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When Paul Dragos Aligica published his Institutional Diversity and Political Economy (2014) Elinor Ostrom wrote in the blurb on the back cover: “It is simply a fantastic book. Paul Dragos Aligica brought together aspects of our work that I knew about but had not yet linked together in the way that he has. The overwhelming reaction I have had is that he has taken our work many steps into the future.” The importance of the book lies mainly in its details, the many fronts along which he develops the Bloomington program. But the book is also striking in the two ways it locates the Bloomington program in an intellectual context. First, as part of an effort to develop “the art and science of association” and to elaborate the perspective of a citizen. And, second, as a work within the pragmatist tradition.
This chapter reflects a partial dissent. I treat the Bloomington School as part of an emerging interdisciplinary discipline of civic studies, developing the perspective of citizens. But I believe it is fruitful to also see it as part of a broad renewal of the republican tradition, not of pragmatism. Instead of making my case through a text based argument, matching Bloomington and republican texts, I outline in the chapter a form of moderate republicanism transformed into social science, that seems to me to have strong Bloomington affinities. But it is not all Bloomington. Civic theory requires a robust normative theory, which has not been fully developed in Bloomington. And moderate republicanism should be in many ways law centered, more so (I believe) than has been common in Bloomington.

Civic Studies and Bloomington

In September 2007 a group of scholars called for the development of a new field, a new interdisciplinary discipline, which we might call a new civics, or civic studies. Their statement was signed (in alphabetical order) by Harry Boyte, Stephen Elkin, Peter Levine, Jane Mansbridge, Elinor Ostrom, Rogers Smith and myself
. Many others might have signed it, but were not present at the meeting that formulated the idea.

We can describe the goal of this new field in a variety of ways. It is the development of ideas and skills supportive of the “art and science of association” or of the “art and science of self-government and self-organization,” or the development of ideas helpful to citizens understood as co-creators of their worlds. The idea of human beings as creators, and a conception of human creation with a significant social dimension (co-creation), seem to be central to this new civics (Sołtan, 2014).
Civic accounts of the mind, of human interaction, of human ends and ideals are accounts that take human creative capacity as a fundamental fact. Allowing for this in social science has been a difficult task, often resulting in unproductive complex discussions of agency and structure, and not much progress in our understanding. Much of mainstream social science builds causal models without worrying about this, secure in the knowledge that the models will be sufficiently incomplete and inadequate that the underlying issue of determinism can be swept under the rug. The new civics takes a different tack. Instead of simply allowing for the capacity of human beings to be co-creators, it aims to develop ideas that would actually strengthen that capacity.

After the 2007 meeting we organized yearly Summer Institutes of Civic Studies, so we needed to identify, however tentatively, a canon of civic theory. It includes most prominently the Ostroms (2014), Jürgen Habermas (1984, 1987, 1996), Roberto Mangabeira Unger (1987, 2007), Brent Flyvbjerg (2001)  and Philip Selznick (1992; Krygier, 2012). In some ways the central debate in civic theory is the debate between the Bloomington School and the various followers of Habermas, including a range of proponents of deliberative democracy (Levine and Sołtan, 2014). We can also see a tension between two powerful influences, between various forms of pragmatism on one side, and various forms of republicanism on the other. And, finally, we have our own version of the famous German Methodenstreit in social science between the followers of Newton and Newton’s enemies, between “naturalism” and “anti—naturalism,” between “positivists” in the loose sense commonly accepted in social science, and “anti-positivists.”
A civic theory must have a serious normative component. It must be able to distinguish action that is civic from action that is a narrowly self-interested manipulation. It must be able to identify improvements, and distinguish them from changes that are not improvements. This suggests that civic theory cannot be “naturalistic” or “positivist” in the usual sense. And in fact many civic theorists (such as Habermas (1984, 1987), Unger (1987, 2007) or Flyvbjerg (2001)) elaborate alternatives to naturalism. This is not the choice of the Bloomington School. In the Bloomington School, however, the issue of normative theory is mostly sidestepped. There are some notable discussions by Vincent Ostrom (2011), but they do not feature prominently. The central value of polycentricity, for example, is promoted mostly as an instrument. It is not usually presented as valuable in itself.

Paul Aligica describes the main commitments of Ostroms’ work as “realism, fallibilism, pluralism of method, recognition of the role of reasons and ideas in social action, robust empiricism and a focus on practice and the applied level” (Aligica, 2014: 197). He formulates the Bloomington program as “an institutionalist political economy framed from a pragmatist perspective” (Aligica, 2014: 197). He, too, does not leave much room for normative theory. If we seriously aim to elaborate a civic perspective, this seems problematic.
In this chapter I outline a form of civic theory that belongs to the party of Newton, and with strong affinities to the Bloomington School, with its roots in rational choice institutionalism, and its concern with polycentricity. But as an alternative to rational choice institutionalism I propose a civic account of the human mind in interaction, with room for incentives, ideas and institutions. And instead of pragmatism I propose a reformulation of the republican tradition, including a civic and polycentric form of natural law. And I embed the ideal of polycentricity in a larger project of moderation (Sołtan, 2008, 2010, 2011, see also Craiutu, 2012). In this account there is no ambivalence about normative commitments. I propose an alternative that goes beyond the Bloomington School, as it is understood by Aligica, in three ways. It goes beyond rational choice institutionalism, it goes beyond pragmatism, and it aims to reconstruct a deeply moderate form of republicanism.
But what I propose can also be read, I think, as one (perhaps unorthodox) elaboration of the research program of the Bloomington School. And since the Ostroms did not seem very keen on maintaining orthodoxy, I will leave it to the reader to decide how the alternative I elaborate in this chapter relates to the ongoing program of the Bloomington School, when the latter is construed as a school of civic theory.

Beyond Rational Choice Institutionalism

If we adopt in a serious way the idea of a new civics as a social science, we ought to take as a starting point the work of the Bloomington School. We begin, as a first approximation, with rational choice and game theory, and we add the significance of institutions, ideas and human fallibility. But it is easy to underestimate the intellectual transformation that is required to do this in depth.

We should build a micro-civics while taking seriously two constraints: First, rational choice and game theory should emerge as an approximation to a special case of the models of micro-civics, as they do (in principle at least) in both the work of the Bloomington school and in Habermas.  Second, these models should allow appropriate room for both the influence of ideas and of institutions.

Working within these constraints I will outline a micro-civics that can be seen at one level as an account of situation-specific structures of power (or fields of power). At another level it can be seen as an account of human interaction or of cooperative games. One can start by noting that the process of negotiation consists of two kinds of events. First, human minds attempt to modify the existing structure of power (field of power) within the negotiation by making new threats, new promises, new arguments, new commitments and so on. And second, human minds respond to those structures of power by conceding at various speeds.

So, as rational choice would have it: human minds respond to incentives. But they also respond, for example, to arguments. And human minds also create incentives, and they create and entrench structures of reasons for action (institutions among them). Human minds are both made by these structures, and they are makers of them.

It is central to a civic conception of the mind that human beings are creators, responsible agents, capable of initiative, authors of their actions, producers, capable of bringing new things into the world. They are co-creators of the structures of power (fields of power) within which they act.

In developing this kind of civic conception of the mind, I suggest we follow four rules:

Rule 1: Social science (and civic theory) should explore the microstructure of human action, as does rational choice and game theory.

A superficial version of this rule leads to some form of methodological individualism. Groups are composed of individuals, so individuals are the microstructure of groups. A deeper alternative begins not with groups but with human interaction, with bargaining, negotiation, deliberation, and with tacit forms of all three. We search for the microstructure of these processes, and we find it (I would suggest) composed of fields of force created by power resources brought to bear on a situation (through threats, promises, arguments, and so on).

Rule 2: Social science (and civic theory) should adopt the internal point of view, as does rational choice theory.
Rational choice and game theory are usually developed with a distinctive kind of internal point of view on action. They are not an effort to see action as the agent sees it, adopting the reasoning of the agent, and requiring a sympathetic understanding of the perspective of the agent. This has been one form of “adopting the internal point of view,” often labelled with the German word “verstehen.” For rational choice, the internal point of view is something different. It represents a perspective that can be a source of advice to the agent (it can be helpful to the agent, it can be part of the education of the agent). So in game theory we ask how the players should play, and we can use the answers to advise the players, to tell players how to play, or to teach them how to play. This is not necessarily the agent’s actual perspective.

We can think of game theory as articulating a canon for teaching how to play, or an account of player competence, as against actual player performance.  We will see actual performance, then, as a combination of this competence and errors. Actual decision making is in part errors and in part the following of heuristics designed to diminish error rates. And these heuristics are something we could teach.

To look at human actions and human decisions in this way, from the internal point of view, is to combine normative and descriptive tasks. It is to do precisely what Kahneman and Tversky criticize and try to avoid in developing their prospect theory (1979). But prospect theory lacks a strong sense of internal logic. It presents human decisions as a product of a sequence of moves, using seemingly ad hoc devices. The internal point of view, by contrast, provides a coherent logic to theory, precisely because it provides a canon of what we should teach.

Like rational choice theory, a civic theory is an account of human action, of co-creation, from the internal point of view. It can be the basis of advice helpful to co-creators, it can be seen as a rational reconstruction of the canon of co-creation, or as an account of civic competence, a combination of competence in the choice of means (or instrumental competence) and competence in the choice of ends, or in the choice of first principles, of human ideals and purposes.

The concept of “internal point of view” is also familiar in legal theory. In his classic reformulation of the positivist theory of law HLA Hart (Hart, 1961) contrasted the external and the internal point of view on rules. From the external point of view, rules and laws can be identified with regularities of behavior. We can predict the behavior of judges when they follow rules, and when we can, we understand the law from the outside. But “prophecies of what a court will do in fact” (Holmes, 1897: 461) do not help judges, who must understand the law from the inside, because they take part in the law. A judge’s understanding of the law takes a form that can be used to advise judges about how to act, and it can be used to teach judges how to be judges. That is an understanding of law from the internal point of view. And so it would be for institutions in general, and for structures of power within which these institutions are embedded.

Rule 3: Explanation of action is not and should not be the goal of social science (or of civic theory). The goal (or at least one goal) should be to explain changes in actions. 

In economics we explain changes in the behavior of consumers or producers in response to changes in prices, i.e., changes in incentives. And in the social sciences more generally the task ought to be to explain “minds in motion”, to explain how minds change in response to the structures of power. We can put this in a strikingly simple way. We follow the example of Newtonian physics. Where physics explains the motion of matter as a product of fields of forces, we explain the motion of minds as a product of fields of power, which can also be seen as force fields. Systems of incentives are often key components of such force fields.

Our window on such force fields is an analysis in detail of negotiation and deliberation grounded in a spatial theory of politics. All human interaction takes the form of minds in motion under the influence of power fields build up of incentives, reasons for action and other resources. Minds are in motion in the fields of power, in spaces akin to those familiar from spatial models of politics. And we can see some of the microstructure of those power fields through a detailed analysis of the microstructure of negotiation, with attention to power at each point in the space of human interaction, and with attention to the speed of the movement of minds at each point (empirically, that would be the speed of concession).

In attempting to explain the sources of mind change, the sources of the motion of minds in the spaces of human interaction, we have a better hope of deeper understanding of human action. But we cannot in this way actually explain any human action. Human action occurs when people make up their minds, when their minds stop. 

Rule 4: “People respond to incentives” is the fundamental axiom of economics and of rational choice. It is best seen as one among a number of axioms in a more inclusive theory of power, or a theory of human capacities to influence outcomes. People also resist incentives. And people respond to arguments, to reasons for action and to reasons for beliefs, including reasons in the form of rules. Some of those reasons for action are entrenched in situations, or entrenched in individual and collective actors, or entrenched in actions. The microstructure of human interaction, or the microstructure of power, is composed of all these elements. Some of these entrenched reasons for action (or rules) correspond to what we would call institutions (in the sense of “rules of the game”), some constitute the goals and preferences of agents, others define action types. Some of the entrenchment enhances predictability of social life, but some does the opposite, it expands the range of meaningful alternative actions available to agents. Entrenchment only sometimes produces social order, but it more reliably produces meaningful forms. I elaborate on some of this in the next section, when I discuss the social varieties of “morphogenesis.”
Let me reiterate: human minds move in response to fields of power, which include incentives, and more. But human minds also help create and modify those fields. They respond to incentives, and they modify incentives. They choose strategies within games, and they modify those games. They concede in light of threats, and they make those threats.

Or let us put it in the language of citizenship: human beings are both rulers and ruled. There is a kind of tacit citizenship in much of human interaction. And there is a dualism in the civic perspective. Human beings both obey and create the rules and power structures within which they live.
Homo Creativus

A key distinctive feature of civic theory must be to accept human creativity, and to go beyond acceptance. The goal is to help this creativity, or to develop ideas that make creation easier, so difficulty is the central concept, and the central variable, of civic theory.
The Realm of the Difficult
If we develop ideas that are helpful to co-creation (for example, helpful in overcoming the problem of collective action) we are – simply by being helpful -- participating in co-creation. Our ideas are a part of co-creation, they ought to be part of the canon of co-creation. We can say that we are developing an internal point of view on co-creation. The internal point of view is a helpful perspective, the perspective of a friend, a loyal advisor, a teacher. This is, or should be, the perspective of civic theory.
The realm of human co-creation is an alternative to the realm of necessity and of accident. In a world of nature, entirely governed by settled laws, human actions could only be either inevitable or impossible or accidental. There would be no room for human initiative and agency. We need a fourth concept, and for the purposes of the new civics the best candidate is the idea of difficulty (Sołtan, 2014). An action is impossible if it reaches the extreme value of difficulty. An action is inevitable if avoiding it reaches the extreme value of difficulty.  But between these extremes we live in the realm of difficulties that can be overcome, we live in the realm of human creativity. To study human creativity in a way that is meant to be helpful to that creativity, we study impediments (what strengthens difficulty, the sources of difficulty, the sources of resistance). Human cognitive limits or the problem of collective action are examples. Or we study what we might call civic resources, or assets that weaken or overcome difficulty (here certain institutions or skills may be examples). 
An excellent exemplar of such research is the work of the Bloomington School on the problem of collective action, and on the “tragedy of the commons.” In that research the tragedy is transformed into an impediment that can be diminished or overcome, “a drama of the commons” (Ostrom et al., 2002). It is a source of difficulty, but there are strategies, heuristics and institutions that can diminish or overcome this difficulty.
To create is to bring into existence something new that did not exist before. Any action is at least marginally an innovation. But some actions are more unprecedented and unpredictable. They contain more novelty, and require more creativity. They are also more difficult.

We can go further in our analysis of human beings as creators. Consider as an example, familiar in an academic setting, the writing of a paper. We begin with some vague ideas, and maybe an incomplete outline. But by the time we are finished, the vagueness has been much diminished and the outline has been replaced with a completed text. The paper has been given form. And we have achieved this (most likely) by writing multiple drafts, each an improvement over the previous one. We could describe in roughly the same way the creation of laws and institutions, or the creation of actions.

The process of bringing something new into existence will have (at least) two features (which we can see most clearly if the process is extended over time): we give form and we improve. First, to create is to give form. It is morphogenesis. It is some combination of composition and articulation. And, second, to create is also to improve. Writing papers in multiple drafts is an excellent example. Let me consider these two features in turn.
Creation as Morphogenesis
Two processes are central to morphogenesis in social and institutional life. The first (let us call it composition) works through “gluing” elements together, attaching together through entrenchment (for example) actions and reasons for action, entrenching them in agents, in situations or in actions themselves. The second is a process of articulation.
Morphogenesis through composition requires attaching together elements. Here the metaphor of glue seems appropriate. You glue together different components through entrenchment, and you create relations among those components. You create structures; you entrench reasons for action in agents and in situations, but also in actions. The more general problem is not design and creation of institutions, it is the design and creation of forms, physical and mental forms, forms that exist in a world of matter, and forms that exist in mental worlds, in spaces in which minds move.

The question arises: what do we entrench, and in what? In my example of an academic paper, we entrench words in a text. But here let me limit myself to cases in which we entrench actions and reasons for action. In what do we entrench? First, we entrench in situations: reasons for action entrenched in situations are institutions in the sense of rules of the game. We also entrench in individual and collective agents. These then constitute action guiding systems of practical reasons which can form preferences. And we entrench in actions. We determine, for example, what you have to do in order to make a legally binding promise. Actions can be components of actions. Such entrenchment gives form to situations, to institutions, to agents and to actions; it constitutes various types of morphogenesis. Sometimes it also improves predictability, but sometimes not. Sometimes it expands the range of available options, and can reduce predictability. Morphogenesis has a complicated relationship to social order. 
Entrenchment is achieved through a variety of instruments, notably through enforcement (using incentives) and through education (which we often misleadingly call socialization). Education can be in the form of tacit learning, or in the form of explicitly designed program of teaching, which requires the design and creation of a canon.

Some actions and some reasons for action are easier to entrench than others. Some are easy to agree on, they have Schelling’s conspicuous uniqueness, they are “focal points” (Schelling, 1960). Others are better or more nearly right. Here we encounter a window from the realm of reasons for action that are simply entrenched, and in this sense conventional, toward what we might call a post-conventional morality. We can find here, or build, a view out of the cave, to invoke a somewhat tired Platonic metaphor.

Morphogenesis also occurs through articulation, a process that begins in vagueness, chaos and confusion, and proceeds to clarity and distinctness. It can be the process of codification or of rational reconstruction. It moves away from the fused and the confused, away from the tacit to the explicit. We see it in legal codifications, in reasoning in common law, in the creation of job evaluation schemes (Sołtan, 1987), in various forms of rational reconstruction of human competence, and in the methods of ethics, such as the Rawlsian method of reflective equilibrium (Rawls, 1971). More on this below.
Creation as Improvement
A civic theory that is helpful to co-creators of their worlds should help in the selection of means, but it should not limit itself to means. It should be responsive to the critique of instrumental reason, so prominently featured in the Frankfurt School tradition (Jay, 1973), and in the work of Habermas (1984, 1987). We must take very seriously the task of elaborating a civic conception of ideals, of ends and goals of development.  To be helpful to citizens we must develop a way of distinguishing better from worse ideals and ends, real improvement from apparent improvement, and we must do so in a way that is both civic and credible in a modern world for which science is the prime exemplar of reliable knowledge. A civic theory of ideals for the modern world ought to be distinctly practical, and distinctly rooted in, and testable by, empirical evidence.
I would suggest we treat the methodological writings of Rawls as a kind of halfway point from the treatment of ideals traditional in philosophy to a more empirical and practical framework. As I see it, a civic approach to ideals must be helpful to the task of making the world better. Let me use as an illustration the ideal of justice, where the contrast with Rawls can be more fully developed. A theory of justice must be helpful in making the world more just. This may sound obvious, but it is not widely accepted as a goal, and has some serious consequences for the formulation of the ideal of justice.

First, the ideal of justice must be as inspiring as possible, and it must be formulated in a way that is as inspiring as possible. To evaluate different accounts we ask the question: how attractive and inspiring are they for those open to inspiration. The ideal test would be in the form of deliberation among philosophically informed Gandhian satyagrahis (who show themselves open to inspiration by being willing to sacrifice for the satyagraha). It would not be deliberation among academic philosophers. And it would not be deliberation in a Habermasian ideal speech situation, or in the original position.
Second, the ideal must be embedded in a promising project for reform. So it is reasonable to take as a starting point ideas and considered judgements found in the cultures of such promising projects.
In light of these considerations, we can construct a three step method that takes Rawlsian ideas as a starting point, but gives them a more practical and more empirical turn. 
Step 1: Within the public and the tacit political cultures of promising projects of reform we identify a central idea for an account of justice (the equivalent of Rawls’ s “fair terms of cooperation among free and equal citizens” (Rawls, 2001: 5) but demonstrably, empirically, found in the relevant political culture) and a set of authoritative judgments (equivalent to Rawls’s “considered moral judgments”). In the contemporary world the best candidate for a promising setting is the global project of human rights. Its central idea is the principle of inviolability of human dignity. The evolving lists of human rights in various declarations and treaties can be taken as the authoritative judgments (Nickel, 2007; Clapham, 2006).

Step 2: We articulate an account of justice broadly consistent with the authoritative judgments identified in Step 1, and formulated to do well in the tests identified in Step 3. Coherence is not here the highest value, and reflective equilibrium is not the goal.
Step 3: We test the account. To do this, we develop a conception of the ideal test, which can be used to construct a variety of different tests, and which can be also used to improve tests. I would suggest deliberation among satyagrahis as something close to an ideal test, and multiple experimental approximations and thought experiments as parts of a program of testing.
This method is not limited to the exploration of the ideal of justice. We can also use it to construct an account of legitimate goals for human development. Here too we begin with the empirical identification of goals contained in the global public political culture, but also in the tacit culture of human ideals. We begin with the goals of peace, development and sustainability, which are easily found in the global public political culture. We note that from within the global subcultures committed to these goals there have been efforts to break out to a more inclusive formulation of goals. Those who struggle for peace introduce the notion of positive peace as a complement to negative peace, which is the absence of war (Galtung, 1996). Those committed to development propose conceptions of development (as in the capabilities approach) that include more than the growth of per capita income (Sen, 1999; Nussbaum, 2011). Finally, those committed to sustainability hope to abandon environmentalism and ecologism as distinctive programs, and embed them into a more encompassing project (Speth, 2008; Nordhaus and Shellenberger, 2007; Ophuls, 2011).  
I believe that the most attractive formulation of the project they all aim for would identify it as a project of deep moderation. In this project, development is understood as development toward maturity, more than simply development as emancipation (Sen, 1999). Development is also seen as a struggle against human destructiveness (for peace, against ecological destruction, against the use of threats of harm as a basis of power, in favor of renewal as a reversal of destruction). And the code of goals of human development incorporates harmony, or unity in diversity, or polycentricity.
So with the global political culture as a starting point, we can sketch a project of deep moderation, with a distinctive code of ideals and purposes. We aim to formulate it in a way that will make it competitive in the necessary tests in step 3 of the method I outlined. The articulation of a code of deep moderation must be taken as the beginning of research, not its endpoint. It is the stage of articulation, prior to the stage of testing.
This method allows us to construct normative theories rooted in existing social settings and embedded in existing promising projects of reform. It is consistent with understanding ideals as real forces, with real (inspiring) effects on human minds, and hence as resources in the fields of power in which human minds move. The normative theory emerges from the conception of the human mind and of human interaction, a generalization of the models of rational choice and game theory, which I discussed in the previous section. But the conception of the ideal test is also based on a deeper normative idea, a kind of civic reformulation of natural law, which I discuss in the next section, when I address the issue of pragmatism in civic theory, and move toward an alternative: civic theory as part of a republican renewal, invoking Cicero, not Dewey.

Beyond Pragmatism
Civic theory sometimes seems dominated by pragmatism, and by Dewey’s pragmatism in particular. We can see this in Paul Aligica’s development of the Bloomington School (Aligica, 2014), but also in the romantic radicalism of Unger (Unger, 2007), and in the humanistic social science of Selznick (Selznick,  1992). Habermas’s critical theory is also indebted to Dewey and the pragmatists (1986), although it does provide something of an alternative. Is it possible to resist this powerful attractive force of pragmatism? Let me suggest some ways.
Pragmatism is a good candidate for a “public philosophy” of modernity, and that may explain its pervasive influence. So we need alternative candidates for a public philosophy of modernity. Pragmatism is also an attractive candidate for a public philosophy of a modernity in crisis, lacking self-confidence, reduced to small thinking and a pre-occupation with its own exhaustion. An alternative to pragmatism would propose a better public philosophy of modernity, or a better alternative to public philosophy. Perhaps it could be a public philosophy with the potential of taking modernity out of its crisis, capable of helping it to recover its nerve, and to discover new potential of the modern transformation.

From within the domain of the new civics we can suggest a civic theory of modernity, within a framework of what we might call the civic conception of the human mind. And in the modern spirit, we can make it as scientific as possible, taking Galileo and Newton as our intellectual heroes. We build on the strongest developments in the social sciences so far, in micro-economics and rational choice theory. In the next section I will suggest this can be best achieved through a reformulation of the republican tradition.
Some forms of pragmatism provide a good way to express what is now a common attitude, reflecting the sense of exhaustion of the modern project (Lyotard, [1979] 1984; Rorty, 1989). When we no longer find any large projects credible for humanity, when we find such projects only a source of danger, then a small minded form of pragmatism may seem appealing. In practical matters we insist on ad hoc problem solving, avoiding the formulation of large scale, long term, inspiring projects. In theoretical matters we advocate problem driven research, contrasting it with what we call method driven research (Shapiro and Green, 1984). Both in intellectual and in political matters we prefer the small and the ad hoc. This petty pragmatism is the kind of pragmatism Unger complains about in the opening to his recent book in which he embraces pragmatism, while simultaneously attempting to liberate it (the subtitle of the book is: Pragmatism Unbound).

For purposes of civic theory we can say that pragmatism centers on two commitments. First, a commitment to “naturalism,” taking modern science as a model for reliable knowledge and for action. And, second, a commitment to experimentalism, and democratic experimentalism in particular, as a model for action and for politics.

Unger (2007) notes that the usual form of the commitment to modern science as a model for knowledge actually conflicts with a serious commitment to experimentalism in politics, and he urges the rejection of the first in order to take the latter to the hilt. But we can, and should, take both these commitments even more seriously than does pragmatism. If we do, I suggest, we will arrive at a form of civic theory that can only be described as an alternative to pragmatism.

Let us start with science. Many thinkers, perhaps Polanyi (1951) and Popper (1963) most famously, urged us to take modern science as a model for the production of reliable knowledge, but also for the organization of society. We now understand more deeply how science works than in the time of Polanyi and Popper, so we need to modify how we use it as a model. Science makes progress through a sequence of research programs that build on each other, but also involve profound reformulations of goals, concepts and theories. This is the sequence of paradigms according to Kuhn (1962, 1970), of research programs according to Lakatos (1978), of research traditions according to Laudan (1977). Accepting this feature of scientific progress does not require the common relativistic misinterpretation of Kuhn (see Godfrey-Smith, 2003). 
Outside science we take this to be a pattern of human co-creation over time, co-creation working on ongoing projects, which we can understand as forms of shared creative capital, allowing contributions of different people to extend over time, and to build on each other. We create a project as a form of capital, then we use that project for a sustained period of co-creation, until the project is exhausted. Some projects are renewable, or turn out to be renewable when they become exhausted. Co-creation using non-renewable projects follows approximately the familiar logistic curve. Co-creation using renewable projects gives us a pattern of cycles of creation. Because of the fame of T.S. Kuhn, science is here a familiar example. But in many ways a more elaborate example is the sequence of what Carlota Perez calls “techno-economic paradigms,” which drives global economic development over the last two centuries, and drives the business cycles as well (Perez, 2003).

If we take science as a model and as a window on human development, then we will expect such cycles. And we can adopt different civic strategies for different stages of the cycle. What is to be done in the crisis of exhaustion, and working toward the breakthrough of a new stage of a project (a new paradigm) will be different from what is required when the paradigm is at its full creative speed. Perez also identifies another distinctive moment in the development through projects, the moment of turbulence, when the new paradigm begins to threaten the old, which it might not initially. This moment of turbulence would require a distinctive approach as well.

If development proceeds in projects then the Deweyan pragmatist model seems doubly inadequate. It does not allow room for different perspectives at different stages of development. And more generally it does not allow for the significance of continuity in co-creation, the importance of tradition and of the past.

The second commitment of pragmatism in civic theory is to democratic experimentalism. But democratic experimentalism takes neither democracy nor experimentalism far enough. Democracy, for example, requires a certain rigidity in the way we understand the principle of equal respect, reflected in the rigidity with which we insist on the principle of one-person/one-vote. The project of democracy is also driven forward by the aspiration to expand the sphere of human creativity which cannot be identified with, or reduced to, experimentalism.

Experimentalism should not be reduced to a trial and error process; it should not be identified with the crudest possible form of experiments. It is better to see testing and exploration more generally as a project, in which we find better and worse windows on reality, we distinguish better and worse tests, we develop a diverse set of tests, and aim to improve them. By what standards should we make such distinctions? One of the key innovations of the scientific revolution is the development of carefully designed and executed tests (or experiments), and the development of instruments to be used in testing. So, in the spirit of modern science, we need to translate simple democratic experimentalism into an effort that develops tests for the various projects through which we strive to improve the world.

Finally, if we are going to be serious about science as a model for knowledge and for practice (as pragmatism appears to be), we need to transform the science of humanity in response to three fundamental challenges. The first challenge is determinism. A science that is serious about explaining human actions, or changes in actions, will show them to be products of causes and thus will put in question human agency and human responsibility. In fact, in multiple settings, this has been happening for a long time. The second challenge is the marginalization of ends. Modern science is insistent that it can be the basis for a choice of means, but not for the choice of ends. And the result is that the authority and credibility of ends has been undermined, even as instrumental reason triumphs. The third challenge is to the meaning and purpose of human lives. The more we understand the world, and humanity in it, scientifically, the more difficult it is to sustain meaning and purpose for human lives. In this way a culture based on modern science, as modern culture largely is, seems to undermine itself. 

The scientific world view, when it is applied to the understanding of humanity, as it must be in a culture committed to it, produces inevitable pressure against any belief in the possibility of human initiative, human creativity, human agency and human responsibility. Humans and their actions will be seen ultimately as products of causal processes, and our belief in ourselves as actual agents will be revealed as an illusion.

The scientific world view helps in the improvement of means, but it claims not to be helpful in the choice of ends. So cultures under the influence of the scientific world view will be increasingly dominated by instrumental reason, and will increasingly undermine the authority of ideals. They will see them as merely subjective, or as arbitrary products of natural selection, good perhaps for the survival of the species or of its genes, but certainly not something that deserves our loyalty. Why should mere products of natural selection deserve our loyalty?

The scientific world view, finally, undermines systematically a broad range of sources of meaning and purpose in human lives. “The more the universe seems comprehensible, the more it also seems pointless,” as Steven Weinberg said (1977: 154). And our lives in that world seem similarly pointless.

Perhaps the most common way to avoid these three challenges, is not to think about the subject enough to arrive at any conclusions. Or we can be content in the fact that the scientific understanding of humanity is in any case so deficient, we need not worry. Or we can try to separate somehow the realm of human freedom from the realm of natural necessity. Or in the social sciences we can attempt to articulate increasingly complex and convoluted views that attempt to reconcile human agency and the constraints of mental and social structures.

Alternatively we can reject the scientific world view and the broader legacy of the Enlightenment. This has been, if one can paint in broad strokes, the choice of the romantic Counter-Enlightenment. In the study of humanity it has been the choice of those who reject the model of science, and argue we should think about humanity in a different way.

I suggest we have an opportunity in civic theory to develop an alternative, but the alternative will not embrace pragmatism. We should take seriously the plain fact of everyday experience that human beings are capable of initiative, creativity and agency, and also that human beings are a part of reality. So reality contains within it what we can call reality’s process of self-creation, and it is a process we can investigate in human beings.  We will find traces of this process within the fields of power, within structures of human interaction, to the extent we can identify in them the effects of power resources  belonging to reality’s process of self-creation. 

To suggest such a possibility is to propose a way of thinking with clear roots in the natural law tradition. But it is a very distinctive form of natural law. It is a strong form, in so far as it contains more than just law. It is a modern form, because we aim to investigate it scientifically. It is a civic form because it does not govern matters that are settled. It is embedded rather in a process of creation. 
Pragmatism is notoriously hard to define, but surely it does not allow such ideas! Yet I suggest this is a place we arrive when we push our commitments to naturalism and to practical experimentalism to the hilt, as Unger would say. So if we take pragmatism’s commitments more seriously than pragmatists do, we arrive at a position that is altogether different, and –I suggest--- more promising as a response to the three great challenges facing the scientific world view, and hence facing also modernity whose culture is to a large degree built on the scientific world view.

What does this alternative look like then?

We begin with a speculative empirical hypothesis: reality contains within it a process of reality’s self-creation. Human beings as creative agents are our best window onto this aspect of reality. Exploring this aspect of humanity, their creative agency, from the inside, is our best chance to understand this process. We can develop a strategy for this exploration within the framework of the civic conception of the mind. Minds move in fields of power, but minds also co-create those fields of power. Power resources (bases of threats, promises, arguments, commitments) create force fields in those fields of power. What people do, and what people believe, is a product of those force fields. In the language lately popular in the social sciences and beyond: human actions and human beliefs are socially constructed. 
But if we take this view seriously as the basis of a scientific perspective on human action and human beliefs, then we have to say that scientific theories themselves are socially constructed. In the form of the strong program of the sociology of science (Barnes and Bloor, 1982; Barnes, Bloor and Henry, 1999), this view seems self-undermining. Our understanding of science and our critique of ideology are themselves socially constructed. As indeed on this view they must be. But this conclusion is not self-undermining if reality itself is a source of influence in the fields of power. Then we can say, reasonably enough, that scientific theories are socially constructed, with variable influence from reality. Some theories are more open to the influence of reality than others. It is the business of science to enhance this openness, to look for windows on reality, to construct analogues of telescopes and microscopes. By increasing openness to reality we reduce the arbitrariness of scientific beliefs. 
If reality contains a process of self-creation, a creative component, we can also attempt to explore the influence of that component of reality in the various processes of social construction through fields of power. We look for situations where reality is the most creative, as it is in human beings, and we look for situations where it is plausible to attribute this creative process to an objective reality, not to individual animals of the species homo sapiens. We look for settings where reality is creative through us, through the power fields in which human minds move.

Such exploration requires a search for windows onto this reality; it requires some equivalent of instruments and tests. It should guide our methodology for the exploration of the world of ideals, including the specification of what would constitute ideal tests (a topic I discussed in Section 3 above). But it is also helped by the development of some guiding hypotheses about the nature of this process, hypotheses to be elaborated and tested. I propose as such a guiding hypothesis the idea that the project of moderation, including a strong and transformative component, is the project whose adoption reality demands. The project elaborates on a simple code, consisting of, first, a commitment to pluralism, the ideal of unity in diversity, the idea of polycentricity; second, a recognition of human cognitive and moral limits and a commitment to determine the precise shape of those limits; and, third, an opposition to human destructiveness. According to this hypothesis of moderation the idea of polycentric co-creation is built into reality’s process of self-creation.
The exploration of reality’s process of self-creation is combined with a normative command: Take part in this process, take part in reality’s process of self-creation. One reason for us to explore this process, in addition to a simple desire to discover a largely hidden, and little understood aspect of the world, is to help us act in accordance with this command, to help us take part in reality’s process of self-creation.

To make progress in this participation we will need to advance on two fronts. First, the principles and institutions that govern our actions will need to be improved. To the extent they are means they will have to be made into better means. To the extent they are ends they will have to be made into better ends. The first will require instrumental expertise, and deliberation among those with the relevant instrumental expertise (which in general will require a balance of general and local knowledge). The second, I would suggest, will require deliberation among those who take human ideals and purposes seriously, those open to being inspired by them. Hence I have suggested above that deliberation among something like Gandhian satyagrahis will come close to being an ideal test, more so than general democratic deliberation, or deliberation in philosophy departments.

The second front consists of progress in implementation, including the development of institutions that constitute effective instruments of implementation, such as courts of law, sovereign territorial states, markets or civic social movements.

This alternative to pragmatism can be best seen as a reformulation and extension of a strong and modern form of the natural law tradition. Our exemplar of scientific knowledge is not Aristotle, as it was for Thomas Aquinas, but Galileo and Newton. And we restate natural law, abandoning features that historically have been seen as defining features of that tradition. 

Those who invoke natural law love to quote Cicero: 

True law is right reason in agreement with Nature; it is of universal application, unchanging and everlasting; it summons to duty by its commands, and averts from wrong-doing by its prohibitions… It is a sin to try to alter this law… and it is impossible to try to abolish it entirely. We cannot be freed from its obligations by Senate or People… And there will not be different laws at Rome and at Athens, or different laws now or in the future, but one eternal and unchangeable law will be valid for all nations and for all times… 

But if principles and projects are based not in settled nature, but in reality’s process of self-creation, then we will expect what they demand of us to vary over time. And since these demands are not derived from a universal human nature, they do not need to be universal. Reality may make distinctive demands on humanity as a whole, but also distinctive demands for different groups and situations. For each individual human being, it may demand that we be true to ourselves, that we become who we are. We may have then a polycentric natural law, containing some universal elements but also some local ones. This would be one way to interpret the notoriously ambiguous thesis of value pluralism put forward by Isaiah Berlin (1990). I would suggest we take this alternative as a plausible and attractive interpretation of the language of Gandhi, when he speaks of his work as the search for truth, and of similar reliance on the language of truth in the struggle against communism. This is not a conceptual framework, nor a system of claims, that can be fit into a pragmatist perspective. But the invocation of Cicero suggests an alternative. We have here, I would argue, a contribution to the renewal of the republican tradition.

Republicanism Renewed

The common formula for the goal of the new civics, to develop ideas helpful to citizens understood as co-creators of their worlds, sounds vaguely pragmatic. We are interested in useful ideas. Ideas are to be tested in a particular form of practice. 

In light of the above discussion, we can add a deeper goal: we aim to develop ideas that help us take part in reality’s self-creation, ideas that help us understand the process of reality’s self-creation from the inside. Doing so takes to the hilt (to use again Unger’s favorite expression) the idea of human being as creator (homo creativus) and it takes to the hilt opposition to arbitrariness. It can best be seen as a contribution to the ancient republican tradition. We develop this tradition not by repeating its old claims, but by diversifying, generalizing and enriching it. We take its central concepts to a higher level of abstraction. And we construct from within the republican tradition an answer to the legacy of Hobbes (including rational choice), that incorporates that legacy, rather than rejecting it.

Contemporary mainstream rational choice theory can be seen as elaborating an important part of the intellectual legacy of Hobbes. And we can also develop a civic theory (or a public philosophy) of modernity, in a Hobbesian style, committed to modern science and to the more austere forms of rational choice. I do not read the Bloomington School as part of this line of thought, although some might. Paul Aligica’s suggestion of pragmatism as a guiding framework for Bloomington seems to me deeper and more interesting. But there is a third alternative, which I have begun sketching in the previous sections. I believe it is a promising framework for civic theory, and arguably to be found as well in the Bloomington tradition. The path I suggest is to reformulate the republican tradition in the spirit of modern science, and to generalize it. 

Such reformulation can and should include a scientific framework for exploring human action, with its roots in the republican tradition. And it should incorporate a normative theory and a conception of liberty with their roots in a republican alternative to Hobbes (Pettit, 1997). And we can elaborate an alternative solution to “the Hobbesian problem of order” by way of codifying the classics of social theory (Parsons, 1937). Actually, we can go deeper, and explore republican alternatives to the Parsons-influenced preoccupation with “the Hobbesian problem of order,” as I do in my discussion of morphogenesis in section 3.
The alternative I have sketched above is a broader intellectual framework which is inspired by modern science, as is Hobbes. It is inspired even in a parallel way by the idea of a science of motion governed by fields of forces. But to build on the rational choice tradition we make it a science of minds in motion, subject to fields of forces created by bringing to bear power resources (i.e., by making threats or promises, or making persuasive arguments). We add a fundamental “civic” element. These fields are co-created by human beings. We are both governed by them and co-creators of them. In this manner we are like citizens of them (both rulers and ruled). Within the fields of power we can distinguish the public resources from the private ones, so we can develop a more general concept of a res publica as a distinctive form of a field of power. And we can reformulate within this framework the ideal of the reduction of arbitrariness.

To make it a good alternative to pragmatism, we not only reformulate republicanism in the spirit of modern science, but construct from its elements a civic theory for the project of modernity, and in particular for the next stage of modernity. Inspired by civic humanists of the 15th century, we incorporate a proposal for a reform of education, not simply of how we teach, but of the content of what we teach, and how we organize the teachable knowledge. So we call for a reorganization of the disciplines, including adding a new civic studies. Inspired by the Enlightenment we incorporate a multi-level proposal for an institutional and constitutional reform, featuring a distinctly moderate form of the call for a deeper democracy.

The alternative ought to be a modern reformulation of the moderate form of republicanism. If we care about this project as a universal project, however, it would be better to call it a republican form of a global project of moderation, the main Western form of the universal tradition of moderation. Outside the West, moderation elaborates on Confucian themes, or builds on the legacy of the emperor Asoka, or on the themes of ahimsa, or on the identification of Islamic civilization with “a middle community (ummah wasatah)” in light of a well known Quranic verse (Quran, 2:143; Nassr, 2004: 162).

I would identify the following as the key aspects of this reformulation. First, we construct a new idea of res publica, defined in a framework of the fields of power: abstract and general, distinctly not state centered, building on the idea of public good and related ideas. Second, we identify two commitments as central for republicanism: promoting the idea and the practice of human beings as creative (homo creativus), and opposition to arbitrariness. Finally, we build the ideal of moderation on three pillars: first,  a commitment to a realistic appraisal of human cognitive and moral capacities, and the shape of their limits; second,  a commitment to balance, equilibrium and harmony, expressed in the ideals of unity in diversity and simplicity in complexity, elaborating the idea of polycentric co-creation; and finally opposition to the influence of human destructiveness.

The Spectrum of Republicanism

The contemporary renewal of the republican tradition takes a variety of intellectual and political forms. We have, first, a remarkable national diversity.  Reading Elkin (2006) and Sandel (1996) gives us a sense of the range of US-centered republicanism. A very different French republicanism emerges from, say, the work of Ferry and Renaut (1992). Viroli’s (2002) renewal of the Italian republicanism is quite distant in its central themes from Legutko’s (Legutko and Kloczkowski, 2002) or Krasnodębski’s (2003) forms of Polish republicanism.

We have also a profound diversity of theoretical styles. For some, republicanism translates above all into support for participatory democracy, or citizens’ authentic participation in the sovereign. For others republicanism should be identified with a commitment to a distinctive, neo-Roman conception of liberty. To be a republican is to love aurea libertas, and the central polemic between republicans and liberals concerns the definition of liberty. And there is a third style for whom what is central to republicanism is the love of the res publica, of the common good, a form of patriotism we can identify with civic virtue. These emphases are not mutually exclusive, but it is possible to weigh different aspects of the republican tradition differently. A theoretical and practical republican renewal is bound to create multiple republicanisms.

We also have a more profound divide between what we might call the moderate and the radical republicanisms. Moderate republicanism is especially at home with Aristotle, Polybius and Cicero,  Montesquieu and the American founders. It is a republicanism that loves the law, aspires to make law king, and is open to the idea of natural law. It also loves complex systems of institutional balances, res publica mixta and the separation of powers. In Bloomington language we might say: it loves polycentric republics. It is moderate also in its reluctance to use violence as a basis of power, and in its willingness to be realistic about human moral and intellectual capacities. If by revolutions we mean the violent rejections of the institutional inheritance from the past, including cutting off the heads of monarchs and aristocrats, this republicanism is profoundly anti-revolutionary. But of course there is also a revolutionary and radical republicanism famous for cutting heads, and for attempting to build a republic that consists in something entirely new. The Jacobins in love with the republic of virtue (and some of their English Puritan predecessors) were among prominent republicans, and outside Marxism, a great deal of the socialist tradition (certainly in France) can be counted among the republicans also. Ferry and Renaut cite Blum’s identification of “Jaures’s socialism [with] a ’deepening of the idea of a republic,’ and ‘a sort of deduction of the republican principles’” (Ferry and Renaut, 1992: 117). Ferry and Renaut suggest that we return from this “deepening” to the republican idea itself. They want to return to republicanism in its moderate form; and they want it to reconnect to the project of human rights, now global in scope. For moderate republicans, the radical alternative will always seem suspect; it has the air of a republican façade.

Republicanism Reformulated

Our effort should be to reformulate, to raise to a higher level of abstraction and generalize the broad framework of the republican tradition. In saying this I am paraphrasing the famous opening paragraph of Rawls’s A Theory of Justice. Rawls writes: 

“I… present the main idea of justice as fairness, a theory of justice that generalizes and carries to a higher level of abstraction the traditional conception of the social contract” (Rawls, 1971: 3)

Our reformulation of the republican tradition needs to go deeper, requiring both a framework for the empirical exploration of human action and a program for the transformation of the social world, including an account of both institutions and ideals. It defines the res publica within a framework of fields of power, and building on the distinction between public and private goods. I have sketched above both the empirical and the normative frameworks, but it is worth recapitulating to bring out more clearly the republican origins of some of the key features of this framework.

The republican tradition as part of political theory has been diverse, but consistent in its statism. The Greek polis, and the Roman res publica are seen as ancestors of the modern state. The state is seen as the only candidate for a res publica. Aristotle’s zoon politikon is translated as political animal, with the quality of being political often understood in the statist way.

But there is a deeper alternative way to understand polis and res publica as parts of the republican project. A res publica may be understood minimally as an autonomous system of power or field of power, or field of human interaction. Or res publica may be understood more demandingly as a relatively autonomous field of power dominated by a distinctive form of power resources, which we can call public resources. Or more demandingly still we may require that the system of power not be arbitrary, so that a res publica is any relatively autonomous field of power to the extent it is not arbitrary. A zoon politikon is an animal that lives and feels at home in such fields of human interaction, with Athens, and some other Greek poleis, serving as early and very imperfect exemplars.

The framework allows a further elaboration of the distinction between public and private, begun in the political economy tradition, reconstructing the idea of a res publica. The focus of analytical attention up till now has been on goods, and the distinction between the private and the public has centered on the dimension of the capacity to exclude. This is work to which the Bloomington School has contributed so much: especially in identifying different local public goods, and stressing the practical and empirical contrasts between public goods and common pool resources. 

The power field construct allows us to introduce a second key dimension of the contrast between res publica and res privata. If we consider now the diversity of power resources, or goods that create the capacity to influence outcomes, one of the key distinctions is between what we might call private resources and public ones. Public resources share the difficulty-of-exclusion property with other public goods. But they also have another crucial property: those who bring them to bear on a power situation cannot choose the direction in which the resource will influence outcomes. An example will clarify. A gun is a private resource in this sense: I can use guns to influence outcomes in many different directions, depending on what I happen to want. A policy argument is an example of a public resource. I can only use it to favor those alternatives which it supports. If I change my mind I can use a gun to support my new preferences. But the policy argument will still support my old preferences; I cannot use it for whatever preferences I happen to have. 

A simple ideal type of private property involves the capacity to exclude others from using an object, and the capacity to use the object in whatever way we want. A public resource by contrast will fail on both counts. We will have trouble excluding others, and we will not be able to use it for whatever purpose we happen to want.

Once we have this distinction we can begin to reconstruct  in a new way some crucial ideas from within the republican tradition, such as the idea of arbitrariness and the idea of the common good. A res publica is a field of power, a system of power, in which power is not arbitrary, it serves the common good and supports justice. The project of law is committed, as Selznick (1969) would have it , to the reduction of arbitrariness. The modern state can and should aspire to reduce arbitrariness and thus become a res publica. So can modern organizations, whether profit making or not for profit. Markets can be seen as incubators of entrepreneurial creativity as Schumpeterians would have it, and simultaneously as instruments for the reduction of arbitrariness.

Opposition to Arbitrariness

The idea of arbitrariness goes deeper than the usual accounts of it in social and political theory allow. We find opposition to arbitrariness not just in the republican idea of liberty or in conceptions of the ideal of law (such as Selznick’s), we find it also in science and in art. One goal of science is the progressive reduction of arbitrariness in our knowledge. And the great artists also struggle against arbitrariness. The struggle is perhaps most simply expressed in Michelangelo’s intuition that he discovered his sculptures in  marble. It is hard to imagine a stronger form of opposition to arbitrariness in creation: creation is discovery. You discover the sculpture in the marble. Or you discover the song you are writing: like an archeologist you need to just brush away some of the surface dust to reveal the song that is there (I once heard a folk song writer describe his work in this way). You discover a beautiful and inspiring axiomatic system: Roger Penrose, for example, presents the system of complex numbers as full of magic (Penrose, 2004). Weberian Entzauberung has apparently not reached mathematics. The capacity to inspire, to be magical, could be taken as one sign that our creation is not arbitrary, that it is a form of discovery, or that our creation is a part of reality’s process of self-creation.

If we leave now the domains of the arts and the sciences, in order to attend to the concerns of practical reason, we can still follow the example of Michelangelo: in making law, or in creating institutions more generally, we should be discovering them, we should allow them to emerge from human interaction, from the underlying structures of power, and beyond that, from reality’s process of self-creation. And we will find, I would suggest, that opposition to arbitrariness is also at the heart of moderation. We find it in the ancient republican opposition to tyranny, and in the ideal of reduction of arbitrariness implicit in the project of the rule of law. In the West especially, the political and institutional form of this project of moderation is carried above all in the projects of law and of the republic. Its ancient Roman roots are visible in the venerable Latin formulae: lex est rex and res publica mixta.

Michelangelo’s dictum seems to me best understood as an expression of a fundamental commitment that the sculpture not be a product of the arbitrary will of the artist. But how can the sculptor recognize that what he or she does is not arbitrary, that it is a discovery in stone? In art we do not expect an articulate answer to such questions; we do not expect artists to be able to effectively justify what they do. The beauty of the sculpture is the answer. But in the sphere of practical reason we can also find more articulate forms of non-arbitrariness. When law emerges from human interaction, when a judge makes a decision, especially outside the sphere of enacted law, we may be seeing something fundamentally the same, a kind of intuitive avoidance of arbitrariness. The great projects of law and of the republic (as well as the project of science) require more than such an intuitive search for non-arbitrariness, however. They require also articulate and well tested forms of justification.

This more full articulated form of the struggle against arbitrariness we can see as a process in multiple stages. The first stage requires good justification. A decision, an action, or a belief are arbitrary to the extent they are not well justified. The second stage requires a non-arbitrary way to evaluate justifications. I suggest we may think of this as a requirement of good tests of quality of justifications. And this immediately suggests a third stage: a non-arbitrary way to evaluate the quality of those tests. Do we have an infinite regress? Not really, just a progressive deepening of non-arbitrariness, without ever eliminating arbitrariness completely. I suggest two starting points for building such a construction. The first is loyalty to reality, in a manner of modern science, a form of realism that is not to be identified with cynicism. The second is loyalty to modernity as a project (which in part determines the form of the loyalty to reality, in the spirit of modern science). The quality tests of justifications should be empirical tests to the extent possible. They should express loyalty to reality, the least arbitrary of loyalties. Loyalty to reality is the deepest and most general of republican loyalties. And reality is our ultimate res publica.
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