would result in the need to enforce special obligations on people. 
Thee potential benefits of the resulting fairness, according to Nozick, would not necessarily outweigh the 
costt for those people forced to comply with the obligations. Finally, Nozick argues that dominant 
protectivee agencies will acquire a de facto monopoly -in their respective geographical areas- on 
enforcingg its members into compliance with the agencies' internal procedures (similar to a State-
monopolyy on the use of force). The monopolist agency will protect non-members in their dealings with 
memberss of the protective agency. According to Nozick, at that point the protective agencies satisfy 
'twoo crucial conditions for being a state: that [the protective agency] has the requisite sort of monopoly 
overr the use of force in the territory, and that it protects the right of everyone in the territory' (ibid, 
1974:: 113). The protective agencies have become de facto minimal States. In contrast, Hayek 
conceivess of a role by the State which would include providing an 'adequate organization of certain 
institutionss like money, markets, and channels of information', as well as establishing and safeguarding 
'ann appropriate legal system'. Hayek acknowledges the possibility of a 'limited spheres in which alone 
[thee State's] ends are supreme', although he asserts that individuals have to agree on the limits of such a 
spheree by agreeing on particular ends. According to Hayek, education and health care are services 
whichh could be provided by the State (Hayek, 1994: 43). 

Typically,, libertarians, and Nozick is no exception, attach almost absolute importance to 
individuall  rights and liberties. Two aspects of the libertarian conception of liberties and rights deserve 
attention.. First, the libertarian notion of liberty is a negative one, or in Isaiah Berlin's words, 'the 
defensee of liberty consists in the negative goal of warding off interference' (Berlin, 1958, In: Hardy and 
Hausheer,, 1997: 199, italics added). The main objective of libertarians is to create as large an area of 
non-interferencee (by individuals, group of individuals or any representative institution) as possible. 
Sincee libertarians take the individual's perspective, the ultimate consequences of individuals creating 
theirr personal areas of non-interference results in one individual violating another individual's liberties 
andd rights. To address possible violations Nozick introduces the concept of moral side cottstraints on 
behaviorr of individual people, but if one would expect something like a social institution to appear from 
thiss concept, he states emphatically that there can be no talk of any such thing: 

TheThe moral side constraints upon what we may do, we claim, reflect the fact of our separate 
existences.existences. They reflect the fact that no moral balancing act can take place among us, there is no 
moralmoral outweighing of one of our lives by others so as to lead to a greater overall social good. 
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ThereThere is no justified sacrifice of some of us for others (Nozick, 1974: 33) 
Againn Nozick concludes that some need exists for a minimal State, not so much to prevent violations, 
butbut to compensate individuals whose liberties and rights have been violated. A second aspect of 
Nozick'ss libertarian conception is that liberties and rights can be transferred to organizational 
structures,, the protective agencies, which then defend the liberties and rights of the associated 
individualss by proxy. 

Nozick'ss version of libertarianism favors as many opportunities for individuals as possible, at 
leastt the ones arising from an individual exercising her liberties and rights. However, does he also favor 
equall  opportunities, or to be more specific, equal opportunities which compensate for differences in the 
initiall  positions of people? Nozick acknowledges that people may start from different positions in that 
theyy have different resources, or holdings, when he states that 'past circumstances or actions of people 
cann create differential entitlements or differential deserts to things' (ibid, 1974: 155). In general, 
however,, littl e mention is made of opportunities, let alone equal opportunities. The aspect of differences 
betweenn individuals is mainly addressed by Nozick's discussion of the distribution issue. 

Nozick'ss libertarian contribution to the issue of distributive justice consists of a few distinctive 
elements,, of which two will be discussed. First, his entitlement theory addresses the subject of justice of 
whatt Nozick calls holdings, a concept that roughly captures things material and immaterial which can 
bee acquired as previously unheld, or as a result of a transfer between individuals. The entitlement theory 
consistss of three principles and, according to Nozick, 'if the world were wholly just, the following 
inductivee definition would exhaustively cover the subject of justice in holdings6: 

1.1. A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of justice in acquisition is 
entitledentitled to that holding. 

2.2. A person who acquires a holding in accordance with the principle of justice in transfer, from 
someonesomeone else entitled to the holding, is entitled to the holding. 

3.. No one is entitled to a holding except by (repeated) applications of I and 2 (ibid, 1974: 151) 
Nozick'ss concept of distributive justice is procedural in that any distribution of holdings is just if it 
arisess from another just distribution by means of the first two of the principles mentioned above7. 
However,, if the initial distribution is not wholly just, then even completely legitimate moves from that 
distributionn to a new one does not yield a just distribution in the new situation. To account for 
previouslyy unjust distributions, Nozick introduces a third principle, aimed at a rectification of injustice 
inn holdings. A person's holdings are just if she is entitled to them by the principles of justice in 
acquisitionn and transfer, or that of rectification of injustice. He concludes that the distribution of 
holdingss is just when each person's holdings are just. As a theoretical construction this appears to be 
smoothh and valid, but for people in rural areas it is (i) simply not feasible to apply the principle of 
rectificationn of injustice in holdings and (ii) a rather flagrant denial of the fact that personal 
circumstancess and characteristics significantly influence, in a negative way, the conversion rate at 
whichh people can acquire and transfer holdings. Hayek, on the other hand, claims that legal principles 
off  property and freedom of contract are not sufficient and acknowledges that for other conditions for 
freee competition 'we [may] have to resort to the substitution [of mechanisms of a free market with] 
directt regulation by authority' (Hayek, 1994: 44). 

Thee second distinctive element that deserves attention here is Nozick's conception of patterning, 
whichh is used in the context of distributions. In short, patterning is the opposite of random distribution 
andd any distribution that has not come about completely at random will have some strands of patterns 
runningg through it. I will not delve into theoretical details of patterning, since Nozick's reason for 

Nozickk does no! specify holdings, but since liberties and rights are claimed to be inalienable to the individual 1 assume they aree not 
partt of the holdings index. It could be argued (given the emphasis on individual liberties and rights in his version of libertarianism) 
thatt Nozick considers liberties and rights to be features of an individual, as physical characteristics are features. Nozick, who does 
nott consider personal characteristics relevant to a concept of justice, appears to be comfortable with inequality in the ability to 
exercisee rights, a feeling he shares with Rawls. 

Inn a critique on Nozick's concept of entitlement, Finnis argues that 'if a creditor enforces his commutattvely just claim, by the moral 
processess of law (which are themselves quite just), and thereby swallows up the wherewithal for satisfying any of the equally just 
claimss of other creditors, the situation that has thus arisen cannot be properly regardedas itself just' (Finnis, 1980: 189, italics 
added). . 
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introducingg this concept as such interests me more than its specific details. By introducing his 
conceptionn of patterning, Nozick wants to distinguish the concept of distributive justice from his 
entitlementt theory, which he claims is not patterned, from other concepts of distributive justice. The 
nucleuss of his argument is that in a just society no principle exists on which to justifiably base a 
distributionn of holdings, let alone there could exist in a just society institutions arranging such a 
distributionn according to one or more principles. Patterned distributions are not random and, according 
too Nozick, therefore, inevitably based on one or more arbitrary principles, hence not just. This may 
soundd rigid and arbitrary, but it is completely compatible with the libertarian emphasis on the individual 
person.. According to Nozick, Hayek argues that 'under capitalism distribution generally is in 
accordancee with perceived service to others' (Nozick, 1974: 253). Since Hayek acknowledges the 
potentiall  need for some free market regulating role by the State, he implicitly argues in support of some 
patterningg of distribution8. Classifying Nozick's approach to the distribution issue in terms of Rawls' 
notionss of procedural justice is a complicated and ambiguous exercise. The problem is that Nozick 
focusess on just holdings, instead of on a just distributive procedure. At first glance, it seems that Nozick 
appliesapplies pure procedural justice to distribution, in the sense that 'there is no independent criterion for 
thee right result: instead there is a fair procedure such that the outcome is likewise correct, whatever it is, 
providedd that the procedure has been properly followed' (Rawls, 1971: 86). However, Rawls points out 
thatt application of the notion of pure procedural justice to distribution issues would require 
arrangementss of political, social and economic institutions in a basic structure of society, which are not 
conceivedd of by Nozick in his notion of a minimal State. Therefore, in my opinion, Nozick only 
addressess procedural aspects, without an interest in just aspects of distributions, whereby just is 
perceivedd as more egalitarian. 

Inn my opinion, Hayek's defense of liberalism in The Road to Serfdom can be interpreted as a 
milderr version of Nozick's libertarianism. Hayek also argues in favor of individual freedoms and 
againstt State-interference, but he does conceive of a role by the State which would go beyond Nozick's 
minimall  State. In my opinion, this implicates that Hayek's variant of libertarianism is not necessarily 
incompatiblee with some kind of patterning to achieve distributive justice as advocated by Rawls' 
contractt theory. 

Contractt theory 
Thee contractarian tradition of political philosophy arguably started with Jean-Jacques Rousseau's Du 
ContratContrat Social (17'62), but John Rawls is considered the most influential contemporary contractarian. 
Hiss book A Theory of Justice (1971) is widely regarded as the most influential contribution to 
contractariann thought and as a major contribution to political philosophy in general. Rawls himself 
statess that the aim of his theory is to take 'to a higher level of abstraction the familiar theory of the 
sociall  contract' (Rawls, 1971: 11). Rawls's theory is particularly relevant to my conception of 
developmentt because its primary subject of justice is the basic structure of society, described by Rawls 
ass 'the way in which the major social institutions distribute fundamental rights and duties, and 
determinee the division of advantages from social cooperation' (ibid, 1971: 7). Although the main 
principless of Rawls' theory of justice apply to a society's formal institutions, or more exactly to the 
basicc structure of society, he also acknowledges a need for lower level principles for individuals. At the 
individuall  level, he identifies 'principles for such notions as fairness [to account for all requirements of 
ann individual that are obligations] and fidelity, mutual respect and beneficence as these apply to 
individuals'' (ibid, 1971: 111). Natural duties are complementary to obligations, in that together the two 
accountt for an individual's requirements, and can be separated in positive [to do good] and negative 

88 In his The Constitution of Liberty (1960), Hayek argues that in Ihe long run a free capitalist society raises the position of the worst 
offf  more than any alternative institutional structure. Nozick uses this claim by Hayek to argue that Rawls' difference principle does 
nott necessarily require a contractarian nature of the basic structures of society. However, Hayek's statement only addresses the 
secondd condition of Rawls' principle and he seems to prefer free competition over Rawls' condition of fair and equal opportunity for 
people.. Nevertheless, the statement illustrates Hayek's concern with finding the best way to improve the situation of the worst off 
people.. Whereas for Nozick liberty appears to be the one and only objective, Hayek conceives of liberty more as the constraint 
within,, or the condition under, which society can best be organized. In that sense, Hayek's perception of liberty has more in 
commonn with Isaiah Berlin interpretation of liberty than with Nozick's. 
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oness [not to do harm] (ibid, 1971: 114-117). Despite the attention to lower level principles, Rawls' 
principless concerning arrangements of the basic structures of society are more characteristic of his 
theory.. The pivotal, and subsequently most widely criticized, aspect of Rawls' theory is that of his so-
calledd original position. The concept of the original position is at the heart of Rawls' theory and refers 
too a hypothetical contract situation in which individual contractors decide on the main principles of 
justicee for a society. That decision process takes place under what Rawls calls a veil of ignorance. The 
methodologicall  aspects of political theories will not be addressed, but for an understanding of Rawls' 
argumentationn it is necessary to explain that the veil of ignorance is a theoretical construction which: 

blocksblocks out knowledge of who [the contractors] are, their place in history, their talents and skills, 
andand their individual plans of life or conceptions of the good. They are rational, however, and 
areare motivated to pursue, in a mutually disinterested, non-envious fashion, their well-being, as 
measuredmeasured by an index of primary goods. The principles of justice they choose apply to basic 
socialsocial institutions, not individual transactions. They must be general and universal inform, as 
wellwell as serve as public and final grounds for ordering competing claims and settling disputes 
aboutabout the design of basic institutions (Daniels, 1989: xiii/xiv , bolds added) 

Anotherr category of criticism on Rawls' conception of the original position is that it implicitly presumes 
thee presence of something comparable to a pluralistic constitutional democracy9, which would render 
hiss theory impotent in cases that such a system does not prevail. Rawls' theory differs from libertarian 
theoryy in that principles of justice are to be applied to social institutions and not to individual 
transactions,, as is the case in Nozick's libertarianism. A first distinction from utilitarianism is that 
Rawls'' main principles are procedural (means-oriented), whereas the utilitarian principle is 
consequentiall  (ends-oriented). 

Accordingg to Rawls, a society is rightly ordered, or just, if the principles of justice (of which he 
identifiess two) lead to a configuration of the social and institutional aspects of the basic structure of 
societyy in a way that social and economic inequalities are arranged to the advantage of everyone, but 
particularlyy those worst off. Key to Rawls' concept is that he considers his hypothetical construction to 
selectt the main principles to be procedurally fair to the contractants. The principles of justice are to 
preventt changes in social and institutional arrangements from making the least advantaged person 
worsee off and to promote changes in improving such a person's situation10. Since the heart of the theory 
iss formed by two principles of justice, those principles require a closer examination. The first principle 
addressess liberty and the second discusses opportunities offered to individual members of society. 

Thee first principle, which according to Rawls is dominant over the second and addresses the 
basicc liberties, originally stated that 'each person is to have an equal right to the most extensive basic 
liberty,, compatible with a similar liberty for others' (Rawls, 1971: 60). In response to some critiques 
concerningg the dominant status of liberty, Rawls slightly changed the wording of this principle to read 
ass follows: 

EachEach person has an equal right to a fully adequate scheme of equal basic liberties which is 
compatiblecompatible with a similar scheme of liberties for all (Rawls, 1987) 

Byy replacing 'the most extensive' with 'a fully adequate scheme', Rawls made the condition of liberty 
lesss ambitious. In fact, Rawls had always considered a different concept of liberty altogether, when he 
statedd that 'I shall discuss liberty in connection with constitutional and legal restrictions. In these cases 
libertyy is a certain structure of institutions, a certain system of public rules defining rights and duties' 

99 On democratic rule by the majority, Rawls states that only if 'various sectors of society have reasonable confidence in one another 
andd share a common conception of justice, the rule by bare majorities may succeed fairly welt', but on the other hand if 'this 
underlyingg agreement is lacking, the majority nile becomes more difficult to justify because it is less probable that just policies will 
bee followed', implying that in a pluralistic constitutional democracy a society may not meet all the conditions for his theory of 
justicee as fairness (Rawls, 1971: 231). 

100 In section 3.4,1 argue that Rawls' conception and use of an index of primary social goods may prevent changes that make the least 
advantagedd person worse off, but that using the index does not necessarily lead to positive social change for that person. 
Nevertheless,, Rawls*  theory addresses the issue of inequality of people in a given society more elaborately than utilitarianism and 
libertarianism. . 
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(Rawls,, 1971: 202)11. The fact that liberties are part of the first, and dominant, principle of Rawls raises 
thee question of whether similarities exist with the libertarian view on liberties. The answer is relatively 
straightforwardd and in the negative. First, the libertarian notion of liberty and rights is a negative one, 
whereass Rawls prefers neither the negative nor the positive notion. Rawls intentionally avoids distinct 
definitionss between positive and negative freedom. He perceives the debate on those two notions of 
freedomm as one concerning only the relative values of liberties, if and when they come into conflict. The 
sacrificee of political liberty for the benefit of other liberties (or vice versa) is relevant for his theory, but 
specificc definitions of negative or positive freedom are not. Instead, he assumes firstly 'that liberty can 
alwayss be explained by a reference to three items: the agents who are free, the restrictions or limitations 
whichh they are free from, and what it is that they are free to do or not do' (ibid, 1971: 202). Secondly, 
inn Rawls' view, an individual's liberties and rights have to be compatible with a similar scheme of 
libertiess for all people, while libertarians claim liberties and rights for the individual without such 
compatibility.. Another issue is, however, whether Rawls' first principle takes sufficient account of the 
factt that having equal rights may not always lead to being able to enjoy equal rights, in particular since 
Rawlss rules out constraining effects of economic inequalities on equality of liberty. 

TheThe inability to take advantage of one's right and opportunities as a result of poverty and 
ignorance,ignorance, and a lack of means generally, is sometimes counted among the constraints definitive 
ofof liberty. I shall not, however, say this, but rather I shall think of these things as affecting the 
worthworth of liberty, the value to individuals of the rights that the first principle defines (ibid, 1971: 
204) ) 

Rawlss acknowledges the potential effect of economic inequalities on equality of liberty, but to reconcile 
hiss first principle he introduces the concept of worth of liberty, which he classifies as a primary good to 
bee addressed by the second principle12. In an essay on exactly this aspect of Rawls' theory of justice, 
DanielsDaniels shows that the distinction between liberty and worth of liberty is mainly an artificial one and 
nott tenable. He continues by stating that worth of liberty will have to fall under the first principle so that 
'aa more far-reaching egalitarianism may be forced on us as a result of the two principles of justice than 
att first expected, and certainly one more far-reaching than Rawls' examples indicate' (Daniels, 1989: 
280). . 

Rawls'' second principle, the difference principle, concerns opportunities to be offered to 
individuall  people and to be safeguarded by society and initially stated that 'social and economic 
inequalitiess are to be arranged so that they are both (a) to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged 
andd (b) attached to offices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity' and 
inn an egalitarian manner of 'to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged' (Rawls, 1971: 83 ). This 
principlee has also been slightly modified and now reads as follows: 

SocialSocial and economic inequalities are to satisfy two conditions. First, they must be attached to 
officesoffices and positions open to all under conditions of fair equality of opportunity; and second, 
theythey must be to the greatest benefit of the least advantaged members of society (Rawls, 1987) 

Althoughh the words have not changed, Rawls re-emphasizes the aspect of 'fair equality of opportunity' 
byy mentioning it as the first condition. As can be derived from the assumptions, this principle is of 
majorr significance for my argumentation, since it applies to people in rural areas and thus to my 
conceptionn of development to be constructed later. In my opinion, some elaboration of this principle is 

111 Rawls uses the concept of a system of liberties, which has to be assessed as a whole. That allows for juggïing with the various 
libertiess of the system, without risk of reducing the sum total of the liberties of the system as such.. The consequence is that in his 
opinionn it is perfectly acceptable that one liberty is restricted if this leads to greater other liberties, or in other words an equal or 
largerr sum total of the system of liberty. This concept of liberty is debatable, as will be shown in section 3.3, but for now does not 
seemm to be of major importance in determining the usefulness of Rawls' theory of justice. 

122 Applied to basic rights, or liberties, as freedom of speech and political participation, this could mean that unequal access to the 
mediaa resulting from economic inequalities would not be considered unjust under Rawls' principles. Rawls mentions as an 
importantt element of a constitutional regime 'firm constitutional protections for certain liberties, particularly freedom of speech' 
(Rawls,, 1971: 222/223). However, this is still no guarantee against unequal access to the media as a result of economic inequalities. 
Thiss aspect of Rawls' theory does not seem to match with my conception of development. Rawls is more willing to defend equal 
libertiess in the field of political participation in general, rather than the specific aspects of freedom of speech and equal access to the 
media,, which are instrumental in processes of political participation (ibid, 1971: 225). 
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appropriate.. The principle can be perceived as the counterpart of the principle of efficiency in 
utilitarianism.. The first part of the re-formulated difference principle implicitly states that compensation 
hass to be provided by society to allow those hindered by their initial position to enter into any type of 
institutionn in society, which gives the principle a potential egalitarian tendency. The principle does not 
explicitlyy mentions any means for social changes in society, but the second part of the re-formulated 
principlee essentially states that in circumstances of clear and continued disadvantage for a part of the 
society,, change moving in the direction of compliance with the second principle is required to arrive at 
aa more just society. 

Rawlss conceives of distribution as an issue of distributing primary social goods. However, 
somee complications with respect to those goods have to be addressed here. He distinguishes between 
primaryy social and natural goods, albeit in the sense that natural goods are a subset of primary social 
goods.. As primary social goods, he mentions liberties and rights, opportunities and powers and income 
andd wealth. Subsequently he refers to health, vigor, intelligence and imagination, which are to a large 
extentt part of the individual's contingencies, as natural goods. These aspects of people living in adverse 
conditions,, specifically their underprivileged position with respect to at least some of the natural goods, 
aree discarded with the remark that those goods 'are not so directly under [the basic structure of 
society's]]  control' (Rawls, 1971: 62). This requires some elaboration, which I will provide below. The 
controversyy originates in the concept of primary social goods, or rather that it is implicitly assumed that 
withh the same set and quantities, if one can speak of primary social goods in terms of quantities, a 
personn wil l arrive at the same level of achievements, freedom, satisfactions, or any other description of 
thee ends. By taking the subset of natural goods out of the primary social goods, those goods, more or 
lesss as a consequence, become means for people to arrive at ends, however specified. In the case of 
peoplee in rural areas, I consider it very optimistic to assume that people are equally well equipped, or 
equallyy endowed with natural goods, to arrive at similar levels of achievements. Criticism of Rawls' 
neglectt of different abilities of people to convert primary social goods into achievements has been 
expressedd in literature before (Sen, 1992: 79 - 84). 

Finally,, justice as fairness follows the concept of pure procedural justice with respect to 
distributionn issues in society. This implies that no independent criterion for an outcome of the process 
off  distribution exists, but that the outcome is considered correct or fair, provided the procedure (which 
inn itself is considered fair) has been followed. According to Rawls, any application of pure procedural 
justicee has to be seen against the background of the second principle. Rawls claims that an advantage of 
puree procedural justice is that no need exists, at least not according to the demands of justice, to take 
accountt of varying circumstances and relative positions of particular persons, or groups. Given 
situationss in rural areas and the fact that changes in it are amongst the most difficult and often most 
controversial,, it seems unwise to accept this aspect of justice as fairness as part of the basis for my 
conceptionn of development. This also implies that I do not consider the theory to be completely 
compatiblee with my conception of development, but I consider the two principles useful. Particularly, 
thee idea of a basic structure of society as an agreed upon arrangement, or perhaps a set of arrangements, 
contributess to an understanding of the conditions a given society will have to meet to be conducive to 
sociall  change. 

Summarizing Summarizing 
Utilitarianismm puts an overwhelming emphasis on the sum total of individual ends over the differences 
betweenn individually achieved ends and is relatively indifferent to unequal individual means. Individual 
libertiess have a relatively low priority, since in principle violations are acceptable for utilitarians for the 
higherr objective of an increased sum total of utility in society. Therefore, I do not consider 
utilitarianismm an appropriate political philosophical basis for a more egalitarian conception of 
development,, which emphasizes individual freedoms. In my opinion, both how social change is 
achieved,, by providing equal opportunities for people in different initial positions, and what is to be 
achieved,, an increased freedom to choose alternative lifestyles, are important. Furthermore, 
utilitarianismm has been used by and identified with development theories focusing on aggregate 
economicc growth and the related trickle-down effect expected to spread economic growth to non-
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growthh centers. Whether this identification is fully justified or correct is less significant, but what 
remainss is that a conception of development which focuses on more aspects of development than only 
economicc ones will be difficult to conceive of in a utilitarian context. 

Libertarianismm has a number of appealing aspects, of which the emphasis on liberties and rights 
iss one, particularly in the framework of Sen's development as freedom concept. The libertarian priority 
onn individual liberties may, therefore, not be a reason to disqualify the libertarian philosophy. However, 
thee extreme consequences of significant and accepted inequalities between people, which result from 
thatt priority, make libertarianism, in my opinion, unsuitable as a political philosophical basis for a 
conceptionn of development as freedom of choice. The role of the State in developing countries of course 
cann be seen as an obstacle for development. However, the situation of socio-economic deprivation in 
rurall  areas and the political instability, which in developing countries often follows a collapse of the 
formall  State do not support a claim that a minimal State would be the solution to the problem of 
development.. At present some degree of decentralization of the State, together with devolution of 
power,, is generally proposed in development discourse. However, the need for a strong State to monitor 
andd safeguard both processes is also emphasized. Because, of what use are extensive rights and liberties 
iff  people hardly have the means to exercise those rights? Above all, it would stretch the notion of 
distributivee justice to apply Nozick's libertarian version to rural societies. History provides ample 
evidencee to conclude that in the current situation the distribution in developing countries is unjust as a 
resultt of acquisitions and transfers that violate the two first principles of the entitlement theory. The 
principlee that was designed by Nozick to reconcile that unjust distribution, the principle of rectification 
off  injustice in holding, does not appear to be a feasible principle to arrive at a just distribution in rural 
areas.. Nozick's principle may allow for small corrections, but it does not allow for the type of 
individuall  social change which I consider constitutive to development as freedom. Furthermore, another 
elementt of Nozick's libertarianism, the principle of compensation, also does not seem to have the 
capacityy to support the major changes in socio-economic situations my conception of development is 
expectedd to support. It seems that Nozick's strictly procedural libertarian approach needs more attention 
too consequences13. On the other hand, Hayek's milder version of libertarianism provides a more 
balancedd approach towards balancing the individual freedoms of people and the coercive powers of the 
State.. In fact, Hayek recognizes an autonomous sphere for the State in addition to individual 
autonomouss spheres. However, Hayek's insistence on the prerogative of individuals to collectively be 
thee ultimate, and only, decision-makers on the boundary between the autonomous sphere of the State 
andd those of individuals is incompatible with the contractarian tendency of my conception of 
development. . 

Finally,, I examine Rawls' contract theory. An element of Rawls' theory which is not compatible 
withh Sen's development as freedom, is his concept of primary social goods. However, it does not appear 
too reduce the validity of Rawls' theoretical concept if the primary social goods are replaced with, for 
example,, Sen's capabilities and functionings. Furthermore, Daniels argues that the first principle of 
justicee as fairness cannot be said to be reconciled with the second, but his conclusion is that, as a result, 
Rawls'' theory appears to have stronger egalitarian tendencies than intended. Rawls' relative 
indifferencee to the initial positions and characteristics of individuals is definitely unacceptable in the 
contextt of Sen's concept of capabilities, but it seems possible to use thee main elements of Rawls' theory 
inn an instrumental way without accepting Rawls' partial disregard of initial inequalities of individuals. 
Recentlyy Rawls has acknowledged that 'citizens have different capabilities and skills in using [primary] 
goods'' and that he has to 'make certain simplifying assumptions about citizen's capabilities' (Rawls, 
1999:: 13n3). Still he claims that for Sen's capabilities concept similar assumptions are required to make 
thee concept workable. He argues, that applying the capabilities concept without such simplifying 
assumptionss would require more information than any society can realistically acquire and apply. 
Finally,, of importance to my conception of development is that of the three political philosophies which 
II  have discussed, Rawls' theory of justice as fairness is the only one which explicitly addresses the basic 

133 As Sen points out in his \xxk Development as Freedom {1999), libertarianism has a 'preoccupation with procedures for 
[individual]]  liberty' combined with a 'deliberate neglect of consequences that derive from those procedures' (Sen, 1999: 19). 
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structuree of society, as well as how social and economic arrangements can benefit individuals. Rawls' 
takess a pluralist constitutional democracy as his model for society, which agrees with Sen's claim that 
democracyy is not only instrumental, but also constitutive to development. 

3.33 A DISCUSSION OF TWO POLITICAL CONCEPTS 
Unfortunately,Unfortunately, liberty and equality often conflict: sometimes the only effective means to 
promotepromote equality require some limitation of liberty, and sometimes the consequences of 
promotingpromoting liberty are detrimental to equality. In these cases, good government consists in the 
bestbest compromise between the competing ideals, but different politicians and citizens will  make 
thatthat compromise differently (Dworkin, 1985: 188) 

Senn acknowledges the conflict between liberty and equality in its essence, but argues that, effectively, 
theree need not be such a conflict. According to him, 'liberty is among the possible fields of application 
off  equality, and equality is among the possible patterns of distribution of liberty' (Sen, 1992: 22/23). 
Sen'ss perspective is elaborated in the section on equality. In Ronald Dworkin's view, the politics of 
democraciess recognize 'several independent constitutive political ideas, the most important of which are 
thee ideals of liberty and equality' (Dworkin, 1985: 188). Dworkin claims that his interpretation of 
liberalismm does not demand an equal distribution of ends, which means he does not claim 'that citizens 
mustt each have the same wealth at every moment of their lives' (Dworkin, 1985: 206). Instead, he 
'insistss on an economic system in which no citizen has less than an equal share of the community's 
resources"resources" (Dworkin, 1985: 206, italics added). In the introduction to this chapter, I have already 
mentionedd the criticism of Rawls' perspective on liberty regarding the influence of wealth and power on 
reall  individual liberties. For people in rural areas the influence of differences in wealth and power on 
thee opportunities to exercise liberties is very relevant. Therefore, Rawls' notion of liberty appears to be 
wanting.. Contrary to Isaiah Berlin, whose analysis of two notions of liberty will shed some more light 
onn the concept of liberty below, Rawls does not use such theoretical perceptions as negative and 
positivee liberty . With respect to equality, Rawls focuses on society and arrangements of the basic 
structuress of society. Rawls expects those structures to be arranged in such a way that the undeserved 
advantagess of some work to the benefit of the least fortunate individual. He also states that no one 
'deserves'deserves his greater natural capacity nor merits a more favorable starting place in society' (Rawls, 
1971:: 102, italics added), but takes differences between people for granted and stresses that 'it does not 
followw that one should eliminate these distinctions' (ibid, 1971: 102). Rawls recognizes the need for 
somee form of redress, as a result of an individual's undeserved inequalities, and admits that neither of 
hiss two principles is a real principle of redress. As a result, Rawls' perspective on equality can be 
consideredd somewhat halfhearted, in particular in the context of people in rural areas. In Sen's opinion, 
bothh Dworkin and Rawls focus too much on means (resources and primary goods, respectively), which 
'undoubtedlyy enhance the freedom to achieve', but he claims that as a result of intrinsic differences 
betweenn individual people 'there can be significant variations in the conversion of resources and 
primaryy goods into freedoms' (Sen, 1992: 33). Nevertheless, contrary to Rawls, Dworkin emphasizes 
thee equality of individual rights. Therefore, instead of Rawls' perspective on equality, I use the 
alternativee views of Dworkin and Sen, the former for its focus on equality rights and the latter for its 
stresss on interpersonal diversity and the influence of that diversity on defining equality. 

Liberty y 
Thee conception of liberty is broad and I do not consider it necessary for the purpose of the dissertation 
too enter into a deeply philosophical discussion. The discussion in this section will mainly revolve 

144 Rawls does not want to adopt a positive or negative conception of freedom, or liberty, claiming that the controversy over that 
distinctionn mostly takes place in the realm of definitions. He continues by stating that 'liberty can always be explained by a 
referencereference to three items: the agents who are free, the restrictions or limitations which they are free from, and what it is that they are 
freee to do or not to do' (Rawls, 1971: 202). However, in the light of recent developments, for example in the UK (the introduction in 
Septemberr 2000 of a bill of (positive) rights for individuals in addition to the negative rights of common law) where exactly a 
distinctionn between negative and positive rights has led to a measure of empowerment of individual people, Rawls' position seems 
too be untenable. 
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aroundd writings by John Stuart Mil l and Isaiah Berlin on liberty. In On Liberty, Mil l concerns himself 
withh the extent to which the State can interfere in the private spheres of individuals. He objects mainly 
too interference into any business an individual conducts, i.e., free market mechanisms, in her individual 
mentall  education and to State-interference which in general adds 'unnecessarily to [State] power' (Mill , 
1858,, In: Collini (ed.), 1989: 109/110). However, Mil l argues that the issue of State-interference is not 
thee essential aspect of a conception of liberty. This argument is in contrast to Hayek, who conceives of 
State-interferencee through the use of coercive power as the main threat to liberty, including individual 
liberties.. Like Rawls, Mil l focuses on the political domain and, in particular, on the political freedom of 
opinion.. He argues that by and large societies have evolved from situations of competing interests 
betweenn ruler and ruled to situations of coinciding interests. In the former situation, liberty served to 
protectt the people from possible tyranny by means of political liberties. In democratic societies, those in 
powerr are accountable and removable, but liberty should be used to protect individuals against a 
democraticc tyranny of the majority, as well as against 'the tyranny of the prevailing opinion and feeling; 
againstt the tendency of society to impose, by other means than civil penalties, its own ideas and 
practicess as rules of conduct on those who dissent from them' (Mill , 1859, In: ibid, 1989: 8). Mil l 
presentss two maxims for a conception of liberty: 

1.1. the individual is not accountable to society for his actions, in so far as these concern the 
interestsinterests of no person but himself; 

2.2. for such actions as are prejudicial to the interests of others, the individual is accountable, 
andand maybe subjected either to social or legal punishment, if society is of opinion that the one 
oror the other is requisite for its protection (Mill , 1859, In: ibid, 1989: 94) 

Establishingg a clear line between the private sphere of an individual and the public sphere of society is 
difficult .. However, the importance of Mill' s ideas on liberty is 'not that Mill' s principle enables us 
alwayss to draw a hard and fast line: it is, rather, that his principle puts the burden of proof on those who 
proposee to restrict the liberties of others' (Collini, 1989: xvii). In chapter five of On Liberty, Mil l 
acknowledgess some difficulties in bringing 'into greater clearness the meaning and limits of the two 
maxims'' (Mill , 1859, In: Collini (ed.): 94). What is important, however, is that Mill , as well as Berlin, 
stressess the inviolability of liberty. An individual has a substantive right to liberty and States have to 
justifyy taking away liberties. Mill' s defense of liberty can be characterized as an argument in favor of an 
autonomouss private sphere for each individual, but he adds no real elements of a positive notion of 
libertyy in the sense of empowerment. The distinction between negative and positive notions of liberty 
hass been analyzed by Berlin in his essay Two Concepts of Liberty (1958). 

Berlin'ss analysis of the conception of liberty is thorough and he explores the extreme 
consequencess of a negative and a positive notion at the level of an individual and a nation-state. 
Althoughh I do not necessarily agree with Berlin's ultimate conclusions on liberty, the analytical quality 
off  his essay is useful in defining an interpretation of liberty for my conception of development. First, 
Berlin'ss ideas on the two notions of liberty have to be introduced, where Berlin uses liberty and 
freedomfreedom interchangeably. 

TheThe first of [two out of many] political senses of freedom or liberty, which I shall call the 
negativenegative sense, is involved in the answer to the question 'What is the area within which the 
subjectsubject -a person or group of persons- is or should be left to do or be what he is able to do or be, 
withoutwithout interference by other persons?' The second, which I shall call the positive sense, is 
involvedinvolved in the answer to the question 'What, or who, is the source of control or interference that 
cancan determine someone to do, or be, this rather than that? (Berlin, 1958, In: Hardy and 
Hausheerr (eds.), 1998: 194, boldface added) 

Thee first aspect of Berlin's analysis is a distinction between notions of liberty from the perspective of a 
personn and of a nation-state, respectively. First, the individual's perspective is elaborated before the 
extremee consequences, which can result from applying negative or positive notions of liberty to the 
sociall  and political arrangements of a nation-state, are addressed. 

Att an individual level, Berlin interprets a negative notion of liberty as 'freedom from 
[interferencee by the State]' and a positive notion of liberty as 'freedom to [act and choose freely]' 
(Berlin,, 1958, In: ibid, 1998: 191 - 206). The distinction is not merely an academic one as the following 

26 6 



examplee illustrates. The negative notion of liberty guarantees for an individual an autonomous sphere, 
inn which she can act and choose without restrictions imposed by any outside force, but does not include 
activee involvement in society. Essentially, this interpretation of liberty coincides with the first of Mill' s 
twoo maxims. In theory, therefore, voting rights are not part of a negative notion of liberty and 'there is 
noo necessary connection between individual liberty and democratic rule' (Berlin, 1958, In: ibid, 1998: 
202).. A positive notion of liberty conceives of an individual acting as a member of society in interaction 
withh other individuals or with institutions and in that sense provides guarantees for a certain degree of 
empowerment.. This notion of liberty does include voting rights and the discussion on a positive notion 
off  liberty would be about the depth and scope of an individual's involvement in decision-making 
processess and power. Berlin sums up this distinction as follows: 

TheThe desire to be governed by myself, or at any rate to participate in the process by which my life 
isis to be controlled, may be as deep a wish as that for a free area of action, and perhaps 
historicallyhistorically older. But it is not a desire for the same thing (Berlin, 1958, In: ibid, 1998: 203) 

Forr my conception of development, I am interested in autonomy and empowerment of individuals in 
rurall  areas. Therefore, I wil l include both negative and positive conceptions of individual liberty. 

Inn Berlin's view, an interpretation of liberty at the level of nation-states does not necessarily have 
too lead to a specific theory on the arrangements of society15. He illustrates the contrary by discussing the 
possiblyy extreme consequences of adhering to one of the two specific notions of liberty. He argues that, 
byy linking liberty to an ultimate principle on how to organize a society, any notion of liberty can have 
disastrouss consequences for individuals in a society. This view is particularly true for a positive notion 
off  liberty. He argues that political philosophical theory on the positive sense of liberty has moved from 
aa positive 'wish on the part of the individual to be his own master' (Berlin, 1958, In: ibid, 1998: 203) to 
rationalism'ss positive doctrine of liberation by reason. The relevance of the shift is that the emphasis on 
thee existence of reason at the individual level has at societal level often been replaced by the various 
doctriness governing people in the name of rationality and people's own interest, e.g., communism, 
nationalismm and authoritarianism16. The rationale for advocates of such doctrines is typically that an 
individuall  may not know what is in her best interest and, therefore, the State has to enlighten the 
individual.. According to Berlin, the danger does not lie in a positive notion of liberty at the individual 
level,, but in the metaphorical use of interpretations of such a concept at the level of nation-states, a 
perceptionn to which Hayek subscribes. 

TheThe perils of using organic metaphors to justify the coercion of some men by others in order to 
raiseraise them to a higher level of freedom have often been pointed out. But what gives such 
plausibilityplausibility as it has to [metaphorical] language is that we recognize that it is possible, and at 
timestimes justifiable, to coerce men in the name of some goal (let us say, justice or public health) 
whichwhich they would, if they were more enlightened, themselves pursue, but do not, because they are 
blindblind or ignorant or corrupt (Berlin, 1958, In: ibid, 1998: 204, boldface added) 

Whatt about the extreme possible consequences of the negative notion of liberty at the nation-state 
level?? This notion has a negative goal of warding off as much interference with an individual's liberty 
ass possible. The ultimate negative notion of liberty would be total non-interference. Implementation of 
thee ultimate notion inevitably leads to conflicts among individuals, since one individual exercising 
libertyy at some stage will infringe upon the liberty of other individuals. Another extreme element of a 

Berlin'ss theoretical position is in direct contrast to Nozick's, which explicitly links Nozick's concept of (individual) liberty to 
arrangingg the basic structures of society as in a minimal State. Hayek argues that arranging the basic structures of society on the 
conceptt of a free (market) society is almost inevitable if liberty is to be fully guaranteed. However, unlike Nozick, he does leave 
somee room for compromise, as long as that compromise serves 'both to preserve competition and to make it operate as beneficially 
ass possible' (Hayek, 1994: 43). 

Anotherr example is what Dworkin labels a conservative's perspective of society: the virtuous society. Assuming that a society's 
memberss share 'a sound conception of virtue, that is, of the qualities and dispositions people should strive to have and exhibit' 
(Dworkin,, 1985: 198), a member's conception of virtue should serve at least as a moral guideline for society, if it is not to be 
imposedd on all members of the community. The latter could be justified, because '[the conservative's virtuous society], is a virtuous 
societyy fot the special reason that its history and common experience are better guides to sound virtue than any non-historical and 
thereforee abstract deduction of virtue' (ibid, 1985: 199). 
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negativee notion of liberty is indifference to the possibility that, due to specific physical characteristics or 
economicc circumstances, an individual may not have the capabilities to take complete advantage of her 
liberty,, which may lead to inequalities between individual people17.1 have to stress that the adverse 
consequencess of a notion of liberty, in this case the negative one, are mainly caused by implementing 
thee notion as a principle to organize society. 

Despitee potentially negative aspects, Berlin favors a negative notion of liberty, but acknowledges 
itss serious flaws as a principle to arrange a just society. He prefers a negative notion of liberty, because 
itt makes clear that an interference with an individual's liberty is exactly what it is, an interference. This 
doess not mean that he favors non-interference, but rather he stresses the need for awareness of every 
infringementt on the liberty of individuals. Such an awareness does not necessarily discard any advocacy 
forr some interference, but should lead to weighing the cost of the infringement to the individual and the 
resultingg benefit to the individual, and to the society at large. Finally, Berlin's states that despite the 
benefitt an infringement bestows on an individual, it can never increase freedom: 

ToTo avoid glaring inequality or widespread misery I am ready to sacrifice some, or all, of my 
freedom:freedom: I may do so willingly and freely; but it is freedom that I am giving up for the sake of 
justicejustice or equality or the love of my fellow men. I should be guilt-stricken, and rightly so, if I 
werewere not, in some circumstances, ready to make this sacrifice. But a sacrifice is not an increase 
inin what is being sacrificed, namely freedom, however great the moral need or the compensation 
forfor it. Everything is what it is: liberty is liberty, not equality or fairness or justice or culture, or 
humanhuman happiness or a quiet conscience (Berlin, 1958, In: ibid, 1998: 197) 

II  adopt the negative notion of liberty at the level of nation-states, keeping Berlin's quote in mind. I wil l 
nott give first priority to the State's role in development, or how that role can be justified, but instead to 
libertiess needed by people in rural areas to achieve development. In many developing countries this 
mostt likely implies that the State will have to give peoplee in rural areas decision-making power over 
theirr lives. However, I do not suggest complete autonomy for individuals combined with total 
empowermentt of the people. Both history and present events illustrate that anarchy and chaos tend to 
prevaill  when the State's role is virtually non-existent and individuals simultaneously have obtained 
their,, not always rightful, share of popular power. In my opinion, increased negative and positive 
notionss of liberty for individuals and communities of individuals will have to be combined with 
democraticc rule, in other words: autonomy and empowerment in a democratic setting. 

Equality y 
Equality,, in the sense of social arrangements supporting an egalitarian society, can be argued to oppose 
orr to be in conflict with individual liberty. Such an argument would point at the violations of an 
individual'ss liberties, which result from a forced redistribution of an individual's fairly acquired 
political,, social and economic wealth and welfare to other, less well endowed, members of society. The 
argument'ss essence would not be the issue of redistribution as such, but rather the forced nature of that 
process,, a point of view with which libertarians may well agree. Libertarians add the issues of a 
principlee for redistribution and the nature of a State which would have to enforce such a principle, if an 
egalitariann principle that does not violate the liberties of individuals can be distinguished in the first 
place. . 

Dworkinn discusses this perceived conflict between liberty and equality as a basis for a distinction 
betweenn liberals and conservatives. According to him, liberty is not a quantifiable concept and liberals 
andd conservatives both value equality. Although liberals and conservatives do not dispute the 
importancee of equality, both have different conceptions of what equality requires. With respect to 
equality,, Dworkin uses political frameworks and distinguishes between constitutive and derivative 
politicall  positions, whereby a constitutive position is 'valued for its own sake' and he considers 'any 

177 To Rawls and Berlin this is not a problem, since both more or less agree that ttie fact that a person is nol able to exercise her 
freedomss does not mean the person is less free, presenting no problem in the context of equality of liberty. In this dissertation, I 
choosee to reject this theoretical approach to the concepts of freedom and being free in favor of Sen's practical concept of real or 
effectivee freedoms (Sen, 1992: 56 - 87) (Sen, 1999: 3). Using those concepts of freedoms, Sen does perceive inequalities in the 
capabilityy to exercise one's freedom as a problem in the context of equality of liberty. 
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failuree fully to secure that position' a 'pro tanto loss in value of the overall political arrangement'. 
Derivativee positions, on the other hand, are valued as strategies, 'as means of achieving the constitutive 
positions'' (Dworkin, 1985: 184). In a context of individual rights, Dworkin distinguishes between two 
differentt sorts of rights with respect to the political concept of equality, which are 'the right to eqital 
treatment'treatment'11 and 'the right to treatment as an equal'(Dworkin, 1977: 227). The former refers to an 
individual'ss right to equal distributions of opportunities and resources and the latter refers to all 
individualss being treated with the same respect and concern. According to Dworkin, equal treatment is 
moree fundamental, but he points at another difference by raising the question of what it means to treat 
individualss as equals. In Dworkin's interpretation of liberalism, equal treatment has to be based on 
morall  neutrality, meaning that no preference for any specific lifestyle should exist. However, according 
too him, liberalism based on moral neutrality requires that 'government treat its citizens as equals, and 
insistss on moral neutrality only to the degree that equality requires it' (ibid, 1985: 205). Dworkin's 
discussionn of equality takes place mainly in the fields of rights and political theory. However, he does 
stresss economic aspects of equality in the sense of a need for equality in resources and opportunities, 
butbut without describing resources and opportunities specifically. He also acknowledges initial 
differencess in starting positions of people and in the way the market rewards different skills differently. 
Therefore,, he advocates a mixed economy and stresses that 'market allocations must be corrected in 
orderr to bring some people closer to the share of resources they would have had but for these various 
differencess of initial advantage, luck and inherent capacity' (ibid, 1985: 207). 

Senn claims that the relevance of uniqueness and interpersonal diversity is even more 
fundamental,, where he distinguishes between internal characteristics like age, gender, physical and 
mentall  abilities, and external characteristics, such as wealth and social background (Sen, 1992: 19-21). 
Hee asserts that specific social and physical aspects of the environment in which the individual lives, 
exertt a significant influence on an individual's freedom to choose alternative lifestyles, hence Sen's 
remarkk that not all men are created equal. As Sen stated in his monograph on equality, it is important 
too answer the question equality of what? (ibid, 1992: 12 - 30). I consider the two lines, along which he 
developss his argument, relevant for this discussion: the concept of spaces (containing a specific variable 
orr set of variables), in which equality is assessed, and the concept of freedoms to make choices. He 
arguess that inequality in one space does not necessarily imply inequality in another space and the same 
cann be said with respect to equality. So the answer to the question equality of what? largely hinges on a 
choicee of space. Equality also comes at a cost, in that a space being more egalitarian could imply a loss 
off  advantage to individuals previously in more privileged or advantageous positions, or lead to different 
distributivee patterns of liberties. The extent to which such a loss is acceptable in the context of society 
bringss in the concept of efficiency, which essentially addresses the question of how much of a society's 
resourcess can be applied acceptably (for the members of that society) with less than a maximum 
(economic)) effect. Libertarians would conceive of this issue as to what extent members of a society will 
acceptt that a State forces them to hand over some of their acquired resources and opportunities to be 
redistributedd to less well endowed individuals in society. Hayek specifically discusses the central 
planningg aspect, which is often linked to economic redistribution patterns. In his view, such central 
planningg inevitably leads to increased coercive State-power and eventually to authoritarianism. 
However,, in my opinion, Hayek's analysis is rather antagonistic and he conceives of central planning in 
thee purely communist version. 

Inequalityy and poverty in society can be conceived of as expressions, or representations, of 
inequalityy in a certain space, or spaces, whereby the choice of space depends on how poverty is defined. 
Fromm the utilitarian perspective, as well as from the economic perspective, poverty can be interpreted as 
havingg littl e (satisfactions or goods that can be valued in economic terms) as opposed to having a lot. 
However,, I will define poverty in a different way and perceive it as 'having been deprived of as 
opposedd 'to having been able to appropriate a lot'. The phrasing is deliberately chosen, since 
deprivationn points at static situations, whereas having been deprived of mainly refers to a process, 
whichh has led to the existing situation. By introducing freedom of choice and control, I emphasize 
processess more than situations. 
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3.44 DEVELOPMENT AS FREEDOM OF CHOICE 
ItIt  is characteristic of freedom that it has diverse aspects that relate to a variety of activities and 
institutions.institutions. It cannot yield a view of development that translates readily into some simple 
formula.formula. (...) The organizing principle that places all the different bits and pieces into an 
integratedintegrated whole is the overarching concern with the process of enhancing individual freedom 
andand the social commitment to help bring that about (Sen, 1999: 297/298) 

Inn Sen's opinion, 'development can be seen as a process of expanding the real freedoms that people 
enjoy'' (Sen, 1999: 3). Development as freedom will be at the heart of my conception of development, 
butt it may be necessary to focus more explicitly on social change as a process of development. 
Therefore,, I refer to a change in power structures, and in particular power structures related to 
informationn provision and exchange. In this necessarily limited overview of Sen's argumentation, I 
elaboratee the mainn elements of his concept which are important for development in general, as well as 
aspectss that are particularly relevant in the context of electronic media in rural areas. 

Ann important element of Sen's argumentation is the emphasis he places on the interdependence 
betweenn the individual and her environment. He also stresses the need for increased capabilities of an 
individuall  in order for her to enjoy her freedom to choose, i.e., self-empowerment. Furthermore, he 
linkss the feasibility of self-empowerment with the degree of autonomy a society guarantees a person. A 
personn needs an autonomous sphere of action, demarcated by negative notions of individual political, 
sociall  and economic freedom, in order to exercise the positive notion of liberty: individual agency. Sen 
conceivess of individual agency as referring to 'someone who acts and brings about change [for herself]' 
(Sen,, 1999: 19). 

Indeed,Indeed, individual agency is, ultimately, central to addressing these deprivations. On the other 
hand,hand, the freedom of agency that we individually have is inescapably qualified and constrained 
byby the social, political and economic opportunities that are available to us. There is deep 
complementaritycomplementarity between individual agency and social arrangements. It is important to give 
simultaneoussimultaneous recognition to the centrality of individual freedom and to the force of social 
influencesinfluences on the extent and reach of individual freedom (ibid, 1999: xi/xii ) 

Opportunitiess for self-empowerment are often limited in rural areas. In many developing countries 
powerr is centralized, often leading to top-down orientations of development processes and top-down, 
sometimess controlled, one-way flows of information. Therefore, social change has in chapter two been 
conceivedd of as individual social change, a process leading towards increased individual political, social 
andd economic freedom. At the same time, I suggest a devolution of development related decision-
makingg power, as well as a shift from an emphasis on top-down information provision to two-way and 
horizontall  information exchange between individual people. In that perception, social change 
contributess to increased individual freedom to choose alternative lifestyles. In my opinion, increased 
individuall  freedoms require the presence of democratic practices, which constitute a democratic social, 
politicall  and economic context to support structural social change. However, freedom and democratic 
practicess are not just instrumental to, nor mere ends of development, but freedom (or the removal of 
unfreedoms,, as Sen phrases it) and democracy are constitutive to development. With this in mind, social 
changee becomes the process of removing un-freedoms and democratic deficits. In order to give a more 
practicall  meaning to the freedom perspective of social change, I discuss the freedoms I intend to 
address,, as well as what I understand by the term democracy. The latter also allows me to define the 
termm democratic deficit. First I will turn to the instrumental freedoms identified by Sen: 

 political freedoms; 
 economic facilities; 
 social opportunities; 
 transparency guarantees; and 
 protective security (ibid, 1999: 10). 

Withoutt disclaiming specific importance of any of these freedoms and certainly not intending to neglect 
thee interdependence of the freedoms, my focus will be on social opportunities and political freedoms, 
andd to a slightly lesser extent on economic facilities. 
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Thee degree of political freedom in society is a central element of my argumentation. Therefore, I 
havee to point at the importance Sen attaches to public discussion and popular political participation. 
Onee aspect is the emphasis he puts on perceiving people as active agents, rather than as passive 
recipientss of development support. However, a clearer statement in support of an increased political 
participationn by people is his remark on the three considerations which 'take us in the direction of a 
generall  preeminence of basic political and liberal rights', where he lists the following considerations for 
thosee rights: 

 their direct importance in human living associated with basic capabilities (including that of political 
andd social participation); 

 their instrumental role in enhancing the hearing that people get in expressing and supporting their 
claimss to political attention (including the claims of economic needs); and 

 their constructive role in the conceptualization of needs (including the understanding of economic 
needsneeds in a social context) (ibid, 1999: 148, italics added). 

Hee subsequently convincingly refutes communitarian arguments against his emphasis on individual 
basicc civil and political freedoms. He does so by addressing claims that freedoms and rights hamper 
economicc growth and development, that people would prefer to have economic needs fulfilled over 
havingg political freedoms and that emphasizing political freedoms, liberties and democracy is a 
culturallyy determined bias of western nations. Sen focuses on the participatory aspects of basic civil and 
politicall  rights. However, social change, as I conceive of it, also refers to independence from power 
structuress of decision-making processes in general, and to independence from the I&C power structure 
inn particular. Sen stresses the importance of effective news media, but mainly for the purpose of 
facilitatingg informed public discussion. However, the importance of electronic media independence for 
developmentt in social and economic domains is an aspect of political freedom which seems to be 
slightlyy undervalued in Sen's argumentation. 

Thee final element of development of freedom to be discussed here, is Sen's concept of 
capabilities.. The main elements of the concept are capabilities and functionings. The two elements are 
closelyy related in that 'capability is primarily a reflection of the freedom to achieve valuable 
functionings'' (ibid, 1987: 49). Sen conceives of functionings as alternative sets of achievements, or 
lifestyles,, whereby a person's capability identifies the real alternative lifestyles she can choose from. Sen 
iss concerned with actual freedom, the real opportunities of a person to exercise her freedoms, or to lead 
thee lif e she prefers to live. He disputes the complete priority Rawls gives to liberty over other primary 
sociall  goods as insufficiently addressing the constitutive nature of freedom to a person's development. 
However,, he acknowledges that liberty could be more than just an ordinary primary social good or 
capability.. A person's capability may be reduced '(1) through a violation of her liberty (by someone 
violatingg her freedom over a personal domain), and (2) through some internal debilitation that she 
suffers'' (ibid, 1992: 87). He concludes by stating that 'the importance of the over-all freedom to 
achievee cannot eliminate the special significance of negative freedom' (ibid, 1992: 87). 

Senn claims that an important drive behind the capability concept is an attempt to move 'away 
fromm the space of commodities, incomes, utilities, etc., on to the space of the constitutive elements of 
living'' (ibid, 1987: 50). Nevertheless, his discussion takes place almost entirely in the economic 
domain.. This applies to the description and elaboration of the basic freedoms, as well as to using the 
capabilityy concept as an alternative method for evaluation and assessment of development. For my 
argument,, the economic aspect of the concept is less interesting than the issue Sen addresses with his 
concept,, namely the intrinsic differences between individual people. According to Sen, the main 
misconceptionn in development theories is that people are created equal, since people differ in their 
variouss physical and personal characteristics, as well as the specific circumstances or environments in 
whichh they live. These differences are exactly what Sen addresses with his concept and which are 
relevantt for people in rural areas. Therefore, my emphasis will be on the aspects of Sen's capability 
conceptt which address differences between people and the consequences which those differences have 
onn their capabilities. For now, the different meanings of Sen's capabilities and Rawls' primary social 
goodss are relevant and will be discussed in the next section. 
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Capabilitiess versus primary social goods 
Sen'ss capabilities and Rawls' primary social goods have different meanings. In his introduction of 
primaryy social goods, Rawls justifies his concept and rejects the utilitarian concept of happiness or 
satisfactionss for the following reasons (using expectations instead of happiness or satisfactions): 

 comparisons between people's individual expectations, according to him, cannot be made, since 
accuratee estimates of those expectations are virtually impossible; but 

 his more fundamental ground for rejecting the utilitarian use of expectations is that he doubts 
'whetherr the total (or average) happiness is to be maximized in the first place' (Rawls, 1971: 91). 

Hee then addresses the evaluative problem of utilitarianism and states that for him it is always possible to 
identifyy the least advantaged person as long as individual positions can be ranked as better or worse18. 
Althoughh Rawls claims that the extent to which an evaluative method is workable is not enough 
groundss to accept or reject such a method, he continues his argumentation by introducing his concept of 
expectationsexpectations of primary social goods, which constitutes a simplification for the purpose of interpersonal 
comparisons.. He defines expectations as 'the index of [primary social] goods which a representative 
individuall  can look forward to. One man's expectations are greater than another's if this index for 
someonee in his position is greater' (ibid, 1971: 92). For me, one of the most relevant aspects of primary 
sociall  goods is that they are mostly things external to an individual, things which a rational person may 
desire,, a major difference compared to capabilities which to a large extent represent things internal to 
individuals.. Rawls' primary goods may be easier to compare with Sen's functionings, which result from 
ann individual enjoying her capabilities. I have listed the main categories of primary social goods before 
ass rights and liberties, opportunities and power, as well as income and wealth. However, it is more 
importantt for my conception of development that Rawls links these goods to the basic structure of 
society: : 

[The[The main categories of primary social goods] are social goods in view of their connection with 
thethe basic structure [of society]; liberties and powers are defined by the rules of major 
institutionsinstitutions and the distribution of income and wealth is regulated by them (ibid, 1971: 92) 

Thiss link is of interest, but the limitations of Rawls' concept are also clear, since he considers primary 
sociall  goods to be mere means, albeit necessary ones, to achieve ends19. This is where the usefulness of 
Rawls'' concept of primary social goods ends for me and, as a result, where Sen's capability concept 
becomess relevant . People are not created equal and do not start their lives from equal positions. Rawls 
acknowledgess that, but seems to accept human inequality as a fact. The main reason he does so, is that 
hee constructs his theory against the background of a just basic structure of society. In theory, his 
positionn is defendable, but given the disadvantaged situation of people in rural areas, as well as the 
intrinsicc differences of people in general, his position is more difficult to maintain. Therefore, I use 
Sen'ss capability concept to go beyond Rawls' index of primary social goods, but without discarding or 
rejectingg the idea of an index as such. The key issue is that Rawls' theory is exactly that, a theory. It 
addressess the issue of how a just and egalitarian society should look, but not how it can be achieved if 

188 Rawls assumes that his two principles are serially ordered, fundamental liberties are alwayss equal and there is fair equality of 
opportunity.. He claims that the primary social goods which vary in distribution are the powers and prerogatives of authority, as well 
ass income and wealth. He then argues that greater power and wealth tend to correlate positively, leading to his claim that individuals 
withh the least authority tend to have the lowest income and, therefore, are worst off. According to Rawls, after identifying the least 
advantagedd individual, he will only have to use an ordinal ranking, which means no weights have to be attributed to the key primary 
sociall  goods (Rawls, 1971: 90-95). Since his principles are intended to improve the position of the most disadvantaged individual, 
hee claims that no interpersonal comparisons are required. 

199 Rawls later adds self-respect as perhaps the most important primary social good and states that 'parties in the original position 
wouldd wish to avoid at almost any cost the social conditions that undermine self-respecf (Rawls, 1971: 440). Although I do not 
wishh to reject this primary social good, 1 have to comment that economic inequalities and differences in enjoying liberties may very 
welll  affect people's self-respect, so Rawls does not seem to be completely consistent on this issue. 

200 In his book The Law of Peoples (1999), Rawls criticizes Sen's capabilities and functionings as being 'unworkable ideas' (Rawls, 
1999:: 13) for interpersonal comparisons. He does acknowledge the theoretical importance of the concept, but claims that to apply it 
'callss for more information than political society can conceivably acquire and sensibly apply' (ibid, 1999: 13n3). In the context of 
Rawts'' own highly theoretical argumentation, a rejection of a concept on practical grounds seems odd to me. Furthermore, it is 
interestingg that Rawls also states that 'political philosophy is realistically Utopian when it extends what are ordinarily thought to be 
thee limits of practical political possibility*  (ibid, 1999: 11). 
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thee basic conditions of such a society have not been fulfilled. Therefore, my problem with Rawls' 
conceptt of primary social goods is not with their nature and meaning, but with the fact that they do not 
includee a mechanism for social change towards a more egalitarian distribution of those goods. Sen's 
mainn problem with Rawls' primary social goods is also that they are means to freedom within an 
alreadyy just society and that primary social goods are not perceived as being constitutive to freedom. As 
aa result, the concept of primary social goods does not address substantive freedoms of individual people 
andd also does not offer any compensation for the fact that intrinsic differences between people, as well 
ass different individual positions in society at large, may not allow people to enjoy the same real 
freedoms,, despite having the same amount and number of primary social goods. Capabilities are an 
individual'ss enjoyed freedoms, making Sen's concept more far reaching than Rawls', or in Sen's own 
words: : 

SinceSince the conversion of these primary [social] goods and resources into freedom of choice over 
alternativealternative combinations offunctionings and other achievements may vary from person to 
person,person, equality of holdings of primary [social] goods or of resources can go hand in hand with 
seriousserious in equalities in actual freedoms enjoyed by different persons (Sen, 1992: 8 \) 

Basedd on my perception that Rawls' primary social goods require an already just arrangement of the 
basicc structure of society and do not have an intrinsic mechanism favoring social change under 
conditionss which differ from that ideal situation, I will insert Sen's capabilities into Rawls' theory. 
Therefore,, I also assume that Sen's capability concept covers all the primary social goods and is 
intrinsicallyy more geared to social change under less than ideal political, social and economic conditions 
off  a society. I conceive of Sen's capabilities as emphasizing processes over other approaches which 
conceivee of development objectives as more or less static ends. This underlines my preference for 
autonomyy and self-empowerment in rural development, which I assume to create situations in which 
peoplee have the freedom to choose their own development objectives. 

Objectivess or processes 
Despitee its elusive nature, economists continue their efforts to quantify poverty, replacing poverty with 
conceptss as standard of living or well-being. Most efforts associate poverty with low income. 
Approachess to measuring poverty use (i) a head count of the number of people below a poverty line 
(convertedd into a percentage of the total population), (ii) income gaps, representing average additional 
incomee needed to raise all people above the same poverty line, (iii ) measurements of equality of income 
amongstt the poor or (iv) previous indices combined in a general poverty index. First, the focus on the 
incomeincome space covers only part of the various resources available to people, which is even more valid in 
rurall  regions with a lower degree of a money economy. Secondly, even if monetary and non-monetary 
resourcess would be considered, not every person has similar abilities to convert resources into activities 
directedd at alleviating poverty. This refers again to Sen's concept of capabilities and intrinsic 
differencess between people. Finally, no matter how poverty indices are defined, in my opinion, they can 
neverr be more than evaluative instruments measuring poverty as a static entity, at a given time and in a 
givenn place for the purpose of comparison. This static entity can subsequently be compared to other 
momentss in time and to situations in the same or other places. Most indices emphasize income, or other 
economicallyy quantifiable means. However, poverty could also be perceived as 'the failure of basic 
capabilitiess to reach certain minimally acceptable levels' (Sen, 1985: 109). 

TheThe basic failure that poverty implies is me of having minimally adequate capabilities, even 
thoughthough poverty is also inter alia a matter of inadequacy of the person's economic means (the 
meansmeans to prevent the capability failure) (ibid, 1985: 111) 

Thiss takes poverty partly out of the exclusive domain of economics into a more inclusive field of all 
sociall  sciences. Defining poverty as having been deprived draws attention to more dynamic aspects, 
whichh can be associated with poverty. In my opinion, this indicates that emphasizing processes which 
causee poverty, or in a reverse situation, processes which lead to increases in real freedoms, should 
prevaill  over focusing on objects constituting poverty by their presence or absence. I conceive of a 
processs orientation as opposed to an objective orientation. In my opinion, centralized power, top-
downn and prescriptive development approaches, centralized decision-making, information flows 
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strengtheningg existing power structures and persisting inequalities of rights, liberties and freedoms are 
processess contributing to poverty. Therefore, these centralizing aspects characterize socio-political and 
economicc contexts, which are not conducive to social change. On the other hand, devolution of 
decision-makingg power, more participation in political processes and public discussions and bottom-up 
orientedd development approaches can be identified as processes leading to favorable conditions for 
improvementss in well-being. All these processes are to some extent already related to the overarching 
processs of social change and together they represent a particular subset of that process, a subset geared 
towardss equal individual rights, liberties and empowerment of people in rural areas. Thus, a process-
orientedd approach leads to an emphasis on social change, aimed at increasing real freedoms enjoyed by 
individuals,, social change as opposed to poverty, standard of living, or well-being alone. 

Nevertheless,, there will be some need for assessments of the efforts in the field of development. 
Iff  objectives are not to be measured, certainly progress in the field of processes will have to be 
evaluated.. Some of the pitfalls of an objective-oriented approach will reappear. How to value the 
processes,, what about the extent to which a process exists, how to measure various aspects of the 
processess and how to arrive at comparisons between individuals, groups, regions, or countries? I could 
simplyy answer such questions by stating that processes cannot be approached as objectives and that 
questionss of value and measurement do not apply in these cases. That is actually part of the answer, but 
moree important is that I assume the mere presence of specific processes in itself to already be a positive 
contributionn to increased freedom. However, one could argue that this leaves open the question 
concerningg the extent to which such processes are present. Now I am only left with the question 
concerningg the comparison. It will be extremely difficult to make similar comparisons as are made by 
usingg standard of living and related concepts. However, do I want to make such comparisons? Perhaps I 
do,, but since the emphasis is on processes, and through them on social change in general, the time 
factorr provides a helping hand. For I will consider only comparisons over time, leaving comparisons 
betweenn people in different physical spaces aside. Therefore, the purpose of evaluation will be 
restrictedd to a specific physical space, following the presence or absence of processes over time, as well 
ass their respective development. 

Despitee the stated preference for processes over objectives, as well as for self-empowerment and 
autonomyy in determining development objectives over externally defined objectives, I have been 
relativelyy vague on how I conceive of poverty. In order to compensate for that, I would like to elaborate 
onn the basic poverty definitions used by the UNDP. In the UNDP Poverty Report 2000, Overcoming 
HumanHuman Poverty, two definitions are provided for poverty. The first definition addresses income poverty, 
whichh consists of a lack of income to either satisfy basic food needs (extreme or absolute poverty), or to 
satisfyy essential non-food needs (overall or relative poverty). The second definition concerns a lack of 
basicc human capabilities, as illustrated by illiteracy, malnutrition, abbreviated life spans, poor maternal 
healthh and illness from preventable diseases. The UNDP offers indirect measures for the degree of 
humann poverty, which unfortunately focus on access alone rather than on access and accessibility. I 
conceivee of access as physical availability, e.g., of public services, whereas accessibility addresses the 
psychologicall  and financial ability to actually have access to public services21. My perception of poverty 
ass "having been deprived of' in section 3.3 refers mainly to access. Therefore, I will add another 
dimensionn of poverty to my perception, which I will label "having been deprived of' the ability to 
access.. The latter refers to accessibility and, by adding the second dimension, my conception of poverty 
noww covers both access and accessibility from the perspective of processes. However, at an abstract 
levell  I conceive of poverty as the inability to enjoy basic political, social and economic freedoms. 

211 An example of the difference between access and accessibility with respect to information may further clarify my point of view. A 
largee part of the discussion on the potential impact on rural development of an increased availability of information focuses on 
establishingg physical information and communication providing outlets. The rationale behind this approach is the lack of access to 
informationn and communication services in rural areas. However, the physical presence of such an outlet does not necessarily mean 
thatt people will also be able to actually access and use those services. Generally acknowledged obstacles to access are (computer) 
illiteracy,, limited financial means, physical distances in combination with poor transport infrastructures and a lack of awareness of 
thee potential benefits (if any) of information and communication services. In my opinion, removing some or all of those obstacles 
willl  increase the chances of actual usage, or in other words, the accessibility. 
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3.55 SYNTHESIS: A CONCEPTION OF DEVELOPMENT 
[My[My conception of development as freedom] is mainly an attempt to see development as a 
processprocess of expanding the real freedom that people enjoy. In this approach, expansion of 
freedomfreedom is viewed as both (J) the primary end and (2) the principle means of development 
(Sen,, 1999:36) 

Withh my conception of development, I elaborate my perception of development as a process addressing 
thee issues of autonomy and self-empowerment in a context of interdependence between individuals in 
rurall  areas and socio-political and economic contexts of developing nation-states. The inclusion of an 
overvieww of three political philosophies is based on my understanding of a need for a broad 
philosophicall  approach, leading to an insight into principles, which, in my opinion, should be part of 
thee foundation of the basic structures and arrangements of a nation-state, if that nation-state is to 
facilitatee a development towards a more egalitarian society. Liberty and equality are the two main 
theoreticall  concepts I want to address with my conception of development and since I have placed Sen's 
conceptionn of development as freedom at the heart of my conception, I focus on political, social and 
economicc freedoms. 

II  envisage my conception of development to facilitate a process of positive social change for 
peoplee in rural areas, whereby I use my conception of social change of chapter two (see section 2.1). In 
myy opinion, the emphasis on people in rural areas is important, because a conception of development 
supportingg only the socio-economic elite of a country may not have led to using Rawls' philosophy of 
justicee as fairness. Rawls' suggests that his original position is a starting point for organizing basic 
arrangementss of a just society. His argumentation makes clear that the context of his starting-point is a 
pluralistpluralist constitutional democracy, which is not a completely neutral position. For the purpose of 
facilitatingg rural development, I consider democratic practices as the favored political option, which 
meanss that I conceive of the bias towards democracy in Rawls' philosophy as compatible with my 
conceptionn of development. I do not conceive of any specific existing implementation of democratic 
principless for government as the ideal situation, but I prefer to support a general conception of 
democracy.. This implicates a preference for the more fundamental aspects of democratic practices, such 
ass equal liberties, social opportunities, popular political participation, decentralization and devolution of 
power.. In that sense democratic practices are perceived as being constitutive to development. 

Fromm here I can move almost seamlessly to Sen's capability concept, which I placed at the heart 
off  my conception of development for its emphasis on diversity of people and on actual enjoyed 
freedoms.. Again, this is based on the initial intention to produce a conception of development aimed at 
creatingg positive social change for people in rural areas. In that context, I will pay special attention to 
libertyy and equality in rural development, thereby stressing Dworkin's statement that 'politics of 
democracies,, (...), recognizes several independent constitutive political ideals, the most important of 
whichh are the ideals of liberty and equality' (Dworkin, 1985: 188). I consciously opt for a negative 
notionn of liberty at nation-state level, instead of a positive notion, of which the socialized version22, in 
myy perception, almost by definition leads to a prescriptive type of development, if not to an 
authoritariann State. I conceive of this negative notion of liberty as restricting the role of the State to 
creatingg conditions for rural development in the sense of political, social and economic freedoms. 
Furthermore,, I consider combining a negative and positive notion of individual liberty appropriate for 
myy conception of development, where I conceive of these notions of liberty as constituting individual 
autonomyy and empowerment in the political, social and economic domains of society. This implicates 
thatt I anticipate the State to hand over some of its powers to individuals. My preference for a process of 
devolutionn of power is based on a priority for sovereignty of citizen's interests over sovereignty of the 
State'ss interests. In his book The Law of Peoples (1999), Rawls argues in favor of such a preference by 
statingg that '[the State] is not an autonomous agency pursuing its own bureaucratic ambitions. 
Moreover,, it is not directed by the interests of large concentrations of private economic and corporate 

Thiss refers to Isaiah Berlin's warning against the metaphorical use at nation-state level of negative and positive notions of liberty. 
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powerr veiled from public knowledge and almost entirely free from accountability' (Rawls, 1999: 24). I 
alsoo consider a negative notion of liberty with respect to the role of the State to be appropriate to 
preventt situations in which liberties and rights are temporarily suspended for the sake of development. 
Thee glaring inequalities in the lives of people in rural areas also demand a strong emphasis on equality 
and,, therefore, I perceive social change not as an objective of development, but as constitutive of 
development.. In that context, equality is not an objective, but rather a process, an egalitarian tendency 
too be supported by development. Summarizing, I outline the parts of my conception of development. 

 Rawls' contractarianyw.s/;ce as fairness as political philosophy and I conceive of his perspective on 
societyy as a sound theoretical basis for a just arrangement of institutions in society. 

 Sen's conception of democracy (partially represented by Rawls' theoretical concept of a pluralistic 
constitutionall  democracy) as being constitutive to development. 

 Berlin's interpretation of negative and positive notion of liberty for individual rights, combined 
withh a negative notion of liberty with respect to State-interference. I use the notions of liberty 
insteadd of Rawls' system of liberty, but include Rawls' emphasis on popular political participation. 

 Rawls' conception of a law of peoples to provide a political theoretical argumentation to sustain my 
conceptionn of autonomous development spheres of (self-)empowerment23. 

 A liberal notion of equality as suggested by Dworkin, paying more attention to the situation of 
individualss than Rawls and including Sen's concept of spaces of equality. 

 Sen's conception of development as freedom of choice, with special attention for a need for public 
discussion,, and I conceive of social change as constitutive of development. 

 Sen's capability concept, in particular its emphasis on the diversity of individuals and I replace 
Rawls'' primary social goods with capabilities to choose alternative lifestyles. 

 A process orientation to development, which implies a restriction on possibilities for comparison, 
butt also takes the concept out of object orientated utilitarian and strictly economic frameworks. 

Summarizing,, my conception of development consists of (i) individual autonomy (a negative notion of 
individuall  liberty), (ii) individual empowerment (a positive notion of individual liberty), combined with 
(iii )) a non-interventionist State. My preference to focus on individual autonomy and empowerment does 
nott rule out community-, or network-based people-oriented development. In my opinion, including 
thesee concepts in a conception of development would make it lean too much towards a preference for a 
specificc prescriptive development paradigm, which to some extent I want to avoid by favoring an 
emphasiss on abstract notions of liberty for individuals. Therefore, I conceive of an abstract notion of 
liberty,, which has at a political level been converted into human rights24, as an accepted principle 
underlyingg most presently relevant development paradigms. My non-interventionist approach is based 
onn a negative notion of liberty at the level of nation-states. This notion does not necessarily presume a 
minimall  State in the libertarian context, but also does not exclude Hayek's interpretation of such a 
State.. However, to avoid too much ambiguity in my conception, I have adopted Rawls' contractarian 
justicee as fairness as a theoretical foundation for socio-political and economic arrangements of society. I 
havee found Rawls' conception of equality wanting and instead I use Dworkin's interpretation, which 
hass similarities with Sen's perception of equality in his capability theory. In chapter five, I elaborate on 
thee reason for including a conception of democracy, as well as on three freedoms of Sen's development 
ass freedom. I conceive of development as a dynamic and organic process towards increased freedoms 
forr individuals to choose different lifestyles rather than as a set of quantifiable and measurable 
objectives.. The next chapter contains an overview of development paradigms as an illustration of how 
thee development discourse has evolved, and I suggest an alternative along the main lines of my 
conceptionn of development. 

233 In chapter five, Rawls' idea of public reason, which by and large underlies his conception of a law of peoples, is discussed. 

244 I acknowledge that liberty and human rights are not identical. In my interpretation, liberty is an abstract theoretical concept with 
negativee and positive notions at the levels of nation-states and individuals. Due to its abstract nature, liberty is also an ambiguous 
concept,, whereas human rights, as established in the Declaration of Human Rights, are more exactly defined, although that does not 
meann that those rights are not to some extent considered controversial. In my opinion, political philosophical interpretations of 
libertyy form the theoretical and ideological basis for any political, and perhaps more practical, definition of human rights. 
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