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         IN CONTEMPORARY philosophical discussion in the English-speaking world, there is a broad consensus on the outlines and the
            history of a liberal political tradition. It is conventional, for example, to suppose that this tradition owes much to Locke’s
            conception of religious toleration and to his theory of property; that the language of human equality and human rights, which was developed in the French and American
            Revolutions, is central to the heritage; that it is natural for a liberal to speak of human dignity and to suppose that it
            is (ceteris, as usual, paribus) equally a possession of each human being. It is also regularly assumed that the tradition is ethically individualist—in the sense that it assumes that, in the end, everything that matters morally, matters because of its impact on individuals—so
            that if nations, or religious communities, or families matter, they matter because they make a difference to the people who
            compose them.1 We may have learned to think of these core elements of the liberal tradition as contested: so that, to put it crudely, liberals
            are not people who agree about the meaning of dignity, liberty, equality, individuality, toleration, and the rest, but are, rather, people who argue about their significance for political life. We may have learned, that is, that the liberal tradition—like all intellectual
            traditions—is not so much a body of doctrine as a set of debates. Still, it is widely agreed that there is such a tradition.
         

         
         
         
         
         It is an interesting question whether we can, in fact, identify a tradition of thought that includes these elements; and it
            is, of course, a question that would require serious historical inquiry. My own suspicion is that if you began such an inquiry,
            the intellectual antecedents of Mill or Hobhouse or Berlin or Rawls would turn out to be more multifarious than singular,
            and that what we now call the liberal tradition would look less like a body of ideas that developed through time and more
            like a collection of sources and interpretations of sources that we now find useful, looking backward, in articulating one
            influential philosophical view of politics: yet another instance of the Owl of Minerva’s taking wing as the light fades. One
            reason—a shallow one, perhaps, but it has impressed me—for thinking that liberalism is a creation of hindsight is that the
            use of the word “liberalism,” as the name for a political faith, is a nineteenth-century development; it occurs nowhere in
            the writings of Locke or the American Founders, in whose absence the history of liberalism we now tell would be sorely depleted.2

         
         
         
         
         So you might try to identify liberalism with traditions of practice, instead of thought. Taking a feet-first rather than headfirst
            approach, you could point to the development over the last few centuries, but especially since the American and French Revolutions,
            of a new form of political life. This form of life finds expression in certain political institutions: among them elected
            rather than hereditary rulers, and, more generally, some sort of appeal to the consent of the governed, but also limitations
            on the power of those who govern—even in the name of a majority—expressed in a legal system that respects certain fundamental
            rights. These civil or political rights carve out for citizens a corresponding sphere of freedoms, including freedom of political
            expression and freedom of religion. To be sure, each of these elements can come on its own: there were republics in Europe
            as far back as Athens; the first German emperors were elected;3 and freedom of the press and religious toleration developed in England within a monarchical scheme. What characterizes the
            beginnings of liberalism, then, would seem to be a combination of political institutions: constitutions, rights, elections, and safeguards for private property. In the twentieth century,
            across both Europe and North America, these things were supplemented by a public concern to guarantee certain minimum conditions
            of welfare for every citizen.
         

         
         
         
         
         Still, talk of practice won’t protect you from the perplexities of principle, and you won’t get very far with the attempt
            to draw a line between the two. For theories of politics aren’t like theories of celestial mechanics: in the realm of the
            political, theories have a tendency to become a part of what they theorize. If there is a liberal form of life, it was always
            characterized not only by institutions but also by a rhetoric, a body of ideas and arguments. When the American colonists
            declared it to be “self-evident” that they had inalienable rights to life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness, they sought
            to make it so. It’s possible, though, that an emphasis on practices rather than principles can be helpful in showing just how heterogeneous
            those principles can be. For example, historians have debated the importance, for America’s Founders, of classical republicanism—of
            a politics founded upon ideals of citizenship, rather than upon notions of individual rights. But once you accept that liberal
            democracy has been informed by talk of civic virtues as well as talk of rights, than you might well conclude that liberalism
            should be taken to subsume such putatively contending traditions. Not only does liberalism, taken in this loose and baggy
            sense, encompass nearly all members of nearly all of the mainstream political parties in Europe and North America; it also
            encompasses theorists who, in criticizing “atomism” or deontology, say, regard themselves as hostile to the liberal tradition
            rather than part of it. Letting “liberalism” absorb many of its ostensible rivals may invite charges of lexical imperialism.
            But it will at least forestall those grindingly familiar arguments about whether this or that putatively liberal position
            is or isn’t really liberal. Such arguments are often illuminating in their substance, but not, I think, as arguments over
            a word.
         

         
         
         
         
         So why ride that swaybacked steed, weighed down with its multifarious semantic baggage, in the first place? That’s a good
            question. I should admit I’d once hoped to be able to write this book without recourse to it. That I didn’t get very far is
            a reminder that all of our political terms are shopsoiled by history; to talk about autonomy or toleration or dignity is to join a conversation
            that has been ongoing long before you arrived and will continue long after you’ve departed. The problems I’ll be exploring
            have arisen for those of us who find ourselves broadly convinced that certain values, now associated by anglophone philosophers
            with the word “liberal,” matter to the lives we lead, and to the politics we wish to fashion. At the same time, the problems
            I want to discuss are of significance whether or not “liberalism” is the right name for the project within which they arise.
            Indeed, I hope to persuade you that they are significant even if, mirabile dictu, you do not find yourself disposed to think
            of yourself as a liberal at all.
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         Let me sketch out a picture within which the problems I want to talk about arise. Each of us has one life to live; and although
            there are many moral constraints on how we live our lives—prominent among them being constraints that derive from our obligations
            to other persons—these constraints do not determine which particular life we must live. We must not live lives of cruelty
            and dishonesty, for example, but there are many lives we can live without these vices. There are also constraints on how we
            may live that derive from our historical circumstances and our physical and mental endowments: I was born into the wrong family
            to be a Yoruba chief and with the wrong body for motherhood; I am too short to be a successful professional basketball player,
            insufficiently dexterous to be a concert pianist. But even when we have taken these things into account, we know that each
            human life starts out with many possibilities. Some people have a wider and more interesting range of options than others.
            I once had a conversation with the late Nobel laureate Jacques Monod—one of the founding fathers of molecular biology—who
            told me he had had to choose, at a certain point in his life, among being (as I recall) a concert cellist, a philosopher,
            and a scientist. But everybody has, or should have, a variety of decisions to make in shaping a life. And for a person of
            a liberal disposition these choices belong, in the end, to the person whose life it is.
         

         
         
         
         
         This means at least two things. First, the measure of my life, the standard by which it is to be assessed as more or less
            successful, depends, if only in part, on my life’s aims as specified by me. Second, my life’s shape is up to me (provided
            that I have done my duty toward others), even if I make a life that is less good than a life I could have made. All of us
            could, no doubt, have made better lives than we have: but that is no reason for others to attempt to force those better lives
            upon us. Thoughtful friends, benevolent sages, anxious relatives will rightly offer us both assistance and advice as to how
            to proceed. But it will be advice, not coercion, that they justly offer. And, just as coercion will be wrong in these private circumstances, it will
            be wrong when it is undertaken by governments interested in the perfection of their citizens. That is what it means to say
            that—once I have done my duties—the shaping of my life is up to me. What Mill taught us to call individuality is one term
            for this task. But it doesn’t take place in a vacuum; rather, it is itself shaped by the available social forms. And it can
            involve obligations that seem to go beyond my voluntary undertakings, and beyond the basic requirements of morality.
         

         
         
         
         
         So far, I can assume what I’ve been saying is fairly unexceptionable—a recitation of common sense even among my academic tribe.
            The fact that it is common sense reflects important changes in the climate of metaethical reflection over the past few decades. In particular,
            we philosophers—whatever position we take on “value pluralism” or “moral realism”—have become increasingly conscious that
            moral obligation represents only a subset of our normative concerns. In just this spirit, T. M. Scanlon has distinguished
            a rump morality—morality in the sense of “what we owe to each other”—from “morality in the wider sense,” which involves things
            like being a good parent or friend, or striving to meet high standards in your profession. And Bernard Williams similarly
            identified morality as a “narrower system”—indeed, in his view, a “peculiar institution”—within the broader tradition of what
            he called the ethical. But then this basic intuition, and the nomenclatural worries it presents, is scarcely new. In the 1930s,
            the English translators of Henri Bergson’s The Two Sources of Morality and Religion warned readers, as a matter “of the utmost importance,” that they’d used the word “morality” to translate “the word ‘morale,’
            which has a wider meaning in French than in English, conveying both morality and ethics.” And an insistence upon some such
            distinction can be pushed further back, certainly to Hegel, and arguably much further still. You might suppose that morality,
            in this narrow sense, is a concoction of philosophers; you might blame it on Kant, or take it to be an outgrowth of liberal
            toleration. But I think Williams is right to insist that, on the contrary, it is “the outlook, or, incoherently, part of the
            outlook, of almost all of us.” As we’ve seen, there’s no settled convention for how to mark the distinction; or, indeed, for
            exactly what such a distinction would distinguish. For the most part, though, I shall find it convenient to follow Ronald
            Dworkin’s stipulative lexicon, whereby ethics “includes convictions about which kinds of lives are good or bad for a person
            to lead, and morality includes principles about how a person should treat other people.”4

         
         
         
         
         In moving from the realm of moral obligation to that of ethical flourishing, philosophical reflection among the moderns has
            returned to questions that absorbed the ancients: questions about what lives we should lead, defining the well-lived life
            as something more than a life in which our preferences are well satisfied. Once we take such questions seriously, we are bound
            to acknowledge that the tools with which we make our lives include many socially provided resources and forms: among them,
            most obviously, language, but also countless other private and public institutions. What has proved especially vexatious,
            though, is the effort to take account of those social forms we now call identities: genders and sexual orientations, ethnicities and nationalities, professions and vocations. Identities make ethical claims
            because—and this is just a fact about the world we human beings have created—we make our lives as men and as women, as gay and as straight people, as Ghanaians and as Americans, as blacks and as whites. Immediately, conundrums start to assemble. Do identities represent a curb on autonomy, or do they provide its contours?What
            claims, if any, can identity groups as such justly make upon the state? These are concerns that have gained a certain measure
            of salience in recent political philosophy, but, as I hope to show, they are anything but newfangled. What’s modern is that
            we conceptualize identity in particular ways. What’s age-old is that when we are asked—and ask ourselves—who we are, we are being asked what we are as well.
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         In the pages that follow, I plan to explore the ethics of identity in our personal and political lives; but I want to do so
            in an account that takes seriously Mill’s notion of individuality. Indeed, Mill, who has become a central figure in modern
            political thought for many good reasons, and a few bad ones, will serve us as something of a traveling companion in the pages
            ahead. What will make him an agreeable traveling companion—as opposed to a traveling icon, dangling from the rearview mirror—isn’t
            that we will agree with all his analyses; it’s that he cared about so many of the issues we care about, and, in a day when
            talk of “identity” can sound merely modish, he reminds us that the issues it presents are scarcely alien to the high canon
            of political philosophy.
         

         
         
         
         
         I said that the problems I would be discussing have arisen in the general arena of liberal thought (taking it to be a very general arena indeed). But, of course, many theorists who have been engaged by these problems are inclined to view them as
            challenges to liberalism. They’re worried that liberalism has given us a picture of the world that leaves too much out; that the founders
            of the liberal canon, as we’ve assembled it, were oblivious to, or uninterested in, the differences among forms of life. In
            particular, we have been urged to distrust the habit of abstraction, of uninflected talk of individuals, rather than singular,
            situated selves. Thus it has sometimes been said that John Locke and the other founding theorists of something like liberal
            democracy lived in a deeply homogeneous world; that their notions weren’t appropriate for our multiethnic modernity. Now,
            much can be learned from the contemporary clash between the Leavers Out and the Putters In; there is such a thing as the clarity
            of the battlefield. But there is also such a thing as the fog of war. My own suspicion is that the conceptual resources of
            conventional liberal theory really aren’t so very impoverished; and that, in any case, not every omission is a sin.
         

         
         
         
         
         For, of course, Locke was writing in the wake of protracted and bloody sectarian strife; his abstraction did not arise from
            inadvertence or obliviousness or mere ethnic vanity. The matter of diversity, far from being marginal to the origins of modern
            political philosophy, was central to it. The leaving-out was purposeful; and the purpose was not a negligible one. It was
            to make possible something that liberals talk about a good deal—respect for persons. And the ambit of “respect” is precisely
            where the habit of liberal abstraction shows its strength. The encumbered self, laden with all the specificity of its manifold
            allegiances, is not something we can, as a rule, be bound to respect. I am not alone is doubting the imperative to respect
            cultures, as opposed to persons; and I believe we can respect persons only inasmuch as we consider them as abstract rights-holders.
            Much of our moral advancement has depended on such a tendency toward abstraction. As Peter Railton observes, “broad historical
            trends have pushed the development of generalization in moral thought,” and what promoted such generalization was precisely
            the challenges of internal diversity. “Religious tolerance, for example, requires that we see the views of others as religions,
            rather than mere heresies. This requires adopting some critical distance not only on their convictions, but on ours as well.”5 To say all this is decidedly not to doubt the value of putting-in: it is only to say that putting-in should be done with caution,
            and that more isn’t necessarily better. If the leaving-out was strategic, the putting-in must be as well. 
         

         
         
         
         
         And so I write neither as identity’s friend nor as its foe. Either posture is likely to call to mind that full-hearted avowal,
            by the American transcendentalist Margaret Fuller, “I accept the universe!”—and Carlyle’s storied rejoinder, “Gad! She’d better!”
            As with gravity, you might as well be on good terms with it, but there’s no point in buttering it up. Indeed, in the spirit
            of those side-effects warnings you find in drug advertisements—those blocks of microscopic type that cause the blurred vision
            they warn about—I should offer a disclaimer. I have often found it helpful to supplant talk of “race” or “culture” with talk
            of identity; but I should admit, preemptively, that talk of identity, too, can have reifying tendencies. As it is mobilized
            within the discourse of psychology, it can be compromised by the spurious notion of psychological wholeness (echoed in those
            bromides about “identity crisis,” “finding oneself,” and so forth). As it is mobilized within the discourse of ethnography,
            it can harden into something fixed and determinate, a homogeneity of Difference.6 But I don’t know what to do about such perils, aside from pointing them out, and trying to avoid them.
         

         
         
         
         
         You will have to judge for yourself whether I’ve succeeded. In these pages, I’ve tried to pull together my thinking and writing
            over the past decade on ethics and identity. The together part has inevitably entailed a considerable amount of revision: protraction, contraction, retraction. The first, introductory
            chapter maps out the terrain, with particular reference to Millian individuality. It is, by design, the least contentious
            part of the book, a marshaling of what I take to be common sense, before it is put to the test. (And, like many philosophers,
            I am of the school that what goes without saying often goes even better with saying.) The subsequent chapters carry the discussion into a number of areas—the contested domain of “autonomy,” the debates
            surrounding citizenship and identity; the proper role of the state with respect to our ethical flourishing; the negotiations
            between partiality and morality; the prospects for conversations across ethical communities. In focusing on these normative
            questions, I have largely tried to abstain from metaphysical commitment on the grand questions of moral realism, the issues
            about the ontological significance of the fact-value distinction. I have therefore also tried to stay away from explicit discussion
            of moral epistemology, although, of course, you cannot proceed without metaphysical or epistemological presuppositions altogether.
            If there is something distinctive in my approach, it is that I start always from the perspective of the individual engaged
            in making his or her life, recognizing that others are engaged in the same project, and concerned to ask what social and political
            life means for this ethical project we share. This is, then, I want to emphasize, a work of ethics, in the special sense I
            have picked out, and not of political theory, because it does not start with an interest in the state. Rather, the political
            questions it addresses are those that arise inevitably once we recognize that the ethical task each of us has—our life making—is
            inevitably bound up with the ethical lives of others. That is why I discuss some of our wider social, as well as our more
            narrowly political, relationships. And that is also why I end with an exploration of questions that take us beyond the issues
            that arise about national politics into wider global concerns: the others whose ethical projects matter are not only our fellow
            citizens, they are also the citizens of every other nation on the planet. I began with a discussion of liberalism, a political
            tradition: but that is because I believe that some of the ethical presuppositions of that tradition are profoundly correct,
            not because I am mostly concerned with politics.
         

         
         
         
         
         My last and most forceful disclaimer, however, is addressed to those who are looking for practical guidance, for specific
            recommendations about precisely what laws or institutions will best heal our social and political ills. Alas, I am a poor
            physician: I’m interested in diagnosis—in etiology and nosology—but not in cures. If an agenda, a set of action items, is
            what you’re after, my one bit of practical advice is that you look elsewhere.
         

         
         
         
         
         What’s on offer here, indeed, is more in the spirit of exploration than of conclusion. One of the great figures of early twentieth-century
            economics—was it Arthur Cecil Pigou?—avowed that the purpose of his discipline was to provide heat, not light. He meant that
            it should be useful rather than merely illuminating. Though I’d like to start an argument or two, the explorations that follow
            can be relied upon to provide very little heat, if any; my hope has been to shed some light, even if dim, even if flickering.
            Philosophy is invariably more helpful in framing questions than in framing policies. My aim isn’t to win converts, and I scarcely
            care whether you agree with every view I have ventured; I couldn’t say for sure that I do. How we are to make sense of the relations between identity and individuality—between the what and the who—is, as I say, the subject of a conversation half as old as time. Whether or not you find my approach sympathetic, I hope
            that I can at least persuade you that the conversation is worth joining.
         

         
         
         
      

   
      
         
         
         Chapter One

         
         
         
         
         [image: 7980]The Ethics of Individuality
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         THE GREAT EXPERIMENT

         
         
         
         
         Depending upon how you look at it, John Stuart Mill’s celebrated education was either a case study in individuality or a vigorous
            attempt to erase it. He himself seems to have been unable to decide which. He called his education “the experiment,” and the
            account he provided in his Autobiography ensured that it would become the stuff of legend. He was learning Greek at three, and by the time he was twelve, he had read
            the whole of Herodotus, a fair amount of Xenophon, Virgil’s Eclogues and the first six books of the Aeneid, most of Horace, and major works by Sophocles, Euripides, Polybius, Plato, and Aristotle, among others. After studying Pope’s
            Homer, he set about composing a “continuation of the Iliad,” at first on whim and then on command. He had also made serious
            forays into geometry, algebra, and differential calculus.
         

         
         
         
         
         The young Mill was kept away as much as possible from the corrupting influence of other boys (“the contagion,” as he put it,
            “of vulgar modes of thought and feeling”); and so, in his fourteenth year, when John Stuart was about to meet some new people
            beyond the range of his father’s supervision, James Mill took his son for a walk in Hyde Park to prepare him for what he might
            expect to encounter. If he found that he was ahead of other children, he must attribute it not to his own superiority, but
            to the particular rigors of his intellectual upbringing: “it was no matter of praise to me, if I knew more than those who
            had not had a similar advantage, but the deepest disgrace to me if I did not.” This was the first inkling he had that he was
            precocious, and Mill had every reason to be astonished. “If I thought anything about myself, it was that I was rather backward
            in my studies,” he recounts, “since I always found myself so, in comparison with what my father expected from me.”1

         
         
         
         
         But James Mill was a man with a mission, and it was his eldest son’s appointed role to carry forward that mission. James,
            as Jeremy Bentham’s foremost disciple, was molding yet another disciple—someone who, trained in accordance with Benthamite
            principles, would extend and promulgate the grand raisonneur’s creed for a new era. He was, so to speak, the samurai’s son. In the event, self-development was to be a central theme of
            Mill’s thought and, indeed, a main element of his complaint against his intellectual patrimony. When he was twenty-four, he
            wrote to his friend John Sterling about the loneliness that had come to overwhelm him: “There is now no human being (with
            whom I can associate on terms of equality) who acknowledges a common object with me, or with whom I can cooperate even in
            any practical undertaking, without feeling that I am only using a man, whose purposes are different, as an instrument for
            the furtherance of my own.”2 And his sensitivity about using another in this way surely flows from his sense that he himself had been thus used—that he
            had been conscripted into a master plan that was not his own.
         

         
         
         
         
         Mill memorably wrote about the great crisis in his life—a sort of midlife crisis, which, as befitted his precocity, visited
            when he was twenty—and the spiral of anomie into which he descended, during the winter of 1826.
         

         
         
         
         
         
         In this frame of mind it occurred to me to put the question directly to myself: “Suppose that all your objects in life were
            realized; that all the changes in institution and opinions which you are looking forward to, could be completely effected
            at this very instant: would this be a great joy and happiness to you?” And an irrepressible self-consciousness distinctly
            answered, “No!” At this my heart sank within me: the whole foundation on which my life was constructed fell down.3

         
         
         
         
         He pulled out of it, stepped blinking into the light; but for a long while thereafter found himself dazed and adrift. Intent
            on deprogramming himself from the cult of Bentham, he plunged into an uncritical eclecticism, unwilling to exercise his perhaps
            overdeveloped faculties of discrimination. He was determinedly, even perversely, receptive to the arguments of those he would
            once have considered the embodiment of Error, whether the breathless utopianism of the Saint-Simonians or the murky Teutonic
            mysticisms of Coleridge and Carlyle. When intellectual direction returned to his life, it was through the agency of his new
            friend and soul mate, Mrs. Harriet Hardy Taylor. “My great readiness and eagerness to learn from everybody, and to make room
            in my opinions for every new acquisition by adjusting the old and the new to one another, might, but for her steadying influence,
            have seduced me into modifying my early opinions too much,” he would write.4

         
         
         
         
         It was a relationship that was greeted with considerable censure, not least by James Mill. So there is some irony that it
            was she, more than anyone, who seems to have returned the rudderless craft he had become to the tenets of the patrimonial
            cause. His love for her was at once rebellion and restoration—and the beginning of an intellectual partnership that spanned
            almost three decades. Only when Mrs. Taylor was widowed, in 1851, could she and Mill live together as man and wife, and in
            the mid-1850s their collaboration bore its greatest fruit: On Liberty, surely the most widely read work of political philosophy in the English language.
         

         
         
         
         
         I retell this familiar story because so many of the themes that preoccupied Mill’s social and political thought wend their
            way through his life. It is a rare convenience. Buridan’s ass did not itself tap out any contributions to decision theory
            before succumbing to starvation. Paul Gauguin, the emblem and avatar of Bernard williams's famous analysis of “moral luck,”
            was not himself a moral philosopher. Yet Mill’s concern with self-development and experimentation was a matter of both philosophical
            inquiry and personal experience. On Liberty is an impasto of influences—ranging from German romanticism, by way of Wilhelm von Humboldt and Coleridge, to the sturdy,
            each-person-counts-for-one equality and tolerance that were Mill’s intellectual birthright. But my interest in Mill’s work
            is essentially and tendentiously presentist, for it adumbrates the main themes of this book, as it does so many topics in
            liberal theory.
         

         
         
         
         
         Consider his emphasis on the importance of diversity; his recognition of the irreducibly plural nature of human values; his
            insistence that the has a role in promoting human flourishing, broadly construed; his effort to elaborate a notion of well-being
            that was at once individualist and (in ways that are sometimes overlooked) profoundly social. Finally, his robust ideal of
            individuality mobilizes, as we’ll see, the critical notions of autonomy and identity. My focus on Mill isn’t by way of argumentum ad verecundiam; I don’t suppose (nor did he) that his opinions represented the last word. But none before him—and, I am inclined to add,
            none since—charted out the terrain as clearly and as carefully as he did. We may cultivate a different garden, but we do so
            on soil that he fenced in and terraced.
         

         
         
         
         
         LIBERTY AND INDIVIDUALITY

         
         
         
         
         “If it were felt that the free development of individuality is one of the leading essentials of well-being; that it is not
            only a coordinate element with all that is designated by the terms civilization, instruction, education, culture, but is itself
            a necessary part and condition of all those things; there would be no danger that liberty should be undervalued, and the adjustment
            of the boundaries between it and social control would present no extraordinary difficulty.”5 So Mill wrote the book’s celebrated third chapter, “On Individuality, as One of the Elements of Wellbeing,” and it is a powerful
            proposal. For it seems to suggest that individuality could be taken as prior even to the book’s titular subject, liberty itself.
            Our capacity to use all our faculties in our individual ways was, at least in part, what made liberty valuable to us. In Mill’s
            accounting, individuality doesn’t merely conduce to, it is constitutive of, the social good. And he returns to the point,
            lest anyone miss it: “Having said that Individuality is the same thing with development, and that it is only the cultivation
            of individuality which produces, or can produce, well-developed human beings, I might here close the argument: for what more
            or better can be said of any condition of human affairs, than that it brings human beings themselves nearer to the best thing
            they can be? or what worse can be said of any obstruction to good, than that it prevents this?”6

         
         
         
         
         To be sure, Mill does offer conventionally consequentialist arguments for liberty—arguments that liberty is likely to have
            good effects. His most famous arguments for freedom of expression assume that we will find the truth more often and more easily
            if we allow our opinions to be tested in public debate, in what we all now call the marketplace of ideas. But he argued with
            especial fervor that the cultivation of one’s individuality is itself a part of well-being, something good in se, and here liberty is not a means to an end but part of the end. For individuality means, among other things, choosing for
            myself instead of merely being shaped by the constraint of political or social sanction. It was part of mills view, in other
            words, that freedom mattered not just because it enabled other things—such as the discovery of truth—but also because without
            it people could not develop the individuality that is an essential element of human good.7 As he writes, 
         

         
         
         
         
         
         He who lets the world, or his own portion of it, choose his plan of life for him, has no need for any other faculty than the
            ape-like one of imitation. He who chooses his plan for himself, employs all his faculties. He must use observation to see,
            reasoning and judgment to foresee, activity to gather materials for decision, discrimination to decide, and when he has decided,
            firmness and self-control to hold to his deliberate decision. And these qualities he requires and exercises exactly in proportion
            as the part of his conduct which he determines according to his own judgment and feelings is a large one. It is possible that
            he might be guided in some good path, and kept out of harm’s way, without any of these things. But what will be his comparative
            worth as a human being? It really is of importance, not only what men do, but also what manner of men they are that do it.8

         
         
         
         
         Individuality is not so much a state to be achieved as a mode of life to be pursued. Mill says that it is important that one
            choose one’s own plan of life, and liberty consists, at least in part, in providing the conditions under which a choice among
            acceptable options is possible. But one must choose one’s own plan of life not because one will necessarily make the wisest
            choices; indeed, one might make poor choices. What matters most about a plan of life (Mill’s insistence on the point is especially
            plangent coming from the subject of James and Jeremy’s great experiment) is simply that it be chosen by the person whose life
            it is: “If a person possesses any tolerable amount of common sense and experience, his own mode of laying out his existence
            is best, not because it is the best in itself, but because it is his own mode.” Not only is exercising one’s autonomy valuable
            in itself, but such exercise leads to self-development, to the cultivation of one’s faculties of observation, reason, and
            judgment.9 Developing the capacity for autonomy is necessary for human well-being, which is why it matters not just what people choose but “what manner of men
            they are that do it.” So Mill invokes “individuality” to refer both to the precondition and to the result of such deliberative
            choice making.10

         
         
         
         
         The account of individuality that Mill offers in chapter 3 of On Liberty does not distinguish consistently between the idea that it is good to be different from other people and the idea that it
            is good to be, in some measure, self-created, to be someone who “chooses his plan for himself.”11 Still, I think it is best to read Mill as finding inherent value not in diversity—being different—but in the enterprise of
            self-creation. For I might choose a plan of life that was, as it happened, very like other people’s and still not be merely
            aping them, following them blindly as a model. I wouldn’t, then, be contributing to diversity (so, in one sense, I wouldn’t
            be very individual), but I would still be constructing my own—in another sense, individual—plan of life. On Liberty defends freedom because only free people can take full command of their own lives.
         

         
         
         
         
         PLANS OF LIFE

         
         
         
         
         Why does Mill insist that individuality is something that develops in coordination with a “plan of life”? His training as
            a utilitarian means that he wouldn’t have separated well-being from the satisfaction of wants; but he was well aware that
            to make sense of such wants, we had to see them as structured in particular ways. Our immediate desires and preferences so
            often run contrary to other, longer-term ones. We wish to have written a book, but we don’t wish to write one. We wish to
            ace our gross anatomy exam, but don’t wish to study for it on this sunny afternoon. It’s for this reason that we devise all
            manner of mechanisms to bind ourselves (in chapter 5, we’ll see that much of “culture” comprises institutions of self-binding),
            so that, as we often say, we “force ourselves” to do what our interest requires. Moreover, many of our goals are clearly intermediate
            in nature, subordinate to more comprehensive goals. You want to ace your gross anatomy exam because you want to be a surgeon;
            you want to be a surgeon because you want to mend cleft palates in Burkina Faso or, as the case may be, carve retroussé noses
            in Beverly Hills; and these ambitions may be in the service of still other ambitions. For reasons I’ll explore more fully
            in chapter 5, it’s worth bearing in mind that for Mill the activity of choosing freely had a rational dimension, was bound up in observation, reason, judgment, and deliberation. In A System of Logic, Mill even suggests that the consolidation of fleeting preferences into steadier purposes is what constitutes maturity:
         

         
         
         
         
         
         A habit of willing is commonly called a purpose; and among the causes of our volitions, and of the actions which flow from
            them, must be reckoned not only likings and aversions, but also purposes. It is only when our purposes have become independent
            of the feelings of pain or pleasure from which they originally took their rise, that we are said to have a confirmed character.
            “A character,” says Novalis, “is a completely fashioned will”, and the will, once so fashioned, may be steady and constant,
            when the passive susceptibilities of pleasure and pain are greatly weakened, or materially changed.12

         
         
         
         
         Precisely this notion became central to a subsequent theorist of “life plans,” Josiah Royce, who essentially defined a person
            as someone in possession of one. Rawls, too, was working within this Millian discourse when he stipulated that “a person’s
            plan of life is rational if, and only if, (1) it is one of the plans that is consistent with the principles of rational choice
            when these are applied to all the relevant features of his situation, and (2) it is that plan among those meeting this condition
            which would be chosen by him with full deliberative rationality, that is, with full awareness of the relevant facts and after
            a careful consideration of the consequences.”13

         
         
         
         
         The currency such talk of “plans” has acquired in contemporary liberal theory has invited some gimlet-eyed scrutiny. “In general,
            people do not and cannot make an overall choice of a total plan of life,” J. L. Mackie observes. “They choose successively
            to pursue various activities from time to time, not once and for all.” Daniel A. Bell, in a critique of the sort of liberal
            individualism associated with Rawls, maintains that “people do not necessarily have a ‘highest-order interest’ in rationally
            choosing their career and marriage partner, as opposed to following their instincts, striving for ends and goals set for them
            by others (family, friends, community groups, the government, God), and letting fate do the rest of the work. . . . This,
            combined with an awareness of the unchosen nature of most of our social attachments, undermines those justifications for a
            liberal form of social organization founded on the value of reflective choice.” And Michael Slote has raised concerns about
            the ways in which such “plans of life” mobilize preferences across time. Sometimes, given certain future uncertainties, we
            will be better served if we cultivate a measure of passivity, of watchful waiting. It’s also the case that, as he puts it,
            “rational life-planfulness is a virtue with a temporal aspect”—it’s not advisable for children to arrive at hard-and-fast
            decisions about their careers, because the activity requires the sort of prudence they’re unlikely to possess. What’s more,
            there are important human goods, like love or friendship, that we don’t exactly “plan” for.14

         
         
         
         
         The critics have a point. No doubt such talk of plans can be misleading if we imagine that people stride around with a neatly
            folded blueprint of their lives tucked into their back pocket—if we imagine life plans to be singular and fixed, rather than
            multiple and constantly shifting.15 Dickens hardly needed to underscore the irony when he had Mr. Dombey announce, of his doomed young heir, “There is nothing
            of chance or doubt in the course before my son. His way in life was clear and prepared, and marked out before he existed.”16 Plans can evolve, reverse course, be derailed by contingencies large and small; and to speak of them should not commit us
            to the notion that there’s one optimal plan for an individual. (It’s noteworthy that even the great embodiments of ambition
            in European fiction—Stendhal’s Julien Sorel, say, or Trollope’s Phineas Finn—stumble into their careers through a succession
            of fortuities. Sorel’s choice of the black over the red reflects not inner conviction, but the particular positions of the
            army and the church during the French restoration.)Mill himself did not labor under any such illusions. Nobody would have
            planned to fall in love with another man’s wife and spend the next two decades in a nerve-racking ménage à trois.17 Precisely because of his temperamental constancy, he was acutely aware of the ways in which his thought and goals shifted
            over time. That’s one reason he came to think that the exploration of the ends of life would yield to “experiments in living,”
            although he had reason to know that conducting an experiment and having one conducted upon you were two different things.
         

         
         
         
         
         THE SOUL OF THE SERVITOR

         
         
         
         
         Though talk of plans can sound overly determinate, Mill’s rhetorical excesses were frequently in the opposite direction—suggesting
            not too much structure but too little. The way he wrote about individuality, the product (and condition) of the freely chosen
            life plan, occasionally makes it sound like a weirdly exalted affair—an existence of ceaseless nonconformity, de novo judgments,
            poeticizing flights. It may conjure the whirling, willowy performance artist the cartoonist Jules Pfeiffer likes to draw,
            a character who perpetually expresses her every velleity in dance. This is not Mill’s view,18 any more than the engineering-schematic view is, but because Mill speaks abstractly, it may help to imagine a more concrete
            example. Consider, then, Mr. Stevens, the butler in Kazuo Ishiguro’s celebrated novel The Remains of the Day. Mr. Stevens has spent a whole life in service in a “great house,” and his aim has been to perform his task to the very best
            of his ability. He sees himself as part of the machinery that made the life of his master, Lord Darlington, possible. Since
            his master has acted on the stage of public history, he sees Lord Darlington’s public acts as part of what gives meaning to
            his own life. As he puts it: “Let us establish this quite clearly: a butler’s duty is to provide good service. It is not to
            meddle in the great affairs of the nation. The fact is, such great affairs will always be beyond the understanding of those
            such as you and I, and those of us who wish to make our mark must realize that we best do so by concentrating on what is within our realm.”19

         
         
         
         
         Mr. Stevens takes what is “within our realm” extremely seriously; for example, he feels, as he says, “uplifted” by a “sense
            of triumph” when he manages to pursue his duties unflustered on the evening that the woman he barely realizes he loves has
            announced to him that she is going to marry somebody else.20 By the time he tells us about this fateful day, we know him well enough to understand how such a sentiment is possible.
         

         
         
         
         
         At the end of the book, Mr. Stevens is returning to Darlington Hall from the holiday during which he has reviewed his life
            with us, and he tells us he is going back to work on what he calls his “bantering skills” in order to satisfy his new American
            master.
         

         
         
         
         
         
         I have of course already devoted much time to developing my bantering skills, but it is possible I have never previously approached
            the task with the commitment I might have done. Perhaps, then, when I return to Darlington Hall tomorrow . . . I will begin
            practising with renewed effort. I should hope, then, by the time of my employer’s return, I shall be in a position to pleasantly
            surprise him.21

         
         
         
         
         Few readers of Ishiguro’s novel will aspire to be a butler, least of all the sort of butler that Mr. Stevens aimed to be.
            And there is, indeed, something mildly ridiculous in the thought of an elderly man working on his skills at light conversation
            in order to entertain his young “master.” Ishiguro specializes in starchy, self-deceived narrators, and readers are likely
            to feel when they come to these last words a tremendous sadness at what is missing from Mr. Stevens’s life.
         

         
         
         
         
         Nevertheless, Mr. Stevens is continuing to live out the life he has chosen. And it does seem to me that we can understand
            part of what Mill is suggesting by saying that bantering is something of value to Mr. Stevens because he has chosen to be
            the best butler he can be. This is not a life we would have chosen; but for someone who has chosen it, it is intelligible that improving one’s bantering skills is a good. Mill isn’t very clear in On Liberty about how “individuality” might relate to other kinds of goods. But he recognized that sometimes a thing matters because a
            person has chosen to make a life in which it matters, and that it would not matter if he or she had not chosen to make such
            a life. To say that bantering is of value to Mr. Stevens is not just to say that he wants to be able to do it well, as he
            might want to be good at bridge or bowling. It is to say that, given his aims, his “plan of life,” bantering matters to him;
            we, for whom bantering does not matter in this way, can still see that it is a value for him within the life he has chosen.
         

         
         
         
         
         You may think that this is not a life that anyone who had other reasonable options should have chosen, and that even someone
            who was forced into it should not have taken to it with the enthusiasm and commitment that Mr. Stevens manifests. You might
            even explain this by saying that the life of the perfect servant is not one of great dignity. But the fact is that Mr. Stevens
            did choose this mode of life, in the full awareness of alternatives, and pursued it with focused ambition: among other things,
            he clearly sought to surpass his father’s own considerable achievement in the profession. It is because of his commitment
            that he has engaged in such vigorous self-development, cultivating and improving his various skills. And the seriousness with
            which he takes the imperative of self-development is one that Mill could only have applauded. As Mill wrote in an emphatic
            letter to his friend David Barclay, “there is only one plain rule of life eternally binding, and independent of all variations
            in creeds, and in the interpretation of creeds, embracing equally the greatest moralities and the smallest; it is this: try
            thyself unweariedly till thou findest the highest thing thou art capable of doing, faculties and outward circumstances being
            both duly considered, and then DO IT.”22 Mill also says that “a sense of dignity” is something that “all human beings possess in one form or another,”23 and dignity is something that Mr. Stevens himself knows a good deal about. He even offers a definition of it in response to
            the questioning of a doctor he meets on his travels.
         

         
         
         
         
         
         ‘What do you think dignity’s all about?’
         

         
         
         The directness of the inquiry did, I admit, take me rather by surprise.

         
         
         ‘It’s rather a hard thing to explain in a few words, sir,’ I said. ‘But I suspect

         
         
         it comes down to not removing one’s clothing in public.’24

         
         
         
         
         This is more than a joke. Mr. Stevens believes in decorum, good manners, formality. These compose the world that he has chosen to inhabit and make it the world that it is.
            Once again, these may not be values for us, but they are values for him, given his plan of life. When he is serious, when he is explaining to a room full of villagers what makes the
            difference between a gentleman and someone who is not, he says:“one would suspect that the quality . . . might be most usefully
            termed ‘dignity.’” This is a quality that he, like many conservatives, believes to be far from equally distributed. “Dignity’s
            not just something for gentlemen,” says a character called Harry Smith. And Mr. Stevens observes in his narrative voice, “I
            perceived, of course, that Mr. Harry Smith and I were rather at cross purposes on this matter.”25

         
         
         
         
         If Mr. Stevens is a helpful illustration of individuality—of the values of self-development and autonomy—it is in part because
            he must seem an unlikely representative of such things; to cite him as such is to read Ishiguro’s novel against the grain.
            Ishiguro is like you and me, a modern person, and his novel is sad (and comic) because Mr. Stevens’s life seems, in ways he
            does not recognize, a failure. Mr. Stevens is also a contentious example because—for reasons I’ll be discussing further in
            the next chapter—some philosophers would want to deny that he was fully autonomous, and so to ascribe autonomy to him is to
            challenge a certain conception of what autonomy requires. At first blush, Mr. Stevens represents precisely the dead hand of
            convention and custom that Mill railed against in On Liberty. Yet Mill’s view of convention and custom was rather more complicated than such denunciations suggest. In a somewhat wistful
            passage in A System of Logic, he writes:
         

         
         
         
         
         
         The longer our species lasts, and the more civilized it becomes, the more, as Comte remarks, does the influence of past generations
            over the present, and of mankind en masse over every individual in it, predominate over other forces; and though the course
            of affairs never ceases to be susceptible of alteration both by accidents and by personal qualities, the increasing preponderance
            of the collective agency of the species over all minor causes, is constantly bringing the general evolution of the race into
            something which deviates less from a certain and preappointed track.26

         
         
         
         
         At the same time, Stevens’s rather circumscribed conception of what belongs in his “realm” of interest and expertise does
            make him especially vulnerable to the vagaries of moral luck. For Lord Darlington turns out to be a weak man, an easy mark
            for the National Socialist Joachim von Ribbentrop, Germany’s prewar ambassador to London. The result is that (at least in
            the novel’s apparent accounting) Mr. Stevens’s life is a failure because his master’s life has proved one, not because service
            is, in fact, bound to lead to failure. After all, if Mr. Stevens had been working for Winston Churchill, he, at least, could
            deny that he had failed; he could claim to have been the faithful servant of a great man, just as he set out to be.27 Instead, Mr. Stevens’s pursuit of his vocation robs him both of his dignity and of a love life, since the only woman he might
            have married works in the same household and he believes a relationship with her would most likely have compromised their
            professional relations. Though Mr. Stevens makes a mess of this, there is, as I say, no reason to think that these losses
            are the fault of his vocation.28

         
         
         
         
         Then again, perhaps the reason his life seems a failure is that he is servile. Servility, as Thomas E. Hill has suggested
            we understand the term, isn’t just happily earning your living by working for another; it’s acting as an unfree person, a
            person whose will is somehow subjected to another’s—a person who, in Hill’s formulation, disavows his own moral rights.29 And yet Mr. Stevens might be defended even from this charge. Has he, in fact, disavowed his own moral rights? His sense of
            duty to his employer seems derivative from his sense of duty to himself and his own amour propre, for we have no doubt that
            he could let standards slip without his employer’s being any the wiser. Mr. Stevens, who holds to his sense of what is proper
            despite the caviling of his peers and the inattentiveness of his employer, is conscious that he represents a way of life that
            is endangered; his conservatism is decidedly not that of conformity. What makes Mr. Stevens a useful example of the moral
            power of individuality, then, is that he exemplifies it even though he himself doesn’t much believe in liberty, equality,
            or fraternity. Even someone as illiberal as Mr. Stevens, that is, demonstrates the power of individuality as an ideal.
         

         
         
         
         
         SOCIAL CHOICES

         
         
         
         
         For Mill, Royce, and others, as we’ve seen, a plan of life serves as a way of integrating one’s purposes over time, of fitting
            together the different things one values. The fulfillment of goals that flow from such a plan—or what we might prefer to call
            our ground projects and commitments30—has more value than the satisfaction of a fleeting desire. In particular, Mill says that it matters because, in effect, the
            life plan is an expression of my individuality, of who I am: and, in this sense, a desire that flows from a value that itself
            derives from a life plan is more important than a desire (such as an appetite) that I just happen to have; for it flows from
            my reflective choices, my commitments, not just from passing fancy.
         

         
         
         
         
         The ideal of self-authorship strikes a popular chord: we all know the sentiment in the form that Frank Sinatra made famous.
            In a song in which a person reviews his life toward its end, Mr. Sinatra sings: “I’ve lived a life that’s full. / I’ve traveled
            each and ev’ry highway; / But more, much more than this, / I did it my way.”31 If my choosing it is part of what makes my life plan good, then imposing on me a plan of life—even one that is, in other respects,
            an enviable one—is depriving me of a certain kind of good. For a person of a liberal disposition, my life’s shape is up to
            me, even if I make a life that is objectively less good than a life I could have made, provided that I have done my duty toward
            others.32 All of us could, no doubt, have made better lives than we have: but that, Mill says, is no reason for others to attempt to
            force those better lives upon us.
         

         
         
         
         
         And yet this scenario of self-chosen individuality invites a couple of worries. First, it is hard to accept the idea that
            certain values derive from my choices if those choices themselves are just arbitrary. Why should the mere fact that I have
            laid out my existence mean that it is the best, especially if it is not the best “in itself”?
         

         
         
         
         
         Suppose, for example, I adopt a life as a solitary traveler around the world, free of entanglements with family and community,
            settling for a few months here and there, making what little money I need by giving English lessons to businesspeople. My
            parents tell me that I am wasting my life as a Scholar Gypsy, that I have a good education, talent as a musician, and a wonderful
            gift for friendship, all of which are being put to no use. You don’t have to be a communitarian to wonder whether it is a
            satisfactory response to say only that I have considered the options and this is the way I have chosen. Don’t I need to say
            something about what this way makes possible for me and for those I meet? Or about what other talents of mine it makes use
            of? It is one thing to say that the government or society or your parents ought not to stop you from wasting your life if
            you choose to; but it is another to say that wasting your life in your own way is good just because it is your way, just because you have chosen to waste your life.
         

         
         
         
         
         This may be why Mill seesaws between arguing that I am in the optimal position to decide what plan of life is best for me,
            given “the mental, moral, and aesthetic stature” of which I am capable, and the more radical view that the mere fact that
            I have chosen a plan of life recommendsit. For on the former view, my choice is not arbitrary. It reflects the facts of my capacities, and, given that I have enough “common sense and experience,” I am likely
            to do a better job than anybody else of judging how to make a life that fits those capacities. On this view, I discover a
            life form for myself, based in the facts of my nature and my place in the world. But on the latter, my role is as originator
            of value, not as discoverer of it. Here the charge against individuality is that it is arbitrary.
         

         
         
         
         
         Let me raise a second worry with the picture of self-chosen individuality we’ve been examining. At times, Mill’s way of talking
            can suggest a rather unattractive form of individualism, in which the aim is to make a life in which you yourself matter most.
            This conception has sometimes been prettified with a particular account of the unfettered human soul. The result finds memorable
            expression in the misty-eyed antinomianism of Oscar Wilde’s “Soul of Man under Socialism,” in which, once the shackles of
            convention are thrown off, some sort of dewy and flower-strewn Pre-Raphaelitism will reign: “It will be a marvellous thing—the
            true personality of man—when we see it. It will grow naturally and simply, flowerlike, or as a dispute. It will not prove
            things. It will know everything. And yet it will not busy itself about knowledge.”And so breathlessly on.33 This is the sort of moral kitsch that gives individuality a bad name.
         

         
         
         
         
         And Mill does argue for a view of one’s self as a project, in a way that might be read as suggesting that self-cultivation
            and sociability are competing values, though each has its place.34 This can lead us to think that the good of individuality is reined in by or traded off against the goods of sociability so
            that there is an intrinsic opposition between the self and society. It can lead us to think that political institutions, which
            develop and reflect the value of sociability, are always a source of constraint on our individuality. Here is a second charge
            against individuality: that it is unsociable.
         

         
         
         
         
         Now, to show that individuality, or, more baldly, self-creation, doesn’t necessarily succumb to these pitfalls is not to show
            that it isn’t susceptible to them; but, right away, we can establish that it needn’t involve either arbitrariness or unsociability. A plan of life for Mill was likely to include family and friends and might
            include (as his did) public service. Mr. Stevens’s individuality, too, is far from unsociable because what he has chosen to
            be is a butler, which is something you can be only if there are other people to play other roles in the social world; a butler
            needs a master or mistress, cooks, housekeepers, maids. It is an intrinsically social role, a station with its public duties,
            not just an opportunity to follow one’s private tastes. And Mr. Stevens’s individuality is far from arbitrary because it is
            a role that has developed within a tradition, a role that makes sense within a certain social world: a social world that no
            longer exists, as it happens, which is one of many reasons why none of us wants to be a butler in the way Mr. Stevens was.
            We don’t want to be butlers in that way because—without a social world of “great houses,” house parties, and the rest—one
            can’t be a butler in that way. (This is a point that Bernard Williams has made by noting that, relative to a particular historical
            position, certain forms of life are not “real options.”)35 Mr. Stevens is an individual, and he has made his own plan of life: but he hasn’t made it arbitrarily. The butler elements
            in his plan, for example, make sense—to give but two reasons—because there is, first, a career available with that role, a
            way of making a living; and, second, because his father was a butler before him. (Once again, I don’t expect you to find these
            reasons attractive; but you should find them intelligible.)
         

         
         
         
         
         As we’ve seen, a plan of life is not like an engineer’s plan. It doesn’t map out all the important (and many unimportant)
            features of our life in advance. These plans are, rather, mutable sets of organizing aims, aims within which you can fit both
            daily choices and a longer-term vision. Still, there remains a certain lack of clarity to talk of Mr. Stevens’s plan of life:
            what precisely is his plan? Forced to speak in that way, we should say that his plan is to be the best butler he can be, to
            follow in his father’s footsteps, to be a man. But I think it is more natural to say that he plans to live as a butler, his father’s son, a man, a loyal Englishman. What structures his sense of his life, then, is something less like
            a blueprint and more like what we nowadays call an “identity.”36 For to speak of living-as here is to speak of identities.37

         
         
         
         
         Mr. Stevens has constructed for himself an identity as a butler: more specifically as the butler to Lord Darlington and of
            Darlington Hall and as his father’s son. It is an identity in which his gender plays a role (butlers must be men) and in which
            his nationality is important, too, because in the late 1930s Lord Darlington meddles (rather incompetently, it turns out)
            in the “great affairs” of the British nation, and it is his service to a man who is serving that nation that gives Mr. Stevens
            part of his satisfaction.38 But Ishiguro’s character has put these more generic identities—butler, son, man, Englishman—together with other skills and
            capacities that are more particular, and, in so doing, he has fashioned a self. And, as we shall see in chapter 3, the idea
            of identity already has built into it a recognition of the complex interdependence of self-creation and sociability.
         

         
         
         
         
         INVENTION AND AUTHENTICITY

         
         
         
         
         At this point, it may be helpful to consider two rival pictures of what is involved in shaping one’s individuality. One, a
            picture that comes from romanticism, is the idea of finding one’s self—of discovering, by means of reflection or a careful
            attention to the world, a meaning for one’s life that is already there, waiting to be found. This is the vision we can call
            authenticity: it is a matter of being true to who you already really are, or would be if it weren’t for distorting influences.“The Soul
            of Man under Socialism” is one locus classicus of this vision.(“The personality of man . . . will be as wonderful as the personality
            of a child.”) The other picture, the existentialist picture, let’s call it, is one in which, as the doctrine goes, existence precedes essence: that is, you exist first and then
            have to decide what to exist as, who to be, afterward. On an extreme version of this view, we have to make a self up, as it were out of nothing, like God
            at the Creation, and individuality is valuable because only a person who has made a self has a life worth living.39 
         

         
         
         
         
         But neither of these pictures is right.

         
         
         
         
         
         The authenticity picture is wrong because it suggests that there is no role for creativity in making a self, that the self
            is already and in its totality fixed by our natures. Mill was rightly emphatic that we do have such a role, however constrained
            we are by our nature and circumstances. Man “has, to a certain extent, a power to alter his character,” he writes in A System of Logic:
         

         
         
         
         
         
         His character is formed by his circumstances (including among these his particular organization); but his own desire to mould
            it in a particular way, is one of those circumstances, and by no means one of the least influential. We can not, indeed, directly
            will to be different from what we are. But neither did those who are supposed to have formed our character directly will that
            we should be what we are. Their will had no direct power except over their own actions. They made us what they did make us,
            by willing, not the end, but the requisite means; and we, when our habits are not too inveterate, can, by similarly willing
            the requisite means, make ourselves different. If they could place us under the influence of certain circumstances, we, in
            like manner, can place ourselves under the influence of other circumstances. We are exactly as capable of making our own character,
            if we will, as others are of making it for us.40

         
         
         
         
         By the same token, the existentialist picture is wrong because it suggests that there is only creativity, that there is nothing for us to respond to, nothing out of which to do the construction. “Human nature is not
            a machine to be built after a model, and set to do exactly the work prescribed for it, but a tree, which requires to grow
            . . . according to the tendency of the inward forces which make it a living thing,” Mill told us. His metaphor makes the constraints
            apparent: a tree, whatever the circumstances, does not become a legume, a vine, or a cow. The reasonable middle view is that
            constructing an identity is a good thing (if self-authorship is a good thing) but that the identity must make some kind of
            sense. And for it to make sense, it must be an identity constructed in response to facts outside oneself, things that are
            beyond one’s own choices.
         

         
         
         
         
         Some philosophers—Sartre among them—have tried to combine both the romantic and the existentialist views, as Michel Foucault
            suggested some years ago: “Sartre avoids the idea of the self as something that is given to us, but through the moral notion
            of authenticity, he turns back to the idea that we have to be ourselves—to be truly our true self. I think the only acceptable
            practical consequence of what Sartre has said is to link his theoretical insight to the practice of creativity—and not to
            that of authenticity. From the idea that the self is not given to us, I think there is only one practical consequence: we
            have to create ourselves as a work of art.”41

         
         
         
         
         Now Foucault, in this passage, speaks of creativity without, perhaps, sufficiently acknowledging the role of the materials
            on which our creativity is exercised. As Charles Taylor notes, “I can define my identity only against the background of things
            that matter. But to bracket out history, nature, society, the demands of solidarity, everything but what I find in myself,
            would be to eliminate all candidates for what matters.”42

         
         
         
         
         Let me propose a thought experiment that might dissuade those who speak of self-choice as the ultimate value. Suppose it were
            possible, through some sort of instantaneous genetic engineering, to change any aspect of your nature, so that you could have
            any combination of capacities that has ever been within the range of human possibility: you could have Michael Jordan’s fade-away
            shot, Mozart’s musicality, Groucho Marx’s comic gifts, Proust’s delicate way with language. Suppose you could put these together
            with any desires you wanted—homo- or hetero-, a taste for Wagner or Eminem. (You might saunter into the metamorphosis chamber
            whistling the overture to Die Meistersinger and strut out murmuring “Will the Real Slim Shady Please Stand Up?”)Suppose, further, that there were no careers or professions
            in this world because all material needs and services were met by intelligent machines. Far from being a utopia, so it seems
            to me, this would be a kind of hell. There would be no reason to choose any of these options, because there would be no achievement
            in putting together a life. One way of explaining why this life would be meaningless comes from Nietzsche:
         

         
         
         
         
         
         One thing is needful.—To “give style” to one’s character—a great and rare art! It is practiced by those who survey all the strengths and weaknesses
            of their nature and then fit them into an artistic plan until every one of them appears as art and reason and even weaknesses
            delight the eye. Here a large mass of second nature has been added; there a piece of original nature has been removed—both
            times through long practice and daily work at it. Here the ugly that could not be removed is concealed; there it has been
            reinterpreted and made sublime.43

         
         
         
         
         To create a life is to create a life out of the materials that history has given you. As we saw, Mill’s rhetoric juxtaposes
            the value of self-authorship with the value of achieving our capacities, perhaps because the former can seem arbitrary; but
            once it is tied to something out of our control, once our self-construction is seen as a creative response to our capacities
            and our circumstances, then the accusation of arbitrariness loses its power.
         

         
         
         
         
         Thinking about the capacities and circumstances that history has, in fact, given each of us will also allow us to address
            the worry about the unsociability of the individuated self, further elaborating on the social dependence we ascribed to Mr.
            Stevens. The language of identity reminds us to what extent we are, in Charles Taylor’s formulation, “dialogically” constituted.
            Beginning in infancy, it is in dialogue with other people’s understandings of who I am that I develop a conception of my own
            identity. We come into the world “mewling and puking in the nurse’s arms” (as Shakespeare so genially put it), capable of
            human individuality but only if we have the chance to develop it in interaction with others. An identity is always articulated
            through concepts (and practices) made available to you by religion, society, school, and state, mediated by family, peers,
            friends. Indeed, the very material out of which our identities are shaped is provided, in part, by what Taylor has called
            our language in “a broad sense,” comprising “not only the words we speak, but also other modes of expression whereby we define
            ourselves, including the ‘languages’ of art, of gesture, of love, and the like.”44 It follows that the self whose choices liberalism celebrates is not a presocial thing—not some authentic inner essence independent
            of the human world into which we have grown—but rather the product of our interaction from our earliest years with others.
         

         
         
         
         
         As a result, individuality presupposes sociability, not just a grudging respect for the individuality of others. A free self
            is a human self, and we are, as Aristotle long ago insisted, creatures of the poliw[image: 49579211], social beings. We are social in many ways and for many reasons: because we desire company, because we depend on one another
            for survival, because so much that we care about is collectively created. And the prospect of such sociability was basic to
            Mill’s own ethical vision. “The social feeling of mankind” was, he thought, “a powerful natural sentiment,” and one that formed
            a basis for morality:
         

         
         
         
         
         
         The social state is at once so natural, so necessary, and so habitual to man, that, except in some unusual circumstances or
            by an effort of voluntary abstraction, he never conceives himself otherwise than as a member of a body; and this association
            is riveted more and more, as mankind are further removed from the state of savage independence. Any condition, therefore,
            which is essential to a state of society, becomes more and more an inseparable part of every person’s conception of the state
            of things which he is born into, and which is the destiny of a human being. . . . The deeply-rooted conception which every
            individual even now has of himself as a social being, tends to make him feel it one of his natural wants that there should
            be harmony between his feelings and aims and those of his fellow creatures. . . .To those who have it, it possesses all the
            characters of a natural feeling. It does not present itself to their minds as a superstition of education, or a law despotically
            imposed by the power of society, but as an attribute which it would not be well for them to be without. This conviction is
            the ultimate sanction of the greatest happiness morality.45

         
         
         
         
         And it’s worth returning to the point that Mill’s conception of happiness or well-being included individuality, freedom, autonomy;
            that these had a constitutive, not just an instrumental, relation to it.46 To value individuality properly just is to acknowledge the dependence of the good for each of us on relationships with others. Without these bonds, as I say, we could
            not come to be free selves, not least because we could not come to be selves at all. Throughout our lives part of the material
            that we are responding to in shaping our selves is not within us but outside us, out there in the social world. Most people
            shape their identities as partners of lovers who become spouses and fellow parents; these aspects of our identities, though
            in a sense social, are peculiar to who we are as individuals, and so represent a personal dimension of our identities. But we are all, as well, members of broader collectivities. To say that collective identities—that is, the collective dimensions of our individual identities—are responses to something outside our selves is
            to say that they are the products of histories, and our engagement with them invokes capacities that are not under our control.
            Yet they are social not just because they involve others, but because they are constituted in part by socially transmitted
            conceptions of how a person of that identity properly behaves.
         

         
         
         
         
         
         THE SOCIAL SCRIPTORIUM

         
         
         
         
         In constructing an identity, one draws, among other things, on the kinds of person available in one’s society. Of course,
            there is not just one way that gay or straight people or blacks or whites or men or women are to behave, but there are ideas around (contested,
            many of them, but all sides in these contests shape our options) about how gay, straight, black, white, male, or female people
            ought to conduct themselves.47 These notions provide loose norms or models, which play a role in shaping our plans of life. Collective identities, in short,
            provide what we might call scripts: narratives that people can use in shaping their projects and in telling their life stories.
            (We’ll explore this matter further in chapter 3.)
         

         
         
         
         
         To be sure, an emphasis on how we make sense of our lives, our selves, through narrative is shared by a number of philosophers—Charles
            Taylor and Alasdair MacIntyre among them—who worry that conventional versions of liberal theory scant the social matrix in
            which our identities take shape. At the same time, the Millian language of life plans resonates with their insistence that
            to live our lives as agents requires that we see our actions and experiences as belonging to something like a story.48 For Charles Taylor, it is “a basic condition of making sense of ourselves” that “we grasp our lives in a narrative”; narrative,
            then, is not “an optional extra.” For Alasdair MacIntyre, it is “because we understand our own lives in terms of the narratives
            that we live out that the form of narrative is appropriate for understanding the actions of others.” As he argues, each of
            our “shorter-term intentions is, and can only be made, intelligible by reference to some longer-term intentions,” and so “behavior
            is only characterized adequately when we know what the longer and longest term intentions are and how the shorter-term intentions
            are related to the longer. Once again we are involved in writing a narrative history.”49 Such concerns, as I hope I’ve established, aren’t foreign to the sort of liberalism that Mill, at least, sought to promulgate.
         

         
         
         
         
         So we should acknowledge how much our personal histories, the stories we tell of where we have been and where we are going,
            are constructed, like novels and movies, short stories and folktales, within narrative conventions. Indeed, one of the things
            that popular narratives (whether filmed or televised, spoken or written) do for us is to provide models for telling our lives.50 At the same time, part of the function of our collective identities—of the whole repertory of them that a society makes available
            to its members—is to structure possible narratives of the individual self.
         

         
         
         
         
         Thus, for example, the rites of passage that many societies associate with the identities male and female provide shape to
            the transition to adulthood; gay identities may organize lives around the narrative of coming out; Pentecostalists are born
            again; and black identities in America often engage oppositional narratives of self-construction in the face of racism. One
            thing that matters to people across many societies is a certain narrative unity, the ability to tell a story of one’s life
            that hangs together. The story—my story—should cohere in the way appropriate to a person in my society.51 It need not be the exact same story, from week to week, or year to year, but how it fits into the wider story of various
            collectivities matters for most of us. It is not just that, say, gender identities give shape to one’s life; it is also that
            ethnic and national identities fit a personal narrative into a larger narrative. For modern people, the narrative form entails
            seeing one’s life as having a certain arc, as making sense through a life story that expresses who one is through one’s own
            project of self-making. That narrative arc is yet another way in which an individual’s life depends deeply on something socially
            created and transmitted.
         

         
         
         
         
         I made a distinction earlier between a personal and a collective dimension of identity. Both play a role in these stories
            of the self. But only the collective identities have scripts, and only they count as what Ian Hacking meant by “kinds of person.”52 There is a logical category but no social category of the witty, or the clever, or the charming, or the greedy. People who
            share these properties do not constitute a social group. In the relevant sense, they are not a kind of person. In our society
            (though not, perhaps, in the England of Addison and Steele) being witty does not, for example, suggest the life-script of
            “the wit.”And the main reason why the personal dimensions are different is that they are not dependent on labeling: while
            intelligence, in our society, is of the first social importance, people could be intelligent even if no one had the concept.
            To say that race is socially constructed, that an African American is, in Hacking’s sense, a “kind of person,” is, in part,
            to say that there are no African Americans independent of social practices associated with the racial label; by contrast,
            there could certainly be clever people even if we did not have the concept of cleverness.53 I shall pursue these issues in more detail in chapter 3.
         

         
         
         
         
         ETHICS IN IDENTITY

         
         
         
         
         How does identity fit into our broader moral projects? One view is this: there are many things of value in the world. Their
            value is objective; they are important whether or not anybody recognizes they are important. But there is no way of ranking
            these many goods or trading them off against one another, so there is not always, all things considered, a best thing to do.
            As a result, there are many morally permissible options. One thing identity provides is another source of value, one that
            helps us make our way among those options. To adopt an identity, to make it mine, is to see it as structuring my way through
            life. That is, my identity has patterns built into it (so Mill is wrong when he implies that it is always better to be different
            from others), patterns that help me think about my life; one such simple pattern, for example, is the pattern of a career,
            which ends, if we live long enough, with retirement.54 But identities also create forms of solidarity: if I think of myself as an X, then, sometimes, the mere fact that somebody
            else is an X, too, may incline me to do something with or for them; where X might be “woman,” “black,” or “American.” Now
            solidarity with those who share your identity might be thought of as, other things being equal, a good thing. As such there
            is a universal value of solidarity, but it works out in different ways for different people because different people have
            different identities. Or it might be thought to be a good thing because we enjoy it and, other things being equal, it is good
            for people to have and to do what they enjoy having and doing.
         

         
         
         
         
         As we have seen, however, many values are internal to an identity: they are among the values someone who has that identity
            must take into account, but are not values for people who do not have that identity. Take the value of ritual purity, as conceived
            of by many orthodox Jews. They think they should keep kosher because they are Jewish; they don’t expect anyone who is not
            a Jew to do so, and they may not even think it would be a good thing if non-Jews did. It is a good thing only for those who
            are or those who become Jewish: and they do not think that it would be a better world if everybody did become Jewish. The
            Covenant, after all, is only with the Children of Israel.
         

         
         
         
         
         Similarly, we might think that your identity as a nationalist in a struggle against colonial domination made it valuable for
            you to risk your life for the liberation of your country, as Nathan Hale did, regretting that he had only one of them to give.
            If you were not a nationalist, you might still die advancing a country’s cause; and then, while some good might come of it,
            that good would not be, so to speak, a good for We might regard your life as wasted, just because you did not identify with
            the nation you had died for.
         

         
         
         
         
         There are thus various ways that identity might be a source of value, rather than being something that realizes other values.
            First, if an identity is yours, it may determine certain acts of solidarity as valuable, or be an internal part of the specification
            of your satisfactions and enjoyments, or motivate and give meaning to acts of supererogatory kindness. Indeed, the presence
            of an identity concept in the specification of my aim—as helping a fellow bearer of some identity—may be part of what explains
            why I have the aim at all. Someone may gain satisfaction from giving money to the Red Cross after a hurricane in Florida as
            an act of solidarity with other Cuban Americans. Here the fact of the shared identity is part of why he or she has the aim.
            By the same token, a shared identity may give certain acts or achievements a value for me they would not otherwise have had.
            When a Ghanaian team wins the African Cup of Nations in soccer, that is of value to me by virtue of my identity as a Ghanaian.
            If I were a Catholic, a wedding in a Catholic church might be of value to me in a special way because I was a Catholic.
         

         
         
         
         
         There are still other ways in which the success of our projects (not to mention our having those projects in the first place)
            might derive from a social identity. Since human beings are social creatures, Mill writes, they are “familiar with the fact
            of cooperating with others and proposing to themselves a collective, not an individual interest as the aim (at least for the
            time being) of their actions. So long as they are cooperating, their ends are identified with those of others; there is at
            least a temporary feeling that the interests of others are their own interests.”55 Projects and commitments may involve collective intentions, as with a religious ritual that requires the coordinated involvement
            of one’s fellow worshipers for its realization.56 A social project may involve the creation or re-creation of an identity, in the way that Elijah Muhammad sought to redefine
            the American Negro’s collective self-understanding, or the way that Deaf activists seek to construct a group identity that
            supervenes upon the condition of deafness. For Theodor Herzl, success depended on creating a sense of national consciousness
            among a people who might never have conceived themselves (at least in his terms) as belonging to a common nation. But a common
            pursuit may involve much smaller-scale groups—of twenty, or ten, or two. “When two persons have their thoughts and speculations
            completely in common; when all subjects of intellectual or moral interest are discussed between them in daily life . . . when
            they set out from the same principles, and arrive at their conclusions by processes pursued jointly,” Mill wrote of the composition
            of On Liberty, “it is of little consequence in respect to the question of originality, which of them holds the pen.”57

         
         
         
         
         INDIVIDUALITY AND THE STATE

         
         
         
         
         The picture of self-development we’ve been tracing puts identity at the heart of human life. A theory of politics, I am suggesting,
            ought to take this picture seriously. That alone doesn’t settle much in the way of practicalities, but the picture is one
            that we can develop and explore in trying to negotiate the political world we share. Self-development, as Wendy Donner has
            shown, is a theme that bridges Mill’s ethical, social, and political contributions; but his view that the state has a role
            to play in such development brings him into conflict with some powerful currents of modern political thought, which insist
            that the public sphere be neutral among different conceptions of the good.58 Unlike many contemporary liberals—Rawls, Dworkin, and Nagel, say—Mill made no claim to be a neutralist. “The first element
            of good government,” Mill wrote in Considerations on Representative Government, “being the virtue and intelligence of the human beings composing the community, the most important point of excellence which
            any form of government can possess is to promote the virtue and intelligence of the people themselves.”59

         
         
         
         
         This is not, to be sure, a terribly confining conception of the good and, in Mill’s construction of it, was bound to encourage diversity rather than inhibit it. Still,
            as we’ll see in chapter 4, Mill has been charged with playing favorites among religions, because of his emphasis on the fostering
            of personal autonomy as an appropriate goal of the state: does this not suggest that strong forms of Calvinism, say, will
            be contemned?60

         
         
         
         
         And so On Liberty has had a curious legacy among liberal theorists. On the one hand, it has been taken to advocate a sort of nightwatchman state—a
            strong, my-freedom-ends-at-your-nose form of antipaternalism. On the other, as we’ve seen, it has been taken to espouse a
            sectarian conception of the good, and so a vision of the state that was excessively paternalist, intrusive, intolerant. (In
            Rawlsian terms, it is guilty of advocating a comprehensive, rather than a strictly political, liberalism.)What Isaiah Berlin
            called “negative liberty”—protection from government intervention in certain areas of our lives—can obviously be an aid in
            the development of a life of one’s own, as Mill believed. But Mill’s view of individuality also led him to suppose that we
            might need not only liberty from the state and society, but also help from state and society to achieve our selves. Isaiah
            Berlin taught us to call this “positive liberty,” and he was deeply (and thoughtfully) skeptical about it: skeptical because,
            among other things, he thought that in the name of positive liberty, governments had been—and would continue to be—tempted
            to set out to shape people in the name of the better selves they might become.61 It is hard to deny that terrible things have been done in the name of freedom, and that some bad arguments have led people
            from the ideal of emancipation down the path to the Gulag. But, pace Berlin, enabling people to construct and live out an
            identity does not have to go awry.62

         
         
         
         
         Recall those words of Mill: “What more or better can be said of any condition of human affairs, than that it brings human
            beings themselves nearer to the best thing they can be? or what worse can be said of any obstruction to good, than that it
            prevents this?”63 He took this to be a goal for governance, not merely a brake on governance. Certainly the author of On Liberty wasn’t any kind of libertarian; he thought the state should sponsor scientific inquiry, regulate child labor, and restrict
            the working day for factory workers; require that children be educated; provide poor relief, and so forth.64 At the same time, it was anathema to him that the government should seek to entrench a single form of life. “If it were only
            that people have diversities of taste that is reason enough for not attempting to shape them all after one model,” he writes.
            “But different persons also require different conditions for their spiritual development; and can no more exist healthily
            in the same moral, than all variety of plants can exist in the same physical atmosphere and climate. The same things which
            are helps to one person towards the cultivation of his higher nature, are hindrances to another.” And such are the differences
            among people that “unless there is a corresponding diversity in their modes of life, they neither obtain their fair share
            of happiness, nor grow up to the mental, moral, and aesthetic stature of which their nature is capable.”65 Here the idea is that freedom allows people to make the best of themselves. In such passages, it looks as though making the
            best of oneself entails becoming a kind of person that it is objectively valuable to be—a person of high mental or moral or
            aesthetic stature—whatever one’s chosen plan of life.66

         
         
         
         
         In truth, it’s not obvious that Mill’s “comprehensive” ideals (and I’ll have more to say on the subject, under the rubric
            of “perfectionism,” in chapter 5) should estrange him from the standard-bearers of modern liberal theory. The ideal of self-cultivation
            you find in Mill has enjoyed widespread currency;Matthew Arnold enunciated it in Culture and Anarchy when he quoted Epictetus’s view that “the formation of the spirit and character must be our real concern.”67 But it is most commonly associated with Aristotle, and it remains a powerful strand in political philosophy today. Indeed,
            what Rawls famously endorsed as “the Aristotelian Principle” was the notion that “other things being equal, human beings enjoy
            the exercise of their realized capacities, and this enjoyment increases the more the capacity is realized, or the greater
            its complexity.”68 At the same time, Mill’s insistence that self-development should take diversity into account finds kinship with Amartya Sen’s
            “capabilities” approach to equality. “Investigations of equality—theoretical as well as practical—that proceed with the assumption
            of antecedent uniformity (including the presumption that ‘all men are created equal’) thus miss out on a major aspect of the
            problem,” Sen has written. “Human diversity is no secondary complication (to be ignored, or to be introduced ‘later on’);
            it is a fundamental aspect of our interest in equality.”69 And—in ways we’ll explore later—Dworkin’s “challenge model” of human life, too, has deep affinities with Mill’s picture of
            individuality. In each of these formulations is a version of the ethical idea: that there are things we owe to ourselves.
         

         
         
         
         
         What my duties to others are, of course, remains one of the central questions for liberalism. Making a life as a social being requires making commitments
            to others. If these are voluntary, it may be proper to enforce them even against my (later) will. But how much does what I
            owe go beyond my voluntary undertakings? One of Mill’s suggestions was, roughly, that what we owed to others, in addition
            to what we had committed ourselves to, was that we should not harm them; and that leads to interesting discussions about what
            counts as harm.70 But it was critical to his vision that the mere fact that I do something you do not want me to do does not eo ipso count as my harming you:
         

         
         
         
         
         
         There are many who consider as an injury to themselves any conduct which they have a distaste for, and resent it as an outrage
            to their feelings. . . . But there is no parity between the feeling of a person for his own opinion, and the feeling of another
            who is offended at his holding it; no more than between the desire of a thief to take a purse, and the desire of the right
            owner to keep it. And a person’s taste is as much his peculiar concern as his opinion or his purse.71

         
         
         
         
         Accordingly, the view that I should be permitted to make whatever life flows from my choices, provided that I give you what
            I owe you and do you no harm, seems to leave me a wide range of freedom, which is as you’d expect. And yet Mill could appeal
            to the ideals of both self-authorship and self-development in order to justify state action.
         

         
         
         
         
         Governments do, for example, provide public education in many countries that helps children who do not yet have any settled
            identity or projects, hopes, and dreams. This is more than negative liberty, more than government’s getting out of the way.
            You may say that parents could do this; in principle, they could. But suppose they won’t or can’t?Shouldn’t society step in,
            in the name of individuality, to insist that children be prepared for life as free adults? And, in our society, won’t that
            require them to be able to read? To know the language or languages of their community? To be able to assess arguments, interpret
            traditions? And even if the parents are trying to provide all these things, isn’t there a case to be made that society, through
            the state, should offer them positive support?72

         
         
         
         
         Or take welfare provision. If individuality is a matter of developing a life in response to the materials provided by your
            capacities and your social world (including the social identities embedded in it), then liberalism seeks a politics that allows
            people to do this. But there can be obstacles to the realization of our individuality other than the limitations of law. Can
            people really construct dignified individual lives in a modern world where there is no frontier to conquer, no empty land
            to cultivate, unless they have certain basic material resources? Can people be said to be free to develop their individuality
            if they are ill and unable to afford treatment that will, as we say, “free them” from disease?
         

         
         
         
         
         What holds together the desire to educate children, provide welfare for the poor, and give physical assistance to the handicapped
            who need it is the idea that assistance of these sorts enables people to develop lives worth living. Berlin wondered who would
            decide what a life worth living was. As we have seen, Mill had an answer to that question: “If a person possesses any tolerable
            amount of common sense and experience, his own mode of laying out his existence is best.” But can communal institutions really
            afford to accommodate everyone’s “own mode”? We’ll return to this question in chapter 5.
         

         
         
         
         
         I mentioned just now Mill’s celebrated “harm principle”—according to which the only justification for coercion is to prevent
            someone from harming another—and, though it is often given a libertarian construction, it may actually invite an appreciable
            amount of governmental intervention. To have autonomy, we must have acceptable choices. We are harmed when deprived of such
            choices. For Joseph Raz, accordingly, the “autonomy-based principle of freedom is best regarded as providing the moral foundation
            for the harm principle,” and that tenet leads him to a rather expansive interpretation. “To harm a person is to diminish his
            prospects, to affect adversely his possibilities,” Raz maintains. “It is a mistake to think that the harm principle recognizes
            only the duty of government to prevent loss of autonomy. Sometimes failing to improve the situation of another is harming
            him”—as when we deny someone what is due him, by, for example, discriminating against a potential employee.73 Here his position is quite in keeping with Mill's stipulation: “The most marked cases of injustice . . . are acts of wrongful
            aggression, or wrongful exercise of power over some one; the next are those which consist in wrongfully withholding from him
            something which is his due; in both cases, inflicting on him a positive hurt, either in the form of direct suffering, or of
            the privation of some good which he had reasonable ground, either of a physical or of a social kind, for counting upon.”74 More generally, if (as Raz suggests) we harm someone by undermining the conditions necessary for the exercise of his or her
            autonomy (including the social forms in which it takes shape), then the state has considerable, perhaps excessive, latitude
            for interference.
         

         
         
         
         
         Mill himself, though he thought the cultivation of individual excellence was central to the role of the state, was hardly
            impetuous about enlisting state power in the service of this good. He famously held that “there is a circle around every individual
            which no government . . .ought to be permitted to overstep.”75 And he took seriously the roles played by social approbation and opprobrium as alternate mechanisms for the regulation of
            behavior. In his essay “Thornton on Labour and Its Claims,” he wrote that, outside the realm of moral duty, which must be
            enforced “compulsively,” “there is the innumerable variety of modes in which the acts of human beings are either a cause,
            or a hindrance, of good to their fellow-creatures, but to which it is, on the whole, for the general interest that they should
            be left free; being merely encouraged, by praise and honour, to the performance of such beneficial actions as are not sufficiently
            stimulated by benefits flowing from them to the agent himself. This larger sphere is that of Merit or Virtue.”76

         
         
         
         
         And though Mill seems to celebrate an ideal of personal autonomy, he did not generally seek to enlist the coercive powers
            of the state to foster it, perhaps sensitive to the paradox of relying on an outside power to increase self-reliance. He thought
            the Mormon polygamous way of life inferior, particularly because of the subordinate role of women in a polygamous system,
            but so long as the marriages were predicated on consent, he thought they should not be unlawful. As Mill wrote in On Liberty, “I am not aware that any community has the right to force another to be civilized.”77

         
         
         
         
         But state action is not restricted to acts that take the form of prohibitions, of course. In Principles of Political Economy, Mill distinguishes “authoritative interference by government”—encompassing the realm of crimes and punishment—from another
            mode of involvement, in which
         

         
         
         
         
         
         a government, instead of issuing a command and enforcing it by penalties, adopts the course so seldom reverted to by governments,
            and of which such important use might be made, that of giving advice or promulgating information; and when, leaving individuals
            free to use their own means of pursuing any object of general interest, the government, not medding with them, but not trusting
            the object solely to their care, establishes, side by side with their arrangements, an agency of its own for a like purpose.78

         
         
         
         
         And he returned to the point in the fourth chapter of On Liberty, when he again abjures the notion that “human beings have no business with each other’s conduct in life, and that they should
            not concern themselves about the well-doing or well-being of one another, unless their own interest is involved.” On the contrary,
            Mill says, “Instead of any diminution, there is need of a great increase of disinterested exertion to promote the good of
            others. . . . Human beings owe to each other help to distinguish the better from the worse, and encouragement to choose the
            former and avoid the latter. They should be forever stimulating each other to increased exercise of their higher faculties.”79 But this obligation may not be restricted to individual citizens, and toward the end of On Liberty, he acknowledges “a large class of questions respecting to limits of government interference, which, though closely connected
            with the subject of this Essay, do not, in strictness, belong to it. These are cases in which the reasons against interference
            do not turn upon the principle of liberty: the question is not about restraining the actions of individuals, but about helping
            them: it is asked whether the government should do, or cause to be done, something for their benefit, instead of leaving it
            to be done by themselves, individually, or in voluntary combination.”80 This class of “interferences” has proved equally problematic for recent political philosophy, for reasons we’ll explore in
            chapter 5.
         

         
         
         
         
         
         THE COMMON PURSUIT

         
         
         
         
         “As Brutus was called the last of the Romans,” Mill wrote of his father, “so was he the last of the eighteenth century.”81 John Stuart himself sought a careful equipoise among the various climates of thought through which he lived: it is what made
            him both deeply constant and deeply wayward. And yet this very equipoise, this sense of balance, ensured that On Liberty would not immediately enjoy the reception that Mill might have hoped for his and Harriet’s grand projet. “None of my writings have been either so carefully composed, or so sedulously as this,” Mill recounted in his Autobiography. “After it had been written as usual twice over, we kept going through it de novo, reading, weighing, and criticizing every sentence. Its final revision was to have been a work of the winter of 1858–9, the
            first after my retirement, which we had arranged to pass in the South of Europe. That hope and every other were frustrated
            by the most unexpected and bitter calamity of her death—at Avignon, on our way to Montpellier, from a sudden attack of pulmonary
            congestion.”82 A few weeks later, Mill sent the manuscript of On Liberty to his publisher.
         

         
         
         
         
         For various reasons, as his biographer points out, the timing of its publication was less than opportune. There were causes
            both for distraction and for resistance. The Origin of Species appeared in the same year, to be enlisted in causes progressive and reactionary; the Oxford movement was in full flower; and
            various forms of collectivism—whether promulgated by trade unionists or by Christian socialists—were gathering force. Many
            radicals found Mill’s vision disabling; conservatives found it irresponsible and destructive. Sir James Fitzjames Stephen
            famously took after it with a cudgel: “To attack opinions on which the framework of society rests is a proceeding which both
            is and ought to be dangerous,” he concluded, and he did his part to make it so. The book sent Thomas Carlyle into a choleric
            lather (though few things did not). “As if it were a sin to control, or coerce into better methods, human swine in any way;
            Ach Gott in Himmel!”83

         
         
         
         
         For the recently bereaved author, of course, the book was as much a mortuary as a monument. “To us who have known what it
            is to be with her and to belong to her, this silly phantasmagoria of human life, devoid of her, would be utterly meaningless
            and unendurably wearisome, were there not still some things to do in it which she wished done, and some public and other objects
            which she cared for, and in which therefore it is still possible to keep up some degree of interest,” he wrote to a friend.“I
            have been publishing some of her opinions, and I hope to employ what remains to me of life (if I am able to retain my health)
            in continuing to work for them and to spread them, though with sadly diminished powers now that I no longer have her to prompt
            and guide me.”84 In his Autobiography, too, he wrote of Harriet’s role in his life—of their common pursuit—in terms that are almost the reciprocal of the robust
            individuality he endorsed.
         

         
         
         
         
         
         My objects in life are solely those which were hers; my pursuits and occupations those in which she shared, or sympathized,
            and which are indissolubly associated with her. Her memory is to me a religion, and her approbation the standard by which,
            summing up as it does all worthiness, I endeavor to regulate my life.85

         
         
         
         
         It is the language of religious devotion, abjection, heteronomy, self-abnegation; and yet it does not cut against his commitment
            to individuality so much as it attests to its profoundly social nature. He was attentive to just those forms of collective
            intention that were omitted from his father’s agent-centered view of politics; deprived of the company of his peers as a child,
            he tirelessly established societies and reviews as a young man, fraternal associations of politics and culture. And the associations
            that mattered to him, that gave meaning to his endeavors, were not just What had been diminished, on his own account, by the
            loss of his life companion and of their common pursuits was precisely his individuality.
         

         
         
         
         
         It did not still his pen. The ends of life may have been revisable; they were not, for him, perishable. And Mill himself—object
            and subject of so many bold experiments, a man whom all manner of visionary, from Bentham to Carlyle to Comte, sought and
            failed to enlist as a disciple—had a keen sense that influence went only so far, and communion was always incomplete. If no
            person was whole author of himself, neither could a person be wholly authored by another. “We can not, indeed, directly will
            to be different from what we are,” as he wrote. “But neither did those who are supposed to have formed our character directly
            will that we should be what we are.” Nobody knew better than Mill how one’s life plans could be elevated when fused into a
            common pursuit. Yet at the same time nobody knew better how readily the attempt to promote another’s excellence could become
            an oppression. As he wrote, in words of peculiar resonance: “Let any man call to mind what he himself felt on emerging from
            boyhood—from the tutelage and control of even loved and affectionate elders—and entering upon the responsibilities of manhood.
            Was it not like the physical effect of taking off a heavy weight, or releasing him from obstructive, even if not otherwise
            painful bonds? Did he not feel twice as much alive, twice as much a human being, as before?”86

         
         
         
         
         Mill famously celebrated freedom from government and from public opinion: but what we see here is how much he also believed
            that in the business of making a life—in shaping your individuality—however many common pursuits you have, you must, in the
            end, find freedom even from the good intentions of those who love you. However social the individuality that Mill prized was,
            it was, first and last, still individuality: the final responsibility for each life is always the responsibility of the person
            whose life it is.
         

         
         
         
      

   


End of sample




    To search for additional titles please go to 

    
    http://search.overdrive.com.   


OEBPS/page-template.xpgt
               



OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0365_001.jpg
B R TR i
sy identity:and dignityespect, 109 10
Homesexulity 3¢ i pacsmeter

1335 cutideof one's cotrol, 60-
70, 57017

Gedicks, Feederick, 8

Gellne,Ermes 152

German republics, . 75n3

German romaticim, n9-20

Ghans: Alan ve. Bwe idertiyin 15 el
ebration of culture in, no: language
i, 16-17; moral obigations in, 35
patitimlpoliics i, 2,265 29
rligon n, 70, 9n.75 righs buses
in. 20

s, Anthony, 55

Cilbert, Daie T, 292030

Gles Nathan, 5on.3

dobalizaion, 56

ol village, 26 27

Codsvin, Willam, 21

goods beinga good ve being  locus of
foods, a8, 3726; culture s 2 pri-
mary good, 12027, 3069 and 14,
So6 77 culte 3¢ sl good,
17730, 50725 particalarist, 272
S3ma: pubic, 127 30725 Raws on,
1203, 135724, 306 substantive,
79, g0 12

Gouldner, Alin, 65

sovermment merterence: Mill on, 51-52,
288073, 89m77

sovernment'sfunctions: il on 2629,
s, 72

G, forie, 353

Gray o on sonomism 75 145 on
autonomy a5 ethnocenric, 1, 1, 15
on identies asascrptive 9801 o1
Ml perfectionsm, 256-87.65 on
Mil'sviw of utonomous choie,
8416 on s viddi 1511,
7,74 on momsm. 45 on the right of
i W g

IR R

Green, Thomas Hil 159

Greenmelt, Kent, 88

Grifin, James: on clear perceptions of
the reality about s, 187; o comim-
oal goods, 128295 on Freud, 73 o0
‘lobal desires, 180; on informed de-
sires, 17172, 178 on objective st ac-
countof well-being, 533045 on periec
tioniem, 31608

Grigss . Duke Power Company, 303145

ground projects, 13, 230, 282030

Cujaratis, 15

Gutmann, Amy, 162, 299n.28

Habermas, lisgen, 56-57

Habertal, Moshe, 152,151, 299m.27

habitus, 54

Hacking, lan, 23, 65-66, 50615, 206~
o

Handler, Richard, 155-4, 308157

happiness, 21, 27607, 284-850.46

hard pluralism 73-78. 268n.20-21, 208~
99102425, 209012738, 299300030

hard ratonalism, 182-84, 187-89, 190,19

harm principles sutonomy as founding,
50-31 Mill on. 2. 30,163, 3715 Raz
on. nonas

Harsanyi, John, 17172

Hausa-Fulani, 134

Haworth, Lawrence, 37, 330110, 20106

hedonism, 170-7, 320026

Hegel, Geor Wihm Friedric: critique
of Kant, mi17s on nternal negation.
1355 on moralty vs.ethic, i on rec-
oguition, 100-101, 105,135 on Stfich-
Keit ve. Moralitat, 223, 34040

helmet aws, 160,187, 712

Herder Johann Gottried von, 106,
244, 0606

heroism,self giving, 125-30, 148

Hera, Theodor, 25-26

Hill, Thomas E., 13





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0366_001.jpg
P

Hinduism, 15n.16

Hispanic identiy, 1516 17, 2405

Hmong people (Vietman, 15

Hobbes, Thomas, -2 15 245-45

Hobhonse, L. T, 155, 55m.3

Hol, Rinchart and Winston bsic read
i sris 09

Homer, 245

Horneth, Axe, 05

Horace, 45,365-66, 308 39069

Horowits, Donld, 4,131

humanis, 249-52 355-54, 256 30139

s e, bilogical, 252

haman rights consent t, 367 effcive
nesfsuccss o, 264 67 275 nd B
Tghtenment bumarism. 245 globaliz-
ing,259-67 indeterminacy of, 365 35
individualsic Western, 47, 2513
1585 365,266 23 awlke, 195 et
physialprounding o, 259-60, 264-65.
267, 76 Millom, 145, .55 prag-
mati deense of, 266-67; scop of
360-61, 263,266 3 ide constaints,
2616 sate potection/promotion of,
262-63 Univepal Declraion of
Human Rights, 26, 260, 33067

Husmbold, Wil von, 143 284545

Hume, David, 251

Hurks, Thormas, 35m.2, 3309

dealization in scientific theory,57-38

entities, 62-72; via antagonisms/opposi-
tloms, 64,106, 13,134, 207n35; behav-
oral norms associated wih, 65 and
boundaries of groups, 76; caste 304~
sn.on lass. 30.-5n.61 dasificatory
practces, 191-92, 324055 colletive,
2125, 66-67,107-8, 28504748 and
503 colletive social, 304-sn.cr; and

4 disabled people, 04n.61; 2s encom-
passing groups 100, 98121 ehics in,
i S S e

S o
o415 and roup ooy 7,
and a history of dadvantageperecu
tion, 29761 v identication/labe-
g, 66-68 112, 20715 identity
movements, 109-10 “dentiy” e of
. 29607 from the individual v
state viewpoint, 9192 Kinds of 17,
Jo4-sn.0; s limits v, parameters,
23 35 iving-2, 16, 2851375 momo-
logicl 1375 mational, €8, 207m; per
sonaldimension o, 25 v. plans of
e 6 racl 7. 184 304501 (e
s Afican American identity; vt
iy of seerational dentitis)and
ecopniton, 71 100-10, 04157 04~
0.0 rlgions, 7. 304161, 34145
and rspect for persons, 73, 8201
Rolbbers Cae sudy, 62 64,1, 243
P ————— -
“social entity” us f, 296072 sock
ol altures, 7, 61-83,100, 57
solidaiy crestd by, 24, 2518485
sate acknowledgament o 0-75 and
stexeotypes, o7 strucue of socal
entits, 6572, 206-970:1, 29715~
16 and tcament a5, 560,10,
5716 ypes of, s iy,
5 values inernal 0, 24-25. See also
ulticutoalios soul making

dentity ciin 29607

ematiel Michad, 21, 260, 261

K people, 13951, 54068

emmigrants, 1415

mparility, 25330, Seealo partliy

“The mpertance of Bsevher” (Lakis),
D526

Todis, B practice i, 357

India House, 25977

vl assumpton of, % 2715
and concern for others, 7.1 ethial,
72,72,74.77 13 29, bz .
roup right, 121 v, atiomlm,

el o R R






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0363_001.jpg
T A INY PR SIONN. SRR S I RN PeTs A e

on 1 and stereotypes 198 tions 35,148
Dithey Wilslm, 56 Drvorkin, Romld:on ambitions, o,
disgreement, 25,257 57160 ‘o7 chllenge model of uman e
dicrinination, sa4-asnss. Se oS- 2,101, 5230.05on culurlpreseva
dicrimination ws tion, 131 o the endorsemen con-
digparte impac, 00-51. 303045 it 150:on oty e efics, i,
ditributive objection, 24 230,35, 2785 on parameters 124
diversity, -5 v sutomormy 045, dymamic nomivalisn 65
13,2656, 9o biodiveriy anal
ogy 1505 celebration of, 142, education: and autonomnys 137-38 com:
o945 and comopolianim, 265 pulory. 74.75 6or 203 4 60
5 cultural (s nder culturey as & e and o5 conlies betweempar
agrcment, 25, 57060 Eaighteneansand schools 2057, sa6n.55 and
ment on,305m.45 and equalit 25 % conficts ovr dentity dai, 0812,
fenl, 46-47, 49-55 JUMIBS-SS sz conteoersyover ol et
Hobbes on divrsty a  problem, ing cizens, 2023 curriculum dis-
142,153 individuality 15,6 fter- s i a0y ool democeti 195
3 146-49,150155, 065 T oo, 05, ez Millom 208, 556
niformityfhomegencity acing s, s7n; and paretal rightsdesives, 201,
ot s s et 5oy 2 s et ] peggil
15 Leibniz on,soon.48 and Iberil-  sylszo5, a3 n politcl lan
o xv—x Millon, 42, 142145 puages 033 public 20, 2887 right
40147157754 5 oS 2141~ 1o, 205 soul making via, 199208,
46,153 of persons . cullures, X%, yaenorstate involvement in s
00147, 178 705 nd similiude, ruth acsiion s a gos o, 207-8
logic o 4546, UL Sectacr egltrians 03

sport, 49-5v and universalsm, 145 s Eisgrube, Christopher L, 57
avalue, 2,153 51473 Willams on,  Elis, Norbert, i

17 monss Fliot, George, 234
Donahue v. Shoe Corporatio:of Hiot, T. 5,252
America, 197 Elser Jon. 53, 139-40, 176
Donne, ohn: “The Prohibition.” 159 encompassing groups, 100, 131 136,
Domner, Wendys 26 28n
Dusham, W. Cale, 85 endorsement constraint, 150,160
dutics: associative, 224, 338,333,234, Engels, Frdrich, 529m10
3308 and desires, 157, 3505 Mill  Englich fuency, 1516
om, 338,67, t0 others, s centralto. Enlightenment: on diversty, 309145 hu-
lberalism, 28-29. See ko obligations;  manisn of, 249-52, 25354, 256 raio-
sights nalism of, 250,

Duorkin, Gerald: on the autonomy of  Epictetus, 28
Stepan in Awna Karenina 36,47 on equality: definition of, 105 importance.
culmse, 121; on equality, n8-16; on. 0 S (R <





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0364_001.jpg
i e Ot d
Ve, utonomy, 224-25; esousce, 27~
25, See alo neutraliy; parialty

Erikson, Erik, 65, 20607

esenalism, 107

Bibical Culture, 01039

ethical evahuations of lves, 162-63 170,
179-80, 3181906

chical flourishisg, xiv, 15758

ethical humanism, 010,39

ethical projects/identitie, refashioning
of. Seesoul making

chics: Aristotle on, 2345 v morality, i
191, 230-57, 7804, 330,303 and moti-
vations, 235-36; “ought” from "is”
236, 25, 33440 (e also et value
distincton)

evaluative affect, 26-37

Bverson v. Board of Bducatior, 85, 84,
sosnsy

B identity (Chana), 131

exstentialistself-ceetive view of individ-
uality 7-21, 230,39

Experience Machine, 71, 178-79, 183,184

explanations . reasons for actions, 60,
295m49.

extreme impartilism, 221

Fabian, Johannes, 134

fact-value disinction, xvi-xvi, 151, 188,
251, 23045

firness, 24

Falangists, 242

lliblism, 155

families”role in raising chidren,
201-3, 306

Feinberg,Jod, 6, 205

First Amendment: accommodationists
Vs, separationists, 85-86, 300n.36; free
exercise va.establishment clause of,
801,85, 85, 66-97, 99-100, 303053
and 55, 304n.57s on free speech,
300038, 337—381.66; recent vs. original

R S P Bt
preme Courtinterpretations of, 85-85
(s alo spcifc case)

Hleischacker, Samel, 3090.45

uid-mations, 3735

Fodon Jerry, 57

form oflfe, 46

Foucault, Michel, 18

France, nationhood of 245

Frangois, Claude, 28303

Frankfurt, Harry 16667181, 351

Frangen, Jonathans The Corrections,
29549

freedom, as arificial, 267, 972

freedom from religion, 80

freedom o association, 776, 149, 159,
19304, 298022

freedom of expression, 36162,
ns6; and antidiscrimination laws,
19394 instrumental defense of, 300
oun38; Millon, 45

freedom of movement, 149

freedom of political expression, x

froedom of rligion, , 0. See also reli
gious toleranceffreedom

freedom of the press, x

freedom of thought, 155, 1515

ree speech. S feedom of expression

oo will, 55,55

French Constiution, 219

French Revolution, i, 330,65

Freud, Sigmund, 171

friendship, 225,227, 330026, 3328

Frost, Vick, 30910

Fuller, Margaret, xvi

fundamentalism 230

Gallagher, Catherine, 146

Galston, Willan: on autonomy/season
. toerance, 1,85, 90ma; o fnter-
nal diversit, 14849, 152 on liberaliza
ton/multicultural measures, 74,131
298-991.24; On monism, 143





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0372_001.jpg
ST s mowts et tay . i v bl asas ) alisanbion ik et

the art of aring for sonls, 15,156, qiring, 39, 11-82, 189, 290mn11-13:
164,197, 20, 334 2502 (s ako soul Enlightenment sationalim, 250, 257;
making) hard rationalism, 182-84,167-89, 190,
pluralism. See multiculturalism 103 projcting rationality onto inten-
plural utiltes, 3102 tioms, 57 wellbeing 2s requicing, 151
Pogge, Thoms, 28n.5 82 See also irrational identites
polygamy 1 Raels,Johu: on the Aristorelian Princi-
Popper, Karl R, 155, 1503 ple, 28, 5.3 on diseibutive justic,
positionl objectivity; 50m15 595 o goods, 1201, 123-24, 30608
Post, Robert C.,192,195,196-97, 198, monism of, 144 neutralism o, 158 on
059 perfectionism, 51505 on plans of e
postmodernism, 155 7, 250m15; on pluralism, 155 on polit
preforences: adaptive, 176 ist. v.sec- cal s comprehensive iberalism, 80,
ondorder, 16667, 320m.25 higher- 156;on public season, &, 300n.35 on
ordes, identifyug with, 180, informed,  rellctive equilibrium, 22; on the thin
177918900, 3200, 3ams,  theory of the good, 28765 on volun-
332-230.38 25 outsde of on's contrel,  taristic relationship betwoen selvs and
297n17. Se o desives ends, 4546 on well-ordesed societys
Price Waterhouse ». Hopkins, 197 boundariesof, 29, 3384
pro-choice vs. o lfe view, Raz, oseph: on autonomy as producing.
9506 iy, 3839, 286n.5% on autonomy as
“The Peohibition” (Donnel, 139 requiring independence, 49 on collc-
project pursucrs, 392,24 tive goods, 307135 u8n.5 on com-
Protestantism, 200m.13 prebensive goals 156; on cultusal com.
public actons, antidiscrimination I munities aqual standing, 298720,
aimed at 19594, 325059 306727 on cultural famlaciy, 121;
public reason, 81, 001333 on decayed culture 307045; on de-
Pueblo tribe, 77-78, 269028 rees of awtonomy; 52, 53 on encom-
Putnam, Hilary, 48-49, 293039 pasing groups, 100, 13,136, 29821
on friendehip, 330m16; on group v, -
Quebee, arguage policy of, 1015 dividual interests, 125 on the harm
Québécois kentiy 15534 135, principle, 50, 5701, 319m18; on inte-
sosn gration in. cultural group, 135,126
Tiberal perfectionism of, 1502 mo
face. American entites based on, 185~ nism of, 144; on mulicukturalism, 136-
86,161-02. 24n.48 (s also Aftican 39, 309045 14165 on nested goals,
American dentity) benevclent distine-  166; o neutrality, 8 on options, 164,
tlons based on, 297ma6s difference ve.  519mat; on practical easoning, 39,
univessalism, 145 2 3 hstorical art- 2g0ms; o respect for groups, 139,
fact, 308041 racism, 229, 335595 seg- 300144 on social forms that make ac-
segation, 108 ivitiosprojects possible, 31
Railon, Peter xv-xvi reactive attitudes, 38

R ik Rt

e





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0373_001.jpg
N o et sl L
Hegl on, 100-101, 105, 139 and identi
i 71,100-10, 304157 3045061

ccoppition respect, 229

Reconstructionsm, 185

fcovery moverments, 301139

rellective equilirium, 239

Reformation, 156

Reisman, David, 28913

clational fcts, 334n.39

clativim, 257, 334038

eligion in America, s; elevers v. prac-
iionere,185; freedom of and from, .
07 and rtionaliom, 18-, 190

igious tolerance/freedom: American
conception of, 71, 50, 298111 (seealso
First Amendment; neatralty): and au.-
tonomy of the individual v, the
church, 85-56, 300m.37, 302m.445
blood-transfusion cases, 86-7, 95-94,
302014 and 44, 303051 epistemol
ogy . politics o reliion, 8655,
301-20.40; historical experience of -
tolerance, 269-70; iustrumental de-
fenses o, 8586, 300301035 separa-
tion of church and state, 83-66, 16,
s00m.36; “subversive church” thesis,
86, 30u1.395 valuing diversity as e
quired for, xv-xvi. See also multcul-
turalismy neutrality

The Remais of the Day (1higuso), 13,
1517, 66,70, 2t and 28

republican revival, xi 155

sepublics, European, x, 2753

cespect:for ulture,19: for groups, 139,
309m.44; neutraliy as equal respect,
91-100, 303051 304156 for persons,
04,73, 981,20, recoition, 22, See
al dignitylrspect

ights: of children o be murtured. 264,
338067 of citzens, 72-73; colletive,
7275 3764 conlictng, 26162 con-
PRSI NG  Ne

s o ot e e e
tive individuslism about, 72,75
Degative, 26265 positive, 264;right of
exit 76-79, 399n1.27-28, 299-300m.301
thick v. thin conceptions of, and de
terminacy, 263-64. See also dutios
human rights; oblgations

Rimbaud, Arthus, 125

Robbers Cave study, 62-64, 113, 243
20502, 07m1s

Roman model of national identiy,
7,245

Rorty, Richard, 249, 30,
255751057

Rosenblum, Nancy L. 43, 1017

Rousseau, Jean Jacques,

Royee, Josiah 7,15, 260m13

rule following, 54

Russian Revolution, 222, 329n10

Ruvands, 244-45

52

Sabbatarian cases, 81-85, 92, 08

Sabling, Marshall, ng

Sandel, Michad, 45-16, 59

Santeria, 52

Sartee, ean-Paul: on kinds of persons.
(garpon de ), 65-66, 70, 96m.5 on
sational v.Iocal alegiances, 2355 on
the slf, 18

Saunders, Goorge, 2738, 243 35049

Scali, Antonis, 84

Scanlon, T. M., 36, 3um37, 33301305 on
moralty's nartow vs broad sense, il
on reasons for desire, 178, 23038 o
well-being, 179, 322003657

Schellr, Samuel 52 22436,

science, idealization i 57-58

scintific theories, rvision of, 188

Scott, Sir Walter, sun.27

seatbelts 187

secularism, 302144

selectve service legisltion, &4

sl ethical, 170, 25132 See also uthen:
RPN i R PR






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0370_001.jpg
MR =i
on welfare, competence criterion of
17373, See o individuality

Miller Richard W, 330012

Ming court, 215

modus vivendi, 4344 7174

Mongols, 215

momism, 42, 14346153

Monod, Jacques, it

Montesquieu, Baron de, 150

Moore, Charles, 132

Moore, . E. 251

moral consensus, 50-51, 293034

moral epistemology; xvii

morality: v. thics, i 101, 230-37,
7514, 3330305 v loyaley, 25335 and.
‘motivations, 235 narrow va broad
sense of,xi sociability as the basis
of, 20-21, 284m.45

moralluck, 12

moral sesliem, xvi i, 23152

moraltheories vs. moral common sense,
2820, 515723

More, Thomas, 28

Mormons, 76

Mount, Ferdinand, soin.39

Mozers v. Hawkins County Board of Ed-
cation, 209-10, 37173

Mullr 1. Alles, 30036

Mughals, 215

mulicultusalism: hard pluralism, 7578,
29802021, 208 99mn24 25, 299
3001.50. 209mn.27-28; kinds of, 70-715
millr, 74,75, 78, 79 and the right of
exit, 76-80, 29900.27-28 299-3001.505
soft pluralism, 78-83, 300n.31. See afso
neutrality; religions olesancefreedom.

Murasaki Shikdbu, 354

Muslioms. See slam

My Way (Sinatea) 14, 383031

Nabokov, Viadimir: Loita 385150
Nagel, Thomas, 81, 9294, 95-96, 167

e T T B

Dacratives ofself 21-23, 108-9, 2851047
and 50

Nathanson, Stephen, 535051

wations/national identiy: conflics be-
oseen nations, 5556, 570,61 and cos
‘mopolitanism, 17, 219-20, 3739,
244745, 33510146 and 49, 355-3605%
defnition of, 245; marsatives o, 245
nationalim, 186, 238 41 243 .47
3353605 (see alo patriotism:
Roman model of 17, 245 v. tates,
244-46, 335-36050

Native American identity 15

Native Son (Wright), 56

muralisic fllacy 25152

neutzalit, 85-99; on abortion, 95-96; in
blood transfision cases, 8687, 394,
so3n.53 and clasifcatory practices
32453 and coercion, 81, 92-94, 95,
30305031 counterfactual test o,
96-97. 303054 25 equal respect, o1
100, 305151, 3040561 in the First
Amendment context, 5o-51, 834,
8655, 06-57, 99-100, 303053 and 57
overnment as non-neutral n s of-
fects, 52,85 of fustifcations, 8253,
8891, 302 3nn.46-47; Mill om, 26;
Nagel on, 9:-64, 95-96,187, neu-
tralits’ questionable newtralty,
as6n.c0; and political iberalism, 80—
15 Raz on, 83 of reasons, 88-85, 94~
90,08 skepticism about, 155 See aso
First Amendment

Neville, Heary, 25

Nictzsche, Priedrich Wihelm, 19, 830,39

nightwatchman state, 5607

Nkcumah, Kiame, 339n11

‘normative theories vs. actual norms,
236729, 331-32m23

Norick, Robert: on the Experience Ma-
chine, 171, 178-765 on rights, 261; Rob-
Sonom Cimecs A ngoste-ddia:






OEBPS/images/a.jpg





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0371_001.jpg
R, A o e o

Nussbaum, Marthas on the accident of
where one is born, 242-43; on Arisote-
Hian social democracys 1502 on cos-
mopolitanism, 240, 21, 244, 35; o1
Knox sion52

Oakeshott, Michael, 200201

Objectivism, 30139

obligations: and associaive dutics, 324,
228, 232, 234, 32028 and metaphysi-
cal contingency, 234, 333-34n.35 moral
v thical, 230-57, 3350305 and morms
s commuity dependent, 335 36,
31038 promises 233-34, 3035 spe-
cil, 22426, 330, 233734 236, 35~
3433 34036 and 355 of states t0
the foreign poor, 52805 and thick v
thin relations, 20-3, 232-3, 36375
and volumtary nature o ethical rela-
tions, 234. Sec aso duties rights

“Occasional Disconrse o the Negro
Question” (Carlyle) 145, 31n55

“The Ones Who Walk Avay from
Omas” (LeGuin), 299m7

O Liberty .. Mill, 3,7, 3233

opportunity, value of, in1s

options autonomy as requiring, 55-54,
saney comprehensive va. peripheral,
12061 519m28; meanings of, 31—
13061 mumber of, 53, 148; state’s tole
in, 64

The Origin of Species (Darwin), 35

Ottoman Empire, 74

“ought”t ethical . the moral, 330-31,
23,235 (e also ethics: v. morality);
as implying “can,” 2633 is” derived
from, 236, 351 334m.40 (seealo fact-
value distnction)

Oxford movement, 33

Packe, Michael . John, 282027
Pakistani nationalism, 33sm.61

Goer R MO TER

Paléc people (Westeen Hungary), 151

Parckh, Bhikhu, 42, 3981205 on
Knox, 310m52 ofthelogic ofsimil-
ade,146: on momsm, 14344 on
universalism, 145

parental sightsdesiesregarding educa
tion, 201, 205-5, 209, 26068

Past, Desek, 79, 23042

partality: vs. cosmopolitanism, 220, 21,
233, 333035 ethical, and cosmopoli
anism, 227-30, 35637, 29-3om13,
ssunnas-1. s

Passmore, John, 315-160.6

patcrnalim, 60

patriotim, 186, 223, 329n10; cosmopoli-
an,223.357-46 Maclntyre o 332~
s3m295 and morlity, 331

Paul, Sant, 167, 217

Pequot dentiy 154

perfctioniom: and autonomy, 150-60: b
exdl 15, s, 96178 of Mil 160,
28687163, 360, and soul makivg,
15759 165 515-160.6, 38034

Paricles 144, 0n.52

Perry. Midhacl &1

personal dentiy 3336

Plcfer,Jules

Phpe, Edmund, 524054

philozophy a self ol

Pitigorky, Gregor, 234

plansof i arbitrary, 1415 Bel o 7
and desirespreerence, immediate
v Tonger-term, 6-7; and ground proj-
ects, 13, 282030 and ierarchy among
desives, 1661 v. identitis 1 and ind.
vidualiy i 6-17, 280-Sunna-15,
atanas; Mackie on, 7 Rawls on. 7,
o Royce on. 7,13, 280m13 35 s
ofams, 1 Sloe on, &, 28mag; and
socal choices, 517, 83034 Wi-
e

ion,306n.6






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0368_001.jpg
paa e el S s B e

296 9 235 experiences of liberal government
King, Martin Luther Iz, 300n35 22 source of, 369701 and moral
Knox,John, 1441533, 70052 cqualit, 28 the moral person a3 an
Kukabas, Cindran, 1, 74-75 208025, dealizaion i, 23 negative, 15-59,
2995 169-70, 607 political instittions
Kymiicka, Will on cultural presrsaton.  conttuting. x-x poliial v compre-
132,136 on iltureasa primary poodl v, 80—, 156 practcs . princ-
cultural rights, 21, 13225 30615 onple o, x-x and xspect for persons,
decayed clture, 124, o4t Galton's i shetoric ofx X use of term, x.
riticiom of 1 on individual v. 77725 and value puralism, 44-45
group mtooms; 1-65 3oon 31 on a5 Western, 245, ee o individualsm
beralization, 74 moniom of, 145;on ibcraion movements, 4, 309146
socialcultues, 6182 100,125,132, berty: degrees of 53n.35 and individ.
29718, 3069 ality, -6, 79-50mn7-5; negative s,
posie 7, g, 4219, 22-33038. S
g e o entis begiming with Sredom”
Lakin, Devid 31 Jife plans. See plans o e
Lam v Universy of Hovaii 167 Lincoln, Abrabam, 285.48, 300m.33
e tives: ehical evaluaions of 162-3 70,
Laskin, Phil: “The Iportance of 179-50, 38 19116 sequencesof, 18-
Eliewhers," 135-26 tomis
Larmore, Chares, 115,187 Locke,Joh on atheists, 339n.75 on o
Latin American naionalsm, 35-sonn  caton's ccts, 199;on frecdom s re-
Lowrence, . B. (‘Lowtence of Auabia”),  Quiring resson, 83 Lefr Concernig
7 Toleratin, 85 lberalism of,x: on -
Leach. Edmund, 209-300n.30 thodoxy, 151-53 o property, i on re-
et handed persons, 2 303149 ligious toleration, i, 269-70
egilative ntent, 80, 1 302146 “Locksley Hal” (Tenmyson), 214, 371
LeGuin, Ursul: “The Ones Who Walk  logic of congruence, 45,225, .7
Avay fiom Ormelas” 200m27 Lolita (Nabokov), 285,50
Lebaiz, Gortried Wilhem, sogugs  Lomasky Lore 292n24
Lemon test (Loman . Krtaman), 83, Loving . Vigiia 0m.46
560 Luther, Marin, 200m.13
Leninim, 9m.68 Lyneh v Dol 30056

Leopards, Giacomo, 256, 357163
Letter Concerning Toleation (Locke), 85 Macedo, Stephen, 153,161, 203, 318114,

Levys Jacob T. 78, 200m.27 6066, 337073

Lewis, David K. 53 Machiaveli, Niccolo, 155

Liberales, 577m2 Maclntyre, Alasdais, 23, 202, 28505,
iberaism: classical, 56n.7 core clements 33233029

of,ix-x; and democracy % 7605 Mackie, . L7
and diversity, xv_xvi (see also diver-  Madison, James, 165, 36107





OEBPS/images/02.jpg





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0369_001.jpg
esiiieran e et ST R SRR

Molay identiy, 64 e, 380,67 eduction of, 14 279m1
Margalt, Avisha:on clturd sty tlnocenteism o, 144;on experiencel
ax on cultual preservaton. 1355, customs, 26ma on experiments in

on decayed culure, 3785 on encom lving, 14 17 on exernal v, el
pasing groupe, 100,131,136, 29805 diversity, 47 on frecdom of expres
on ehicl ve. moral ought, 20~ on son, -5 on government and the x
sroup vs. indivicual iterest, 15 o cellnce of s citizen, 15160, 4mas
ntegration nto a culture, 126; on e+ 3705 o government nerfrence,
spect for groups 19, osnggionthe  31-32, 21, 28075, 28907, 7 on
ight o exit, 299127 on the voluntary  government'sfunctions, 2629, 21,
mature of ahicl relations, 234 247m.64, 28807 on happiness, 2,
marriage,amanged, 135, S79m7, 384-30.46 har princileof
M. Chambers, 30005 25.30.163 570 o buman rihts,
Mo, Kal, 52, 222, 20m10 145 3056 on ndividualit xi-xi,
Mason, Andrew; 25, oz and 16 3,165 e s individualit);on indi
Matsuda, Maxi, 309m.43 vida odgrment, 8315 nflcncelio
Mazzin, Giuseppe, 240,241 351,46 portance of. 35 on Knos. 144,153-51.
McComnell, Michal 3,67 510m52; on Lincoln'sdeath, 2850.45
McDariel . Py, so0m36 on mascaline v, fminine characte,
Mead, George Herbert, 30563 8507 on s communicatonfeul
Medusa Syndrome, 1o e g3 on mathematicl s,
Mela, Uday Sngh, 143 510m53 185 monism of, 145, 144-45, un 565
Meinccke,Friedrich, 39-40, 334-35n.44 on moral consensus,50-51, 29303
Menand, Louis, 67, 204544, 59n72 on ol freadom and socal truc
Mendus, Susn. 1. 4243 e 204n.45 On Liberts . 7 533
Merton, Thomas, 13 perectioniom of, 160, 286-57.63,
Michacs, Waktcr Benn, 137, 308-9n.42 3686 on pleasures, distinctions
Middle Bastern mationalism, 35-36051  among 173-73, 870,66 on poliial
Mill. ames, 1.3 5. 34199200 reedom, 20335 on palldeiven poli-
Ml John Start on aiding someone’s tcs, 1453 on payeamy i on public -
dgment, 72 anipaternalim of 160;  ucation, 288072 on self-dvelopment
o the art of e, 287n.6; utopo- self-cuture, 6-38, 1, 7m. 65 on
mism of, 44, 2055 on autonomy's  selfishness, 284.45 on elf-egacivg
sequirements, 7 on binding con- conduct, 37 on slvery, 14455 o1
tracts, s20n.35 on backs, o-wnnss- sociablity and shared inteess 25 65
56 Carylcrticiand by 145 on charac- o sociablity a the basis o moralty,
5118, 28008, 204045 om comen- 30-21, 2845, and. Haree Hardy
Gonfcustom, 12 cosmopolianism of,  Taylow, 5, 3534, 287, 22027 0n
27721 on culiating one’s fales,  teaching chidren only what you be
5-6,2bomgr o democracy 7Sz on  lieve, 208, 336-27n71; o the uned
despotic ule of backverd societics,  cated English working man, 282125

20k o500 Ay ac 2 vilee: utiliearianism of, 173, 27907, 288015





OEBPS/images/03.jpg





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0367_001.jpg
SRS o s v il
a8on.1 and ambitions, 162-65; 35 20bi-
trarys 14-15, 195 25 authenticiy, 172,
1056, 2830m.39 and 4 and auton
omy, 56, 13-13, 34-35 280n0,
28228, 284-85m.46 (s aso auton.
omy); Carlle’s influence on, 280m1;
collctive identites and narrtives of
self 21723, 1089, 85004748 and 501

and custom, 380n.s; and digniy, ;25

diversit, 6 eics in dentity, 2426
exisentialitself-creative view of, 17
21, 285m.39; and lberty, 4-6, 279~
‘Sonn.7& and Mills education, 1-4,
70m; and plans o i, i, 6-17,
280 Buanay 15, 28202 despite servil
ity 9-13, 282128 associal, 1347, 20-
20 34, 267-65, 283034, 284045 and.
the state 2632 and a unified self, 23,
2858655 and well-being, 165

Indonesia, 245

infibulation (Pharaonic circumcision),
-8

information vs. knovlede, fill, 173 Sec
o desires informed

Ingram, David, 74, 150-5

terests, 56-57, 59, 294-951147

imernationsl Agency for Research on
Cancer Multicenter Cervical Cancer
Study Group, 36155

imernational Brigade, 242

ternational Coensat on Civil and Po-
liical Rights, 30614

Internasonale, 23, 29030

ronbm, 249,253

rrational idenities 167, 151-9% abhor
rent identites, 150-91, 324n.55 and an-
alytic lsehoods, 18%; Cartesia thought
experiment (had rationalism), 182-
4,187-80,100, 195 and fllibilism,

155 and informed preferences, 189-90;
sacal identitiesin Americs, 185-86,
e i e Talef

Pr o B o e S R )
enitis 100, 10102

shigaro, Kazuo: The Revnainsof she Day
9-13,15-17, 66,70, 262002 and 28

Tslam. 190, 25, 255-56

dand locales in normative poliical
theory, 2819, 272804

Isaels, 255-55

alian identity, 15

Jacobinism, 338m.68

Jeferson, Thomas, 83 207

Jehoval’s Witnesses, 5637, 93-94, 96—
98, 302041, 303051

Jorusalem, 255-55

Jews: and American Judaism, 16; in con.
et with Muslins, 25556 cultural.
membership of,12; divorces among,
lgislation regarding, 87-8% history of
persecution againdt, 2970.16; imi-
grant, 415

Jim Crow, 185

Johnston, David, 38 39, 32m59

Johaston, Mark, 283037

Tudaisin, 185, 190, 215

Jusice, etributive vs. distrbutive, 31

Kallen,Horace 73,201

Kane, o, 351

Ko, rmmanuck: on acting s 3657~
55 on astheti judgments, 235 on au-
tomormy, 56,67 Hegel's i of,
33175 on afcia perfata vs. offca -
perfcs, 278145 0 persons s pliis,
74 on Redhspfichin . Tgendofich-
e, 7801 o reading others a5
ends i themsdves 3% two-viewpoint
account offeedom, 55-55, 55-5, 60

Kapian. Mordec. 53

Karers (Burma), 3

Kely, Tom, 165

Kenge (an Mout pyemmy), 255

“Kind,” meaning of, 3n.20





OEBPS/images/01.jpg





OEBPS/images/9780691130286-359.jpg
Index

abortion, 95-56

Ackerman, Bruce. 81, 300201

actions, as conceptually shaped, 6.
296m10

affective forecasting, s21m.25

ican American identity: and Afrocen-

trisen, 218; and belief in non-Afeican
ackground of whites, 185-86, 124 48;
and black forms of English, s and
Black Nationalism, 1067, 112, 186; ard
dignityfrespect, 109-10; government
classification/recognition of, 19192
and a history of disadvantage, 297016
one-drop rule for determining, 185
6 as outside of one’s control, 70; rec-
ognition of, 106, 1 shaping of, 1067

an nationalism, 33536151

African religions, 248

Affifa, Akwasi, 325m.11

agency: and autonomy, 38-39; and the in-
terests of theory, 5%-61: v structure,
5155, 29394140, 294045, 205038

agreements, incompletely theosined, 266

AIDS, 263

Akan identity (Ghana

Alexander the Great, 215

Alsheimer’s disease, 138016

ambitions. 16264, 170, 180, 183, 319m.17

American Constitution, 219. Sev aho
First Amendiment

American Declaration of Independence.

Amsesicon meseaalion Stengt

s

American Revolution. ix
Amish, %0, 326069

Amnesty Internationsal, 247
Amselle, Jean-Loup, &4

analytic fabsehoods, 88
Anderson. Benedict, 217, 24z, 243
Anderson, Elizabeth, 1sun.z1

Ara Karenina {Tolstoy), 36, 47-45.
anon.s

Anscombe, Blizabeth, 6s. 206n.10,
szanas

anthropology’s biss toward
ence, 251

anthroposophy, so.39

antidiscrimination laws: and disparatc
impact, 90-91, 3040485 identities
treated as handicaps by, 13: and soul
making. 192, 193-4: and stercotypes.
194-95, 19698, 32505

antimiscepenation Laws, 102146

amtipertectianisn, 161, 165 70, st
14. Ser abso perfectionism

Appish, Joseph (father), 2
241-42. 26970, 329n08

Appish. Pegsy (mother). 211

Aduiress, Saint Thomas, 156

arbitrariness, 263

Argament from Other Cultures,

1o a5
Aristorclian Principle, 25, s1sn.2
Aristotelian social democracy, ssnz






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0238_005.jpg
TTOALTHC





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0237_008.jpg
YOOUOQ





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0237_009.jpg





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0237_007.jpg
TTOALTHC





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0237_006.jpg
XOOHOV TTOALTHG,





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0237_005.jpg
AL





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0237_004.jpg
ALC





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0040_004.jpg





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0006_002.jpg
= [or Henry rindey





OEBPS/images/1.jpg
<





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0374_001.jpg
AT SEA I Supmira Senssas
smn26, 330m35

A Sentimental ourney (Stene), 24647,
341

sentimental value, 33019

Septermber 1 terorits, 220

Serbia, 244

sexism, 198, 325059

sexuality and treatment s, 69

Stka, 215

Sher, George, 39, 90m22, 1502

Sherbert v, Verner, 8385, 96

Shlefer Andrei, 255

Stue, Henry, 2805

ide constraints, 261-62

Sidgwick, Hearys 175

Sk, 04-95.131,160, 215, 37012

Silk Road traders, 25

Simatr, Frank, 14, 283051

Siuhis (Pakistan), 131, 307039

Singer, Peter, 1313

davery, 144-45. 146,85

Slote, Michacl, 8, 261014

Swith, Anthony, 536

Smalin, David, 55

social mature of individusliy
21 3426768, 283034, 284145

socal status, 265-6, 335-301.69

societal culture, 71, $1-82, 100, 122,132,
134, 267038, 30609

soft plusalism, 78-85, 300151

soul mking, 155-73; and antidiscrisnina-
ton aws, 102,193-04; and antiperfec
tonism, 161, 16570, u8mna-14;and
autonomy/self managemen;, 166 70,
320m.25;vs. braimvashing, 198-99;
‘and conflcs over identiry caims,
20812, 33m73; definition of, 1641
educative, 199-208, 326n.69; fmilis”
role in rabing childten, 3013, 206;
and irational identities (se irrations]
identites) and periectionism, 157-59,
162 51571606, 380145 and rational
ey S S SR

5

b7 ki e,

sate, 155-65, 1415003, 35—
178, i7ma0; and stereotypes,
194-99, 3250595 and weakness of will,
167-69, nom.zz

South Afrca, 103

Southey, Robert: “The Devis Walk,”
r7na

Spanich Civl W, 242

Sparta,diversity in, 14849

Spinoza, Baruch, 5153

spouses, value of, 227, 3518

Stlin,Joseph, 290

Staniforth, Maxwell 3275

Sein, Gertrude, 2970134

Steiner, Rudolph, 301039

Stendabl, 5

Stephen, Sis ames Fitzames, 33

tereotypes: and antidiscrimination lav,
194-95,196-95, 3250.59; and identities
; nommative, 105-96, 197, 198-99; s
ply filie, 195,197 statistical, 19596,
197, 52425054

Sterne, Laurence: A Sentimental Jourrey,
467,350, 7

Stewart, Mary; i0m5s

gz, Toseph, 255

Stois, m7-18

Strauss, David A, 96,97

Stteet, Chales Lartabee, 267165

Stuckert, Robert P 324n.48

eubjective welfaism, 172

“subversive famly” thesis, 01039

success:ethical, 170, 180-81,184,
subjective v, objective measures
of, 70, 179-80. See a0
well-being.

suffcient reasons, 59-90

Sundiat, 245

Sunstein, Cass, 172 17677, 180-81, 265,
"

curvivance, 1034

Sk v





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0375_001.jpg
A e e v

Taglor, Charles: on authenicit; 100, 105,
283142 305065 o1 autonomy a5 s0
calartifact, 53, 293-9412405 on being
a good vs. being a locus of goods, 128,
s07ma6; on collctve identitis, 107-8;
on cultural preservtion, 135 on cul
ure as a social ood. 12730, 50725
on habitus,54; on Hegels on Sifich-
i, 3345.40; on Herdes, 106; on Hum.
bold, 384145, on idenities as dilogi
cally shaped, 108, 3050.65; on identity,
18-19,20; on language, 205 on iberal-
m-communitarianism debutes, 55
o the monalogieil fillacy 107,
303m.65 on the Québécois, 1, 135 on
recogaition, 71, 100101, 103105, 04—
sner on self giving heroism. 12930,
1485 on social goods, 381 under
standing o lives in terms of narea-
fives, 22 on unencumbered vs. st
e selves, 2950.48; on webs of
intedocution, 45

Taylor, Harriet Hardy: 5.8, 5-34,
sz, wanzy

temperance legislation, 84

Tesnple Mouut, 355-56

Tenmyson, Alfed, Lord: “Locksley Hall”
24 27m1

Thatcher, Margate, 152

thick vs. thin reltions, 230-31. 252-33.
5657

Thomas v. Review Board, 96-59, 30353
and 55

Thompson, Judith Jarvs, 3152023

Thormton v Caldor, 85

tolesance: autonomy as intolerance, 4
15 290m25 vs. autonomy’reason, 41,
85, 290m15 via cosmopolitanism, 2475
historical experience of intolerance,
260-70; of lliberal practices grounded
inlocal traditions, 248 Macedo on,
L e i

St e
feedom

Tolstoy Leo, 223 Awna Kareria, 36,
-4 2bons

Tomasi, Tohn 124

“Tomlinson, John, 155, 5150.66, 356570159

travelinterconnectedness, 21517

wibalim, 152

Triling, Lionel 106

Trollope, Anshory, &

the Trae vs the Good, 25152

Tl James, 51

Turnbull, Colin, 150,255

Tyon,Si Edward Burnett, n9-30, 135

UDHR. See Usniversal Decaration of
Human Rights

ommah (global Muslim community), 20

UNAIDS, 26

UNESCO, 265

UNICER 263

uniformitarasism, 220-51

Universal Declaration of Human Rights
(UDHR; Usited Natiors), 216, 260,
e

sniversalism: antiuniversalis cosmopli
fanism, 230, 258 351 . cosmopoli-
tanis, 330, 222-24, 247-50; and dive
sty 145; a5 ethmocentric 248-49, 255~
54 universalist cosmopelitanism, 29-
20,222,241, 256, 25839, 2805

wtopias, idand, 5819

values: countabilty o, 145, .63 fact-
value distinction, xvi-xvi, 11,188,
33045 project-dependent, 147-4,
37,233,243, 245 value pluralsm, 43-
450153, 29120, 6.6 Western vs.
Asian, 247, 35132 23859

Vidl, Gore, 188

Virgil, 215

volitions,second-orden 166-67

voting,value of, 161

P e





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0361_001.jpg
T SRR et

Bill o Rights, $0-61

biodiversit; 15051

Bird, Colin, 203033

Bismarck, Orto vom, 302146

Black, Hugo, 85

black identiy. Sev African American
identity

Black Power movemment, 109

Blake, Michael, 78 79n.5

Blake, Willam, 122, 11

Beak House (Dickens), 221-22, 23

Boas, Pranz, 120

Bolsheviks, yom10

Bosnia, 244

Bourdieu, Pirre, 54

Bowsr v Kendrich, 300036

Braithwaite, Richard, 183

Britan, nationhood of, 245

Buddhism, spread of, 215

Buseau of Indian Affsirs 135

Busges, Warren E., 96-97. s03un.48,
55,and 55

Burke, Edumund, 146, 23, 261

Byron, Lord, 242

Cairns, John Flio, 285m.48

Calhoun, Craig, 38, 334045

Callan, Eamon, 203

Cavin, John, 200n.13

Cannadine, David, 134

Carlle, Thouas, i, 280021 Mil's cit-
cism of, 45; “Occasionl Discourse on.
the Negro Ouestion.” 145, 5un.55 On
Liberty critczed by 33

Cartes, Sephen L., 83, 85-87, 30121140

Cartesa thought experiment (hard ratio
alism), 182-84,187-80,100, 161

challenge model of human lie, 25, 10—
17475 323040

Chan, Joseph, 264

character, 17-18, 280m.8

Cheng Ho, 215

Ay ey e

Christian Identity movement, 19-91,
s

Christianity: on doctrinal correctness,
1905 spread of, 215 s Stoclzed, 32705
Victorian mission, 22021

Cicero, 15, 70. 306m6

circumcision, male vs. fermale, 24745,
ss6m35

citizenship: i the cosmos, 2718 differ
ential, 73 differentiated, 122 plobal
(see cosmopoltanismm); vs. individual
rights, x poliical language of, 1012,
1035

civil-rights paradigm o discrimination,
29

coercion: authorizedstate, 245 46 free
dom from, 74, 99m.25 vs. indepen-
dence, 49-50; a5 natural, 267, 539172
and neutrality 81, 52-54, 95,
sojmns0 51

collctivism, 33

colonial cvilizng mission, 20-21

Confucianism, 248, 264

Constitution (France), 219

Constitution (U5, 219. Seealo Fist
Amendment

comstructivist pedagog: 206, 326170

The Correctons (Franaen), 395m.49

cosmopolitanism, 21330, 25772 antiuni
versalis, 250, 258-595as citzenship in
the cosmos, 217-1; confrontation/con
versation asthe task of 46-5+; cosmo-
politan conversation, 258, 264, 2677
cosmopolitan patriotism, 233, 257-46;
and diversty, 268665 and cthical pac-
tialitys 223-30, 336-37, 329-30m12,
nnis, ypanas; as Burocenteic,
260, 3390.74; and globlization, 2165
historical formms of, 214-20; human
rights, lobalizing, 259-67; and justice
330,25 and Marsist-Leninism,
3290.10; meanings/characterization of,






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0362_001.jpg
R s Co
214, 217-28; of Mill, 71-72; moral v
cultural, 223 and nations/nationsl
identity 217, 21920, 25739, 244-45
33536051, 3350046 and 49; Oblig
tion, two concepts of (s obligtions);
and obligations of states to the foreign.
poor 328n.; orgins of, 1718 and
outsiderspolitical strangers, 5159,
2425 v, partality, 220, 21,222,
3330.20; rivalrous goodgods, 255-56.
337n0.60-62 ruthless, 2023, 28067
Skepticismfpessimism about, 269-73,
339m.74;vi travling fles, 235505 via
travelinterconnectedness, 1575 uni-
Versalst, 219-20, 223, 241, 25, 255-50,
3285 (see alco universlism); nd the
Value of human life, 2223

County of Alegheny v. ACLU, 300036

Craft . Metromedia, Inc, 195, 19798

creatonism, 301 2140

Cubberley, Ellwood, 202-3

culture, 14433 Argument from Otber
Colures, 43-44, 45 autonomy o, 336
3712593 . belomging/ membership,
12527 characer v. exstence of, 136
‘consumer,s; cultual diversiy, Amer-
ican, 14-20 (e aso diversiy); cul
tural plusaliom (see multculturalim);
decayed, 124, 140-41 s07nas; divesity
of persons vs. cultures, xv-xvi, 42,
278-79n. (seeals diversity); and En-
elish fluency, n5-16; Ehical Culure,
301m.30; and external righs vs iter
al constraints, 061143 and idenities,
4 imperialim of, ng; and individual
vs. group rights, 121-23; and Liberation
‘movements, 141, 09n.46; meanings/
ubiguity of the term, 19-20, 1255 mi-
nority cultures” sghts, 123, 06034
and negation a affirmation, 1351
preservation/survval vs. assimilation,
N Sy

E onamatingt o L e ineaaascel
rights 120-37, 30609 and 14, 306
a7 sacil component of, 17, 306
o043 respect for vs.tolerance of, 13
a5 social good, 12730, 3070.25 soc-
ctal cultures, 71, 81-82 100, 12, 132
134, 2070228, 06097 Western v. non-
Western, 354

Cynics, 126,

Dalis ‘untouchabes' Idia, 14,
onac

Danquah, . B 2onm

Darwall,Sephen .. 229

Darvin, Chates: The Orign of Speces 3

Davidson, Domld, 57

Decaration ofIndependence (US.), 29

Dechration of the Rights o Man and
Citzen, 59

democracy and beratism, x, 7503

democratic scictis, 368, 39173

Dennett, Daie, 57

Dennis, Car 173,243

desine:asconforming 0 options, 55
and experience, 7 3am.a7; st vs.
second oxler, 166-67, 30m25,
sn.; ighestoxder/global, 180;in-
determinacy of 175-76,17; inormed,
71779018590, 320-210.26, m29-
30,322-2300.35 35 29m.423 and pre
dicting emotionsl sttes, 310,
sghisduties egarding, 157, 9505
See alo prefesences

“The Devi’s Walk” (Southey), 77780

dispors, 25

Dickens, Charles, 8 Bleak Hose
-

difeential citzenship 71

dignityfrepect: and Afican American
dentig 109-10: and apency
Asante preoccupation with, 265 70;
T Ak






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0238_007.jpg
YOOUOQ





OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
The ETHICS
of IDENTITY

KWAME ANTHONY APPIAH





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0360_001.jpg
S S T N i -
alized capaciies, 28 on the good life,
1105 on proportionalit, 331 2 on the
sociabilt of people, 20

Arnold, Mathew, 28

Arrow, Kenneth, 524n.34

Asante, 265, 260, 70

ASEAN (Association of Southeast Asian
Nations), 247

Ashanti region (Ghana), 214

Asian identity 15

Associaed Jehovaly's Witnesses for Re-
form on Blood, 30301

asociative duties, 224, 28, 232, 234,
3na8

aheists, 270, 39075

Audi, Robert, 51

Aurelins, Marcus, 28, 21, 71, 5703

authenticity: Bohemian idea of, 1067,
305n.63; and essentialism 107 individ-
uality 3, 37-31,105-6, 283mn9 and
42 305n.63 movological, 107, 05m.65:
and recogition, 100,105-7

autonomy, 56-61; and agency, 8595 and
agency, and the interests of theory;
=615 and the Argument from Other
Cultures, 43-4, 45; and autonomism,
37240, 41 4243, 47,75 and coercion
vs. independence, 49-50; and the cog-
nitive authority of others, 4849,
292nn.29-30; cultural, 36-370.591 de-
‘mands of 36-40, 49, 28903,
2g0nn.1-12; and discovery and
choicelcreation models, 284-851.46:
V. diversity, 40-45, 155, 365-66,
290ma3; happiness/higher pleasures as
requiring, 21, 384-$5n.4¢
ple as founded o, 30-31;
V. avalue, 57 40, 290m5; and individ-
ualitys 5-6,12-13, 3435, 28010,
282028, 284-850.46; as intolerance,
4045, 290n.15 Kant on. 156, 1673 and
the liberal-communitarian debate, sz

R Sy e s T
224-25 and moral plusalism, 3161.8;
options required for, 5351, 30n.61;
partial (degrees of), 5. 55, 60,
393135 and perfectionisi, 15960
personl va. group, 73, 74 79,
2901n.27-28, 299-300m 30; personal
. poliica, 74, 2%9n.77; priority of
286-870.63 vs. project pussucrs,
29an.24; rationalitylseasoning as re
quired by 39.181-82. 189, 290mmn-
asself-authorship, 156; and slf-fash
ioning, 45; and self scrutiny, 4849,
a9an.30; and soul making, 166-70,
s20m.25 trong, 3 subject-centered
agency vs. social-centered accounts/
structure of, 5158, 293 94040,
294m.45, 2950.48; and substantive
independence, 29m6; unty pro-
duced by, 356m.53 and value plural
i, 4345, 2991.20; and voluntaritic
lationship between selves and ends,
4549 292-9300.29-30; and vell-
being 320-21.26

Bacon, Froncis, 18

Bantu migratons, 15

Bargh o, 8, 202030

Barry, Bean, 7778, 32

Beston, Candinal, mom5a

Beir, Chares, 8.5

Bel, Danil A, 7-5, 46 292030

Benn, Sy 7

Bentham, feremy. . 5.7

Bergson,Herri, il

[ —
ety 20335 on experimens in ing
B
o0n3; on ngative v poste ibery,

355 om vl pural

72 3
ism, 29m.z0
Berman, Harold, 85

‘bias. See neutrality: partiality






OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0238_004.jpg
JTTOALTHC





OEBPS/images/9780691130286_0238_006.jpg
KOOHOS





