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Introduction
  Liberals have been charged with failing to appropriately value identity-groups based on social traits such as race, culture and religion.  In what might be the most effective argument from the standpoint of liberalism, communitarian critics argue that these social identities are vital to the autonomy and constitution of the persons who are members of such groups and so the failure to grant recognition and rights to identity-groups amounts to a denial of equal respect for those persons.
 

Any authentically liberal view that attempts to account for this charge would have to be subject to certain constraints.  Namely, in recognizing some identity-group the account would have to not merely warn against harming the autonomy of individuals in ways that have traditionally mattered to liberals, but would have to specify a procedure to extend rights and privileges to identity-groups that does not itself undermine the liberal sense of autonomy.  With this constraint in place, what would a liberal account of respect for social identity look like, and what exactly would such an account be committed to respecting? 

In this paper, I explore an ‘inclusive’ principle of equal respect for persons in which we would respect both universal personhood and social identity.  The purpose here is not to argue that we have an obligation to recognize any social identity, but rather to explore what implications would follow from the position that liberals must respect identity as part of the respecting of persons.  It will be shown that even under this inclusive formulation of respect, we would need to distinguish an identity belonging to particular persons from the general and collective forms of that identity—for instance it would be Mike’s deafness and not deafness in general and Nina’s culture and not the collective form of the culture that she shares with others that would be the appropriate objects of respect.  I will show how the need to preserve the liberal sense of autonomy, together with the fact that people have multiple identities at the same time, supports the distinction between particularized and collective identity. 
To determine which acts would be about respecting particularized identity versus other identity forms, I provide a counterfactual test. The result is that any action that passes this test would not compromise the rights and liberties of individual group-members. The account would thus satisfy the autonomy constraint on an authentically liberal view of respect for identity.   A major practical implication of the counterfactual test is that collective rights would not be endorsed.  Because social identity is almost always viewed in terms of group-membership, valuing identity seems to be at odds with the principles of liberalism and democratic theory where persons are the ultimate source of value.
  I will show, however, that respecting social identity would not necessarily ascribe any special status to groups as such.

The arguments I offer regarding the necessity of drawing a distinction between particularized identity and especially the collective form of the identity do not deny the interdependent relations among persons, that people relate to and genuinely care about others, or, especially, that identities are constructed in a dialogical process in which they depend on others and are influenced by shared institutions.  The distinction I make is not between personal identities and social ones but between particularized identities and collective ones.  There is a consistently liberal way to recognize social identity once we make this latter distinction. At the same time, however, it is a central theme of this paper to show that even if communitarians are successful in their arguments concerning the value of social identity to persons and their autonomy, there are important limitations on the implications of these arguments.  
This paper proceeds as follows: In Section I, I present the communitarian position that social identities are significant to who someone is and then discuss the ‘liberal autonomy constraint’ on respecting identity.  In Section II, I argue that even under an inclusive formulation, respect for persons would only include respect for identities belonging to particular persons and not general or collective identities.  In Section III, I defend my arguments against critics who would claim that collective and particularized identities cannot be distinguished.  In Section IV, I present the practical implications of my arguments and a method for determining which actions would respect particularized identities as opposed to other forms of identity.  

Section I: Identity and Autonomy

There is a large literature on the psychology and value of social identity in liberal democratic societies.
   The liberal conception of respect for persons—based on the broadly Kantian and Rawlsian idea that persons are autonomous, self-governing agents—has come under strong criticism by communitarians who argue that the emphasis on a universal, rational human nature conflicts with our actual psychology.
  Writers such as Michael Sandel and Charles Taylor argue that most of us view ourselves and our choices, whether or not we want to, in terms of our (non-universal) social identities such as race, ethnicity, gender, disability and culture, and they argue that these identities are fundamental to who we are as persons because they are fundamental to our capacity to value and choose—to our autonomy—the very thing that liberals value so much.  These critics argue that it does not matter that one’s membership in some identity-group is often not chosen and is not reflectively or consciously regarded as significant.  In fact, that our social identities are not always available for scrutiny—that they are outside our ability to reject or accept them—is a key part of why they are viewed as being constitutive of who we are.
  They constitute who we are in large part because they are the fixed frameworks in which we figure out our values and goals, and this is especially true for people whose social identities are non-voluntary, such as those living in traditional societies and those whose identities have a physical component, such as being deaf or having a particular race.  
Taking a slightly weaker position, Will Kymlicka describes social identities, especially cultures, as providing background contexts that give our choices and actions meaning.
   One’s culture is a largely un-chosen and deeply embedded part of who one is and forms the basis from which one determines a conception of the good and, in particular, within certain boundaries of what is considered appropriate, good or valuable.
  What all of this means, according to the above critics, is that if the concept of a person and of a person’s autonomy essentially includes social identity, then the liberal principle of respect for persons must also include this identity.  
While the notion of respect can mean many different things, what it means in this context is to accord certain rights and privileges to identity-groups that have been faced with disadvantage.
  For instance, it might involve exemptions from public education requirements for traditional societies, financial support for a private school for deaf students, or providing resources for the construction of a mosque in order for a Muslim community to feel that they are fully accepted in a western society—something that, advocates would argue, would not be seen as establishing any religion but rather recognizing one that is at a disadvantage.  Importantly in all such cases, the special benefits that the group receives would be seen as a way to accord equal respect to certain social identities that are at a disadvantage either because they are not part of the majority social identity or because they have been discriminated against or both.  Thus, the benefits would not be viewed as in fact being special.
 

Even if critics are correct that liberals must respect social identity in these ways, there are certain constraints internal to the liberal tradition that any liberal account would be subject to.  A liberal account could not include those social identities that harm others or, more generally, that are not tolerant of others.  If some group, for example, believes that all non-group members are morally inferior, liberals would have reason not to recognize that group.  Many authors acknowledge that respect should only be extended to identity-groups that are tolerant of other groups.
   This can be called the ‘tolerance constraint’.  Of course understanding precisely what it means to be tolerant of others is a contentious matter in liberal and democratic theory.  Putting this difficult issue aside for now, it is not just the harm that may come to other groups that must be guarded against.
  
More important for the goal at hand, it is a minimum constraint on any liberal account of respect that the autonomy of the members of the identity-group must not be harmed in ways that matter to liberals.
  In other words, even if one were to agree with communitarian kinds of arguments concerning the importance of social identity to autonomy, a liberal account of respect for identity would need to ensure that the liberal sense of autonomy would not be undermined.  As Kymlicka has pointed out, liberals are committed to protecting the freedom of individual members of an identity-group to question and revise the practices of the group and, more specifically, to protecting their basic rights and liberties.
  We can call this the ‘liberal autonomy constraint’.  It would not be a liberal account if autonomy could be enhanced in ways that would address the communitarian arguments but would be undermined in ways that are important to the liberal tradition. But I want to emphasize that a liberal account must do more than merely caution or assert that respecting social identity should not harm those aspects of autonomy important to the liberal tradition, as other leading liberal accounts have only done.
  It must be able to specify a way to recognize social identity that does not itself undermine the liberal sense of autonomy.  More to the point, there must be a built-in safeguard against violating the basic rights and liberties of individual group members.  Otherwise, the account would fail to offer any assurances that the autonomy of the individuals who are the object of such identity concerns would be enhanced overall rather than diminished, and thus fail to satisfy the expressed aim of the account.  
Because social identity is almost always viewed in terms of group-membership, valuing identity seems to be at odds with the principles of liberalism and democratic theory where persons are the ultimate source of value.
  I will show, however, that respecting social identity in such a way that the autonomy constraint is satisfied would not ascribe any special status to groups as such. 
Section III:  The Locality of Respect
So what would it mean to respect an identity because it is important to who someone is, to her autonomy?  As suggested, it would mean including these identities as part of the respecting of persons. Under such an ‘Inclusive Principle’ of respect for persons, individuals who are persons would be respected for their primary personhood, where personhood includes the liberal sense of autonomy that all persons have in common.  In addition, in order to fully respect persons, we would also, in the same basic way in which personhood is respected, respect social identity, or at least certain ones.
  This is the position that communitarian writers and advocates of minority rights are committed to adopt when they argue that by failing to recognize the identities of certain groups of people, liberals disrespect those people as persons; not only their identities and, especially, not merely in some way.
  However, I am not suggesting that the value of social identity is of equal weight with the value of persons for their primary personhood.  Since this is a liberal account, it endorses the traditional liberal assumption that for an individual who is a person, her primary moral status is her personhood, universally defined.

The Inclusive Principle suggests that both social identity and personhood are valued in the same basic way because both are significant features of persons. This point brings out an important aspect of respect for persons that must now be made explicit: only traits or features of persons would be included.  Respect for persons does not directly include respect for anything other than persons, and persons are their traits and features.
  This might seem a trivial point.  Of course something like the Grand Canyon would not be included because the principle is about respect for persons.  However, in order to understand more about the form of identity that would be included, it is helpful to express why other objects would be excluded.  Importantly, it would not be due to the worth or significance of the object to us or to individuals’ lives. Instead, the reason that something like the Grand Canyon would not be included in respect for persons is that, simply put, it is not a trait or feature of individuals who are persons.
      
This claim applies straightforwardly to social identities that we deem valuable, even highly valuable, but which are not features of persons.  Claiming something to be valuable or important to persons is different than claiming something to be an important part of persons.
  This is in fact a primary reason that social identity takes on the significance it does: identity is not just important to persons.  In popular and scholarly discussions, social identities are seen as being an important part of persons.  However, there is a crucial qualification that must be made to the last point: an identity must belong to individuals who are persons in order to be considered a trait or feature of persons and thus to be included in respect for persons.

While it may seem obvious that only identities belonging to persons would be included, there are distinctions in form that identity can take.  What I am contrasting is particularized identities from more general types of identities. To say that something ‘belongs to’ or is a ‘part of’ persons is to say that it belongs to or is a part of particular persons.  Identities in general or collective identities on the other hand, do not belong to anyone in particular.  So, for example, if Mike is deaf, Mike’s deafness or Mike’s being deaf would count but deafness in general or deafness as common to members of the deaf community would not.
 Only particularized identity—Mike’s deafness—is localized enough to persons to count in respect for persons. 
I believe that there is intuitive support for deconstructing identity in this way, as I will try to show here and in the next section.  However, even if one were tempted to deny these distinctions, I will discuss how maintaining them, and taking actions to benefit identity accordingly, provides a means of recognizing identity that satisfies the liberal autonomy constraint.  While it may not be the only conceivable account of respecting identity that would satisfy this constraint, I will show that the account offered here fully satisfies the autonomy constraint, genuinely advances identity-based interests, and does not make, I believe, implausible distinctions in identity. Thus there are several, independent, reasons to endorse these distinctions.

The distinction between a particularized identity, on the one hand, and the collective or general form of the identity, on the other, proceeds from two related claims. The first, and mainly normative, claim is that one’s attitude towards one’s identity is partly constitutive of that identity.  The second, and descriptive, claim is that a given identity belonging to an individual will interact with the other identities that she has.  Taking the first claim, it seems a liberal account of the importance of identity should want to maintain that someone’s identity will depend not only on the ascription of an identity to her but also on her self-conception of that identity.  We can recognize that whether one has a certain culture, race or ethnicity is largely beyond one’s control and, because of this involuntariness, will be important to autonomy—this is the communitarian point.  However, this does not commit us to the view that how one conceives of that identity is beyond one’s control.  Indeed, any liberal autonomy-based account should resist the latter view in order to ensure that the liberal sense of autonomy is preserved.  It is important that any liberal account of identity place emphasis on an individual’s own formulation, revision, and valuation of an identity.  Maintaining that one’s attitude towards one’s identity is partly constitutive of that identity achieves this emphasis.
Talk of the importance of identity typically takes on the language of how an individual belongs to an ethnicity or culture or race. But there is also a significant sense of belonging, captured in the liberal view of autonomy, which goes in the other direction.  There is a sense in which an ethnicity, culture or race belongs to an individual because of that individual’s distinctive conceptualization of the identity.  This is supported by the second (descriptive) claim above—the fact that people have multiple identities at the same time. Although someone’s given identity may be considerably defined in a way that also defines the relevant identity-group, it would not seem to comprehensively define her identity.  There will be other identities that are important to her conception of a given identity, whether these other identities are shared with other people or highly personal.  Different identities might range in their significance to the autonomy and composition of a person, and communitarians may be correct that one’s culture would be especially significant, perhaps much more so than one’s gender, for instance.  However, the fact of multiple identities means that a given identity belonging to an individual takes on a unique character because it is combined and integrated with that individual’s other identities, even if the identity at issue is a defining or central one of the individual. 

Amartya Sen has said that he is, at the same time, “an Asian, an Indian citizen… an American or British resident, an economist, a dabbler in philosophy, an author… a strong believer in secularism and democracy, a man, a feminist, a hetero-sexual, a defender of gay and lesbian rights, with a nonreligious lifestyle, from a Hindu background, a non-Brahmin, and a nonbeliever in an afterlife (and also, in case the question is asked, a non-believer in a “before-life” as well).”
   

Importantly, this sort of amalgam of identities seems to apply to all of us.  It is not only a feature of modern societies and the mixing of identities they involve.  A mother in the traditional village of Kasur, for instance, is, at the same time, a woman, a parent, a mother, a Muslim, a Punjabi speaker, a member of a particular family, of the province of Punjab, a Sunni, a Kasuri, and a Pakistani.  Of course, this description only captures (some of) her public identities.  Were we to consider her personal beliefs, preferences, habits, and lifestyle, we could say much more.  Even if it were true that being a woman is not as significant to who she is as is being a Pakistani, the fact that she is also the former means that her experiences and conception of what it is to be Pakistani will most likely not match those of a man who lives in Pakistan, and the same point can be made concerning the effect of her other identities on her identity as a Pakistani.   Furthermore, the assorted identities someone has will vary in their salience depending on the context.  In a conflict with India, being a Pakistani might take prominence, but in the matter of “honor killings” on the sub-continent being a woman might take priority over being a Pakistani.  So different people with the same identity can prioritize, value, or conceive of that identity differently because of the other identities they have.  Drawing the distinctions in identity form in the way that I have fully allows for these differences between individuals’ attitudes towards their identities.  

To better understand the distinctions in identity form and why only particularized identities would be included in respect for persons, consider an example.  Nina’s South Asian heritage is integral to who she is. She has grown up to think of herself as South Asian and her heritage provides a broad context for choices that she makes throughout her life and has shaped her values and goals. However, it is the fact that it is Nina’s heritage, that makes it integral to her identity as a person, to her autonomy, and not that it is just any South Asian heritage or a South Asian heritage more generally. Notice that we would not consider Aysha’s South Asian heritage to be an important part of Nina.  Nina’s attitude towards her heritage will almost certainly be different than Aysha’s attitude towards hers.  The fact that each person has several other identities at the same time means that the heritage of each takes on a particularized character because of its interaction with those other identities. Furthermore, each person’s conception of what it means to be South-Asian is likely to be shaped by how relevant and salient being a South-Asian has been in terms of her history and development. Thus, the identity belonging to Nina is distinctive to her self-conception because of how her identity has figured in her history and development and the way in which it interacts with her many other identities.  All of this changes the nature of the identity.  It particularizes it and makes it a part of who Nina is as a person in some basic sense.
  This is not to deny that a South Asian heritage in general can be very valuable to Nina in a number of ways.  The forms of identity range in the role they play in a person’s practical orientation and sense of self.  Nina might think it very important that there continue to be people from South Asia and she might value the art, food, music and languages of that region.  And mutual identification with others who are also South Asian may be a sufficiently strong form of identity to share certain ends and values, and also to use their shared identity to secure political ends such as obtaining greater resources and ensuring fair and equal treatment.  Thus even the more collective form, ‘our South Asian-ness’, is important to Nina.  But for the purpose of including social identity as part of persons, the collective form of South Asian culture would not seem to be sufficient.  It is not that the importance Nina places on the collective identity is low, but rather that the collective identity is insufficiently localized to constitute who she is.
  
The distinctions in identity form seem even stronger if we turn from culturally or socially conceived identities to physical or biologically rooted ones, because the latter are in a sense located in or attached to individuals and so are even more prone to being uniquely viewed and thus even more localized.  If Mike is deaf, it would be his deafness and not the deafness of another person that would seem to be significant to who he and to his autonomy. We would not say that the type of deafness that Mike has but present in another person, Tim, is formative of Mike.  Nor would deafness in general be identity-forming of Mike—after all, what seems to be crucial in observing that Tim’s deafness would not be a part of Mike is not that the deafness belongs to Tim, but rather that the deafness does not belong to Mike. Mike will have his own experiences of what it means to be deaf, even if it is largely shared with others who are also deaf.
The preceding discussion does not suggest that a person’s social identity must comprise the whole of an individual in order to be particularized and to qualify for being recognized in the principle of respect.  On the contrary, as discussed above, people have not one but many identities at any given time; some of them social and some of them highly personal.  This is an important psychological fact about persons and their identities that must be accounted for in any account of respect for identity, and especially any liberal one.  A social identity takes on the particularized character it does when it belongs to a person in large part because it is combined with, and stands in a particular relation to, other identities of that person.  A given identity will only be one feature of a person, possibly a central or significant one, but must be one that is particularized to a person if it is to count here.  Social identity that is not particularized to persons would be excluded from the respecting of persons in a similar way that the Grand Canyon would be.  For while it might be something we deeply value, it would not constitute a particular person.  

Section IV: Collective vs Particularized Identities 

Many of the social identities that are central in the debate and politics of respect for identity may seem to complicate the contrast that I have drawn between particularized and collective identity. Culture is the most obvious example. Someone might argue that the collective culture is her identity.  Such a person would not need to maintain that the collective culture makes-up the whole of who she is—only that the collective culture is her culture--that part of her whole person that is made up by her culture.  So, this objector claims, the only way for her cultural identity to be respected is to respect the collective cultural identity.   Rather, the collective identity cannot even be meaningfully distinguished from the particularized identity, at least in terms of applying the principle of respect for persons.  

In order to be included in respect for persons, it should be emphasized that the collective identity would indeed need to be equivalent to the particular identities of persons who are members of that identity-group.
  In other words, it is not sufficient to maintain merely that there are overlaps and features in common between the collective culture and the culture belonging to Nina.  This weaker position would be perfectly compatible with the distinction I have drawn.  In order to collapse the distinction then, one would need to say that the collective cultural identity is identical to the cultural identity of particular persons. However, there are problems with this equivalence.  

One way to summarize the normative claim made above regarding the liberal sense of autonomy is to caution, as Anthony Appiah has, that we could be trading one tyranny for another—that of the larger society for that of the group.
  Emphasizing the collective nature of some social identity may liberate the identity-group from the norms of the larger society, but can also unduly subject individual members of the group to the norms of the group, and in particular, to how the group construes their shared identity.  Even apart from this distinctively liberal response, though, it seems collective and particularized identities can and do come apart, not only conceptually but also practically, as I will briefly try to show here and will discuss at greater length in the next section. 
In popular and political discussions, people often point out that disrespecting someone who is like them, but not them specifically, makes them feel that their own identity is being disrespected.  However, while it is common to feel if one disrespects someone who is like me, but not me specifically, that my own identity is implicated, this seems less true in scenarios in which one respects or benefits someone like me but not me specifically.  If Aysha’s boss were to grant her special time off for celebrating a South Asian holiday, this would unlikely make Nina, who works at a different firm, feel as if the South Asian heritage belonging to her was being benefited, at least not to the extent that it was for Aysha.  Even if Nina were to know that she would also get time off if she were working for Aysha’s boss, it would still be the case that Nina’s South Asian heritage would not currently be benefited in the same way or to the extent that it was for Aysha.  

It could be objected that I have only shown that Nina’s whole person is not being benefited to the extent that Aysha’s is, but that I have not shown that Nina’s cultural identity is not receiving the same benefit.  In other words, it could be said that what I have demonstrated is that it is the other parts of Nina, other than her culture, that are not being benefited, and this is why there is a difference in the way that Aysha and Nina experience the action of Aysha’s boss.  But it seems that if this were true, then a good case could be made that one’s culture is not a very significant part of one’s whole person.  For if the other parts of Nina are such that they are capable of diminishing or countervailing the presumed beneficial effect on her cultural identity to the point that Nina as a whole does not benefit, then this serves to undermine the claim that culture is basic to who Nina is as a person. On the other hand, my claim that Nina would not benefit to the extent that Aysha would does not rest on the idea that other parts of Nina would counteract the effects on the part of her that is her culture.  My claim is that Nina’s culture would not benefit to the extent that Aysha’s would and this is why Nina would experience the action of Aysha’s boss differently than Aysha would. This claim does not undermine the point that Nina’s culture is basic to who she is as a person and in fact supports it. There are of course many examples of actions that would equally express respect for both the particularized and collective forms of the identity at the same time, and I will say more about this in the next section.  But the point here is that there also seem to be examples of actions that would express respect for one person’s identity without doing so, or doing so to a lesser degree, for another person’s identity—and this is what is needed to establish that particularized and collective identities come apart.
    

It might seem that I have only illustrated the gap between an identity belonging to one person from the identity belonging to another person, and not between a particularized identity and a collective one.  This would be an important objection because the point of saying that one’s culture is one’s identity is not to stress that the identities of different members of an identity-group are equivalent, but to maintain that the collective identity is indistinguishable from the identity of the persons who belong to the group.  However, the fact that one member’s identity is different, even if only in small ways, from another member’s identity suggests that there is a collective identity that stands separate from both. 

If we say that the collective form of South-Asian culture is Nina’s cultural identity, and Aysha is also a member of this culture, than we would have to say that the collective identity is also Aysha’s identity.  Otherwise, we would be maintaining the odd view that while Nina’s identity is the collective one Aysha’s is not. Someone who takes the hard-line view of claiming that a collective identity is indistinguishable from the identity of someone who is a member of that group would not be maintaining that only one member’s identity is the collective one, of course, but that every member’s is the collective one.  So the collective identity would be indistinguishable from both members’ identities. If this were the case, however, it would mean that we could not meaningfully distinguish between one member’s identity and another member’s identity.  But I have tried to show that we in fact can, largely because of the role of multiple identities.  If we can make this distinction, then there is a collective form of the identity that is also separate from both these members’ identities. The fact of multiple identities and the particularized fusions they give rise to does not mean that we would need to respect each instantiation of an identity in some unique fashion—that would obviously be very difficult to do.  It does suggest, however, that there is a gap between the identity of one person and that of another, and thus between a collective and particularized one.  
The preceding discussion has not attempted to refute the claim that many of our identities are inherently social, in both their causes and constituents, as it is these that are central in concerns over identity.
 Nina’s South Asian heritage is of course social in nature and dependent on a shared history—what would it even mean otherwise?  But it would still only be the social identity belonging to Nina that would be included in respect for persons. The distinction I have drawn is between particularized identities and collective ones, not between personal identities and social ones.  As I said above, I believe there is intuitive support for unpacking identity in the way I that I have. However, even if one were tempted to deny these distinctions, I have tried to show the liberal rationale for maintaining them.  In the next section, I will discuss how taking actions on behalf of particularized identity provides a means of benefiting or promoting identity that satisfies the liberal autonomy constraint, yet still genuinely recognizes identity. 
Section V: Practical Implications of the Distinction
To restate the central argument, if liberals are committed to respecting social identity as part of what it means to respect persons, the commitment would be limited to recognizing social identities belonging to particular persons and not general or collective ones.  This is because it is only particularized identities that would be constitutive of persons and their autonomy. I argued that there is a conceptual and normative gap between particularized identities and, especially, collective ones, but there is also a practical gap between them. 

We can begin by asking what kinds of actions would benefit particularized identities as opposed to other forms.  It might seem that pragmatically speaking there would be no difference; whatever action benefits social identities belonging to particular persons does so because it promotes the broader category.  However, there is a useful counterfactual test for determining which actions would benefit particularized identities without necessarily benefiting the collective or general form: that of examining whether the action would benefit or promote an identity-based interest if only one individual were affected by it or, more generally, if the action would refer to only one instance of the identity in question.
  
It should be stated that I am not urging that we are required to take actions that pass this test for respecting social identity, nor that all such actions would be cases related to the concept of respect, as opposed to other moral or political demands.  Rather, my concern is in determining which actions would be justified in terms of particularized identities.  Proposed actions that pass the counterfactual test would represent a prima facie identity-based reason for action.  Whether we ought to take such an action or implement it into policy would depend on a number of conditions, such as practical feasibility, the efficacy of the action in promoting significant identity-based interests, costs, and the need to avoid disrespecting the identities of other groups.  Furthermore, even though the test specifies that an action must be able to refer to only one instance of the identity, the purpose of implementing the action would of course be to benefit several people who possess that identity—to benefit an identity-group.
To see how the test would operate, consider expanding the current policy under the American with Disabilities Act of requiring wheelchair accessibility in public buildings to pertain to all private buildings as well.  Even if there were only one person living who required a wheelchair, this policy would benefit the identity in question. Although it may require a community of wheelchair users to warrant the associated costs, and it would of course potentially benefit every member of this community, the action would not require such a community in order for it to confer respect to someone who depends on a wheelchair.   In this way, we can see that the policy would be justified in terms of the particularized identity.  It may also affect the collective identity of course, but even in the absence of others with the relevant type of identity, the action would still promote an identity-based interest. To take another example, a policy that allowed Muslims to take five breaks during the workday, for the purpose of prayer, would benefit a single Muslim person. It would be a meaningful expression of recognition even in the absence of other Muslims.  Thus the action would be about respecting a Muslim identity belonging to particular persons.  
Certain acts of recognition for identity would only be meaningful in the context of an identity-group.  Language, which is an important element of many cultural identities, presents a good example since it depends on a community of speakers.  Teaching a minority language in school (in addition to the majority language) would really only be beneficial if there were more than one speaker of the language in existence.  In the absence of other speakers, there would be little point to introducing it to anyone.
  However, there are some actions that would respect a language, such as posting signs written in a minority language, which would benefit the identity if only one person spoke the language, even though it is an implausible counterfactual.  None of these examples of actions taken on behalf of particularized identity would be trivial.  They each would promote significant identity-based interests. 


I said that the distinction I have drawn is between particularized identities and collective ones, not between personal and social identities.  The concerns raised over identity almost always pertain to social identities such as culture, race and ethnicity, and so the Inclusive Principle would pertain to social identities, albeit, not in their collective form.  However, since the counterfactual test calls for considering actions that must be able to refer to only a single instance of an identity, it might be objected that I have not shown how genuinely social identities, which necessarily involve others, would be included.  In response to this charge, we can note that while it is true that we can only make sense of a social identity in the context of others, this does not mean that we can only make sense of actions about a social identity in the context of others.  
For an action to respect a social identity, it must promote interests of a certain kind: those that individuals have as a result of being part of a group or society.  Under the counterfactual test, an action must be able to benefit any single individual’s interests, but this would include those interests that arise out of membership in an identity-group.  The concern to pray five times a day is something that comes from taking part in the Islamic religion.  Likewise, one’s interest in having signs written in her minority language is one that is born from being a member of that language community.  In this way, both an allowance for breaks for prayer and special signs would benefit social identities.
  
In addition, even though the justification of these actions would need to be in terms of benefiting particularized identity, this does not mean that the policy would not in practice also promote the collective form.  Putting up signs in a minority language would do more than benefit each individual speaker of that language. It would also facilitate coordination and planning of shared activities of the group of speakers of that language, and thereby benefit the collective identity as well.  It is not as if the action would have to benefit individuals alone or in private.  To the contrary, actions that would be justified in virtue of respecting particularized identity would often enable members of an identity group to come together.  Granting Muslims prayer-breaks would benefit a single Muslim, but would also facilitate increased assembly among Muslims that work in close proximity to each other—if they would be able to take breaks during the workday for prayer, they would have a greater opportunity for meeting with their Muslim co-workers than if no such breaks were allowed, and this would in turn benefit the collective identity of a community of Muslims.  
At the same time, though, and this is an important point, collective rights would not be endorsed.
  There are different categories of collective rights. In one category are rights justified by reference to the interests of more than one individual or to the aggregated interests of each individual to coordinate their activities.  An example of this might be preserving a minority language. In a second category are rights that refer to a collective goal, often expressed through institutions of authority, and not merely to the aggregated interests of individuals.  Advocates of this second category of collective rights claim that the group has a shared interest in maintaining certain norms even if some individual members of the group do not endorse the practice. Examples include the right of Muslims to enforce the wearing of headscarves by women in their community and, as in the famous Wisconsin vs. Yoder case, a right of elders in a society to exempt their children from government education requirements.  
Both categories of collective rights would be ruled out by the counterfactual test.  This means that even if the case could be made that the right in question would belong to individuals, the test would exclude such things as preserving a minority language, because the latter sort of actions would need to refer to the interests of more than one individual with the relevant identity.  The test is therefore not equivalent to the traditional liberal position of insisting that rights belong to individuals.  It is stronger than that.
  It is also stronger than the liberal presumption against harm; for it is not clear that activities such as preserving a language would cause harm to anyone.  Thus the test does not merely reiterate existing liberal intuitions. 

The test is however constrained by an important liberal principle. Earlier in the paper I said that any liberal account of respect for social identity must do more than simply caution or assert that an action aimed at recognizing some identity-group should not weaken the autonomy of the individuals in the group.  It must be able to specify a way to recognize social identity that does not itself undermine the liberal sense of autonomy, and in particular basic civil and political rights.  Otherwise, the account could not be said to adequately show how it would enhance rather than diminish autonomy overall—the expressed aim of such an account. This was the liberal autonomy constraint. 
I have demonstrated how the account here, with the distinctions in identity form and correlative counterfactual test, specifies such a way. In particular, the counterfactual test provides a practical procedure for ensuring that the liberal sense of autonomy is not placed at peril.  Because the test would exclude collective rights, we would have assurances that an action would benefit particularized identity, even if it also happens to simultaneously benefit the collective one in certain ways.  Since an action would have to be able to benefit an identity-based interest of any single individual in the absence of others with the identity, it would not promote collective interests at the expense of the basic liberties and rights of individuals with that identity.
  The account here thus more than satisfies the liberal autonomy constraint.  It does not trade-off the liberal conception of the nature of autonomy for other conceptions. 

Conclusion

Because identity is so frequently, if not always, cashed out in terms of the identity of groups, liberal political theorists tend to view respect for social identity as giving status to groups as such, and frequently, as giving priority to groups over individuals.  My arguments have shown a way in which liberals can consistently respect social identity. The prayer break example demonstrates that a social identity can be respected without undermining the basic rights and liberties of individual Muslims. It is an example of an action that would respect the Muslim identity belonging to particular persons.  However, an important theme of this paper has been to show that respecting social identity as part of the respecting of persons would not support more robust communitarian positions endorsing special collective rights and privileges.  There may be other important ways of valuing identity, but for the purpose of including it in the concept of a person and a person’s autonomy, we must distinguish between a collective identity and particular individuals’ identities, and include only the latter.   
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� I am not referring to metaphysical discussions about identity or personal identity.  Identity refers to traits that are shared by some people and not others, unlike the universal features of personhood, whatever we hold them to be. Another distinction is between personal identities—those that are not socially salient and defined, such as an odd sense of humor—and social identities— such as one’s race, ethnicity, culture, sexual orientation, religion, or disability. The arguments in this paper do not hinge on there being a sharp distinction, although it is generally the latter kind that is central to concerns over respect. 


� It is true that for Kymlicka in particular, the reason we must respect identity-groups such as cultures is because membership in identity-groups provides a context of choice for the individual—thus, cultures for instance are important ultimately because individual choice and autonomy matter. Members of transitional or waning cultures, he argues, are disadvantaged as compared to the majority cultures with respect to a stable context of choice, and so must be accorded special rights. However, Kymlicka’s view would also advocate special rights for the groups as such. 


�  The overwhelming focus in the debate on social identity has been on membership, whether formally or merely associative, in identity-groups that are marked by a shared trait or characteristic. The question of whether these groups ought to be able to collectively pursue their individual interests or collectively exercise their individual rights has not been an especially contentious matter in liberal discourse. As Appiah notes, these collective rights “tend to have more friends…Most people think that it is just fine that Utah or the city of Cambridge or the Catholic church can exercise rights, through the ballot box or (in the case of churches) through whatever consensual internal mechanisms they agree upon.” p. 72-3  Much more contentious is whether an individual’s rights, status, or obligations as a member of an identity-group should ever trump an individual’s rights, status, or obligations as a person. For recent significant works, see Appiah, Anthony (2005) The Ethics of Identity. Princeton: Princeton University Press; Benhabib, Seyla, ed. (1996) Democracy and Difference: Contesting the Boundaries of the Political. Princeton: Princeton University Press;  Gutmann, Amy. (2003) Identity in Democracy. Princeton: Princeton University Press;  Kymlicka, Will (1989) Liberalism, Community, and Culture. Oxford: Clarendon Press, and (1995) Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minority Rights. Oxford: Clarendon Press;  Raz, Joseph  (2001) Value, Respect, and Attachment. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press;  Taylor, Charles (1989) Sources of the Self: The Making of the Modern Identity. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press;  Young, Iris Marion. 1990. Justice and the Politics of Difference. Princeton: Princeton University Press.


� Kant, Immanuel (1785/1983) Grounding for the Metaphysics of Morals. in I. Kant Ethical Philosophy Trans. James W. Ellington,. Indianapolis, IA: Hackett Publishing Co, and (1797/1999) Metaphysical Elements of Justice. John Ladd, ed. Indianapolis, IN: Hackett; Mill, John Stuart (1859/1975) On Liberty. David Spitz, ed. New York: Norton; Nozick, Robert (1974) Anarchy, State, and Utopia, New York: Basic Books; Rawls, John (1971) A Theory of Justice. Revised edition (1999) Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, and (1993) Political Liberalism. New York: Columbia University Press.


�Sandel, Michael J. (1982) Liberalism and the Limits of Justice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2nd edition 1999; Taylor, Charles. (1991) The Ethics of Authenticity. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press. 


�Kymlicka in Liberalism, Community and Culture and Multicultural Citizenship


� There are reasons for believing that certain identities would be more significant to autonomy than others: those that have been met with social obstacles, whether disadvantage, discrimination or both.  It seems these identities would be especially salient for one’s outlook and understanding of the social and political world, and therefore especially important to one’s capacity to value.  This is because while disadvantaged identities limit some opportunities, they create others.   In fact, the idea that identities serve as constraints seems to a large extent to be the reason they are also viewed as providing options. Opportunities, at least meaningful ones, do not appear in a vacuum. They are generated and gain their meaning in relation to certain restrictions.  In this way, disadvantaged identities would seem to provide an even more significant “context of choice” than other identities. (See Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, pp. 82-84. Kymlicka uses this term to refer to all sorts of cultures and not just those that have been disadvantaged)


� Furthermore, although there might be important distinctions between respecting someone and valuing someone, for the purpose of this paper both notions refer to a basic sense of respect that is involved with the notion of respecting persons--which might be called recognition--and not a more robust or demanding sense of valuing, such as that which might be involved with esteem, admiration, or honor.  In some formulations of respect, respect includes the notion of valuing. Respecting any object simply means that the object must be valued in an appropriate way, and not promoted or used. For instance, see Philip Pettit’s discussion in his “Consequentialism and Respect for Persons,” 1989. Ethics 100, pp 116-126.


� Kymlicka, Multicultural Citizenship, see especially Chapter 5


�Gutmann, Identity, see especially pp 89-112. Liberals would not be committed to respecting morally repugnant identities, such as a deep hatred for other races, no matter how integral to one’s sense of self.  If one’s identity is only partially defined by such an element, however, we may be able to respect other elements of the identity without embracing this aspect.


� There is also reason to believe, as Gutmann argues, that groups that do not respect the autonomy of individual members will likewise not respect other groups.  


� As Kymlicka has pointed out, “one can ensure tolerance between groups without protecting tolerance of individual dissent within each group”, p. 162


� Kymlicka, see especially pp. 152-158.


� Kymlicka eloquently argues that liberals can endorse ‘external protections’--protecting the resources, institutions, and practices of the group against outsiders--but not ‘internal restrictions’-limitations on the liberty of some group-members imposed by other members. The latter would be a violation of the basic rights and liberties of individuals. However, a problem arises because he does not offer any procedure or guidelines for determining whether a particular practice would fall under the label of external protections or internal restrictions.  For instance, is the imposition of marriage on young women (or the demand to expempt children from public education requirements) in a particular group an internal restriction, because it restricts the liberties of young women (or children) by other group-members, or is it an external protection, because it shields the institution of imposed marriage (or the community’s norms about education) against the political powers of the majority?  Since Kymlicka endorses not just territorial autonomy and language rights as significant external protections, but also a group’s veto powers over the larger society’s decisions that are of importance to the group and self-government rights, it is not clear where the examples just given, and many others like them, would be categorized. (see especially pp.34-47 and 108-115) The account I offer is not necessarily at odds with Kymlicka’s. It may offer a justified procedure for determining which external protections should be endorsed. 


Likewise, in a very recent article, Wall argues that there is autonomy-based support for collective rights and appropriately cautions that such rights could not infringe on the basic liberties of individuals in order for them to be consistent with a distinctively liberal account.   However, he does not show us how these rights would not in fact undermine individuals’ liberties and offers no specification for which collective rights would and would not violate the liberal conception of autonomy. (Wall, Steven “Collective Rights and Individual Autonomy,” 2007, Ethics 117, n2, pp 234-264.)


� It is true that for Kymlicka in particular, the reason we must respect identity-groups such as cultures is because membership in identity-groups provides a context of choice for the individual—thus, cultures for instance are important ultimately because individual choice and autonomy matter. Members of transitional or waning cultures, he argues, are disadvantaged as compared to the majority cultures with respect to a stable context of choice, and so must be accorded special rights. However, Kymlicka’s view would also advocate special rights for the groups as such. 


� I am not seeking to provide the conditions for picking out the social identities that would be included.  It does seem plausible to include only certain categories of social identities, such as again those that have been met with discrimination or disadvantage and those that do not harm others.  Furthermore, it seems that there is a first-person authority concerning what identities are constitutive, but that there must also be some public epistemic constraints, such as that the individual must actually possess the identity as seen third-personally.  All of these issues are beyond the scope of the paper.     


� Sometimes when identity-groups, or those that advocate on behalf of them, argue that they are being denied equality or respect, they do not explicitly use the terminology of ‘equal respect as persons’.  But it seems clear that their objection is at bottom about being denied equal respect as persons, and again not that they are being disrespected merely in some way.  The real concern generally seems to be that members of some identity-group are being deprived of a basic or fundamental respect—that of respect for persons.  Since the claim is that a social identity is inseparable from who a person is and therefore is to be respected in the same way in which personhood is, instead of considering respect for identities as a separate moral demand, we can view it as a different mode of respect for persons. The two different modes of the Inclusive Principle are:  (1st) Persons must be respected for their personhood; and, (2nd) Persons must be respected for their social identities


� Social identity is derivative of and dependent on personhood in at least two ways.  In the first place, we could not even say that social identity is central to who we are as persons were it not for the personhood features already in place, so to speak. Personhood is constitutively or causally primary—being someone who values and chooses at all is prior to being someone who values and chooses in the particular way that communitarians maintain.  More importantly, under the kind of communitarian charge presented, the reason that liberals would be committed to recognizing social identities is, again, because of the persons they comprise.  The primacy of personhood is the basis for the tolerance constraint.  Respecting some identity-group cannot violate the 1st mode of respecting persons by harming non-group members or by depriving them of their basic rights and liberties. However, there is a trickier, and for the goals at issue in this paper, more critical way in which the 1st mode of respecting persons must not be violated; as discussed before, respecting some identity-group cannot deprive the individual members of that group of their basic rights and liberties.


� This does not mean that all traits and features of persons would count for respect, but rather that only these would count. Dave Estlund gave me a nice example here: personhood respect does not entail fingernail respect.


� Not only would something like the Grand Canyon be excluded from the respecting of persons, but it would also seem to be excluded from having the type of value that persons have. This separate claim is not strictly contained in the idea of respect for persons—we could after all hold that both persons and the Grand Canyon have the same kind of worth —but it seems to be related in an important way.  In order for the idea that persons are equally worthy of respect to be of significance, it seems only persons must be valuable in the way that they are. The force of the principle comes in large part from the singling out of persons as opposed to other objects of value. Even though other objects would not be included in the principle, this does not imply of course that they do not have some other significant value. To take just one example, many non-human animals that do not qualify as persons still have an important value and should not be subject to cruelty and inhumane treatment.  Furthermore, this does not imply that the value of persons is incomparable with the value of non-persons or other things. In fact, to say that the Grand Canyon is not of equal value with persons is to compare the its value to the value of persons.  


� These concepts do come apart. Art, family, and a deep passion for traveling can be very valuable to us without being part of anyone’s identity. At the same time, we can have features of our identity that are trivial or even shameful. While we can consistently and perpetually be ashamed of something that is a part of us, it seems the same does not hold for something we value; we would come to no longer value it. 


� There may be important distinctions that must be made between a collective identity and an identity in the abstract, but these distinctions are not necessary for my central purpose here of distinguishing the identities belonging to persons from the less particularistic forms.


� Sen, Amartya. (2006) Identity and Violence: The Illusion of Destiny. New York: W. W. Norton & Company. p. 19


� More accurately we might say that Nina’s having of a South Asian heritage would be unique or particular to Nina. It is not the identity per se that changes when it is instantiated in an individual, but rather there is a particular way that individual possesses or embodies the identity. I am grateful to Jerry Levinson for clarifying this point to me.


� Again, one would not need to maintain that the collective identity in question is equivalent to the entire Identities of particular persons, only that the given collective identity is equivalent to the counterpart identity in those persons.   


�Appiah eloquently warns “the politics of recognition, if pursued with excessive zeal, can seem to require that one’s skin color, one’s sexual body, should be politically acknowledged in ways that make it hard for those who want to treat their skin and their sexual body as personal dimensions of the self.  And personal, here does not mean secret or (per impossible) wholly unscripted or innocent of social meanings; it means, rather, something that is not too tightly scripted, not too resistant to our individual vagaries.” (original emphasis) Appiah, p.110.  However, since he does not explicitly consider the distinction I make between a general type of identity and an identity belonging to persons, he worries that any view that supports recognition for one’s identity is susceptible to the charge of social imposition.


� To take the analogy with personhood features, suppose that Bob’s capacity to value was being respected in some very generic and minimal way.  His neighbor tells him that he admires the bare fact that Bob values things.  Even without referring to some special or intense way that Bob values, his neighbor’s comments would unlikely demonstrate respect for Carol’s capacity to value in the same way or measure as it does for Bob’s.  And it seems social identities are more capable of being unique to the individuals who possess them than are personhood features.  Social identities are richer than personhood features and therefore allow greater room for variation, hybridization, and interpretation across individuals.  While the features of personhood are common enough to apply universally to all persons, social identities of course are not.


� Furthermore, the arguments in the paper do not deny that persons depend on others for the construction of their identities or that people genuinely care about others. Political theorists such as Sandel and Taylor are correct to argue that people value relationships of mutual identification and support. 


� That this kind of query is intelligible also provides us with another reason for making the conceptual distinction between particularized and collective identity.  Again, they do come apart in important and meaningful ways.


� Indeed teaching any language would only be possible in the context of more than one speaker of the language, as the teacher would already have to know the language.


� Furthermore, as I mentioned above, an action would need to do more than just pass the counterfactual test if it has any chance of becoming policy. It would also have to be worth incurring the costs of implementation.  In most cases this will mean that the action would potentially benefit a large community.  What such an action would do then is to pick out those features of a given identity that members of some identity-group have in common and so would be about the shared features of that identity. It would not promote the individualized features of identity or those that are blended with someone’s other identities.


� Charles Taylor argues, with respect to culture, that in order to protect an individual’s identity we must try to preserve the distinctive tradition of the identity-group, which would imply support for collective rights of certain kinds. (1994) Multiculturalism: Examining the Politics of Recognition, ed. Amy Gutmann. Princeton: Princeton University Press. And Kymlicka argues that we must grant special rights to certain transitional or waning groups and to members of these groups in order to ensure equality among individuals’ contexts for choice. (See Note 16)  But as John Tomasi has argued in response to Kymlicka’s view, stable cultures can also sharply constrain one’s context of choice by closing off a wide range of options that are outside of the particular culture. Furthermore, if we eliminate the condition of stability on what counts as a culture and simply maintain an existential interpretation of culture, Tomasi argues that it is not plausible to see anyone as lacking a culture. Even transitional or waning cultures are still cultures in this uninteresting sense, perhaps hybrids of a sort. On this interpretation of culture, it would not be clear how any cultures would be at a disadvantage.  (“Kymlicka, Liberalism, and Respect for Cultural Minorities”, 1995, Ethics, 105, no. 3)


� See Gutmann, chapter 1. It seems appropriate that the condition discussed here would be stronger than the condition that basic rights and liberties belong to individuals.  First, whereas basic rights and liberties are universally applied, special identity rights and privileges would of course only apply to some people, and we would need to have assurance that identity recognition would not harm the autonomy of these people relative to others.  More to the point, in order to best ensure that recognition for identity would not harm the liberal sense of autonomy, it seems important that such identity rights and benefits not only belong to individuals but also maximally allow for formulating and revising identity conceptions.  Exposure to other customs, communities, and cultures is important to that end.  Many rights and privileges that would belong to individuals but which would need to refer to the interests of more than one person, such as special language rights and exemptions from public education requirements, would tend to isolate cultures from one another, and so would not be maximally conducive to promoting the liberal sense of autonomy.  The view offered here not only provides a means of safeguarding against the violation of basic rights and liberties, but is also responsive to claims about how cultures are not pure, unchanging things.


� This point is another way of appealing to the fact of multiple identities.  Under the test, any action that would benefit a given identity would not infringe on the other social identities individuals may have. A right to prayer-breaks would not compromise a Muslim woman’s identity as a woman.
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