NEEDS 
(for Elgar Handbook on Ethics and Economics)

The concepts of need and needs are pervasive in everyday discourse, public policy, especially social policy (see e.g. Witkin & Altschuld 1995, Brazelton & Greenspan 2000), management and marketing (see e.g. Jackson et al. 2004), and international policy areas such as humanitarian aid and the Millennium Development Goals. They have a long history in humanistic economics (Lutz & Lux 1988) and parts of welfare economics (e.g. Pigou 1920), even if sometimes different words were used (Amartya Sen, interviewed in Weiss et al., 2005: 240). 
Needs language essays some central functions – first, to make analyses of motivation richer and more realistic, extending our explanatory repertoire beyond ‘economic man’; second, to analyse instrumental roles and connections; and third to help structure and humanise policy prioritisation, and extend our evaluative repertoire beyond conventional economic measures such as per capita income. In all this, needs language attempts a communicative function too: to support the explanatory and normative work with frames that are simple enough yet robust enough to be usable, yet not too misleading, in routine professional and political discourse.
Needs language is hard to order, because of how widespread and varied these roles are. Pervasive use has been frequently accompanied by casualness and obscurity. Added to currents opposed to any notion of publicly determined priorities rather than only market determined priorities, this has led to frequent opposition to the category of ‘needs’ in economics. Work in the past generation strengthened the structures of needs language, reinforcing it as a central medium in policy and administration and connecting it to the languages of human rights and well-being. This entry looks at the variety and nature of needs concepts, and at their relationship to research on human well-being and to ideas of human rights.
Three modes of needs discourse
We should distinguish descriptive, instrumental and normative modes in needs discourse, and several levels within each (Taylor 1959; Gasper 1996). In particular, the distinction between a notion of species-wide behavioural potentials and propensities and a concept of instrumental linkages towards priority objectives is essential (Doyal & Gough 1991), but was obscured by optimistic evolutionary ideology. Since the titles ‘descriptive’, ‘instrumental’, ‘normative’ are imperfect and open to misunderstanding, we refer here to modes A, B and C (Douglas et al. 1998; Gasper, 2004).
· In mode A, ‘need’ covers various categories used in evaluatively neutral description or explanation: a strong want or drive; a commodity with very low income elasticity of demand (both when income rises and falls); or a potential whose non-fulfilment brings dissatisfaction; for example, ‘a drive or some inner state that initiates a drive’ or a motivational force instigated by a particular lack (Doyal & Gough 1991: 35). ‘Need’ typically figures in mode A as a noun, a presence.
· In mode B, a ‘need’ is a requisite for achieving an objective. The term ‘need’ is, unfortunately, often used both for the objective and the implied requisite. ‘Need’ often further appears here as a verb, a lack (‘these people need more food in order to survive’). The requisite’s instrumental necessity depends on how far it really is needed and not substitutable, in order to reach the objective; its normative necessity depends in addition on the status of the objective.
· Mode C concerns requisites for endorsed priority objectives. It is a subset of mode B. In mode C, a ‘need’ establishes a strong normative claim since the objective is a normative priority, and the requisite is indeed essential. Doyal and Gough, for example, propose that normative needs are ‘a particular category of goals which are believed to be universalisable’ (1991: 39) because they are necessary conditions for avoidance of serious harm to persons. Their theory’s main variant concerns needs that derive from the requirement of being a competent member of one’s society. 
Within these three modes are dozens of different specific concepts of need (Gasper 1996, 2004). Some can be grouped; for example, in mode A, needs which are thought to explain wants might be contrasted with needs that are thought to explain satisfactions, or inborn needs contrasted with inculcated needs. 
To judge from social science dictionaries, perhaps no social science discipline refers clearly and regularly to all three modes; but whereas sociology, psychology, politics and philosophy do regularly distinguish and use at least two (Gasper 2007), mainstream modern economics has often tried to avoid the needs term altogether (Jackson et al. 2004). This may be partly due to confusion between modes. Resistance to engaging in mode C discourse on publicly reasoned priorities, as opposed to a reliance on individual preferences alone, and objection further to claims that the State should provide such priority items, unfortunately contributed to neglect of mode A and mode B needs discourse. Much of economics has been deficient in engaging with explanation of wants (Scitovsky 1992 is one rare exception) and investigating human requisites. It has for example typically assumed, rather than examined, that market wages will suffice for subsistence. Partha Dasgupta (1993) showed how the assumption is often invalid in low-income countries, where many wage-earners must be ‘cross-subsidised’ by others or enjoy access to common property resources.

Much usage is careless of the modal distinctions. In one and the same text sometimes ‘need’ is treated as an inbuilt (whether inborn or inculcated) drive, sometimes as the implied requirement of a given objective, sometimes as a normative priority, sometimes as presumptively all three together. Mode memberships are indeed not mutually exclusive. Often, fulfilment of some want, drive or potential is necessary for achievement of a specified objective, which is in turn a normative priority. However, unless we distinguish modes we cannot consider clearly the cases of proposed co-incidence and the different intellectual traditions and activities involved. Mode A usage and mode B usage become too easily slid into each other, since both are normatively neutral; and mode B and mode C usages also become too easily fused, since they use the same instrumental logic and there is often ambiguity over the normative status of objectives referred to (e.g., ‘the policy’s objectives’, ‘society’s objectives’). Mode A and mode C usages can then merge too and usage overall can slide into incoherence. 
Needs theory and well-being research
Figure 1’s Venn diagram shows five possible types of ‘need’. Only in case 3 does a need fit all three modes. The uppermost rectangle represents needs which are wants and/or behavioural drives (mode A needs); it consists of zones 1 + 2 + 3. The middle rectangle represents needs which are requirements for a given objective (mode B needs); it consists of zones 2 + 3 + 4 + 5. The third rectangle is a subset of the middle one and covers needs which are normative priority requirements (mode C needs); it consists of zones 3 + 4. This normative concept of need links, despite the terms standardly used, to the concept of objective wellbeing.

Figure 1. Venn diagram of the three modal usages of ‘needs’ (Gasper 2007)
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Zone/case 3 indicates behavioural drives or wants whose fulfilment satisfies normative priority requirements. A presumption that all drives are of this type lies behind much misuse of the term ‘need’. It rests on a rosy theory of human nature: that evolution or Providence have selected for us solely those drives which lead to the promotion of normative priorities; zones 1 and 2—drives which lead elsewhere—are presumed empty. A mistaken sister presumption holds that we have no normative priorities which are not targeted by behavioural drives; in other words, that zone 4 is empty. In reality, some drives fulfil no objective (see zone 1); they are non-functional, perhaps relics from prehistory. Some drives fulfil an objective but not one that is a normative priority (case 2). This could be the case for drives that promote subjective well-being in forms that are not endorsed after reflection or by authorised decisionmakers; the drives of the addict exemplify dysfunctional drives leading to undesirable outcomes. The drives in case 2 might be evolutionary experiments that failed but have not been eliminated, or that were once helpful but became outmoded. Many of the requisites for particular objectives are not drive-based (cases 4 and 5), and some of them concern normative priority objectives (case 4). In case 5 a requisite serves some function but one that is not of normative priority and that, fortunately, has no behavioural drive behind it.

So while case 3 is ideal it is far from the only case. Cases 1, 2 and 4 are all important but do not match the rosy classical conception of needs. Some drives do not promote normative priorities, and some are even dangerous (case 2); some functional requirements and normative priorities lack a behavioural motor behind them (case 4; Jackson et al. 2004); and drives that fulfil no objective only divert us (case 1). This modal analysis indicates a research agenda on wellbeing. Could, for example, space 4, the sphere of priority needs that are divorced from wants, be diminished? – by promoting wants corresponding to those needs, or finding functional substitutes for their fulfilment? Hamilton (2003) considers also the social dynamics of generation and transformation of mode A needs, from pure wants to felt needs in the sense of drives, and how this may affect what are instrumental requirements and agreed priorities. Drives are not only instinctual in origin but are continually newly generated and also sometimes dissipated; sometimes what were approved felt needs decline into mere wants. 

Needs and satisfiers
A second fundamental distinction, highlighted by the Chilean economist Manfred Max-Neef (1991), concerns not mode but level: the contrast between needs, meaning target outcomes, and satisfiers, meaning things which allow achievement of those outcomes. The need-satisfier distinction obviously arises within mode B, and thus also mode C. But it applies too within mode A, with needs seen as drives or urges, and satisfiers as things which allow their fulfilment. Satisfiers vary enormously (for example, the types of food that are acceptable vary according to the case) whereas the needs that they serve might be common and stable (in this example, needs for nutrition, pleasure and affiliation). A satisfier is a way of fulfilling a requirement. It has in turn its own requirements, which too have their requirements, and so on. A satisfier can contribute to fulfilling several needs; and a need/lack can often be met by many alternative satisfiers. Darcy & Hofmann (2003) warn that failure to use the need-satisfier distinction causes conflation of needs assessment with formulation of responses. If the need for nutrition becomes conflated with need for a particular satisfier, namely relief food supplies (‘they need relief supplies’), this forecloses attention to other and possibly more appropriate satisfiers, for example direct monetary payments or employment. Normative needs analysis tries to reason priorities, but does not presume a commitment to any particular form of action -- use of any particular set of satisfiers or direct provision by a public authority.
Elements of normative needs analysis
Mode C discourse contains further elements. Some are captured in a ‘relational formula’ (Barry 1990; Wiggins 1985): Entity E needs S if S is a necessary condition, in the given context, for E to achieve N and N is either directly an approved priority or is a necessary condition for achievement of P, an accepted approved priority. Braybrooke (1987) and Doyal and Gough (1991) highlight that the chains of instrumental linkage can be long. More elaborately, Braybrooke identifies the following elements in normative needs analysis: a) implicitly, a decision-making group deciding for a particular target population within a particular political community (the three can be identical but can differ); b) a criterion, such as a target objective (P) which one uses to determine need – for example, health or autonomy or a conception of human flourishing; c) a set of types of need (N), derived as proposed necessary implications of that criterion; d) a chain of levels, such as illustrated in Table 1, at each of which levels we identify satisfiers (S) that contribute towards the chosen criterion; and e) at each level, for each of the types of need/satisfier, (where relevant) a specified indicator and perhaps an achievement target. The focus can be on actual attainment (functioning) or on ability to attain (capability). 
Table 1: Levels in normative needs analysis (Gasper 2005)
	
	Basic Criterion 
	Requirements in order to fulfil the basic criterion 

(Needs level 1)
	Required satisfier characteristics 

(Needs level 2 / Satisfier level 1)
	Specific required satisfiers 

(Needs level 3 / Satisfier level 2)
	Required preconditions (Needs level 4))

	Doyal & Gough’s main formulation of human need


	Avoidance of serious harm 
	Health; autonomy of agency
	Nourishment; housing; secure environment, work, childhood; health care, education, etc.
	The satisfiers required to provide those ‘characteristics’ vary according to geographical, socio-economic and cultural setting
	Conditions concerning production, reproduction, cultural transmission, and political authority

	In the categories of Sen’s capability approach and UNDP’s ‘Human Development’
	Priority functionings
	Capabilities that are required to achieve the priority functionings
	‘Characteristics’ of goods that are required to achieve those capabilities 
	The goods / ‘commodities’ that are required to provide those characteristics
	The societal conditions that are required to sustain the supply of those goods 

	From Goldewijk & Fortman’s formulation of human rights
	Dignity / non-humiliation, 

self-respect 
	Equality and freedom; or, equality and agency
	Implications of Needs level 1 in this row


	Implications of Needs level 2 in this row; they vary according to…
	…


Table 1 presents most of these elements for Doyal and Gough’s influential A Theory of Human Need (1991). It should be read from left to right. It shows too how the structure of their theory is paralleled in Sen’s capability approach and contemporary formulations of human rights. Penz (1991) argues that these three perspectives are closely connected and complementary. Within normative needs analysis, each particular criterion of priority generates a particular specification of implied requirements, the proposed normatively fundamental needs. The criteria found in use range in scope from survival (for a normal human life-span) to as much as ‘human flourishing’ (Gasper 1996). So from an understanding of mode C needs as the requisites for wellbeing, we see how different conceptions of wellbeing can lead to different specifications of need. In addition, each choice of a particular level as the main focus in needs discourse matches a particular sort of conception of wellbeing (Gasper 2007). Doyal and Gough’s approach helps in thinking clearly about choices of public action priorities, including through its use of available positive theory and evidence from many fields. It illustrates too how, contrary to the arguments of some earlier authors (e.g., Fitzgerald 1977; Springborg 1981) needs discourse does not inherently treat persons as passive or materialistic and ignore them as active rights-claiming choice-making agents. Promotion of autonomy of agency, together with health,  stands as the central principle in Doyal and Gough’s formulation.
Ideas of basic need
The adjective ‘basic’ is often applied to normative needs in order to emphasise high priority; for example, perhaps needs whose non-fulfilment will produce great suffering. It is also used for those derived needs which are proposed as essential for a great range of, or even all, posited priority concerns: like nutrition and water, and the capacities for effective agency, practical reasoning and interaction with others. ‘Basic’ is also used in mode A discourse to describe cases having a special significance, in that case impulses that are supposedly found universally and/or underlie all surface manifestations. The basic needs theory of Abraham Maslow (1943) is one famous example of such claims. 
Maslow’s own later elaborations, and subsequent such work by humanistic psychologists (e.g., Deci & Ryan 2000; Ryan & Deci, 2000; Sheldon & Elliot, 1999), have partly a predictive thrust, within Figure 1’s zone 1. They aim to explain and predict behaviour in terms of underlying needs. But much of the work falls into zones 2 and 3, aiming to predict mental (and physical) states rather than behaviour, and noting that behaviour and well-being are not necessarily well linked. Such work posits various requirements for personal physical and mental health and well-being, and does not assert that behaviour necessarily follows those requirements. It hopes to influence behaviour through changing awareness and influencing motives. 
Max-Neef’s widely-used work on ‘fundamental human needs’ (1991) has a similar character. The posited fundamental needs are subsistence, protection, affection, understanding, participation, recreation, creation, identity and freedom. Each is examined with reference to existential categories of being, having, doing and interacting, thus generating a 36 cell matrix. People and groups can consider possible satisfiers for each cell. Such analysis is not a fixed predictive theory for complex human agents, but deepens consideration of motives, requirements, options and priorities. Max-Neef elaborates how not all mode A need fulfilment leads to wellbeing, except perhaps if we interpret wellbeing as sheer activity. He identifies as ‘pseudo-needs’ those behavioural drives whose fulfilment fails to bring maturely reflective satisfaction. ‘Pseudo satisfiers’ give only fleeting fulfilment; ‘violators’ completely fail to satisfy, yet one can be habituated to them; ‘inhibiting satisfiers’ satisfy one need (often a short-term one) but at the cost of reducing satisfaction of other needs; whereas ‘synergistic satisfiers’ fulfil several needs at once. 
Very distant from these forms of ‘basic human needs’ theory (reviewed by Hettne 1990), which treat persons in terms of assets and capacities not only lacks and deficiencies, was the ‘basic material needs’ approach to policy priorities that was adopted by various development planning agencies through the 20th century, for example in India and later in 1970s work led from the World Bank. This centred on provision of quantified target amounts of food, water, clothing, shelter, health and education. The approach came to be seen to have several fundamental shortcomings, including materialistic and technocratic biases and an overly generalising, top-down, donative perspective. Its critique laid a basis for the growth of the ‘human development’ and ‘capability’ approaches (see separate entries). 
Needs and Rights

Prior to the World Bank, but lacking the financial power to propagate its message equally, the International Labour Office enunciated a  basic needs approach (ILO, 1976) that was situated ‘within a broader framework—namely the fulfilment of basic human rights’ (cited by Jolly et al. 2004: 114). Connection between conceptions of needs and human rights had been slowed by their primary locations in different disciplines and professions. Added to this have been the confusions around modes of needs discourse, the attacks on it by some libertarians and free-market advocates, and antagonism by some socialists and economists to rights formulations. In the past generation these obstacles diminished and the connection of the two bodies of thought became more evident, in work by for example Galtung, Gewirth, Sen and Fortman.
Human rights can be seen as rights to the fulfilment of, or ability to fulfil, normative basic human needs. Basic human needs are whatever people require to be able to achieve a level of functioning that satisfies a given ethical conception of the acceptable minimum; such conceptions include, as we saw, human dignity, or the avoidance of serious harm. The needs implied by all these conceptions typically include, in particular, basic levels of physical and mental health. These normative needs provide a grounding for human rights (Klein Goldewijk & Fortman, 1999).
Normative needs discourse has the same structure as claim-rights discourse, as Table 1 illustrated. Claim rights are “justified claims to the protection of persons’ important interests” (Gewirth 1995): person/subject A has a right to good X from duty-bearer B by virtue of ground Y. For ‘human rights’ the proposed ground is that the objects X are requisites for being human in a morally acceptable sense. According to Gewirth they are ‘the goods that are necessary for human action or for having general chances of success in achieving one’s purposes by action’, in other words normative basic needs. 
Galtung refined this picture, arguing that even if not all needs imply rights, and not all rights correspond to needs, a central set of human rights rest on basic needs. Needs theory goes further than traditional human rights theory by guiding us ‘to look for causal factors rather than evil actors’ (Galtung 1994: 55). Nussbaum (2000) proposes similarly that many human rights are best seen as rights to basic needs, in turn seen as basic capabilities to function. Combining the three languages highlights respect for persons as choosers. Human rights language gives to normative needs theory an insistence on the value of each person and a vivid, widely accepted, mobilizing idiom. When broadly acknowledged as norms or legally recognized as instruments, rights form a major set of tools in the political struggles to claim fulfilment of basic needs.
PROBABLY REPLACE THIS FINAL PARA. BY SOME RESPONSE TO REFEREES’ INTERESTS, HERE AND/OR EARLIER.

Hamilton (2003) warns, from post-1994 South African experience, that rights language could tie fulfilment of priority human needs to the ability to expensively access a remote legal system. Basic needs of the majority could become downgraded by being stated in the same rights language as that of established propertyholding. But they can also be downgraded if not stated in rights language; and a needs-rights conception can influence and structure patterns of public provision in ways other than via the judicial system. Hamilton’s picture of contemporary needs theory as “static, purely normative conceptions that conceive of needs as universal basic requirements of human existence that ‘ought’ to be met by the state and whose evaluation can safely ignore preferences and the evaluation of how needs are formed” (2003: 10), while possibly descriptive of views in the former Soviet bloc, misleads in several respects for its explicit targets, authors such as Braybrooke and Gough. Braybrooke’s theory contains the key elements presented by Hamilton, sometimes more elaborately, and in addition identifies limits to needs discourse; Doyal and Gough’s model centres on agency needs and is explicitly dynamic and dialogical; and none of the authors concerned restrict themselves to ‘physical requirements’ (p.31) or ‘the content of welfare provision’ (p.34), or presume that their models displace politics as opposed to structure policy debate. 
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