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Abstract

The modern exit from guardianship produced an unintended figure, the sovereign chooser,
whose capacities, preferences and options were formed by institutions and technical systems
absent from the chooser’s self-description. We name a position beyond both the ward and the
sovereign. Allelonomy, from Greek allelon (one another) and nomos (law), is self-rule through one
another: the capacity of distinct persons to govern themselves through reciprocal, contestable and
non-dominating relations that also help form them. Because cartels are also mutually dependent,
we specify four conditions and test each in simulation by deleting it. In a two-site formation loop,
mild private preference for better peers stratifies capacities with no planner, reaching a gap of 0.28
by generation 25; a standing commitment by part of the advantaged to stay reduces the gap to 0.13
at a cost of 0.04 per committed family per generation. In an institution maintained by the voice of
its articulate members, free exit after a scandal removes those members and quality falls from 0.6
to a floor of 0.05; forbidding exit holds quality at 0.95, and accountable exit, which keeps 0.6 of a
leaver’s contribution and voice attached, stabilizes it at 0.54 while 17 of 100 members leave. In an
epistemic model, deference scores 0.9 under an honest institution and 0.35 under a captured one,
solitary research 0.62 in both, and herding matches deference; pooling 21 independent signals
with audits scores 0.9 and 0.77, and returns to 0.35 when the institution can suppress the pool.

Introduction

A patient refuses a treatment because a video contradicted the physician. A parent moves a child to
abetter school and regards the aggregate result, a sorted city, as nobody’s doing. A citizen asks why
obligations they never signed should bind them, while living inside a security order, a currency and
a language they did not build. We call the figure in these scenes the produced sovereign: a person
whose capacities were cultivated by schools, whose preferences were patterned by class position,
whose attention is curated by software and whose knowledge consists mostly of testimony, and
who has learned to describe this ensemble as self-authorship, so that every dependence appears
as an insult and every shared claim as a trespass.

The produced sovereign does not see a loop. Conditions of formation produce capacities for judg-
ment; capacities issue in choices; choices aggregate into sorting; and sorting becomes the next gen-
eration’s conditions of formation. Accounts of sovereign choice keep the middle term and omit the
links on both sides. Correcting that omission does not require a return to guardianship. Between
the ward, who is governed through dependencies they cannot contest, and the sovereign, who de-
nies that dependence has any claim, lies a third position, which we name allelonomy and define
with four conditions tested in simulation.

Enlightenment and relational autonomy

Kant defined immaturity as the inability to use one’s own understanding without another’s guid-
ance, called it self-incurred where it rests on lack of courage and not of understanding, and issued
the imperative sapere aude (Kant 1784). The exit from tutelage is the founding scene of the modern
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person, and nothing here retracts it. The scene never contained a solitary thinker, however. Kant’s
essay ties enlightenment to the public use of reason, argument addressed to a reading public; the
capacity to judge is cultivated by teachers, exercised in languages no one invented alone, and
checked against others. The relational-autonomy literature made the point systematic: the com-
petencies that constitute autonomy, including self-trust, self-knowledge and the ability to weigh
reasons, develop and persist within relations and institutions, which can sustain them or destroy
them (Mackenzie and Stoljar 2000). The relevant question is therefore which kind of dependence
a person has, whether it produces a capable judge or a subordinate.

From self-government to sovereignty

The movement from the Enlightenment’s self-governing person to the contemporary sovereign
chooser has identifiable stages. Mill’s harm principle drew a boundary around the individual
within which society has no jurisdiction (Mill 1859), a defensible protection that later readers in-
flated into a picture of the person as a bounded realm generating its own law. The claim of self-
government became a claim of final jurisdiction, and that became a claim of exemption, the right
to decide for oneself when shared rules and shared facts apply. The last step follows the logic of
political sovereignty as the power to decide the exception, with each person treated as a small state
entitled to suspend the common order at its border.

The republican tradition had already rejected the equation of freedom with this kind of mastery.
Arendt argued that freedom exists only among plural agents and that sovereignty, mastery over the
conditions of action, is unavailable to any acting being, since action always enters a web of other
actors (Arendt 1961). Pettit relocated unfreedom from interference to arbitrary power: a person is
unfree when another holds uncontrolled power over their conditions of action, and free when that
power is checked, whether or not it is exercised (Pettit 1999). Balibar’s equaliberty binds liberty to
the equal capacity of others to exercise and contest it (Balibar 2014). All three place freedom inside
relations and treat sovereignty as the unattainable aim of a position outside them.

The social production of the chooser

The history the sovereign omits is documented. Foucault’s account of subjectivation describes
how institutions produce subjects who then experience themselves as prior to institutions (Fou-
cault 1982). Bourdieu’s habitus treats preference as a deposit: the tastes, aspirations and sense of
the possible that a class position lays down, which then issue in free and predictable choices (Bour-
dieu 1984). Stiegler adds a technical layer, in which memory and attention are partly externalized
into inherited supports, so that a generation thinks with instruments it did not make (Stiegler 1998).
Deleuze’s societies of control describe power as continuous modulation through scores, rankings,
feeds and access conditions that shape conduct without commands (Deleuze 1992). Boltanski and
Chiapello traced how the anti-authoritarian critique of the 1960s was absorbed by the system it
attacked and returned as the entrepreneurial self, obliged to perpetual self-management and re-
sponsible by definition for its failures (Boltanski and Chiapello 2005). Sloterdijk’s observation that
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humanism was always a practice of forming humans (Sloterdijk 2009) supports one limited point:
formation is universal, and the problem lies in formation that is disavowed.

None of these authors supports the inference the produced sovereign often draws from them, that
because the self is produced, every institution is fraudulent and every expert exercises mere power;
that inference is discussed below. The production literature establishes a narrower claim: the
chooser, the options and the experience of choosing all have histories, so an analysis that begins at
the moment of choice begins too late.

Model design

The claims about the loop can be simulated in three domains. All numbers below are properties of
the model; none is an empirical estimate. In the first model, 1000 agents live in two developmental
sites; parents choose sites with a mild preference for better peers, subject to affordability; and
children’s capacities are formed 0.55 by their parent and 0.45 by their site, plus noise. In the second,
an institution’s quality is maintained by the voice of its 30 most articulate members against constant
decay, funding follows enrollment, and a scandal at period 10 reduces quality by 0.25. In the third,
agents form beliefs about questions of fact under an expert institution that is right 0.9 of the time
when honest and 0.35 when captured, with private research right 0.62 of the time and a pool of 21
potential independent signals.

Sorting and the formation loop

Schelling showed that mild local preferences, with no one wanting more than a modestly better
neighbourhood, generate strong aggregate segregation that no participant intends (Schelling 1971).
The formation model adds a developmental link: the sites into which people sort also form the next
generation’s capacities. Under sovereign choice, with every affordable move toward better peers
taken, the capacity gap between the sites grows from zero to 0.28 in 25 generations. There is no
planner, no change in law and no discrimination. The sorting is the sum of reasonable private acts,
and it stratifies capacities themselves, which then drive the next round of sorting.

Young's social connection model describes responsibility in such a structure: where injustice re-
sults from the ordinary, lawful acts of many connected participants, responsibility does not require
a guilty author and falls, in a forward-looking and political form, on those whose practices repro-
duce the outcome (Young 2006). The model assigns a price to this responsibility. In the allelonomic
regime, 0.6 of advantaged lineages commit to stay, and the final gap falls to 0.13, a factor of 2.2.
The commitment costs its bearers 0.04 of formation per family per generation in forgone peer ad-
vantage for their own children. The sovereign regime thus stratifies a society without any villain,
and the remedy requires families to give up part of their own children’s advantage for the benefit
of others’.
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capacity gap between sites by generation
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Figure 1: The formation loop. Under sovereign choice the capacity gap between sites reaches 0.28
in 25 generations with no planner; under a standing commitment by part of the advantaged it
remains near 0.13, at a measured cost to the committed families.

Exit, voice and institutional decline

Hirschman's triad organizes the second model: members of a declining institution can exit or ex-
ercise voice, and exit by those best able to use voice can remove the feedback the institution needs
(Hirschman 1970). After the scandal, quality falls below the standard at which resourced members
leave. Under free exit, the 34 members who can afford alternatives leave; they are also the articu-
late members, so voice falls to zero, funding follows enrollment, and quality falls from 0.6 to the
floor of 0.05, where it remains for the 66 members who could not leave. Each exit was a reasonable
individual act, and the aggregate is an abandoned institution.

Two comparison regimes locate a remedy. Forbidding exit holds quality at 0.95, since voice keeps
working, at the price of making members wards of the institution, whose vulnerability appears
in the epistemic model below. Accountable exit permits leaving while keeping 0.6 of a leaver’s
contribution and voice attached, much as a family that changes schools remains part of the school
system’s tax base and politics. Under this regime 17 members leave and quality stabilizes at 0.54.
Exit that remains answerable to the institution it leaves preserves both choice and the institution.

Epistemic dependence and its conditions

The produced sovereign’s central conviction is epistemic: the belief that one has looked into the
matter oneself. Hardwig showed that this posture misdescribes science itself, since a rational epis-
temic life consists largely of justified dependence on others who know what one cannot check
(Hardwig 1985), and Polanyi showed that much expert knowledge is tacit and cannot be stated
in propositions a layperson could audit (Polanyi 1966). The infrastructure of a modern belief (in-
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Figure 2: The institution after the scandal. Free exit removes the articulate members and quality
falls to the floor inherited by those who remain; forbidding exit holds quality but makes members
wards; accountable exit preserves both choice and the institution.

struments, archives, peer networks, platforms and their rankings) is invisible in the first person,
so the solitary researcher experiences its outputs as personal findings. Latour described how criti-
cal techniques built to show that facts are constructed were repurposed to argue that constructed
means false, so that identifying the institution behind a claim came to count as refuting it (Latour
2004). Nguyen’s echo chambers pre-emptively discredit contrary voices, so that exposure to rebut-
tal increases members’ confidence (Nguyen 2020). The solitary researcher who believes they are
escaping manipulation often encounters it, since organized interests manufacture doubt, a docu-
mented practice from tobacco to climate (Oreskes and Conway 2010).

The epistemic model summarizes the problem in eight numbers. The ward, adopting the institu-
tion’s answer, scores 0.9 under an honest institution and 0.35 under a captured one, so deference
follows its institution into error; this is the legitimate core of the sovereign’s suspicion. The solitary
researcher scores 0.62 in both conditions, immune to capture and mediocre everywhere. The herd,
in which everyone defers to the loudest source, reproduces the ward’s 0.9 and 0.35, so interdepen-
dence as such confers nothing. The allelonomic configuration combines three conditions. Under
distinction, 21 members keep independent private signals, whose pooled majority is right 0.87 of
the time. Under contestability, an audit with sensitivity 0.8 is triggered when the pool disagrees
with the institution. Under non-domination, the institution cannot suppress the pool. The result
is 0.9 under honesty and 0.77 under capture, with almost nothing lost in the honest condition and
most of the loss recovered under capture. If non-domination is deleted, so that the institution
can silence its auditors, the same architecture scores 0.35 under capture, equal to the ward. The
conditions are jointly necessary.
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These numbers correspond to O’'Neill’s argument that the proper aim is trustworthiness and not
trust (O’'Neill 2002), to Longino’s account of objectivity as organized criticism (Longino 1990), and
to Collins and Evans’s view that expertise is real and unequally distributed and needs institutions
that neither level it nor place it beyond challenge (Collins and Evans 2002). Fricker’s analysis
applies to the pool itself: whose signals are counted and whose are discounted in advance is a
question of justice within epistemic institutions, since credibility can be systematically misassigned
(Fricker 2007). The resulting politics of knowledge requires institutions that are accurate when
honest, exposable when captured, and unable to silence those who would detect capture.

accuracy of belief by regime and institution state

1.0
ward
(defer) 0.9
sovereign 0.8
(research alone)
0.7
herd
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0.6
allelonomic
(all 4 conditions) 0.5
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dominated
0.3

honest institution captured institution

Figure 3: Accuracy by regime. Deference follows the institution into error; solitary research is
mediocre in both conditions; herding reproduces deference; the allelonomic configuration survives
capture and loses that property when the institution can suppress its auditors.

Clinical care

Medicine is where the ward and the sovereign meet most often. Mol’s ethnography of diabetes
care found that the consumer frame of options presented and preferences exercised misdescribes
good treatment, which is iterative, collaborative, materially embedded and revised as bodies re-
spond; the relevant question is which arrangement allows good knowledge and good adjustment
to emerge over time (Mol 2008). Kittay grounds the point in the human condition: dependency is
its baseline, bracketed by infancy and old age and present throughout, sustained by labour that
the sovereign self-description renders invisible (Kittay 1999). The market frame also fails on its
own terms, since transactions between unequally informed parties do not behave as the sovereign-
consumer picture assumes, and the clinic is an extreme case of asymmetric information (Stiglitz
2002).

In the clinic, the physician holds causal knowledge the patient cannot audit, and the patient holds
first-person knowledge and authority over which burdens to accept. The relation works when
asymmetric competence is combined with equal standing, each party able to correct the other
within its own domain: epistemic asymmetry without political subordination.
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Definition of allelonomy

The word has a prior use. Naniwada used allelonomy for the mutual dependence of things, against
the picture of reality as a collection of separate autonomous entities (Naniwada 1993). The Greek
places allelon, one another, where autonomy has autos, the self. The prior use does not distinguish
dependence that emancipates from dependence that absorbs, a gap the herding result demon-
strates, since a caste order, an abusive marriage and a conspiracy network are all mutually depen-
dent. We therefore define the term by four conditions, each tested by deletion. Distinction: persons
remain independent centres of judgment; without it the pool becomes a herd. Contestability: the
relations and institutions that form people are open to challenge and revision; without it the audit
never fires. Non-domination: no party holds uncontrolled power over the conditions of another’s
agency; without it the suppressed pool changes nothing. Recursive responsibility: agents answer
for what their aggregated choices reproduce; without it the formation loop stratifies. Allelonomy
is constitutive dependence made visible, contestable and jointly governed.

Related terms fit less well. Relational autonomy is correct but names a corrective and not a po-
sition. Coauthorship overstates intention, since language, biology and aggregate effects shape
persons without anyone authoring them. Illich’s conviviality, individual freedom realized in per-
sonal interdependence, is close but suggests a harmony that a concept centred on contestation
should not imply (Illich 1973). The institutional side of allelonomy exists in parts: Castoriadis’s au-
tonomous society, which understands its institutions as its own revisable creations and questions
them explicitly (Castoriadis 1987); Dewey’s public, formed by the consequences of transactions
and constituted by organized inquiry into them (Dewey 1927); and Ostrom’s polycentric gover-
nance, self-rule by neither a single centre nor an atomized market (Ostrom 1990). Each describes
order produced among its subjects, revisable by them and owned by none of them.

The resulting triad can be stated in full. Under heteronomy, another governs me, and the depen-
dencies cannot be contested. Under sovereign autonomy, I govern myself and dependence has no
legitimate claim; because this self-description is false, the dependencies govern unacknowledged,
which reproduces heteronomy. Under allelonomy, people become capable of self-government
through one another, and the relations that make them capable are themselves under joint, con-
tested and revisable government. A person in this position defers without surrendering judgment,
contests institutions without concluding that they are fraudulent, answers for what the choices of
many similar people reproduce, and examines their own formation instead of denying it.

Objections

The conformity objection holds that a self governed through others dissolves into them. In the
epistemic model the regime without distinction, the herd, performs worst, and the allelonomic
regime outperforms it by keeping each member’s signal independent. Allelonomy requires in-
dependent individuals and organizes their disagreement, and a consensus reached too easily is
evidence against the process that produced it.
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The expertise objection holds that treating doctor and patient, or climatologist and commentator, as
equals would be an epistemic disaster. Allelonomy does not treat them as equals. The allelonomic
configuration preserves asymmetric competence, defers to it at full accuracy while the institution
is honest, and adds only the machinery that detects capture. In the model, deference with audit
outperforms both blind deference and universal suspicion.

The novelty objection holds that allelonomy is relational autonomy renamed. Relational autonomy
describes how autonomy is socially constituted; allelonomy adds the government of the constitut-
ing relations, the four conditions, and their joint necessity, which the deletions test separately. The
term is proposed because it holds together claims that otherwise appear separately.

The cost objection holds that the responsibility condition asks the advantaged to give up part of
their children’s advantage and that few will. The model does not predict whether they will; it
shows what the payment buys, a halving of the stratification of formation, and reports its price.

Conclusion

The ward is governed through dependencies they cannot contest. The sovereign denies that de-
pendence has any claim and is governed through dependencies anyway, without acknowledging
them. The allelonomic person is formed and helps form others, depends on others and helps gov-
ern those dependencies, and keeps the conditions of their own capability open to question. Kant’s
imperative remains in force and gains a second clause: use your own understanding, and know
what built it, who maintains it, and what your uses of it, summed with everyone else’s, will pro-
duce.

Reproducibility

The simulation, its three figures and every model number quoted above regenerate from one com-
mand in the repository (simulation/run_all.py; seeded, bit-for-bit reproducible). Thirteen in-
variants fail the run if broken, among them stratification without a planner, the nonzero price
of the responsibility commitment, the exit spiral and its stabilization under accountable exit, the
ward’s collapse under a captured institution, the herd’s reproduction of the ward’s numbers, the
allelonomic configuration’s survival of capture, and the loss of that survival when non-domination
is deleted.
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