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That We May Know What We Want: 

Towards an Argument for a Basic Income Guarantee Based on Deliberation  

Jason Murphy

Abstract: Arguments about the ethical politics of a basic income guarantee run generally along communitarian, liberal, republican, and utilitarian lines. This work seeks to add a new sort of justification for a basic income guarantee (BIG), stressing the role it would play in promoting deliberative capabilities. Deliberation is a component of practical reasoning. This is to say: if you are interested in X, you should be interested in deliberation about X. This entails an interest in deliberation whereby one’s point of view and alternate candidates are defended and criticized in different venues. BIG promotes these capabilities by enabling more people to use their resources to pursue deliberation if they wish and as a means of securing non-domination, equality, and publicity—the enabling and promoting conditions of deliberation. This piece ends with a survey of some of the advantages posed by this deliberative approach. 

Key Words: Basic Income Guarantee, BIG, James Bohman, Deliberation, Jürgen Habermas, Non-domination, Philippe Van Parijs. 


Most ethical-political arguments for a Basic Income Guarantee (BIG) can, with many overlapping and mixed cases, be grouped into the following categories. Of course, adherents to these general views also include opponents of BIG but here I seek a thumbnail sketch of proponent perspectives: 

· Communitarian: here, inherited common values and shared under-standings—embodied in a community’s practices and institutions—provide the proper basis for a social order. A BIG is then commended as best reflecting these values. Sometimes one hears a particular “quality of life” (less hurried or less tied to market pressures) cited by those who argue for a BIG. These may be communitarian if not utilitarian-based. This is how Van Parijs describes most Green arguments in Europe for a BIG. (Van Parijs 1992: 26-28: Büchele 2000 provides an example.) 

· Liberal: These arguments for a basic income center on its neutrality. Rawlsian liberals argue that policy should be shaped in a way that respects everyone as an agent pursuing what he or she considers good. Most important to them is to avoid “perfectionism,” which seeks to fit citizens into an ethical mold. Though Rawls opposes a BIG, I will return to his characterization of the pursuit of the good as I present my own account. 

· Libertarian (Real): Van Parijs thinks public policy should maximize “opportunity sets.” Neutrality here is more strictly understood than it is with liberals. The fact that BIG can be used by recipients so freely is why it is such an efficient expander of opportunity. Of course, some of that income can more efficiently be offered “in-kind,” like with environmental regulation. (Van Parijs 1992, 1995, 2000) 

· Republican: a BIG brings a society closer to an exemplification of civic virtues such as justice or solidarity. Communitarians may be read as placing a greater emphasis on inherited values while republicans seek a way to uncover those values, whether historically rooted or revolutionary, that will best ensure equal citizenship. We hear arguments about increased participation in public life as a reason for a BIG. A recent and very influential work entitled Republicanism by Philip Pettit, characterizes republican society as one marked by “non-domination.” (Pettit 1997) Erich Fromm’s argument for a basic income commends BIG on republican grounds. (Fromm 1965) 

· Utilitarian or Welfare-based: these argue that overall well-being will be advanced by a BIG. Many cite income as an effective signifier of welfare or utility. Each recipient can use that increased income to maximize preference satisfaction. There are lots of arguments that a BIG will stimulate spending where it ought to be or that it will more efficiently meet the goals now sought through targeted programs. Many of them are utilitarian in character. 

Such a list, albeit incomplete, provides a beginning for the presentation of another justification of BIG grounded in its promotion of deliberative capacities. Deliberation, like a basic income, is commended for different reasons by different theorists. Some allude to essential contributions made to democracy, such as proliferation of information, more frequent resolutions of conflict without force, or the promotion of civic virtues. In the first section of this paper, I argue that deliberation—actual real-time exchange of reasons and perspectives between actual people— is an essential component of practical reason. That is to say deliberation is needed to decide what is good and fair as well as how best to attain that good. Deliberation increases opportunities to hear one’s own views of the good and the fair criticized and defended. In the second section, I argue that the ends posited by these accounts—such as utility, solidarity, fairness, and liberty—are not possible without the promotion of deliberation. A deliberative justification of BIG undercuts many of the objections that are leveled against these more detailed accounts. The third and final section lays out the ways that a BIG can contribute to the capacity to deliberate. 

Deliberation Described 

Deliberation is an intersubjective process of reasoning and provoking reconsideration. Deliberators must take others’ responses into consideration, and perhaps revise one’s viewpoints accordingly.
 Deliberative democrats argue that legitimate law making is grounded in the public deliberation of citizens. Amy Gutmann summarizes what many deliberative democrats have in common: “Deliberative democrats defend persuasion as the most justifiable form of political power because it is the most consistent with respecting the autonomy of persons, their capacity for self-government.” (Gutmann 1993, 417)
 I am also concerned about deliberation that is not a component of law-making, as seen in discussions of art, etiquette, religion, or a thousand other topics. 

Amy Gutmann, writing with Dennis Thompson, seeks to derive the importance of deliberation based on substantive principles that participants must hold in common. (Gutmann and Thompson 1996) They have six such principles, of which reciprocity is the key one. Others have different basic principles and one could easily use conjecture to supply ones that are resolutely communitarian, liberal, republican, or utilitarian. One can also commend deliberation pragmatically, holding up particularly productive forms of deliberation, like scientific and legal practices and arguing deliberation is a better means of resolving conflicts between rivals than alternatives. 

I seek to commend deliberation as a component of every effort to pursue what one considers good and to negotiate what one considers fair. Here deliberation is a fundamental feature of practical reason. Deliberation offers the best opportunity to hear one’s own views of the good and the fair criticized and defended. Without deliberation, one’s own viewpoint is, for all anyone knows, only the winner because another point of view was kept off the agenda or its adherents forced to stand down.
 

We can apply John Rawls’ “two powers of moral personality,” rationality and reasonability, in order to provide a more detailed account of what is meant by the good and the fair. Rationality entails “a rational plan for one’s own life” that promotes the good as one understands it, while reasonability connotes fairness, defined as a willing to negotiate “reasonable terms of social co-operation” with assurance that these terms will be met by all parties. (Rawls 1993 81, 202f) In order to put together a life-plan and negotiate reasonable terms, one needs to hear alternative proposals, as well as one’s own, criticized and defended. One also needs the capacity for revising one’s own beliefs about what is good and fair.
 

I’ll give some examples of this “pursuit of the good and fair.” Critics promote discussions of what is beautiful and the qualities of artworks. Political organizers provoke discussions of the meaning of words like liberty, equality, and solidarity. “Conscious-ness raising,” as pioneered by middle- and upper- class women, brought them from diagnosing a “problem that has no name” (Friedan 2001 Chapter One) to discussions about the very meaning of women’s liberation. (Tuana and Tong 1995) Another one would be “rap sessions” held at Veteran Centers, which led to a very different understanding of what is now called “post-traumatic stress disorder”—which vets can now see as a medical disorder instead of a character flaw. These are the sorts of deliberation, open-ended, with no particular results required to determine success, that I argue should be promoted by constitutional structures, political processes, media institutions, and economic policies. 

Because We Must Hear from the Other—Deliberation for living as one wishes 

Unlike standard democratic theory, deliberative theorists do not posit fixed interests that are known, much less understood, independently of such discourse. Communitarianism, Liberalism, Republicanism, and Utilitarianism can be read as rival accounts of those human interests. Here I’ll give another set of thumbnail sketches that suggest why these accounts are all incomplete without deliberation as a core component. 

Communitarianism: Without deliberation, inherited practices, which are considered necessary to foster justice, benevolence, and solidarity, will become stifling. Any political project that requires unity on the front end is best set aside. Deliberative democrats recognize the importance of common co-operative practices in developing the means of expressing solidarity and a commitment to justice. That said, inherited practices aren’t always available and can fall apart. Often, there are rival group styles that express solidarity in conflicting ways.
 Without deliberation, the means of expressing a commitment to solidarity and the values that communitarians and republicans take as important aren’t going to develop. When fundamental values are at stake, deliberation will pose the only recourse that would not amount to a mere imposition of authority on one side. 

Liberalism: According to Seyla Benhabib, liberals see public reason “not as a process of reasoning among citizens but as a regulative principle imposing limits upon how individuals, institutions, and agencies ought to reason about public matters.” (Benhabib 1996) Such liberals have not taken into account the transformative potential of deliberation. Habermas, in another earlier criticism of liberalism, argues that, because it does not demand the scrutiny of inherited practices, it doesn’t recognize an interest in escaping wrong ideas of the good. (Habermas 1979 188-9) Such an interest, perhaps the only one that the deliberative democrat posits as “fixed,” entails the fundamental importance of deliberation as described in the first section of this work. Rawls embraces deliberation as a core component of liberal respect for democratic equality because without it, his methods become strictly monological, with conclusions drawn without the participation of those who are affected by them. (Rawls 1999 §1.3  138) A thumbnail sketch of Van Parijs’ “real libertarianism will be cited separately in the next section. 

Libertarianism (Real): Van Parijs’ real libertarianism is based on the expansion of opportunity sets. This is an improvement over libertarians like F.A. Hayek or John Buchanan, who reduce freedom to the mere absence of restraint. However, Van Parijs cannot be speaking of a purely numerical expansion of opportunities because there is always an infinite subset of them within any set of constraints. To echo Charles Taylor’s criticism, someone in a straight jacket could learn to twiddle her thumbs in an infinite number of patterns. (Taylor 1985) Van Parijs realizes this and turns to opportunity sets that are “envy-free.” “Envy-freedom” is a term of art in economics that signifies that no one would give up their opportunity-set for anyone else’s. (Van Parijs 1995 53)  Van Parijs argues that this is best attained with “maximal equal cash endowments with the prices of all goods determined by competitive markets.”  The opportunity to twiddle one’s thumb in different ways will not fare well in any marketplace whatsoever. That we need a well-functioning public sphere should be clear. One needs both information and one needs to hear rival accounts of the good and fair in order to know what to pursue in the marketplace. Of course, Van Parijs allows for structural impediments to such a well-functioning market. (Ibid. 52) 

As Van Parijs points out, much of our basic income should be in the form of “in-kind” grants. Because it is cheaper to, say, protect air quality on the front end than to have everyone use their income to purchase oxygen tanks, such protection increases leximin opportunity. (Van Parijs 1995; 41-45) How do we determine what should be in-kind and what should be left to market purchases? Van Parijs’ criterion makes clear another reason for a well-functioning public sphere:  If a society values trout fishing greatly, and if rendering rivers clean enough for trout is more efficient as an in kind grant, then that is the most appropriate policy.  If most do not care a whit about trout fishing (and water pollution is a necessary by-product of wealth-creation) then those who do care will have to spend some of their grant on river-cleaning devices.  (Van Parijs 1995; 247 n. 25)  One couldn’t make these sorts of choices without a public sphere. 

Republicanism: Subject to similar objections to those we’ve seen, an example might be best here. In France and Turkey, allegiance to the republic is widely believed to forbid professions of faith in public contexts such as school or parliament. Here we see that the very reasons Americans would cite in arguing a student has a right to cover her head are the ones cited in forbidding her in France and Turkey. Without securing the means of deliberation for those for and against the headscarf, there cannot be any hope of a reasonable settlement. Many guiding ideas that are brought up in arguing for a basic income, for example being co-habitants of nature, co-owners of technological labor, or equal citizens in a sovereign democracy will likewise require deliberation if we are to cash out their significance. Deliberation about values becomes that which we can promote, once the values themselves are controversial. 


Utilitarianism: Any utilitarian account of basic income is also going to be incomplete without deliberation as a core component. Everyone has had moments when we look at past preferences and know we would have had different ones had we known this or that. Whatever our order of preferences now, we have an interest in hearing rival orders debated. There is room for irony here in that scrutinizing one’s beliefs is not always pleasant, but it is an evitable component of pursuit of the good, including a utilitarian understanding of the good. 


I’m not rejecting any of these approaches outright, but merely arguing that the promotion of deliberation is required to cash out all democratic political projects and all private pursuits of the good. We have here the “overlapping consensus” that Rawls attributed to his principles of justice.
 If one can commend and justify a basic income based on its deliberative effects, then one doesn’t have to run into problems that are raised with these other accounts, which are more detailed. If a basic income is a good way to secure the means to deliberate, and if we can show the need to deliberate independently, then we don’t have the burden of proving the total merits of any of these accounts. 

I used the title “That We May Know What We Want” in order to show that the deliberative approach can also be useful on another front, that of public education. There are slogans galore. “We Need Time to Think.” “So No One Can Cut You Off.” And more, of course. 

Once deliberation is taken as our primary common interest and we should now look at how a guaranteed basic income will meet that interest. 

So That No One Can Cut You Off—How a Basic Income Guarantee can enhance our deliberative capacities  

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

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

The Untouchables in India and others who face persistent prejudice fall below the “floor” of effective social freedom. Powerful economic groups have the capacity to exclude topics from public debate by means of implied threats and other non-deliberative means. These threats include withdrawal of investment or capital. (Przeworski and Wallerstein 1988) Such economically powerful groups also often have direct political power, exerting influence on the selection of candidates, the winners of elections, and the agendas they pursue in office. Such a cabal has crossed the ceiling of agency freedom. 

Public agencies should, as much as they are able, secure a “floor” guaranteeing deliberative democratic functioning for all citizens. Getting above this floor will require educational and media resources as well as basic economic and political security such that one is not cheating destitution or dodging the wrath of the powerful. This “floor” was once secured by income gained through either ownership or employment. (The welfare rights movement sought to bring public aid recipients above that floor.) I need to persuade one of two points (1) Employment has always done a poor job of securing that deliberative floor; or (2) Employment will no longer do a good job, as we are heading towards a “jobless” economy as forecast by Stanley Aronowitz and Ulrich Beck.
 Either way, this floor will now have to be secured for all citizens as such, regardless of employment. I agree with both of these premises but, because Aronowitz and Beck give sufficient proof of the second point, I will confine myself to the first. 

A little allegory can help illustrate why the job was never a stable means of securing a deliberative floor. Imagine Cindy has fallen down a large, steep, pit. Marsha offers to throw her a rope if she agrees to pay her. Jan, Greg, Mike, and Peter arrive with a better price and allow each to consider issuing lower bids. Many job seekers are only as free as Cindy, who faces a collective failure to recognize her need for a rope of her own or for a world without such pits. A Basic Income Guarantee brings us much closer—the higher the income, the longer the rope. 


Without a basic income, those who do not own enough to flourish must spend their time securing their means by becoming profitable to those who can hire them. Those below the floor lack the exit options they need in order to participate in the labor market without having to worry about pleasing the employer. As it stands now, one must own, work, or become the object of charity. Otherwise you become destitute or die. A basic income guarantee, if sufficient, removes destitution and death from this equation. Even if not wholly sustainable on its own, it can provide the opportunity to temporarily take leave from the labor market, which includes workplaces and households, during which one can assess one’s idea of the good and fair. 

It turns out that there is a long-standing suspicion of the job as a basis for deliberation. Ancient and medieval philosophers being free of toil as essential for the development of their virtue, contemplation of the good, or worship.
 Work done at someone else’s behest doesn’t count as voluntary. Only voluntary acts are indicative of virtue or effective training thereto. Instead of liberating everyone, they disempowered all those who toil. Aristotle explicitly enslaves those who are prejudged as incapable of leisure, and therefore incapable of contemplation and virtue. Book X of the Nicomachean Ethics describes the contemplation of the highest good and is explicitly a prelude to Book I of the Politics, which begins with an outline of the “proper” sorts of subjugation. (Aristotle 1995) 

For a host of good reasons, we no longer endorse the sorts of subjugation that Aristotle upholds. Also, due to what Rawls calls “the fact of reasonable pluralism,” common contemplation, much less common worship, can no longer guide a political project.
 But we should credit Aristotle with taking seriously the sort of resources needed for reflection. However, when deliberation takes the place of contemplation, pluralism can still be respected. In fact, the capabilities of the other must be promoted. 

In addition to the ancient and medieval philosophers, many early bourgeois thinkers (including Joseph Addison, Richard Steele, Immanuel Kant, and many of the U.S. founders) argued that one requires a livelihood derived from property and not labor in order to be a scholar and a statesman. In order to participate in public life, one requires free time to put one’s thoughts together and consider the merits of other’s arguments. Likewise, one requires a certain degree of independence in order to enter debate without it being distorted by money, need, or power. Like their predecessors, the bourgeoisie did not take the option of extending the capacity to participate to all citizens as such. Instead, they lean on the privileges of male, property-owning, heads of households. 

In Jürgen Habermas’ early work, the Structural Transformation of the Public Sphere, he argues that the expansion of democracy without the expansion of the means of deliberation has distorted communication, giving much of it a “mass” character instead of a public one. (Habermas 1989) Habermas doesn’t directly contend with a basic income guarantee but one can easily apply his critique of mass communication to the job security and promotion paradigm. A Habermasian should extend the same skepticism afforded by Aristotelians and the early Bourgeoisie to any reconciliation of mandatory wage-work and deliberation. 

Deliberative opinion formation requires democratic equality and sufficient resources for everyone such that they all have enough access to resources to prevent anyone from oppressing another. In Philip Pettit’s work, we see that it is not enough to punish actual oppressive acts. The capacity to oppress, which I would say is the capacity to push someone below the deliberative floor, is enough to distort deliberation. As long as the capacity to oppress is there, one doesn’t know when it is one’s interest to defer to authority or to pursue one’s own version of the good and fair. (Pettit 1996) Even if Cindy has only witnessed fair dealing from all of those with ropes, she can’t be sure that questioning this scheme would end up denying her a way out of the hole. So deliberation about it can seem unwise or irrelevant. When there is an imbalance of power, one is not always certain what one can safely say at home, in the workplace, or even in a public forum. An imbalance can also make deliberation seem like lost time. 

Political poverty is not mere tyranny or merely an incapacity to appear in public without shame (Adam Smith’s idea) but is best understood as an “inability to initiate acts of public deliberation about concerns.”  (Bohman 1996 128)  The solutions to political poverty all involve promoting the capabilities of “disadvantaged groups”: 

Redistribution of political resources through public funding could encourage the formation of multiple public spheres, in which disadvantaged groups develop political capabilities and public expression, as well as the advantages of organization.  (Bohman 1997; 344)  

The capacity for political organization should not be under-estimated, if one is to ever hope for effective deliberative participation in a complex society.  Habermas places his hope for popular sovereignty in “the participation of private people in a process of formal communication conducted through intraorganizational public spheres.” (Habermas 1962; 248)  Habermas recommends the formation of multiple competing public organizations in response to the disintegrated public sphere we now have, mirroring Nancy Fraser, who also cites “the formation of sub-altern counterpublics” as an achievement of past women and as providing hope for combating sexism in the future.  (Fraser 1992; 123)  The counter-publics provide space in which participants can reach conclusions about their own interests and then effectively take them to the public sphere at large. These multiple public spheres and counter-publics are the answer to what I would call “deliberative poverty” of which political poverty is an important subset. 

A BIG can mitigate the costs of seeking education, changing jobs or leaving households. This means that one is not merely speculating if one thinks about how a workplace or a household should be fairly or lovingly operated. The presence of options makes debate more relevant, promoting deliberation. A BIG enables more people to become part-time and full-time activists and organizers, increasing the amount of political participation. 

In Habermas’ latter work, formally structured public bodies (mainly parliaments and bureaucracies) depend on a “surrounding environment of unstructured processes of opinion-formation” which do not have to immediately implement decisions:  

Voluntary associations represent the nodal points in a communicative network that emerges from the intermeshing of autonomous public spheres.  Such associations specialize in the generation and dissemination of practical convictions. They specialize, that is, in discovering issues relevant for all of society, contributing possible solutions to problems, interpreting values, producing good reasons, and invalidating others.  (Habermas 1996; 485)  

All voluntary organizations depend on the labor of volunteers, often combined with employed labor. The primary competitor these associations face in recruiting volunteers to give time is their jobs, whether in workplaces or households. Many households and workplaces will punish involvement in organizations that are contrary to their interests. If we take Pettit’s warnings to heart, it is enough that bosses and heads of households have the capacity to so punish. Van Parijs argues that a UBI will, in part and in effect, subsidize an autonomous sphere that is independent of profit and administrative control:  

…a UBI can be viewed as a general subsidy financed by the market and state spheres to the benefit of the autonomous sphere. This is in part because the UBI gives everyone some real freedom–as opposed to a sheer right–to withdraw from paid employment in order to perform autonomous activities, such as grass-roots militancy or unpaid care work. But part of the impact also consists in giving the least well endowed greater power to turn down jobs that they do not find sufficiently fulfilling, and in thereby creating incentives to design and offer less alienated employment. (Van Parijs 2000) 

Once voluntary organization is seen as Habermas spells it out here, then effective political deliberation, and therefore democratic equality, could only be advanced by a BIG, especially one at or above the subsistence level. To the “grass-roots militancy and unpaid care work” that Van Parijs mentions, I would add examples of academic, cultural, entertainment, religious, and therapeutic participation. More conferences would resemble this one and have the increased relevance that comes from a mix of those employed as scholars and those employed outside the academy. 

Conclusion 

Deliberative democrats stress that many of the consequences of recognizing citizens as equal members of a sovereign democracy are not fixed but must be negotiated publicly. Lifting all citizens above the participatory floor grants time for everyone to so negotiate and is itself a great leap towards such recognition. Anyone above the floor has the capacity to set aside time needed to pursue one’s own idea of the beautiful, the good, and the true. A job-centered provision plan is not going to be able to secure the floor for all potential deliberative participants. Of course, a BIG would not be the exclusive means of promoting deliberation, which would require promotion of cultural, educational and media institutions. That said, securing a reprieve outside the labor market, as well as promoting more deliberative opportunities within them, promotes something more fundamental than utilitarian pleasures and liberal or republican regimes of mutual respect. Now we can better find out what we want. 
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� This definition may require further definitions of “reasoning” and “provoking reconsideration”. Reasoning here is thinking that sifts discursively expressible arguments for and against competing accounts of the fair, the good, or the true. Also, reasoning can seek to derive something new from initially believed accounts. “Provoking reconsideration” here is included because not all deliberative acts will take the form of an exchange of arguments, much less an organized debate. Iris Marion Young adds some modes of communication to what should be considered important components of an inclusive communicative practice: greeting, rhetoric, and narrative. (Young 2000, Chapter 2) Often, a discussion is not a matter of assessing proposition but of getting participants to see each other in a proper light, what Iris Murdoch calls a “just and loving gaze”. (Murdoch 1970, 34) One can at times be a virtual participant in deliberation if one is able to hear from various viewpoints, including one’s own, as they are criticized and defended by others.  


� Here Gutmann is describing her own view and that of Cohen and Rogers 1983, and James Fishkin 1991 


� Henry Richardson presents a similar argument in 2002 (76-78) but then argues that it is “rickety,” giving a moral argument based on the value of autonomy. (ibid. 78-84). He doesn’t say why it is rickety and I believe the argument based on practical reason is quite strong. 


� Readers might see justifying deliberation as a component of practical rationality as entailing a deep moral view and therefore a sort of communitarianism or a deliberative account like Gutmann and Thompson’s. I would argue it does not. If you care about (or believe in) X, then you should know X better. You should also care about rival views of X because they will help you know X better. Also, if there are those who have their reason not to value X, then you should take an interest in that argument. This is a normative commendation of deliberation, to be sure. I am not making a factual claim that the importance of deliberation is clear to those participating, a point I owe to Michael Barber. Yet, one doesn’t have to bring anything like a view of human dignity or utility to the fore—only an appreciation of the importance of deliberation for whatever is important to someone. 





� On group style, Eliasoph and Lichterman 2003. [ref] 


� Rawls’ principles of justice are so abstract that they cannot secure the consensus. Fortunately, one can have an agreement on the importance of deliberation without securing a consensus on the manner in which it must be conducted. Multiple public spheres with distinct practices can promote deliberation in different ways. 


� These changes in the economy provide Ulrich Beck's rationale for a BIG. He cites globalization, digitalization, as well as the individualization and politicization of work. (Beck 2000 67-76) As we hear in this conference, Stanley Aronowitz and DiFazio (1994) and Aronowitz 2001 have the same diagnosis of a “Jobless Future,” in which economic gains do not lead to job growth. 


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


� For reasonable pluralism see Rawls 1993. This fact of pluralism is a reason all its own to place one’s political hopes in deliberation instead of the common adherence to specific principles. 
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