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Abstract: We’ve long seen that automation can displace jobs that require great physical force, precision, or repetition. We argue that information technology will soon also include many administrative functions. This is yet another cut into a major feature of the welfare state- the provision of jobs for its citizens. If some administrative duties can be handled by software, then the current answer to automation and globalization—education and job training—is even less likely to secure mass employment. Promoting jobs has been the key means of promoting prosperity and the capacity to participate in political and cultural institutions. If BIG can de-link survival capabilities and participation capabilities from employment, then there is less to fear from globalization and technological change. 
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Automation had long been seen as in and of itself a source of great hope. In an old Greek poem, the poet Antiporas celebrates the installation of a water wheel, exclaiming that this means that they won’t have to work so much and will have more time to play. 

Greek Ode on a Water-Wheel 

Spare the arm which turns the mill, 

O millers, and sleep peacefully. 

Let the cock warn you in vain that day is breaking. 

Demeter has imposed upon the water-nymphs the labor of the slaves. 

Behold them leaping merrily over the wheel 

And the axle tree making the heavy stone revolve. 

Let us live the life of our fathers 

Let us rejoice in idleness over the gift the goddess grants us. 

Using the same logic, Aristotle once said that if “the shuttle would weave and the plectrum touch the lyre without a hand to guide them, chief workmen would not want servants, nor masters slaves.” (Politics, Book IV) The idea is simple: the same work can now be done in much less time, so that leaves more time for those who once had to work. Aristotle’s citizens had the freedom to participate in the life of their city because they owned slaves who did the work needed to secure the necessities of life. Aristotle recognized that one needed some free time at no one else’s behest in order to develop the skills needed to contemplate eternal goods, as well as promote the good of the city. 

In the nineteenth century, Paul LaFargue cites these passages in his The Right to Be Lazy, pointing out that automation has not worked as this early logic would indicate. (Lafargue 1975; 49) Technological innovation alone will not decrease the number of working hours, which has proven to be a political matter. LaFargue and his uncle, Karl Marx, believed that once everyone was entitled to the right to vote, workers would use their majority status to relieve themselves of all but a minimal amount of work. Of course, that has not happened either. 

For later authors, advances in technology begin to pose problems that are not to be simply resolved by majoritarian political power. With this paper, we seek to apply to automation and employment Douglas Kellner’s criteria for a critical analysis of technology by describing it in the context of global capitalization and as a revisable human practice. Kellner also argues that theorists should show how each new technological change, along with its social consequences, poses potential obstacles and opportunities for democratic and creative action. One should state when and how both technophobes and technophiles are right. (Kellner 2002; 1-2) 


As automated work replaces human labor, hopes in maintaining mass employment has been placed in re-training and in educating upcoming generations of workers. Aronowitz and DiFazio argue that provision of jobs no longer poses a reliable strategy for securing citizen’s economic prosperity or the ability to participate in political or cultural life. (A+D; 238ff) Up until the seventies, increases in productivity were accompanied by an economic growth that would place those who lost their jobs in agriculture or manufacturing into jobs in the service sector. This link has been broken. (Büchele 2000) These authors and others site a faster-paced technological change and the globalization of the labor market. 
In addition to this, we anticipate an upcoming technological change, automated administration, which will make re-training and education even less likely to provide the answer needed. Computer programs will be developed that take the place of many functions in lower or middle management. The rise of automated administration does not require bold claims about artificial intelligence nor need we make the sort of inflated universal claims that have plagued past technological prognostications. We remember the “paperless office” and recognize that a fully automated enterprise is not foreseeable. Nonetheless, advances in this technology will stunt any social strategy that seeks to train those whose employment prospects are displaced by technology. 

Deliberative democratic theory helps outline what problems are caused by this sort of permanent under-employment. The jobless fall under the floor of deliberative capacity while those who own automated administrative technology will lie above the ceiling. Just as Aronowitz and DiFazio turn to a basic income guarantee as an answer to the effects of recent technology on the job market, so do we in anticipation of new technologies that are coming into play. BIG is needed to secure these capabilities now that jobs are not a reliable guarantor of them. It should be said that, because we see Aronowitz and DiFazio’s account of the changing job market a more than ample motivation for BIG, our account of automated administration is new and sufficient, though not necessary in justifying BIG as social policy. That said, BIG’s chances will grow stronger if it can be seen as an efficient way to hedge the risks that arise in the face of globalization and technological change. 

Technology and Employment 

Automation has historically been seen as merely a matter of increased speed and strength. When that was the case, machines still required supervision and consumers could fill in the increased productivity with demand. Any displacement of jobs by technology could be anticipated by education. New workers would be educated enough to design or supervise new machines and programs. Importantly, enterprise owners were economically interested in having new workers be so educated. They would support their workers’ training and politically support technology education. 

Many thinkers are now starting to grow skeptical of the traditional answers to displacement that comes due to technology. Aronowitz and DiFazio show us that the old paradigm of employment is starting to wear away. Before the 1980’s, bad economic periods meant displacement from jobs that were reclaimed when that bad period ended. Now the new jobs are often temporary or part-time. When economists and political speak of “quality” jobs, they are usually referring to jobs in technology. However, there is no economic reason for U.S. companies to hire engineers in the U.S. to design and program. This economy is globalizing along with the industrial production economy. Because they see no prospects for good jobs in the future, Aronowitz and DiFazio recommend a shift in public policy that is oriented in promoting jobs and employment to one that is oriented towards decommodifying work and separating work from income. (A+D 1994; 1-9)  

The Rise of Automated Administration 

The big difference to come is that automation will begin to include administration. One doesn’t have to make a strong claim that artificial intelligence will be like human intelligence to see that weakly intelligent programs will be able to make more and more decisions. There are already some relatively simple clerical tasks being conducted by relatively simple programs. A particularly annoying example is the use of automated phone operators that pare down labor costs by asking one to “press one” or “press nine” as many times as is needed to hire one less person. Also, there have been investment programs that recommend one sell or buy based on data that the program is keyed to investigate. 

Employees could file reports to a program that alerts another level of management when there is something particularly right or wrong. The program could also give instructions based on the reports. Straub and Weatherbe predicted something like what we are describing as a component of “the office of the late 1990’s”: 

The office of the late 1990’s can now be envisoned. Its staff of professionals and managers are surrounded by intelligent devices that speak, listen, or interact with them to determine what is to be accompanied and how it is to be done. Contacts with other departments, other divisions, customers, vendors, and other organizations are made with little effort and without human intervention. (Straub and Weatherbe 1989; 1338) 

Imagine start-up companies that are partially administered automatically. Some will fail and some will be successful. The successful ones will earn investment income, which will further the development of automated administrative technology. There may be a sudden breakthrough or it may come about incrementally, with some tasks being slowly taken over by programs. 


Any advances in automated administration will cut further into the economic bases of the professional and managerial classes. Again, this may not be a complete upheaval. Most managerial, professional, and service positions may well require a stronger form of artificial intelligence than is possible. The point here is that these bases may be undermined by some automated administrative changes. 


Should these programs come into existence, this will add to the degradation of the value of much skilled work as diagnosed by Aronowitz and DiFazio, who confine their analysis to the globalization of job markets and technological advances such as Computer Aided Design and Drafting as well as Computer Aided Manufacturing (CADD and CAM). With automated administration, this will happen more widely and more tenaciously. We should be concerned about the sort of life that will be led once people begin to be supervised by programs.
 Our main concern here is the political consequences of recognizing that the job cannot be the base for political participation. 

Understanding Democracy Deliberatively Leads to a Basic Income for All 

In ancient and medieval philosophy, being free of toil plays a central role in ethical and political philosophy. This is because only men of leisure are able to develop their virtue and contemplate or worship.
 For this reason, Aristotle enslaves those who are prejudged as incapable of contemplation or virtue. Free time is seen as a precursor to any virtue. Work done at someone else’s behest doesn’t count as voluntary. Only voluntary acts are indicative of virtue or effective training thereto. Book X of the Nicomachean Ethics describes the contemplation of the highest good and is explicitly a prelude to Book I of the Politics, which begins with an outline of the “proper” sorts of subjugation. 

For a host of good reasons, we no longer endorse the sort of subjugation that Aristotle upholds. Due to the fact of reasonable pluralism, contemplation, held by Aristotle to be its own justification, can no longer guide a political project. Politics must be conceived as a means whereby people make decisions they have good reasons to abide by despite great differences. Such differences would inevitably include objects and forms of contemplation. Liberal political that doesn’t note the transformative effects of deliberation, if they are wholly based on rights or interests, will not be effective where such differences have taken hold. When deliberation takes the place of contemplation, we have political reasons at our disposal that require the freedom of the other. 

Deliberative democratic theory helps spell out many of the problems that are going to get worse if Aronowitz and DiFazio are right—and doubly so if we are. Such theorists argue that public discourse provides the legitimation of law. Unlike standard liberal democratic theory, they do not posit fixed interests that are known, much less understood, independently of such discourse. Deliberative democratic theory offers good prospects in light of what calls the “fact of reasonable pluralism,” meaning that there will be differences in interests and values even after much reason is brought to bear on ethical and political matters.
 

James Bohman’s “Deliberative Democracy and Effective Social Freedom: Capabilities, Resources, and Opportunities” (1997) brings Sen’s capability model to bear on deliberative democratic theory. Bohman suggests an indicator of deliberative capability—the ability “to initiate public deliberation about their concerns.” (Bohman 1997; 333) This ability is contingent on a great degree of social co-operation:  

The possibility that some groups are so impoverished as to be excluded from deliberation sets a “floor” of civil equality; the possibility that some groups are so powerful that they can limit the set of feasible alternatives in advance of deliberation sets a “ceiling” for too much agency freedom. (Bohman 1997; 339) 

The Untouchables in India and others who face persistent prejudice inhabit the “floor” of effective social freedom. 

As Bohman points out, Przeworski and Wallerstein have documented the ability of powerful economic groups to exclude topics from public debate by means of implied threats and other non-deliberative means. These threats include withdrawal of investment or capital. (P+ W;1988) Such economically powerful groups also often have direct political power, exerting influence on the selection of candidates, the winners of elections, and the agendas they pursue in office. Such a cabal has crossed the ceiling of agency freedom. 

With industrial production, owners of technology have some disincentive to move their technology because one must move or re-build industrial equipment. This has not stopped a tremendous movement of industrial technology. Financial capital is much more mobile, though there tend to be cities that benefit from being informational and financial centers. (Sassen 1991) Those who own automated administrative technology will have capital that will be even more mobile than industrial or financial capital. They will own electronically stored programs that can be moved with ease, though implementation will require some people with expert knowledge. These owners will have such a disproportionate share of wealth that they will be able to manipulate political agendas in the same ways as owners of industry now do so. 

Also, those who do work for these newly automated industries will have less power in the face of management than workers now have. Sociological investigations like that of Rob Kling (1990) have shown that, more often than not, power imbalances are reinforced by technological change. One cannot predict who among those with power will gain relative to each other but those with more resources or more status gain more influence as they structure the terms of the change.
 

Job-work has been a major historical venue for making money and gaining social recognition. In fact, most of the feminist movement deemed the job market a better route for women to get money and recognition than the private sphere in which social roles had placed them. Deliberative democrats believe that public agencies should, as much as they are able, secure a “floor” guaranteeing deliberative democratic functioning for all citizens. This “floor” was once secured by income gained through either ownership or employment. (The welfare rights movement sought to bring recipients above that floor.) I would argue that employment was always bad as such a guarantee but it will become even more so. Education and re-training will not be able to remedy this. This floor will now have to be secured for all citizens as such, regardless of employment. 

In order to participate in public life, one requires free time in which one can put one’s thoughts together and consider the merits of other’s arguments. Likewise, one requires a certain degree of independence in order to enter debate without it being distorted by money, need, or power. Many early bourgeois (Addison, Steele, Kant, and many of the U.S. founders) argued that one requires a livelihood derived from property and not labor in order to be a scholar and a statesman. The bourgeoisie did not take the option of extending the capacity to participate to all citizens as such, instead of leaning on the privileges of male, property-owning, heads of households. This has distorted communication, giving much of it a “mass” character instead of a public one. (Habermas 1989) These early theorists would never have equated job promotion with the promotion of democracy. 

Without such an income, those below the floor spend their time securing the basic necessities of life. They also lack the exit options they need in order to participate in the labor market with any degree of autonomy. As it stands now, one must either own, work, become the object of charity, or die. Imagine someone, Cindy, has fallen down a large, steep, pit. Marsha offers to throw her a rope if she agrees to pay her. Other rope owners arrive with competitive prices. Cindy has no time, agrees with one of them, who throws her a contract and then a rope. Job seekers are about as free as Cindy, who faces a collective failure to recognize her right to a rope of her own or a world without such pits. 

One might wonder why those who argue for a basic income should spend time discussing the effects of a potential technology when current technology and economic globalization have undercut the ability to promote job growth. First of all, automated administration helps reveal where the logic of techno-capitalism is heading. Secondly, this dystopic vision teases the same intuitions we are working with in this quick run-through of deliberative democracy. Once professional and managerial tasks are taken over by machinery, one wonders how one could get up above that floor without owning some of that machinery. 

The alternative to job-promotion is a Guaranteed Basic Income, like that issued in Alaska, only more so—a high enough amount to survive and participation in political and cultural life. Alaska does not own or administer the oil industry but oil revenues are taxed and the revenues are distributed directly to all Alaskans at roughly $1,500 per year per member of the household. This recognizes that all Alaskans are part owners of this natural resource. Some features of a BIG could be provided more efficiently in-kind, such as environmental, safety, and health regulation as well as promotion of culture and education. 

BIG should be understood as securing for everyone some of their share in the technology that was promoted by the public and natural resources that are ultimately meant to serve the public good. Likewise, revenue can be derived from taxes on pollution, which spoil shared resources. This is similar to the justification Thomas Paine gives in his Agrarian Justice. Just as Paine thought those who were dispossessed of land should share in the greater productivity of its cultivation through a BIG, so should everyone displaced by technological change share in the greater labor-power generated by that change. Deliberative democrats would stress that many of the consequences of recognizing citizens as co-habitants of nature, co-owners of technological labor, and equal members of a sovereign democracy are not fixed but must be negotiated publicly. Lifting all citizens above the participatory floor grants time for everyone to participate in such negotiation and is itself a great leap towards that very recognition. A job-centered provision plan is not going to be able to secure the floor for all potential deliberative participants, if it ever could. Thus many of the technophobic concerns about automation and artificial intelligence can become a source of technophilic hope. 
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� Science fiction has not always looked at such technology optimistically. One thinks of the film 2001 right away. Also, there were many episodes of Doctor Who in which the rise of intelligent technology has monstrous results—like Daleks and Cybermen. In “The Green Death”, which aired in 1974 and was written by Robert Sloman, a corporation is run by a computer with the acronym “B.O.S.S.”. That this machine is an enemy to be destroyed is obvious from the start. 


� For a modern defense of a medieval version of this Aristotelian scheme see Josef Pieper 1998. Pieper makes no mention of the economic conditions of leisure and worship. Nor does he mention Aristotle’s endorsement of subjugation. 





� For reasonable pluralism see Rawls 1993. Benhabib (1989) argues that “discursive legitimation” requires dialogue that is wider in scope than that allowed by political liberalism. Essays found in Benhabib (1996) deal with a number of issues pertaining to deliberation as a response to pluralism. 


� Kling and Lamb 1990 re-iterates the political opportunities posed by technological change. 





