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ABSTRACT
Buchananmentions at several points in his oeuvre the necessary role for a consti-
tutional attitude. This attitude is both explanatory and evaluative; it explains why
citizens value liberty but also highlights one of the necessary conditions for the
stability of a free society. We argue that Buchanan’s idea of a ‘constitutional atti-
tude’ is extremely relevant, though underdeveloped. Firstly, it remains an open
questionwhat exactly a constitutional attitudemeans in practice and it is unclear
what kind of institutions would foster it. Secondly, we believe that the success of
his constitutional political economy project depends on some account of moral
learning. Although Buchanan stresses the individual aspect of the process of
self-constitution, he doesn’t take sufficient account of how the institutional envi-
ronment and our social relationships structure this process. We discuss to what
extent a broadly neo-Aristotelian account of moral learning can provide a more
robust foundation for Buchanan’s ideas.
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1. Introduction

In recent years, the Western liberal order turned out to be more fragile than
predicted by Fukuyama’s famous declaration of the ‘end point of mankind’s
ideological evolution and the universalization of Western liberal democracy as
the final formof humangovernment’ (1989, p. 4). Traditional parties of the cen-
ter are in decline in many Western democracies and populist movements of
the right and the left havewon elections or significant shares in parliaments. In
many places, citizens do not any more regard the liberal post-WWII consensus
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2 M. F. DOLD ANDM. PETERSEN

– i.e. the combination of a competitive market economy, an open democ-
racy, and the rule of law – as the most attractive form of social order. Rather,
they are increasingly willing to delegate their rights of self-determination and
democratic participation to strong populist leaders with far-reaching decision
authorities (Rodrik, 2018; Mounk, 2019).

In the context of this ‘new’ crisis of liberalism (Dold & Krieger, 2019), the
writings of Nobel Prize Laureate JamesM. Buchanan have experienced a resur-
gence. Both critics (MacLean, 2017; Block, 2018; Mirowski, 2019) and advocates
(Coyne, 2011; Boettke, 2014; Levy & Peart, 2019) of his constitutional political
economy refer to his work when discussing the culprits and saviors of the cur-
rent instability of liberal social orders. In this paper, we will not delve into the
debate about the impact of public choice theory and Buchanan’s work on cur-
rent politics or in academia. Rather, we will engage in an immanent critique of
his work by analyzing how Buchanan himself struggled with the issue of the
stability of liberal institutions. More specifically, we will focus on the question
of whether one can be confident that rational agents will show an interest in
constitutional thinking, i.e. in reforming and improving the ‘rules of the social
game’.

For the sake of the argument of this paper, it helps to differentiate between
two elements of Buchanan’s constitutional political economy. On the one
hand, his project is amoral-justificatory endeavor in that it reconstructs the lib-
eral legal-political order based on the assumption of rational, self-interested
agents (see, e.g. Buchanan & Tullock, 1962; Buchanan, 1975). On the other
hand, Buchananwants his account to be a positive-pragmatic enterprise. At var-
ious points in his oeuvre, Buchanan points out that his approach can deliver
the necessary ideas to make existing liberal constitutions more robust and, if
necessary, stimulate debates about ongoing reforms (Buchanan, 1975, p. 209ff;
Buchanan & Tullock, 1962, p. 299ff; Brennan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 134ff). This
paper will focus on the pragmatic, not the justificatory aspect of Buchanan’s
account. In other words, we will ask whether Buchanan’s account deals suffi-
ciently with the question of what the necessary conditions for the robustness
and stability of liberal institutions are.

We argue in this paper that, although Buchanan recognizes the need for
morally motivated individuals in moments of constitutional choice,1 he can-
not solve the practical problem of rational ignorance, i.e. agents often lack
the rational incentive to engage in the provision of the public good of gen-
eral rules. Consequently, Buchanan’s analysis justifies large-scale liberal orders
in theory, but it is unable to explain convincingly how individuals develop

1 By ‘constitutional choice’, Buchanan understands a choice situation whereby agents think, discuss, and
establish the rules that constrain their own and their peers’ future actions. Buchanan considers the term
‘constitutions’ in a very broad sense. Although he primarilymeans the rules of the political game, i.e. state
constitutions, hewanted the logic of constitutional choice to be also applicable to families, sports games,
firms, public institutions, etc.
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a constitutional attitude, i.e. a sense of responsibility to engage in constitu-
tional choice at the individual (‘the private man’) and social level (‘the public
man’).2 Furthermore, his account cannot explain how liberal political orders
come about, stabilize, and advance. This is largely because Buchanan (a) fails
to specify what a constitutional attitude would mean in modern, large-scale
democracies and he (b) underappreciates the formative role that social rela-
tionships and practices play in the development of individuals’ constitutional
attitude. As a result, it remains unclearwhat kind of institutions (formal or infor-
mal) would encourage the formation of individuals’ constitutional attitude in
practice.

In addition, we argue that Buchanan’s liberal contractarianism needs an
empirically informed theory of moral learning. In this regard, we discuss to
what extent a broadly neo-Aristotelian account of virtue can enrich Buchanan’s
framework. In many of his writings (e.g. 1979a, 1989, 1994), Buchanan
embraces notions such as habitual learning, commitment, and processes of indi-
vidual betterment. In his 1994 book on work ethic, Buchanan asks why people
are better off when they work harder, save more, and deal honestly in markets
and in politics. Hence, we think that Buchanan’s thinking is compatible with
virtue ethical ideas. In the context of this paper, virtues can be understood as
qualities of mind and character that enable an individual to stand back from
her preferences, evaluate what the provision of general rules in a community
seems to require from her, and to use her skills in order to implement those
rules. Although some individuals will fail to grasp what is morally required of
them, the virtues allow them to at least consider reasons for action other than
their narrow self-interests.3 Paired with empirical evidence on the interplay
between institutions, preference formation, andmoral learning, we argue that
neo-Aristotelian ideas on virtue can contribute to a more robust motivational
foundation of Buchanan’s contractarian project and lead to insightful policy
implications.

Our argument dovetails with recent work at the intersection of economics
and philosophy where scholars have successfully incorporated the notion of
virtue into the analysis of economic and political institutions (e.g. Sen & Nuss-
baum, 1993; Brennan & Hamlin, 1995; Bruni & Sugden, 2013). Furthermore,

2 In themoral-justificatory part of Buchanan’s contractarianism, the veil of uncertainty plays an important
heuristic function that creates a sense of other-regardingnesswhen individuals think about rules that reg-
ulate their future social interactions: individuals do not know where they will end up in the social game
so they favor rules that are in line with the principles of fairness or generality (Buchanan & Congleton,
1998). However, this thought experiment presupposes that individuals are already taking part in the con-
stitutional exercise. The point of our paper ismore fundamental: if people live in a large-scale societywith
existing social rules, what will motivate them to take part in the constitutional exercise? In this context,
Buchanan (1989) is right to point to the necessity of citizens’ moral motivation – i.e. their constitutional
attitude – to engage in rulemaking activities. However, and this is central for our argument, Buchanan
does not sufficiently flesh out what this constitutional attitude is and what type of institutional thinking
is needed to address the important issues of moral learning and crowding out/in of moral motivation.

3 We are aware of the contrast between this account of the relationship between virtue and reasons for
action and a more ‘Humean’ account of this relationship. We will say more about this in Section 3.
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there is a rapidly expanding empirical literature in behavioral economics on
the systematic interplay between institutions, economic incentives, andmoral
behavior that provides novel answers to someof the objections raised at virtue
ethics (e.g. Frey, 1997; Gintis et al., 2005; Bowles, 1998; Deckers et al., 2016;
Bénabou et al., 2018). In this paper, we hope to contribute to this growing field.

The structure of the paper is as follows. In Section 2, we discuss how
Buchanan struggles to reconcile the assumption of self-interested agents with
the need for a constitutional attitude. We argue that he cannot solve this
conundrum on the level of constitutional choice since his account misses
an institutionally embedded theory of moral learning at the individual level
(‘self-constitution’). In Section 3, we outline a broadly neo-Aristotelian account
of moral learning. Section 4 discusses how this perspective leads to novel
insights with regard to the analysis of institutional design. Based on empirical
evidence, we argue that citizens’ constitutional attitude is strongerwhen legis-
lators acknowledge individuals as ‘moral subjects’ who can engage in informal
public discussions and have access to formal means of political participation.
Section 5 concludes.

2. Self-interested individuals and constitutional choice:
Buchanan’s dilemma

In the moral-justificatory part of his contractarian framework, Buchanan uses
a thought experiment of a two-tiered decision procedure that shall indicate
how individuals overcome the ‘Hobbesian jungle’: at the constitutional stage,
behind a sufficiently thick veil of uncertainty, agents are assumed to be unable
to identify their narrowly defined self-interests. They agree to overcome the
conflict-ridden state of nature by establishing a constitutional regime in accor-
dance with some generalizable criteria such as fairness or efficiency. At the
post-constitutional stage, the established regime guarantees general basic
rights through a rule-based institutional order within which agents can pur-
sue their individual goals. In Buchanan’s constitutional contractarianism, some
have argued, there is no place for any genuinemoral motivation of the agents;
both in the constitutional and post-constitutional stage agents are assumed to
be self-interested ‘all the way down’ (Gaus, 2018).

We deem this often-told story – prevalent inmuch of the public choice liter-
ature – to be an oversimplification which does not acknowledge the depth of
Buchanan’s analysis. In fact, Buchanan (1989) sees the need for morally moti-
vated individuals in real-life constitutional choice. However, he also recognizes
that there canbemore or less severe obstacles to constitutional thinking (Bren-
nan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 140ff). In real-world situations, agents do not, and in
fact cannot, make constitutional choices behind a perfect veil of uncertainty.
To some residual extent, real-world individuals are always able to predict the
distributional implications of any proposed change in rules and are therefore
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constrained by their self-interest at the moment of constitutional choice. The
issue of entrenched self-interest is aggravated in situations of uncertain politi-
cal property rights when agents do not know howmuch they would gain from
a potential constitutional reform. Moreover, even if there are general welfare
gains from potential political cooperation, there can be a deeper impedi-
ment to constitutional reforms in large-scale democracies: the single individual
might lack the rational incentive to engage in the provision of the public
good of general rules. Buchanan (1979a; 1989) acknowledges that this prob-
lem of ‘rational ignorance’ is persistent when individuals lack a ‘constitutional
attitude’.

In this section, we do not address the problem of the status quo entitle-
ments or the effects of political uncertainties that limit the effectiveness of the
veil of uncertainty heuristic in regular politics. Instead, we focus on the more
severemotivational issue: howcanweexpect individuals’willingness toengage
in constitutional decision-making if our behavioral assumption is that of self-
interest? Buchanan is fully cognizant of this tension. For example, he states that
in ‘gameswith effectively largenumbers of participants, theremay exist little or
no incentive for any single player to participate actively in any serious evalua-
tion of the rules’ (Buchanan, 1989, p. 370). From a rational choice perspective,4

we expect an inevitable free-rider problem since investment in constitutional
decision-making is costly (e.g. in form of time and transaction costs) and the
likelihood for each individual toultimately influence the choice among regimes
is negligible. It is therefore not rational to become informed about institutional
alternatives or to participate actively in constitutional choice. Rational individ-
uals forgo investment in the public good of constitutional choice in favor of
more immediate gratification of private goods. If we stay within the narrow
framework of rational self-interest, Buchanan fears that changes in basic insti-
tutions could only be imposed by non-democratic, violent means or by slow
and unconscious processes of social-cultural evolution (Brennan & Buchanan,
1985, p. 149).

Being aware of this conundrum, Buchanan admits that the self-interest
assumption of the homo economicus, as powerful as it is in explaining and
yielding predictions in market relationships within given rules, cannot readily

4 We are aware that ‘rational choice’ in economics does not presuppose self-interest in the sense of selfish-
ness, but only complete and transitive preferences andmaximizing behavior. However, Buchanan himself
used a narrow model of rational choice as it was common in the public choice literature of his time.
The rationale for this rather narrow account of human behavior is, from Buchanan’s point of view, philo-
sophical. Buchanan doesn’t deny the limitations of this model, and he accepts that for empirical research
sometimes it is useful to use a broader account of human motivation. However, Buchanan distinguished
between behavioral assumptions used in applied or empirical work (‘positive economics’) and those used
in constitutional analysis (see Brennan & Buchanan, 1981, p. 159). Buchanan’s justification for the use of a
rather narrow version of rational choice in the latter case is Humean, in the sense that since power will be
abused by at least some agents, we should assume that politicians will behave as ‘knaves’. We shall say
more on this point in Section 4. For a detailed analysis, see Kirchgässner (2014).
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be applied to choices among rules that are necessarily public in scope: a utility-
maximizing agent can play the market game successfully without concerning
herself with potential changes in the rules of the game (Buchanan, 1989,
p. 369). Accordingly, Brennan and Buchanan ask (1985, p. 145): ‘Why should
anyone do “good”? There is no way that economists who stay within the strict
limits of the discipline can respond to such a question; they cannotmanipulate
utility-maximizing actors so as to offer a satisfying response.’

Buchanan’s (partial) answer: Integrating ethical considerations into
constitutional choice

Buchanan (1989) argues that it is meaningless to talk about constitutional
change unless individuals are motivated to think about how existing legal-
political rules affect their lives. According to him, individuals must not sim-
ply accept the existing constitutional order as a ‘relatively absolute absolute’
(Buchanan, 1989, p. 369) but need to take responsibility for the rules under
which they live. For this reason, he suggests that:

each one of us, as a citizen, has an ethical obligation to enter directly and/or indi-
rectly intoanongoingandcontinuingconstitutional dialogue that is distinct from
but parallel to the patterns of ordinary activity carried on within those rules that
define the existing regime. (Buchanan, 1989, emphasis added)

This ‘ethic of constitutional citizenship’ is distinct from ordinary morality,
since individuals who fully comply with a given set of rules, might still miss
the necessary civic responsibility to also think about and influence the rules
themselves. If individuals do not concern themselves with the rules that gov-
ern them, ‘the constitutional regime that we inherit must be vulnerable both
to non-principled exploitation and to the natural erosion of historical change’
(1989, p. 372). In other words, if people do not have a constitutional attitude,
one of the key ingredients for the liberal social order – viz., citizen’s engage-
ment with rules that govern them – is missing and the liberal character of the
overall social order will not be robust and stable.

In order to retain hope for individuals’ willingness to invest in constitu-
tional dialogue and design, Buchanan motivates the introduction of individ-
uals’ ethical principles into constitutional choice (1989, p. 371). He knows that
this violates the – narrowly defined – self-interest postulate. He asserts that
‘becoming informed about, and participating in the discussion of, constitu-
tional rules must reflect the presence of some ethical precept that transcends
rational interest for the individual’ (1989, p. 371). But what do persons actually
do when they ‘transcend rational interest’ and act according to their ‘ethical
precepts’? We only find a partial and abstract answer in Buchanan’s writings.
Ethically motivated individuals ‘place positive private value on “public good”
for the whole community of persons, over and beyond the value placed on
their own individualized or partitioned shares’ (Brennan & Buchanan, 1985,
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p. 147). Accordingly, individual choice can be modeled by a two-part utility
function, Ui(πi, Ri) = fi(πi) + θigi(Ri), where π illustrates the individual’s indi-
vidualized shares, R depicts her ‘public regardingness’, and θ is the degree of
her ethical motivation.

Buchanan points out that the sole assumption of moral motivation does
not guarantee that ‘public regardingness’ will be salient in moments of con-
stitutional choice (Brennan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 146f). Firstly, the stability of
constitutional thinking depends on the weight – symbolized by parameter
θ – individuals place on the public good relative to their private good. Sec-
ondly, the relative weight individuals place on the public good depends on
their expectation about thedegree inwhich their fellowcitizens share this incli-
nation, i.e.θi = ei(θj �=i). And thirdly, referring to Levy (1984), a commonality of
the type of public regardingness over a large number of individuals is neces-
sary for this ‘new’ theory of constitutional choice to be operationally useful: ‘If
individuals differwidely in their conceptionsof “good,” attemptsby each to “do
good” amount to little more than random deviations from behavior modeled
on self-interest postulates’ (Brennan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 146). Put differently,
if the integration of individuals’ moral motivation is to carry predictive weight
in moments of constitutional choice, individuals must share a conception of
what public regardingness is (e.g. aiming at a maximal sum total of individ-
ual utilities) and hold a similar inclination θ to act accordingly. In a nutshell:
the relative cost of public regardingness in moments of constitutional choice
decreases with the existence of pre-constitutionally ‘shared norms’ (Brennan &
Buchanan, 1985, p. 148).5

Institutions thatmitigate generalized public goods dilemma: limited
government and education

The crucial question remains: how canwe ensure a pre-constitutionally shared
constitutional attitude in a large-scale society? Despite his convincing argu-
ment in favor of integrating individuals’ ethical concerns into constitutional
choice, Buchanan only vaguely explicates what kind of institutions would fos-
ter this constitutional attitude. Yet, he makes it very clear that he does not
believe in a Hayekian solution, that is, one that relies on long processes of cul-
tural evolution. In his opinion, ‘great damage has been and is being done by
modern economists who argue, indirectly, that basic institutional change will

5 Brennan and Buchanan (1985:, p. 148) give the following illustration:

An individual might voluntarily agree to a tax-transfer scheme that imposes a net individual cost of one
hundreddollars, if he knows that all other, similarly situatedpersonswill also bear net costs of onehundred
dollars each. The same individual, however, may contribute only fifty dollars, or less, to privately organized
schemes having the same purpose in the absence of the political program.
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somehow spontaneously evolve in the direction of structural efficiency’ (Bren-
nan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 149). In other words: evolutionarymechanisms alone
do not suffice to induce a constitutional attitude.6

Buchanan (1978) argues that the public goods dilemma of constitutional
choice can only bemitigated if there is a correspondence between the external
(formal) institutional structure and the internal (moral) constraints of individ-
ual behavior. This would be the case if an individual’s moral attitude – e.g. for
inter-generational equality of opportunity – corresponds to the legal-political
constraints she faces – e.g. in form of high taxes on wealth inheritance. How-
ever, Buchanan points out that developments in the twentieth century drove
these two sets of constraints apart:

[. . . ] population increase has been accompanied by increasing mobility over
space, by the replacement of local by national markets, by the urbanization of
society, by the shift of power from state-local to national government, and by the
increased politicization of society generally. Add to this the observed erosion of
the family, the church, and the law – all of which were stabilizing influences that
tended to reinforcemoral precepts – and we readily understand why Homo eco-
nomicus has assumed such a dominant role in modern behavior patterns. (1978,
p. 365)

The consequence is the atomized individual: ‘Modern man seeks not to live
with his neighbor; he seeks instead to become an island, even when his natu-
ral setting dictates moral community’ (1978, p. 366). Although Buchanan says
that he is not ‘some agrarian utopian calling for a return to the scattered vil-
lages on the plains’ (1978, p. 366), he generally favors the ‘devolution of central
government power’ (1978, p. 367) that might channel the moral motivation
of citizens (and politicians) toward constitutional thinking. Following the prin-
ciple of subsidiarity, the problem of rational ignorance would be diminished
since individuals’ single voices matter more at the local level. Ceteris paribus,
‘the smaller the number of persons with whom a person interacts, the higher
the likelihood . . . . that hewill providepublic good in his choice behavior’ (1978,
p. 363). Buchanan further explicates that ‘history matters’ in this context. If
individuals have ‘long adhered to a “constitutional attitude”, fostered by a his-
torical record during which limits on the power of governments have proved
effective at least to a degree’ (Brennan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 143), the willing-
ness of persons to base their constitutional choice on ethical principles and
more inclusive processes of decision-making is increased.

Crucially, Buchanan (1979a, p. 252) argues that the concern for external con-
straints in form of social and political institutions, the constitution of public

6 Whether this was Hayek’s own understanding of this problem is not our concern here. We simply use
‘Hayekian’ to describe the idea Buchanan is referring to, partly because the latter thought this was the
case. Brennan and Buchanan (1985, pp. 9–10) note: ‘Somemodern social analysts (notably Hayek and his
followers) display an apparent faith in the forces of social and cultural “evolution” to generate efficient
rules.’
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man (‘the “character” of society, if you will’), presupposes an individual’s con-
stitution of private man (‘which roughly translates as “character”’). According
to him, individuals develop their character when they apply private constitu-
tional choice, i.e. they implement rules that restrict their future selves in order
to become the person theywant to become (Brennan & Buchanan, 1985, chap.
5). This ability to think about private rules can then be extended to the pub-
lic realm in the form of political constitutional choice. Respectively, without the
incentive and awareness to think about one’s own character first, individuals
lack the necessary prerequisites to successfully think about the desired ‘char-
acter’ of their social environment. Regarding the former, Buchanan ascribes an
important role to education, insofar as it can ‘provide persons with both an
array of imagined prospects and somemeans of valuation’ (1979a, p. 254) that
lie at the heart of the ability of developing one’s own character. He is convinced
that creative imagination acquired on the private level of self-constitution
gradually develops into a more general constitutional attitude toward the
nature of one’s institutional environment. He concludes optimistically (1979a,
p. 258):

If man can envisage himself as a product of his own making, as embodying
prospects for changing himself into one of the imagined possibilities that he
might be, it becomes relatively easy for him to envisage changing the basic rules
of social order in the direction of imagined good societies.

Themissing link: A theory ofmoral learning

Buchanan gives us some ideas on institutional elements that do foster a con-
stitutional attitude: limited government, citizens’ education, and democratic
experiences of the past. Yet, he does not elaborate on the underlying pro-
cesses of individual self-constitution. It remains unclear how the character and
virtues of an agent co-evolve with her socioeconomic environment, that is,
the reflexivity between the self-constituting individual (agency) and its insti-
tutional environment (structure) is not explained sufficiently. One might ask,
for instance, whether institutions that individuals did not necessarily choose
themselves (e.g. family, community, social norms, religion) do predefine their
‘idea of betterness’ and thereby the outcome of individual processes of self-
constitution.

In our view, Buchanan underestimates the degree to which individuals are
socially embedded practical reasoners. In contrast, he stresses the significance
of mental processes when he states that ‘the idea may be more important
than the reality . . . in exerting influences onbehavior’ (1979a, p. 254). Buchanan
thinks that the formation of an individual’s character is not something that pas-
sively happens to aperson, but it describes apurposeful and self-determined act,
in which a person invests resources deliberately in becoming the person she
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wants to become.7 While Buchanan acknowledges that individuals are exter-
nally constrained by their socio-biological environment (‘the natural world’),
they are still able to imagine themselves as products of their own making and
act accordingly – in Buchanan’s terminology, individuals are ‘artifactual beings’
(1979a, p. 247).

In doing so, Buchanan focuses primarily on the cognitive prerequisites for
self-constitution but tends to neglect its motivational and institutional under-
pinnings. He assumes that individuals develop an interest in reflecting upon
their own character, feel responsible for their institutional environment, and
transcend their self-interest to actively shape both levels by personal and
deliberate acts. This is cognitively and motivationally very demanding for the
single individual and might underestimate that the motivation for constitu-
tional choice depends upon the adequatemixture of formal institutions, social
practices, and individual habituation.

In summary, Buchanan does not provide us with a convincing theory of
moral learning, i.e. he does not explain the process whereby individuals eval-
uate and shape their preferences through a process of reflection upon their
reasons for action. We take his idea of a constitutional attitude to mean
precisely this reflective character trait applied to the choice of social rules.
Buchanan hints at the importance of individual cognitive capabilities (such
as imagination and valuation) for constitutional choice, but it remains an
open question how individuals acquire the necessary motivation for the for-
mation of a constitutional attitude. His framework lacks a convincing narra-
tive about the relationship between an agents’ constitutional attitude (her
perceived responsibility to reason about the public good) and her constitu-
tional choice (her revealed preferences for the ‘rules of the game’). Eschewing
any ad hoc rescue of his account demands more reflection on this relation-
ship. In the next section, we suggest that a broadly defined neo-Aristotelian
account of virtue might be an ally in this reflection, precisely because it is
in this tradition that the connection between institutions and moral learn-
ing has been forcefully emphasized (on this point, see Schofield, 2006,
pp. 310–318).8

3. Buchananmeets neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics

It would be impossible, in the context of this paper, to do justice to the rich-
ness and variety of neo-Aristotelian moral philosophy. The account of moral

7 For an in-depth discussion of this point, see Dold (2018).
8 Contrary to our own position, Gaus (2012, p. 8) argues that ‘neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics is a rejection of
modernity rather than a solution to its problems.’ An adequate response to this charge falls beyond the
scope of this paper. We think the argument of this paper shows that there is nothing ‘anti-modern’ about
neo-Aristotelianism.
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learningwe advance in this sectiondraws upon someneo-Aristotelian insights,
but we are well aware that some of the thinkers we draw upon might dis-
agree onwhether this account ofmoral learning can be fusedwith Buchanan’s
thought.9 By moral learning, we understand a process whereby an agent is
capable of evaluating her reasons for action and to stand back fromher desires
and preferences in such a way that she is able to judge what the pursuit of
the good here and now demands of her. This notion of moral learning is Aris-
totelian in three senses. First, it departs from contemporary Humean accounts
of reasons for action by claiming that desires are, can, and should be evalu-
ated by agents in their practical reasoning. By contrast, in a broadly Humean
account of practical reason evaluations and expressions of desire are normally
conflated (see Thompson, 2008, pp. 97–119). Second, it assumes that the ability
ofmoral learningdepends at least in part on anagent’s character traits,which is
to say that there are certain personal dispositions that allow an agent to stand
back from her desires. Thirdly, it assumes that the development of those char-
acter traits is a social process whereby different institutions might either foster
or undermine our ability of moral judgment.

There are at least three reasons that make this synthesis between neo-
Aristotelian moral philosophy and Buchanan’s thought potentially fruitful.
First, neo-Aristotelian moral philosophy provides a robust account of the con-
nection between what Buchanan calls a constitutional attitude and practical
reasoning. In turn, the neo-Aristotelian account of practical reason sketched
below provides a grounding for Buchanan’s account of the desire that individ-
uals have of becoming the ‘agents they want to become’. This is accomplished
by making more explicit the connection between practical reason and human
flourishing. Thirdly, neo-Aristotelian moral philosophy is quite explicit about
the connection between social institutions and character formation, a connec-
tion that – as we have argued – is underdeveloped in Buchanan’s thought. In
fact,we think that neo-Aristotelianismnot only acknowledges, but fully consid-
ers the reflexivity between the self-constituting individual and the institutional
environment in which moral agents find themselves in.

Before proceeding, a few caveats are in order. First, it is important to note
that some approaches to virtue ethics, especially in economics, tend to high-
light a specific constellationof virtues (see, for example,McCloskey, 2006; Bruni
& Sugden, 2013). Our approach is different since we are trying to explain how
agents develop character traits rather than what the relevant character traits
are. In other words, we are more interested in what makes an agent to engage
in a process of moral learning rather than in specifying a particular constel-
lation of virtues that are deemed to be desirable from a particular normative
standpoint. This latter question is still relevant, but it lies beyond the scope of

9 For an overview of virtue ethics, see Russell (2013a) and Snow (2018).
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this paper.10 The account of virtue andmoral learning sketched below is com-
patible with various specifications of what the relevant virtues for developing
a constitutional attitude are.

Second, we assume thatmoral perfectionism is not incompatible with value
pluralism, which was a central concern for Buchanan. In this regard, it is impor-
tant to distinguish between perfectionism inmoral philosophy andperfection-
ism in politics. Both are related but they answer different questions. We stand
firmly with Buchanan in defending value pluralism and state neutrality (which
is what proponents of political perfectionism reject), but at the same time, we
emphasize the need for a more robust account of the moral foundations of
the liberal order. Some might object that moral perfectionism is alien to lib-
eralism, or that it is more at home in communitarian political theory, which is
generally presented as an alternative to the liberal order that Buchanan sought
to defend.11 In effect, thinkers such as Alasdair MacIntyre and Michael Sandel
share a deep interest in neo-Aristotelianmoral philosophy and communitarian
political theory and both were important participants in the so-called liberal
communitarian debate (see Mulhall & Swift, 1996). We think that this objec-
tion, while plausible, misses themark for two reasons. First, there is no intrinsic
connection between a neo-Aristotelian account of virtue and either liberal
or communitarian political theory. In effect, the influence of neo-Aristotelian
ideas in contemporary liberalism is not marginal, and various scholars have
tried to develop an account of the liberal order that emphasizes its capacity
to foster virtue (see, for example, Galston, 1991; Rasmussen & Den Uyl, 2005;
Kramer, 2017). In addition,we think that, even if the connectionbetween virtue
ethics and communitarian political theory were strong, Buchanan would have
been willing to engage in a systematic dialogue with communitarian politi-
cal theory. As a matter of fact, Buchanan describes the arguments of some
communitarians and various strands of liberalism as ‘intersecting and partially
complementary’ (Buchanan, 1997, p. 47).12

Finally, we should note that the problem we are addressing is also present
in republican political theory. In effect, an important subject in the classical
republican tradition is the importance of civic virtue for the stability of a par-
ticular social order. The Aristotelian lineage of this tradition of thought has
been persuasively established by the work of Pocock (1975). However, con-
temporary republican political theorists seem to depart from this lineage. For
example, contemporary republican thinkers tend to emphasize the instrumen-
tal character of civic virtue, precisely to distinguish themselves form the more
traditional reading of the republican cannon (seeDagger, 1997;Maynor, 2003).

10 This is not to say that we reject either McCloskey’s or Bruni and Sugden’s arguments. Rather, we are
focused on a different question: the development of moral character. And we think that this question is
prior to defining the type of character traits needed for the stability of the liberal order.

11 We thank one of the anonymous reviewers for raising this potential objection.
12 In a similar vein, see McCann (2002).
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In this paper, we eschew these interpretive debates and take for granted that
a neo-Aristotelian account of moral learning provides a legitimate and robust
foundation for Buchanan’s intellectual enterprise.

Developing a constitutional attitude: the task of practical reason

As we have explained in the previous section, Buchanan thinks that agents
should engage in the development of their own character if they aspire to
engage in constitutional reform, but he doesn’t offer an explicit account of
moral learning. From a neo-Aristotelian standpoint, the development of our
character is the task of practical reason, understood as the ability to deliberate
about our goals andactions according todifferent criteria ofwhat is good for us
as humanbeings. A reflectiveor virtuouspractical reasoner is someone capable
of evaluatingher reasons for actionand to standback fromherdesires andpref-
erences in suchaway that she is able to judgewhat thepursuit of thegoodhere
and nowdemands of her.13 This process of deliberation involves the individual
qua individual and qua member of a community, insofar as the presupposed
account of human agency is one of a socially embedded practical reasoner.
We think that this is precisely what a constitutional attitude seems to require:
individual agents should be willing to examine their reasons for action and to
evaluate those reasons according to criteria that sometimes go beyond the
mere satisfaction of their self-interested preferences. In Buchanan’s terminol-
ogy, practical reasonwould imply constitutional deliberation both as a ‘private
man’ aswell as a ‘publicman’. Althoughpractical reason, in theneo-Aristotelian
tradition, does not exclude instrumental reasoning, it cannot be reduced to it.
While sometimes acting well means precisely using the most effective means
for achieving a particular end, deliberation of our ends is as important as delib-
eration about the best ways of achieving those ends.14 More fundamentally
though, a neo-Aristotelian account of practical reason implies that our abilities
to imagine ourselves as different beings will depend on how good we are at
shaping our preferences and desires. If this is the case, we might not be able
to engage in practical reason successfully if our desires and our ways of think-
ing about them are not properly educated, such that we are unable to inquire
what is morally required from us in a particular situation. Character formation,
on this view, implies moral learning, a process that allows agents to deliberate

13 For some, the term desires is interchangeable with the notion of preferences. For others (ourselves
included), preferences aremore complex thandesires because of their comparative nature. On this point,
see Hausman (2011).

14 We are aware that, for many contemporary philosophers, there is a clear distinction between acting well
(or according towhat is good) and acting rightly (or according towhat is right). The political implications
of this distinction are also quite fundamental for contemporary political philosophy (see Rawls, 1999, sec.
68). For many neo-Aristotelians the opposition between the right and the good is highly problematic.
We cannot explain here the way in which neo-Aristotelians deal with this issue; for such an explanation
see, for example, Oderberg (2000, chap. 2). For a ‘rational choice’ account of deliberation about ends, see
Schmidtz (1994).
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about their actions according to different criteria of what is good for them and
for their community.

It is perhaps useful to contrast this brief sketch of practical reason with con-
temporary alternatives. Take for instanceDavidson’s (2001) classic account. The
crucial difference between a neo-Aristotelian account of reasons for action and
Davidson’s account is that in the former desires are, can, and should be eval-
uated by agents in their practical reasoning whereas in Davidson’s account
evaluations and expressions of desire are normally conflated. Having a frame-
work in which an agent’s desires are distinguished from her expressions of
evaluation is important for explanatory as well as for normative reasons. On
the explanation of reasons for action, we could not, for example, make sense
of the transition from childhood to adulthood, a transition whereby the child
moves from acting on her desires in an unreflective way, to acting on this or
that desire and being able to give reasons for her actions and therefore being
able to educate her desires in some way. This transition takes place normally
in the household and in elementary education. But more importantly, what
every moral agent has to do in order to become a reflective practical reasoner
is precisely to be able to make those judgements independently.15

Buthowdowe learn tomakeourownmoral judgements independently and
reflectively? Andmore importantly, how do we shape our character according
to those judgements? From a neo-Aristotelian standpoint, moral learning and
education is not possible without the cultivation of the intellectual and moral
virtues, that is, those qualities ofmind and character that enable someoneboth
to recognize the relevant goods at stake in a particular situation and to use the
relevant skills in achieving those goods. Moral learning is the practice of the
virtues that allows individuals to become reflective moral agents, capable of
deliberating about their own lives and of the life of the community to which
they belong.

The connection between character formation and moral learning sketched
above rests on two central theses. The first one refers to the fact that we, as
human beings, can act from reason, and our reasons for action involve certain
characteristics that other living beings do not possess. Characteristic of us as
rational animals is our ability to stand back from our initial judgements and to
evaluate our reasons for action according to a great variety of standards. Those
standards allow us to imagine ourselves as being someone different fromwhat
we are now.16 The second central thesis has to do with the fact that the same
ability for acting on reasons allows us to direct, educate, and to some extent

15 This independence is not that of an ‘isolated moral agent’ but that of a socially embedded one.
16 Interestingly, Buchanan states that ‘man does not become less predictable because he uses language’

(1979a, p. 247). Instead, ‘[. . . ] a central difference between my dog and any one of us lies in his lack of
any sense of becoming different from what he is’ (1979a). Buchanan does not elaborate on this, as he is
engaged in a discussion with his fellow economists, but we think there is an implicit theory of practical
reason here.
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transform our desires. One implication of this account of practical reason is
that the development of our powers of practical reasoning is a necessary con-
dition for human fulfillment, and indeed it is in some sense constitutive of it.
As Daniel Russell argues, most virtue ethicists, ‘ancient andmodern alike, have
believed that we are defined [. . . ] by our capacity for practical reasoning, both
in thinking intelligently about what to do and in acting with emotions that can
be intelligently trained’ (2013b, p. 13).

Buchanan links the idea of constitutional attitude with the notion of human
flourishing. He states that people want to become ‘better persons’ (1979a,
p. 248). Asmentionedabove, oneof the central tenets of neo-Aristotelianmoral
philosophy is precisely that the development of practical reason is a necessary
condition for human flourishing.We think thatwhenBuchanan states that ‘per-
sons must recapture an ability to imagine themselves as capable of becoming
“better”’ (1979a, p. 254), he has something like this connection in mind.

Institutions, social practices andmoral learning

Our outline of a broadly neo-Aristotelian account of moral learning would be
incomplete without saying something about the connection between social
institutions andmoral learning. As stated previously, one of the central charac-
teristics of a virtuous or reflective practical reasoner is her ability to stand back
from her desires in such a way to be able to discern whether what she is pursu-
ing is actually good for her or to the community in which she finds herself in.
However, the standards that allow a person to evaluate her preferences are not
the standards of an isolated moral agent, but those provided to by her social
environment. If this is the case, it seems logical to assume that certain sets of
social relationships will encourage reflective practical reasoning and the prac-
tice of the virtues, whereas others will not. More fundamentally, certain social
institutions will bemore conducive to the emergence of virtuous practical rea-
soners than others. Although neo-Aristotelian virtue ethicists take each person
to be responsible for the type of character they acquire, most thinkers working
in this traditionplay close attention to the role that the family and the extended
political community play in shaping the moral outlook of their members. In
Richard Kraut’s words,

a city’smodeof organizing itself, its unwritten norms of conduct, and its legal sys-
tem have a profound effect on themanner in which its citizens interact with each
other. A certain way of life takes hold in a community [. . . ], modes of thought and
emotional response become second nature to the citizens; and these patterns
are the product of their city’s norms, laws and way of government itself. (2002,
pp. 96–97)

One important implication of the relationship between social institutions
and moral learning is that the connection between the liberal order and the
constitutional attitude, which is required for the sustenance of such order,
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runs both ways: on the one hand, a minimum of civic virtue is required to
sustain a liberal order, but on the other hand, certain institutions have the
potential to frustrate or ‘crowd out’ the development of virtue. This latter point
connects with Buchanan’s concern about the potential crowding out effects
of global markets, urbanization, and centralization mentioned in the previ-
ous section. In this regard, we take both Buchanan’s and the neo-Aristotelian
project to be concerned with the comparative analysis of how different insti-
tutional structures can either undermine or foster the development of moral
learning.17 For it is precisely the process of moral learning that makes possi-
ble the salience of a constitutional attitude, an attitude on which the stability
of a liberal social order depends. Deliberation about the rules of the game,
particularly at the constitutional level of analysis, are therefore not restricted
to devising incentive-compatible rules that would allow us to ‘economize on
virtue’. On the contrary, we should be asking which set of rules allow incen-
tives and virtues to work in tandem. This is the question we address in the next
section.18

4. Aristotle’s legislator: institutions for citizens, not knaves

When analyzing the merits of alternative institutional settings, Buchanan
argues that ‘homo economicus is a uniquely appropriate caricature of human
behavior’ (Brennan & Buchanan, 1985, p. 53). The assumption that individuals
aremainly driven by theirmaterial self-interest becomes the behavioral bench-
mark model for evaluating and designing rules, be it in the marketplace or
in the legal-political realm (‘behavioral symmetry’). In Buchanan’s framework,
externally implemented rules are required to overcome social dilemmas stem-
ming from a lack of virtuous, i.e. other-regarding behavior, of citizens. Indeed,
Brennan andHamlin (1995, p. 35) identify the search for institutions that ‘econ-
omize on virtue’ as one of the central motivations of Buchanan’s constitutional
political economy. Broadly speaking, there are two reasons for this position:
(a) individuals act selfishly and abuse power if not constrained; (b) a more real-
isticmodel of individual behavior (e.g. one that acknowledges other-regarding
preferences) is not a robust foundation for institutional design since poten-
tial negative externalities of opportunistic actions loomdisproportionally large

17 We leave open the question of whether Buchanan was interested specifically in the philosophical prob-
lem ofmoral learning. However, hewas keen to emphasize the importance of the constitutional attitude
for the stability of the liberal order. Our argument stresses the fact that in order to analyze what makes
possible the salience of a constitutional attitude we need an account of moral learning. This allows us to
deal (on a more fine-grained level) with individual processes of constitutional attitude development.

18 In this paper, we do not analyze the behavioral disposition of politicians and how to constrain their
self-interest. This would be the traditional public choice perspective. In contrast, we want to motivate a
slightly different question: how should institutions that regulate interactions among citizens be designed
if we are aware of the fact that they can lead to the crowding-out/in of citizens’ constitutional atti-
tude? We think this question becomes particularly important in cases where institutions are built on
the assumption that citizens aremainlymotivated by their rational self-interest.
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(Brennan&Buchanan, 1983). Theunderlying rationale is anargument frompru-
dence: worst-case scenarios must be ruled out. This line of thinking captures
Hume’s maxim:

. . . that in contriving any system of government . . . every man ought to be sup-
posed to be a knave and to have no other end, in all his actions, than his private
interest. By this interest we must govern him, and, by means of it, make him,
notwithstanding his insatiable avarice and ambition, cooperate to public good.
(David Hume, Essays: Moral, Political, and Literary. 1742/1987, p. 42)19

Buchanan follows Hume’s maxim and affirms that laws and regulations need
to be built upon institutions that ‘keep governments as well as citizens within
limits’ (1979b, p. 58), following themantra: good laws are a substitute for good
citizens. The problem with this account is that it does not directly address
Buchanan’s conundrum why people should engage in the exercise of advanc-
ing existing rules of the game in the first place (see Section 2). Moreover, there
is a rich literature in behavioral economics which suggests that rules based
on punishment and reward can actually lead to a crowding-out of intrinsic
moral motivation under certain circumstances (for an overview, see Bowles &
Polania-Reyes, 2012).20

The idea of Hume’s maxim can be contrasted with the Aristotelian under-
standing of the purpose of the law and indeed of any constitutional order.
Aristotle states:

[. . . ] the legislatormakes the citizensgoodbyhabituating them, and this is theaim
of every legislator; if he fails to do it well he misses his goal. Correct habituation
distinguishes a good constitution from a bad one (EN, 1103b 5-10).21

Following Aristotle, institutional arrangements should emphasize a process of
‘inculcating habits’, i.e. teach and place reliance on individuals’ capability of
moral learning. According to this view, laws can help people become better
practical reasoners. While Aristotle acknowledges that constitutions and laws
cannot make people fully virtuous, he still envisages a role for fostering virtue
through the legal order. This is because Aristotle takes for granted that the

19 Referring to Smith, Hayek (1948, p. 11) states a similar view:

There can be little doubt . . . that Smith’s chief concernwas not somuchwithwhatmanmight occasionally
achievewhen hewas at his best, but that he should have as little opportunity as possible to do harmwhen
he was at his worst.

20 Traditionally, economists assume that when individuals face material incentives, they do not affect the
interaction of the elements in the utility function. For instance, consider the standard function of Section
2: Ui(πi , Ri) = fi(πi) + θigi(Ri). In this case, a variation in the satisfaction of self-regarding utility fi(πi)

does not influence the level of other-regardingness θigi(Ri). The two components are separable and
additive. However, empirical evidence indicates that material incentives affect the interaction between
self-interested motives and moral motivation. Particularly, incentives can have perverse effects on the
salience of moral preferences in that they crowd out intrinsic, non-instrumental motivation (Bowles,
2016, ch. 3).

21 In this and other references to Aristotle we use the standard abbreviations and the Bekker numbers. We
follow closely Terence Irwin’s translation of the Nicomachean Ethics in this passage.



18 M. F. DOLD ANDM. PETERSEN

written and unwritten laws of any social order shape the moral outlook of its
members. Consequently, a citizenry will only function adequately when indi-
vidual virtues are fostered by its constitutional rules. On this view, formal and
informal institutions fulfill more than regulatory functions; they have an impor-
tant effect (positive or negative) on different forms of social interaction and
thus on the capacities of practical reasoning of the agents that inhabit them.

Institutional elements that foster a constitutional attitude: public
discussion and political participation

Rule-shaping behavior is costly for the individual in terms of time and effort; it
is also inherently an activity with public good characteristics since there is typi-
cally no rivalry in rule consumption and it is hard to exclude single constituents
once a rule is implemented. Empirical evidence suggests that citizens’ willing-
ness to overcome the free rider problem and contribute to the provision of
public goods (such as rule-making) is higher when they are treated as moral
subjects who are given the opportunity to contribute to an ongoing public
discourse (Frey, 1997; Ostrom, 2000; Bowles, 2016; Hargreaves Heap 2020).22

This supports the idea that individuals’ constitutional attitude is a resource
for rule-making that can be mobilized through informal discussions and formal
participation in political processes.

Experimental evidence suggests that discussion facilitates experiential
moral learning and increases cooperation with others in situations where indi-
vidual and group interests diverge (Sally, 1995; Balliet, 2010). As Levy and Peart
(2017, p. 45) explain,

partiesmay begin as concerned only with the self or their group, [but] they come
toperceive their interconnectedness in the course of discussion. Awell-governed
society requires that people enter into the spirit of laws and cooperatewhen their
material interests urge them in another direction.

Contrary to the idea that the convergence of expressed values of multiple
individuals is simply the result of herd behavior or opinion leadership, Levy
and Peart (2017, p. 32) clarify that public discussion is a means ‘by which our
imaginative capacity is stretched to include at least partial understanding of

22 We are aware that Buchanan was sympathetic to the idea of ‘democracy as government by discussion’
and acknowledged that preferences can and do change in the course of the political process (Buchanan,
1954). However, we side with Emmett (2020, p. 305) who claims that Buchanan never systematically
incorporated an account of public reasoning into his constitutional economic thinking but ultimately
retained the idea of rational, autonomous individuals: ‘Individuals are at the heart of his usage: choosing
their values, making up their minds, agreeing, and eventually voting.’ Hence, Buchanan ascribes to a
cognitivist model of moral learning; he doesn’t consider public discussion or political participation as
key drivers for the inculcation of civic virtues in individuals. For a defense of Buchanan, see Levy and
Peart (2017, chaps 2–3).
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the goals and arguments of others.’23 In other words, public discussions are
places of moral learningwhere individuals learn to stand back from and reflect
upon their ownvalues anddesires in light of existingmoral norms: ‘It is through
language, and the exchange of approbation over time, that we come to under-
stand what is generally approved and we try to act accordingly. To the extent
that we succeed,webecomevirtuous individuals’ (D. M. Levy & Peart, 2017, p. 31
emphasis added).

Besides public discussion, formal channels of participation can enhance
individuals’ constitutional attitude. Through active participation in an ongo-
ing democratic process, people acquire the knowledge, aptitudes, and skills for
that very same process (Macedo et al., 2005; Barrett & Zani, 2014). For instance,
participation can be enhanced by institutionalizing citizens’ rights to initiate
laws that are neglected by legislators and reverse political decisions by means
of qualified referenda (Frey, 1997). In addition, the possibility of being engaged
in polycentrically (and not centrally) organized communities can lead to local
solutions to collective actionproblemswhich result inhigher levels of rule com-
pliance and civic engagement (Ostrom, 1998, 2000).24 Ostrom (2000, p. 12)
clarifies:

The policy of assigning all authority to a central agency to design rules is based
on a false conception that there are only a few rules that need to be considered
and that only experts know these options and can design optimal policies. Our
empirical research strongly challenges this presumption. There are thousands of
individual rules that can be used to manage resources.

Ongoing opportunities of participation are crucial since individuals are
more likely to develop a robust constitutional attitude if they do not only have
access to arenas to discuss political matters but also have means to actually
shape the rules under which they live (Brady, 1999).25

23 In the context of education, empirical evidence suggests that moderated discussions of current, contro-
versial issues increase students’ interest in politics and their skills at engaging with other people. See,
e.g. Kawashima-Ginsberg and Levine (2014) and Sherrod et al. (2010, p. 12).

24 The idea of polycentrism entails that citizens are always part of multiple, overlapping, and nested com-
munities. More generally, Ostrom’s work highlights the crucial role of reciprocity and trustworthiness for
the solution of social dilemmas (see, e.g. Ostrom, 2009). While it is true that empirical work suggests the
importance of generalized trust in overcoming free rider problems, trust can be seen as the facilitator but
not necessarily as the key motivational ingredient of mutual, bottom-up rule-making. For instance, one
can live in a society with a high level of generalized trust, but still not feel obliged to engage in any rule-
making behavior. For the latter, we argue in this section, it is crucial to develop a constitutional attitude
through exposure to public discussion and political participation.

25 This is a point J.S. Mill (1859/2003, pp. 169–170) forcefully makes in On Liberty. Mill recommends for
citizens to participate in the political process on an ongoing basis:

as ameans to their ownmental education – amode of strengthening their active faculties, exercising their
judgment, and giving them a familiar knowledge of the subjects with which they are thus left to deal. This
is a principal, though not the sole, recommendation of jury trial (in cases not political); of free and popular
local and municipal institutions; of the conduct of industrial and philanthropic enterprises by voluntary
associations.



20 M. F. DOLD ANDM. PETERSEN

In a similar vein, Hirschman (1985, p. 26) highlights that moral motivation
is a predisposition whose instantiation may well increase rather than decrease
through use; it is also not a resource that remains intact if it is unused: ‘Love,
benevolence, and civic spirit . . . atrophy when not adequately practiced and
appealed to by the ruling socioeconomic regime, yet will once again make
themselves scarce when preached and relied on to excess.’ This is closely in
line with the neo-Aristotelian account of moral learning outlined in Section 3.
Aristotle’s dictum that we become virtuous by performing virtuous acts (see
NE 1103a30-1103b5) suggests that virtues are like moral muscles, and as such,
can become atrophied if not exercised.

In Democracy in America, De Tocqueville (1840/2002, p. 589) makes a simi-
lar point when he argues that the continuous participation in the democratic
process is the mechanism through which individuals nurture their interest in
and appreciation of general rules that serve everyone: ‘political life makes the
love and practice of association more general; it imparts a desire of union, and
teaches themeans of combination to numbers ofmenwhowould have always
lived apart.’ In this sense, the art of political participation inculcates the habits
of civic engagement. The development of a constitutional attitude emerges
as individuals begin to see themselves not just as separate individuals but as
members of the same political community.26

Incentives andmoral motivation canwork complementarily

Before concluding, we want to emphasize the importance of the second part
of Hirschman’s quote in which he warns that civic engagement can become
‘scarce when preached and relied on to excess.’ Consequently, institutions,
which rely on individuals’moralmotivation alone, will likely fail too. Traditional
economic incentives and constraints (e.g. taxes, subsidies, bans) are feasible
policy tools. In fact, empirical evidence suggests that incentives in form of
material payments do not necessarily crowd out intrinsic moral motivation.
Bowles (2016, p. 202) presents evidence from Ireland where the introduction
of a small tax on plastic bags led to a fall in their usage by 94 percent after just
two weeks. In this example, the introduction of the tax was accompanied by
a public debate about the environmental influence and social costs of plas-
tic bag usage. Public discussion and active public involvement led to a broad

The ‘mental education’ Mill is referring to is

taking [people] out of the narrow circle of personal and family selfishness, and accustoming them to the
comprehension of joint interests, themanagement of joint concerns – habituating them to act from public
or semi-public motives, and guide their conduct by aims which unite instead of isolating them from one
another. (1859/2003, emphasis added)

26 For an illuminating discussion of the link between De Tocqueville and insights from modern behavioral
economics on endogenous preferences, see Hargreaves Heap (2020).
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acceptance of the intervention. In other words, incentives and morals became
complements rather than substitutes.

As illustrated by this example, incentives can enhance moral motivation
and increase the salience of a social matter. In many areas of social life incen-
tives are necessary to create efficient outcomes (e.g. in the financial market
or in the market for consumer goods). These are situation of choices within
given rules in which the pursuit of self-interest can lead to good social out-
comes; moral considerations play a minor role. The problem arises if we create
a political order based on the assumption that citizens always free ride if they
are not constrained by external incentives. Such an order will likely produce
negative consequences for citizens’ motivation to engage in choices among
rules. Bowles (2008, p. 1605) concludes thatmany of the anti-synergistic effects
between incentives and moral motivation occur ‘because people act not only
to acquire economic goods and services but also to constitute themselves as
dignified, autonomous, and moral individuals.’ When this moral dimension
is not acknowledged and rules are designed for ‘self-interested citizens,’ it
becomes plausible that the pervasive presence of economic incentives may
undermine individuals’ constitutional attitude over time.

5. Conclusion

Buchanan argues that individuals need to develop a constitutional attitude to
be motivated to design or uphold the rules of a liberal order. Yet, he also iden-
tifies ‘rational apathy’ of people as a constant threat to such attitude. Within
the framework of his constitutional contractarianism, Buchanan cannot solve
this conceptual conundrum since (a) he does not have a convincing theory of
how individuals can develop a constitutional attitude, and (b) his recommen-
dation of designing rules and institutions for ‘knaves’ enhances the problem in
many cases. Focusing on the prevention of opportunistic behavior can come at
the cost of crowding out the civic mindedness associated with a constitutional
attitude. We argued in this paper that a neo-Aristotelian perspective which
highlights the relationship between social institutions and moral learning can
enrich Buchanan’s political economy. Motivated by the neo-Aristotelian per-
spective and based on empirical evidence on moral learning, we identified
two important channels that can contribute to the development of people’s
constitutional attitude: public discussion and political participation.

InBuchanan’s institutional analysis, individualsmustbe seenas autonomous
(and largely independent) moral agents. In doing so, Buchanan doesn’t suf-
ficiently account for a central insight of his teacher, Frank Knight (1923,
p. 585), who states that ‘the economic order does far more than select and
compare wants for exchangeable goods and services: its activity extends to
the formation and radical transformation, if not to the outright creation; of
the wants themselves.’ In this paper, we discussed evidence that shows how
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institutionally dependent moral behavior is. The same person can behave
opportunistically or not dependingon the social and institutional environment
she findsherself in. Incorporating insightson the reflexivity ofmoralmotivation
and institutional structure into Buchanan’s theoretical framework is necessary
to answer the question of how his political economy project can secure the
necessary constitutional attitude of its citizenry.

Evidently, an institutional regime that focuses solely on deliberation, good-
will, and intrinsic motivation is equally flawed. Incentives do work in many
cases. They can lead to crowding-in effects when individuals have participa-
tory rights and perceive the interventions as fair and productive. Therefore, we
think that a more nuanced approach is needed. One that escapes the dangers
inherent in either extreme: neither a constitution for ‘knaves’ nor ‘saints’ will
work. A viable institutional order must strike the right balance between the
Humean deterrence of free riders via economic incentives and the Aristotelian
legislator who emphasizes individual capabilities of moral learning. A neglect
of themoral dimensionwill lead to an over-optimism regarding the use of legal
punishment regimes in producing effective social cooperation since it does
not take the moral motivations of individuals as constraints on legal solutions
seriously (Gaus, 2018).

Due to limitations in scope, this paper has only alluded to the practical
question about which institutions and policies could foster citizens’ constitu-
tional attitude. We outlined conceptually what type of institutional thinking is
needed to circumvent someof thepitfalls of Buchanan’s constitutional political
economy. In this regard, we think that Buchanan’s framework would bene-
fit from further studying the relationship between economic incentives and
civic virtues to avoid the danger of formulating institutional recommendations
based on misspecified models. In order to do so, public choice scholars inter-
ested in constitutional political economyneed to engage inmore untraditional
theorizing and data gathering. Besides the direct price effects of different insti-
tutional regimes, economists should acknowledge the indirect effects of incen-
tives on intrinsic motivation and moral preference formation when engaging
in comparative institutional analysis. This will require the careful study of local
moral customs (Kranton, 2019; Hoff & Stiglitz, 2016). The combination of a soci-
ologically informed neo-Aristotelian account of moral learning with insights
frombehavioral economicsprovides a fruitful basis todisentangle this complex
relationship. Ideally, this interdisciplinary dialogue will lead to the identifi-
cation of concrete institutional regimes that foster individuals’ capability to
develop a robust constitutional attitude.

In this paper, we identified individuals’ capabilities of moral learning and
practical reasoning as proxies for a constitutional attitude. While this inter-
pretation is in line with Buchanan’s call for ethical precepts (1989), it reveals
a tension in his oeuvre: on the one hand, Buchanan sympathizes with a
nonteleological perspective in his analysis of market processes (see, e.g.
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Buchanan, 1982). On the other hand, he shows elements of a teleological
perspective when it comes to individual processes of character formation
(see, e.g. Buchanan, 1994). Resolving this tension lies beyond the scope of
this paper: we simply took Buchanan’s teleological call for a constitutional
attitude seriously and asked what type of institutional thinking such a per-
spective would support. We invite future research to address the impor-
tant question whether the facilitation of a constitutional attitude comes at
the expense of inhibiting citizens’ freedom to become whom they want to
become.

We have argued that Buchanan’s framework would benefit from a neo-
Aristotelian perspective in order to analyze successfully how different insti-
tutional structures can either undermine or foster the development of moral
character, and thus the possibility of developing a constitutional attitude in
the context of a free society, an attitude on which the stability of the lib-
eral social order depends. Indeed, we agree with Brennan and Hamlin (1995,
p. 39) who state that the ‘question – whether, to what extent, and how, virtue-
economizing institutions undermine public-interest motivations – is of funda-
mental interest, and indeed is perhaps the single most important challenge to
the constitutional political economy enterprise.’

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the author(s).

Data availability statement

Data sharing is not applicable to this article as no new data were created or analyzed in
this study.

Notes on contributors

Malte Dold is an Assistant Professor in the Economics Department at Pomona College
in California. Previously, he spent two years as a post-doctoral fellow at New York Uni-
versity. He holds a master’s degree in Philosophy and Economics from the University
of Bayreuth, and received his PhD in Economics from the University of Freiburg. His
research lies at the intersection of behavioral economics, philosophy of economics, and
history of economic thought.

Matías Petersenworks at the intersection of political philosophy and economic theory.
He has published on rational choice theory, institutional design, and the social thought
of F.A. Hayek and Alasdair MacIntyre. He holds a master’s degree in Philosophy from
Los Andes University, and received his PhD in Political Economy from King’s College
London.



24 M. F. DOLD ANDM. PETERSEN

References

Balliet, D. (2010). Communication and cooperation in social dilemmas: A meta-
analytic review. Journal of Conflict Resolution, 54(1), 39–57. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0022002709352443

Barrett, M., & Zani, B. (2014). Political and civic engagement:Multidisciplinary perspectives.
Routledge.

Bénabou, R., Falk, A., & Tirole, J. (2018). Narratives, imperatives, and moral reasoning.
National Bureau of Economic Research.

Block, F. L. (2018). Capitalism: The future of an illusion. University of California Press.
Boettke, P. J. (2014). What should classical liberal political economists do? Constitutional

Political Economy, 25(1), 110–124. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10602-014-9155-1
Bowles, S. (1998). Endogenous preferences: The cultural consequences of markets

and other economic institutions. Journal of Economic Literature, 36(1), 75–111.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2564952

Bowles, S. (2008). Policies designed for self-interested citizens may undermine
“the moral sentiments”: Evidence from economic experiments. Science, 320(5883),
1605–1609. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1152110

Bowles, S. (2016). The moral economy: why good incentives are no substitute for good
citizens. Yale University Press.

Bowles, S., & Polania-Reyes, S. (2012). Economic incentives and social prefer-
ences: Substitutes or complements? Journal of Economic Literature, 50(2), 368–425.
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.50.2.368

Brady, H. (1999). Political participation. In J. P. Robinson, P. R. Shaver, & L. S. Wrightsman
(Eds.),Measures of political attitudes (pp. 737–801). Academic Press.

Brennan, G., & Buchanan, J. (1981). The normative purpose of economic “science”: redis-
covery of an eighteenth century method. International Review of Law and Economics,
1(2), 155–166. https://doi.org/10.1016/0144-8188(81)90013-2

Brennan, G., & Buchanan, J. (1983). Predictive power and the choice among regimes. The
Economic Journal, 93(369), 89–105. https://doi.org/10.2307/2232167

Brennan,G., &Buchanan, J.M. (1985).The reasonof rules:Constitutionalpolitical economy.
Cambridge University Press.

Brennan,G., &Hamlin, A. (1995). Economizingonvirtue.ConstitutionalPolitical Economy,
6(1), 35–56. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01298375

Bruni, L., & Sugden, R. (2013). Reclaiming virtue ethics for economics. The Journal of
Economic Perspectives, 27(4), 141–163. https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.27.4.141

Buchanan, J. M. (1954). Individual choice in voting and the market. Journal of Political
Economy, 62(4), 334–343. https://doi.org/10.1086/257538

Buchanan, J. M. (1975). The limits of liberty: Between anarchy and leviathan. University of
Chicago Press.

Buchanan, J.M. (1978).Markets, states, and theextent ofmorals. InG. Brennan,H. Kliemt,
& R. D. Tollison (Eds.), The collected works of James M. Buchanan, volume 1: The logical
foundations of constitutional liberty. (pp. 360–367). Liberty Fund.

Buchanan, J. M. (1979a). Natural and artifactualman. In G. Brennan, H. Kliemt, & R. D. Tol-
lison (Eds), Thecollectedworksof JamesM.Buchanan, volume1: The logical foundations
of constitutional liberty (pp. 246–259). Liberty Fund.

Buchanan, J. M. (1979b). Politics without romance. In G. Brennan, H. Kliemt, & R. D. Tolli-
son (Eds), The collectedworks of JamesM. Buchanan, volume 1: The logical foundations
of constitutional liberty (pp. 45–59). Liberty Fund.

Buchanan, J. M. (1982). Order defined in the process of Its emergence. Literature of
Liberty, 5(5), 7–58.

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022002709352443
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10602-014-9155-1
https://doi.org/http://www.jstor.org/stable/2564952
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1152110
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.50.2.368
https://doi.org/10.1016/0144-8188(81)90013-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/2232167
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01298375
https://doi.org/10.1257/jep.27.4.141
https://doi.org/10.1086/257538


REVIEW OF SOCIAL ECONOMY 25

Buchanan, J. M. (1989). ‘The ethics of constitutional order’. In the collected works of James
M.Buchanan, volume1: The logical foundationsof constitutional liberty, 368–73. Liberty
Fund.

Buchanan, J. M. (1994). Ethics and economic progress. University of Oklahoma Press.
Buchanan, J. M. (1997). Dividedwe stand [review of democracy’s discontent: America in

search of a public philosophy, by Michael sandel]. Policy, 13(2), 46–47.
Buchanan, J. M., & Congleton, R. D. (1998). Politics by principle, not interest. Towards

nondiscriminatory democracy. Cambridge University Press.
Buchanan, J.M., & Tullock, G. (1962). Thecalculusof consent. University ofMichiganPress.
Coyne, C. J. (2011). Constitutions and crisis. Journal of Economic Behavior &Organization,

80(2), 351–357. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2011.05.011
Dagger, R. (1997). Civic virtues: Rights, citizenship, and republican liberalism. Oxford Uni-

versity Press.
Davidson, D. (2001). Actions, reasons, and causes. In D. Davidson, (Ed.), Essays on actions

and events (pp. 3–20). Oxford University Press.
De Tocqueville, A. (2002). Democracy in america (Henry Reeve, Trans.). Pennsylvania

State University: A Penn State Electronic Classics Series Publication. (Original work
published 1840)

Deckers, T., Falk, A., Kosse, F., & Szech, N. (2016). Homomoralis: Personal characteristics,
institutions, and moral decision-making. IZA DP 9768.

Dold,M. F. (2018). Back to buchanan? Explorations ofwelfare and subjectivism in behav-
ioral economics. Journal of Economic Methodology, 25(2), 160–178. https://doi.org/
10.1080/1350178X.2017.1421770

Dold, M. F., & Krieger, T. (2019). The “new” crisis of the liberal order: Populism, socioe-
conomic imbalances, and the response of contemporary ordoliberalism. Journal of
Contextual Economics, 139(2–4), 243–258. https://doi.org/10.3790/schm.139.2-4.243

Emmett, R. B. (2020). James M. Buchanan and Frank H. Knight on democracy as “gov-
ernment by discussion”. Public Choice, 183(3–4), 303–314. https://doi.org/10.1007/
s11127-020-00815-4

Frey, B. S. (1997). A constitution for knaves crowds out civic virtues. The Economic
Journal, 107(443), 1043–1053. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.1997.tb00006.x

Fukuyama, F. (1989). The End of history? The National Interest, 16(1), 3–18.
Galston, W. A. (1991). Liberal purposes. Goods, virtues and diversity in the liberal state.

Cambridge University Press.
Gaus, G. F. (2012). The order of public reason: A theory of freedomandmorality in a diverse

and boundedworld. Cambridge University Press.
G. Gaus. (2018). It can’t be rational choice all the way down: Comprehensive hobbesian-

ism and the origins of the moral order. In P. J. Boettke, & S. Stein, (Eds.), Buchanan’s
tensions: Reexamining the political economyand philosophy of JamesM. Buchanan (ch.
6). Mercatus Centre.

Gintis, H., Bowles, S., Boyd, R. T., & Fehr, E. (2005).Moral sentiments andmaterial interests:
The foundations of cooperation in economic life. Vol. 6. MIT press.

Hargreaves Heap, S. (2020). Two accounts of the relation between political economy
and economics (and why it matters which account is better). Social Philosophy and
Policy, 37(1), 103–117. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265052520000060

Hausman, D. M. (2011). Preference, value, choice, and welfare. Cambridge University
Press.

Hayek, F. A. (1948). Individualism and economic order. University of Chicago Press.
Hirschman, A. O. (1985). Against parsimony: Three easy ways of complicating

some categories of economic discourse. Economics and Philosophy, 1(1), 7–21.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267100001863

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2011.05.011
https://doi.org/10.1080/1350178X.2017.1421770
https://doi.org/10.3790/schm.139.2-4.243
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11127-020-00815-4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0297.1997.tb00006.x
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0265052520000060
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0266267100001863


26 M. F. DOLD ANDM. PETERSEN

Hoff, K., & Stiglitz, J. E. (2016). Striving for balance in economics: Towards a theory of the
social determinationof behavior. Journalof EconomicBehavior&Organization, 126(B),
25–57. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2016.01.005

Hume, D. (1742/1987). In E. Miller (Ed.), Essays: Moral, political, and literary. Liberty Fund.
Kawashima-Ginsberg, K., & Levine, P. (2014). Diversity in classrooms: The relation-

ship between deliberative and associative opportunities in school and later elec-
toral engagement. Analyses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 14(1), 394–414.
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12038

Kirchgässner, G. (2014). The role of homo oeconomicus in the political economy of
James Buchanan. Constitutional Political Economy, 25(1), 2–17. https://doi.org/10.
1007/s10602-014-9157-z

Knight, F. H. (1923). The ethics of competition. TheQuarterly Journal of Economics, 37(4),
579–624. https://doi.org/10.2307/1884053

Kramer, M. H. (2017). Liberalismwith excellence. Oxford University Press.
Kranton, R. (2019). The devil is in the details: Implications of samuel bowles’s the moral

economy for economics and policy research. Journal of Economic Literature, 57(1),
147–160. https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20171463

Kraut, R. (2002). Aristotle: Political philosophy. Oxford University Press.
Levy, D. (1984). Towards a neo-aristotelian theory of politics: A positive account of

“fairness”. Public Choice, 42(1), 39–54. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00124598
Levy, D. M., & Peart, S. J. (2017). Escape from democracy: The role of experts and the public

in economic policy. Cambridge University Press.
Levy, D. M., & Peart, S. J. (2019). Towards an economics of natural equals: A documentary

history of the early virginia school. Cambridge University Press.
Macedo, S., Alex-Assensoh, Y., Berry, J. M., Brintnall, M., Campbell, D. E., Fraga, L. R., Fung,

A., Galston, W. A., Karpowitz, C. F., Levi, M, Levinson, M., Lipsitz, K., Niemi, R. G., Put-
nam, R. D., Rahn, W. M., Reich, R., Rodgers, R. R., Swanstrom, T., & Walsh, K. C. (2005).
Democracy at risk: How political choices undermine citizen participation, and what We
Can Do about It. Brookings Institution Press.

MacLean, N. (2017).Democracy in chains: Thedeephistoryof the radical right’s stealthplan
for America. Penguin.

Maynor, J. (2003). Republicanism in themodern world. Polity Press.
McCann, C. R. (2002). F. A. Hayek: The liberal as communitarian. The Review of Austrian

Economics, 15(1), 5–34. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1013266204408
McCloskey, D. N. (2006). The bourgeois virtues: Ethics for an Age of commerce. University

of Chicago Press.
Mill, J. S. (2003). In D. Bromwich, & G. Kateb (Eds.), On liberty. Yale University Press.

(Original work published 1859)
Mirowski, P. (2019). The eighteenth brumaire of James Buchanan: Review of nancy

MacLean, democracy in chains. Boundary 2: An International Journal of Literature and
Culture, 46(1), 197–219. https://doi.org/10.1215/01903659-7271411

Mounk, Y. (2019). Thepeople vs. Democracy:Whyour freedom is in danger andhow to save
It. Harvard University Press.

Mulhall, S., & Swift, A. (1996). Liberals and communitarians. Blackwell.
Oderberg, D. S. (2000).Moral theory: A Non-consequentialist approach. Blackwell.
Ostrom, E. (1998). The need for civic education: A collective action perspective. In

Workshop in political theory and Policy analysis (pp. 98–26).
Ostrom, E. (2000). Crowding out citizenship. Scandinavian Political Studies, 23(1), 3–16.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.00028

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2016.01.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/asap.12038
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10602-014-9157-z
https://doi.org/10.2307/1884053
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.20171463
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00124598
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1013266204408
https://doi.org/10.1215/01903659-7271411
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9477.00028


REVIEW OF SOCIAL ECONOMY 27

Ostrom, E. (2009). Building trust to solve commons dilemmas: Taking small steps to test
an evolving theory of collective action. In S. A. Levin (Ed.), Games, groups, and the
global good (pp. 207–228). Springer.

Pocock, J. G. A. (1975). The machiavellian moment: Florentine political thought and the
atlantic republican tradition. Princeton University Press.

Rasmussen, D. B., & Den Uyl, D. J. (2005). Norms of liberty. A perfectionist basis for a non-
perfectionist politics. The Pennsylvania State University Press.

Rawls, J. (1999). A theory of justice (revised edition). Harvard University Press.
Rodrik, D. (2018). Populism and the economics of globalization. Journal of International

Business Policy, 1(1–2), 12–33. https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-018-0001-4
Russell, D. C. (2013a). The cambridge companion to virtue ethics. Cambridge University

Press.
Russell, D. C. (2013b). Virtue ethics, happiness, and the good life. In D. C. Russell (Ed.),

The cambridge companion to virtue ethics (pp. 7–28). Cambridge University Press.
Sally, D. (1995). Conversation and cooperation in social dilemmas: A meta-analysis of

experiments from 1958 to 1992. Rationality and Society, 7(1), 58–92. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1043463195007001004

Schmidtz, D. (1994). Choosing ends. Ethics, 104(2), 226–251. https://doi.org/10.1086/
293599

Schofield, M. (2006). Aristotle’s political ethics. In R. Kraut (Ed.), The Blackwell guide to
Aristotle’s nicomachean ethics (pp. 305–322). Blackwell Publishing.

Sen, A. K., & Nussbaum, M. C. (1993). The quality of life. Oxford University Press.
Sherrod, L. R., Torney-Purta, J., & Flanagan, C. A. (2010). Handbook of research on civic

engagement in youth. Wiley.
Snow, N. (2018). Neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics. In N. Snow (Ed.), The oxford handbook of

virtue (pp. 321–343). Oxford University Press.
Thompson, M. (2008). Life and action: Elementary structures of practice and practical

thought. Mass: Harvard University Press.

https://doi.org/10.1057/s42214-018-0001-4
https://doi.org/10.1177/1043463195007001004
https://doi.org/10.1086/293599

	1. Introduction
	2. Self-interested individuals and constitutional choice: Buchanan's dilemma
	3. Buchanan meets neo-Aristotelian virtue ethics
	4. Aristotle's legislator: institutions for citizens, not knaves
	5. Conclusion
	Disclosure statement
	Data availability statement
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles false
  /AutoRotatePages /PageByPage
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile ()
  /CalRGBProfile (Adobe RGB \0501998\051)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /sRGB
  /DoThumbnails true
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 524288
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments false
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo false
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings false
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Remove
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 150
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 150
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.90
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 15
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 300
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects true
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (None)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /ENU ()
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [600 600]
  /PageSize [493.483 703.304]
>> setpagedevice


