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1. 1.  1.  1.  1.  

 (Lu)

Bentham J.S.Mill Henry Sidgwick

(maximization of total utility)

( m o r a l l y

right)

(R.Nozick)

(experience machine)

(consequentialist)

(deontology)

(value monism)

Anachy, State & Utopia



(right-based liberalism)



2.  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

N o z i c k

Anarchy,  State and Utopia

Nozick

Nozick

N o z i c k :  T h e  E x p e r i e n c e  M a c h i n eN o z i c k :  T h e  E x p e r i e n c e  M a c h i n eN o z i c k :  T h e  E x p e r i e n c e  M a c h i n eN o z i c k :  T h e  E x p e r i e n c e  M a c h i n eN o z i c k :  T h e  E x p e r i e n c e  M a c h i n e

Suppose there were an experience machine

that  would give you any exper ience you desired.

Superduper neropsychologists could stimulate your

brain so that you would think and fell you were writing

a great  novel ,  or  making a  f r iend,or  reading an

interesting book. All the time you would be floating in

a tank, with electrodes attached to your brain. Should

you plug into this machine for life, preprogramming

your life’s experience? If you are worried about missing

out on desirable experiences, we can suppose that

business enterprises have researched thoroughly the

lives of many others. You can pick and choose from



their large library or smorgasbord of such experiences,

selecting your life’s experiences for, say, the next  two

years. After two years have passed, you will have ten

minutes or ten hours out of the rank, to select the

experience of your next two years. Of course while in

the tank you won’t know that you’re there; you’ll think

it’s all actually happening. Others can also plug in to

have the experience they want, so there’s no need  to

stay unplugged to serve them. (Ignore problems such

as who will service the machines if evrerybody plugs

in.) Would you plug in? What else can matter to us,

other than how our l ives feel from the inside? Nor

should you refrain because of the few moments of

distress between the moment you’ve decided and the

moment you’re plugged. What’s a few moments of

distress compared to a lifetime of bliss (if that is what

you choose), and why feel any distress at all if your

decision is the best one?

What  does mat ter  to  us  in  add i t ion  to  our

exper ience? Fi rs t ,  we want  to  F i rs t ,  we want  to  F i rs t ,  we want  to  F i rs t ,  we want  to  F i rs t ,  we want  to  dododododo cer ta in  th ings, cer ta in  th ings, cer ta in  th ings, cer ta in  th ings, cer ta in  th ings,

a n d  n o t  j u s t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  d o i n ga n d  n o t  j u s t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  d o i n ga n d  n o t  j u s t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  d o i n ga n d  n o t  j u s t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  d o i n ga n d  n o t  j u s t  h a v e  t h e  e x p e r i e n c e  o f  d o i n g

them.them.them.them.them. In the case of certain experience, i t  is only

because first we want to do the actions that we want

the experience of doing them or thinking we’ve done

them. (But why do we want to do the activities rather

than merely to experience them?) A second reasonA second reasonA second reasonA second reasonA second reason

f o r  n o t  p l u g g i n g  i n  i s  t h a t  w e  w a n t  t o  b e  af o r  n o t  p l u g g i n g  i n  i s  t h a t  w e  w a n t  t o  b e  af o r  n o t  p l u g g i n g  i n  i s  t h a t  w e  w a n t  t o  b e  af o r  n o t  p l u g g i n g  i n  i s  t h a t  w e  w a n t  t o  b e  af o r  n o t  p l u g g i n g  i n  i s  t h a t  w e  w a n t  t o  b e  a

c e r t a i n  w a y ,  t o  b e  a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  p e r s o n .c e r t a i n  w a y ,  t o  b e  a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  p e r s o n .c e r t a i n  w a y ,  t o  b e  a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  p e r s o n .c e r t a i n  w a y ,  t o  b e  a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  p e r s o n .c e r t a i n  w a y ,  t o  b e  a  c e r t a i n  s o r t  o f  p e r s o n .

Someone floating in a tank is an independent blob.

There is no answer to the question of what a person is

like who has long been in the tank.Is he courageous,



kind, intelligent, witty, loving? It is not merely that it’s

difficult to tell; there’s no way he is. Plugging into the

machine is a kind of suicide. It  wil l  seem to some,

trapped by a picture,that nothing about what we are

l ike can matter  except as i t  gets ref lected in our

experience.But should it be surprising that what we

are is important to us? Why should we be concerned

only with how our time is filled, but not with what we

are?

T h i r d l y ,  p l u g g i n g  i n t o  a n  e x p e r i e n c eT h i r d l y ,  p l u g g i n g  i n t o  a n  e x p e r i e n c eT h i r d l y ,  p l u g g i n g  i n t o  a n  e x p e r i e n c eT h i r d l y ,  p l u g g i n g  i n t o  a n  e x p e r i e n c eT h i r d l y ,  p l u g g i n g  i n t o  a n  e x p e r i e n c e

mach ine  l im i t s  us  to  a  man-made  rea l i t y ,  t o  amach ine  l im i t s  us  to  a  man-made  rea l i t y ,  t o  amach ine  l im i t s  us  to  a  man-made  rea l i t y ,  t o  amach ine  l im i t s  us  to  a  man-made  rea l i t y ,  t o  amach ine  l im i t s  us  to  a  man-made  rea l i t y ,  t o  a

w o r l d  n o  d e e p e r  o r  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h a tw o r l d  n o  d e e p e r  o r  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h a tw o r l d  n o  d e e p e r  o r  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h a tw o r l d  n o  d e e p e r  o r  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h a tw o r l d  n o  d e e p e r  o r  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  t h a t

wh ich  peop le  can const ruc t .  wh ich  peop le  can const ruc t .  wh ich  peop le  can const ruc t .  wh ich  peop le  can const ruc t .  wh ich  peop le  can const ruc t .  There is  no actua l

contact with any deeper reality, though the experience

of it can be simulated. Many persons desire to leave

themselves open to such contact and to a plumbing of

deeper significance. (Anarchy,pp.42-43.)

Nozick

( p e r s o n a l  i d e n t i t y )

(purposeful beings)



( l ive my own l i fe)

Kymlicka

Far from being the best life we can lead, it hardly

counts as leading a life at all. Far from being the life

most worth leading, many people would say that it is a

wasted life, devoid of value. (Contemporary Poltical

Philosophy, p.13)

What we want in life is something more than, or

other than, the acquisition of any kind of mental state,

any kind of “inner glow”, enjoyable or otherwise. We

do not just want the experience of writing poetry, we

want to write poetry; we do not just want the experience

of falling in love, we want to fall in love; we do not just

want to have the feeling of accomplishing something,

we want to accomplish something. It is true that when

we fall in love, or accomplish something, we also want

to experience i t .  And we hope that some of those

experiences will be happy.But we would not give up

t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  f a l l  i n  l o v e ,  o r  a c c o m p l i s h

something, even for the guaranteed experience of

those things inside an experience machine. (p.14)



intrinsic value

Nozick

non-consequent ia l is t



3 .3 .3 .3 .3 .

 (Lu)

(Kymlicka) adaptive preference

adaptive preference adaptive preference

adaptive preference



4.  4 .  4 .  4 .  4 .  LuLuLuLuLu

Lu

5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  

 (Joey)

1

2 1

2

2

2



2

JoeyJoeyJoeyJoeyJoey

Joey

B e r l i n ( V a l u e

pluralism)

moral dilemma

utility utility

Joey



7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  

8 .8 .8 .8 .8 .

(Wincy)



9. 

Wincy

10.

(James) 

(Experience Machine)

1)



Lu

Mill

X

make sense

2)

(live my own life)



(self-identity) 

(NOT l iving my own

l i f e )

(Matrix) 



11.  11.  11.  11.  11.  

1)

2)

12.  12.  12.  12.  12.  



13. 13. 13. 13. 13. 

14.  14.  14.  14.  14.  

self identity / live your own life / 

15 .  15 .  15.  15.  15.  



16.  16.  16.  16.  16.  

(Michelle)

Matrix



17.  17.  17.  17.  17.  

(Lu)





Jim

It is absurd to demand of such a man, when the

sums come in from the utility network which the

projects of others have in part determined, that

he should just step aside from his own project

and decision and acknowledge the decision which

utilitarian calculation requires. It is to alienate

him in a real sense from his actions and the

source of his action in his own convictions.

(B. Williams, Utilitarianism: For & Against, p.116)



1. (Lu)

2. Jim

3. Jim (Charles)

4. Charles (Kevin)

5. Charles (Lu)

6.

7. Pedro

8. (Kevin)

9.  

10. (Lu)

11.

12.

13.

14. (Michelle)

15. (Lu)

16.

17.

18. (Annie)

19.



1. 1.  1.  1.  1.  

(Lu)

( i n t e r p e r s o n a l

comparison) 

(preference) 

(impartiality)

(negative responsibility)



(Bernard Williams)

(integrity)

(ground project)

Jim (Jim’s choice)

J im Pedro

Pedro Jim

Jim

Jim

Jim

J i m



2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  J imJ imJ imJ imJ im

Bernard Williams

“A Critique of Utilitarianism”

Jim

Jim finds himself in the central square of a small

South American town. Tied up against the wall are a

row of twenty Indians, more terrified, a few defiant, in

front of them several armed men in uniform. A heavy

man in a sweat-stained khaki shirt turns out to be the

captain in charge and, after a good deal of questioning

of Jim which establishes that he got there by accident

while on a botanical expedit ion, explains that the

Indians are a random group of the inhabitants who,

after recent acts of protest against the government,

are just about to be kil led to remind other possible

pro tes tors  o f  the  advantages o f  no t  p ro tes t ing .

However, since Jim is an honoured visitor from another

land,  the captain is  happy to of fer  h im a guest ’s

privilege of kill ing one of the Indians himself. If Jim

accepts, then as a special mark of the occasion, the

other Indians will be let off. Of course, if Jim refuses,

then there is no special occasion, and Pedro here will



do what he was about to do when Jim arrived, and kill

them all.  Jim, with some desperate recollection of

schoolboy fiction, wonders whether if he got hold of a

gun, he could hold the captain, Pedro and the rest of

the soldiers to threat, but it is quite clear from the set-

up that nothing of that kind is going to work: any attempt

at that sort of thing will mean that the Indians will be

killed, and himself.The men against the wall, and the

other vi l lagers, understand the si tuat ion, and are

obviously begging him to accept. What should he do?

T o  t h e s e  d i l e m m a s ,  i t  s e e m s  t o  m e  t h a t

util itarianism replies that Jim should kill the Indian.

Not only does utilitarianism give these answers but, if

the situations are essentially as described and there

are no further special factors, it regards them, it seems

to me, as obviously the right answers’

Williams, A Critique of Utilitarianism, pp.98-99.

Jim Pedro

Utilitarianism Jim

Jim

3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  J imJ imJ imJ imJ im

(Charles)

J im Pedro J im

Pedro Pedro

Jim



Jim Pedro

Pedro Jim

4.  Char les4 .  Char les4 .  Char les4 .  Char les4 .  Char les

(Kevin)

Char les

Max Weber “Politics as Vocation”

B.Williams

Charles

Charles

 Isaiah Berlin “In Pursuit of Ideal”

 Williams



5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  Char lesChar lesChar lesChar lesChar les

(Lu)

 ‘imagine’

Kevin

Jim

Kevin

J i m C h a r l e s

Pedro Jim



6.  6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  

24 Hours

Jack

Jack

No Jack

7 .7 .7 .7 .7 . PedroPedroPedroPedroPedro

Jim Pedro Pedro

Pedro



Pedro

Jim (rational) 

Lu

8 .8 .8 .8 .8 .

(Kevin)

Lu

H a n s  M o r g e n t h o u P o w e r  a m o n g

Nations

24 Hours

Yes

Yes



Lu

Lu

James Madison The Federal ist  Papers

Lu

L u

9.9 .9 .9 .9 .

Kevin Kevin

Jim

Berlin

Kevin



Jim

Kevin 24Hours

Number Matters

911

N u m b e r

Matters

Jim

Jim Jim

No

Jim No

Lu

(benevolence)

Marthin Luther King Gandhi

(moral saint)



10.10.10.10.10.

(Lu)

Jim

Jim Pedro

Pedro

10 60% Pedro

Jim

11.11.11.11.11.

X

Kevin

Jim 20 (given

this end) (the most effective



means) Jim Pedro

irrational 

Once we love we are vulnerable: there is no such

thing as loving while being ready to consider whether

to love, just like that. And the loves that may hurt the

least are not the best loves. When we love we accept

the dangers of injury and loss.

John Rawls

1 2 .1 2 .1 2 .1 2 .1 2 .

Charles

Williams

Charles



Charles Williams

Williams

24 Hours



Jack

13.13.13.13.13.

24

Jim



14.14.14.14.14.

(Michelle)

J i m

15.15 .15 .15 .15 .

(Lu)



A A 

(reductionism)

16.16.16.16.16.

Lu

(comprehensive)

(universalistic) 

(moral particularism) 

practical wisdom

A.

utilitarianism

utilitarianism



B. 

C. 

17.17.17.17.17.

(GPA1090)

Lu

A B

A B



18.18.18.18.18.

(Annie)

Jim

(autonomy)

Jim

Jim

Jim Jim

19.19.19.19.19.



Annie (autonomy)

Annie

(demanding)



Justice is the first virtue of social institutions,

as truth is  of  systems of  thought.  A theory

however elegant and economical must be rejected

or revised i f  i t  is  untrue; l ikewise laws and

institutions no matter how efficient and well-

arranged must be reformed or abolished if they

are unjust.

(Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p.3)



1. (James)

2.

3.

4.

5. (Edith)

6. (Lu)

7.

8.

9.

10.  

11. James

12.

13. (Laura)

14.

15.

16.



1.  1 .  1 .  1 .  1 .  

(James)

(justify) (John Rawls)

(A Theory of Justice)

(conception of justice)

(justice as fairness)

(social primary goods)

(hypothetical

contract)

(original position)

(veil of ignorance)

(social basic structure)



E q u a l  L i b e r t y  P r i n c i p l eE q u a l  L i b e r t y  P r i n c i p l eE q u a l  L i b e r t y  P r i n c i p l eE q u a l  L i b e r t y  P r i n c i p l eE q u a l  L i b e r t y  P r i n c i p l e

[a] T h e  D i f f e r e n c e  P r i n c i p l eT h e  D i f f e r e n c e  P r i n c i p l eT h e  D i f f e r e n c e  P r i n c i p l eT h e  D i f f e r e n c e  P r i n c i p l eT h e  D i f f e r e n c e  P r i n c i p l e

the least advantaged

[b] The  Pr inc ip le  o f  Fa i r  Equa lThe  Pr inc ip le  o f  Fa i r  Equa lThe  Pr inc ip le  o f  Fa i r  Equa lThe  Pr inc ip le  o f  Fa i r  Equa lThe  Pr inc ip le  o f  Fa i r  Equa l

- i ty  o f  Oppor tun i ty- i ty  o f  Oppor tun i ty- i ty  o f  Oppor tun i ty- i ty  o f  Oppor tun i ty- i ty  o f  Oppor tun i ty

( l e x i c a l

priority)  [1] [2]  [2b] [2a]

(principle of efficiency) 

(maxi-min principle)

 [1 ]  [2b ]

[2a]

(economic incentives)

[2a ]



(deserve)

(redress)

2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

WebCT

WebCT

(Difference Principle)

K y m l i c k a

Kymlicka



Rawls 

It (difference principle) transforms the aims of

the  bas ic  s t ruc ture  so  tha t  the  to ta l  scheme o f

institutions no longer emphasizes social efficiency and

t e c h n o c r a t i c  v a l u e s .  T h e  d i f f e r e n c e  p r i n c i p l e

represents,  in effect,  an agreement to regard the

distribution of natural talents as in some respects a

common asset and to share in the greater social and

e c o n o m i c  b e n e f i t s  m a d e  p o s s i b l e  b y  t h e

complementarities of this distribution. Those who have

been favored by nature, whoever they are, may gain

from their good fortune only on terms that improve the

situation of those who have lost out. The naturally

advantaged are not to gain merely because they are

more gifted, but only to cover the costs of training and

education and for using their endowments in ways that

help the less fortunate as well. No one deserves his

greater natural capacity nor merits a more favorable

starting place in society. But, of course, this is no

reason to  ignore ,  much less  to  e l im inate  these

dist inct ions.  Instead,  the basic  s t ructure can be

arranged so that these contingencies work for the

good of the least fortunate.Thus, we are led to the

difference principle i f  we wish to set up the social

system so that no one gains or loses from his arbitrary

place in the distribution of natural assets or his initial

pos i t i on  i n  soc ie ty  w i thou t  g i v ing  o r  rece iv ing

compensating advantages in return. (TJ: 87)



We do not deserve our place in the distribution

of native endowments, any more than we deserve our

initial starting place in society. That we deserve the

superior character that enables us to make the effort

to cultivate our abilities is also problematic; for such

character depends in good part upon fortunate family

and social circumstances in early l i fe for which we

can claim no credit. The notion of desert does not apply

here. (TJ, section 17, p.89)

(deserve)

Kymlicka Nagel readings

TJ sections 1

2 3 4 11 12 17

Rawls

Rawls



3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  

(difference principle) 

(natural talents)

(common asset)

( l i fe project)

(choice)

4.  4.  4.  4.  4.  



2,000 100

2,

000 2,000

5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  

(Edith)



6.  6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  

(Lu)



7.  7.  7.  7.  7.  

2,000

2,000



8.  8 .  8 .  8 .  8 .  

 (greater moral claim)

(equal concern and respect)

(natural

lottery)

(every man shares

each others' fate)

(trustee) 

(cooperative venture for mutual advantage)

(moral ideal)



 (the better-offs)

(deserve)

(make the worse-off worse off for the

better-off to prosper or vice versa)

 (presumption in favor of equality)

( c o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  c h o i c e )  ( c o n s e q u e n c e s  o f

circumstances) 

(justice) (social basic

structure)

(positive equality of opportunities)

(wel fare

state) (property-owning democracy) 



(Are we morally equal?)

(Why do we need to justify

inequalities?)

(Why should we be treated

as free and equal beings?)

(Why should the rational choice of people in the original

position be a factor to define what justice is?)

(Why should we see society as a cooperative venture for

mutual advantage?)

9.  9 .  9 .  9 .  9 .  

Rawls

(society

as a fair system of cooperation between free and equal persons)

(What kind of principles of justice can best express

this ideal of social cooperation?)

Berlin



When fully articulated, any conception of justice

expresses a conception of the person, of the relations

between persons, and of the general structure and

ends of social cooperation. To accept the principles

that represent a conception of justice is at the same

time to accept an ideal of the person; and in acting

from these principles we realize such an ideal.

(a concept ion of  the

person)

idea of society

1.

R a w l s J u s t i c e  a s

Fairness Justice must be based on fairness

Rawls

2.

Rawls

Rawls

Rawls



The differences of natural talents and social positions

Edith Rawls

( the

least advantaged)

3. Rawls

(natural social order)

 soical and

natural inequality

Rawls

(legitimate expectation) legitimate expectation 

moral desert

4. 

Rawls the distribution of

natural assets as common asset

Lu



5. Poyee Poyee

Rawls bas ic  l iber t ies  vs .  the va lue of  bas ic

liberties

N o r m a n

Daniels Reading Rawls

Rawls

‘And in th is scheme the equal  pol i t ical

liberties, and only those liberties, are to be guaranteed their fair

value.’ 

6 .

Difference Principle

Rawls

Difference Principle Poyee

R a w l s t h e

greatest benefit of the least advantage, not just the benefit of the

least advantage

Poyee

larger share

generate benefit

share 

‘The naturally advantaged are not to gain merely

because they are more gifted, but only to cover the

costs of training and education and for using their

endowments in ways that help the less fortunate as

well. No one deserves his greater natural capacity nor

merits a more favorable starting place in society



R a w l s

cooperation for mutual advantage

10.10.10.10.10.

(James)

 ( t h e  l e a s t

advantaged) (Kymlicka)

(social primary goods) 

(natural  pr imary goods)

those whose family and class origins are more

d i s a d v a n t a g e d  t h a n  o t h e r s ;  w h o s e  n a t u r a l

endowments to permit them to fare less well ;  and

whose fortune and luck in the course of life turn out to

be less happy

(the better-

offs) (the greatest benefits)



(natural assets) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(1 ) (4 )

(2) (3)  ( the

worse-offs)

11 .  11 .  11 .  11 .  11 .  JamesJamesJamesJamesJames

Rawls TJ: 83-84

the least advantaged

R a w l s ‘ I  s h a l l

assume that everyone has physical  needs and psychological

capacities within the normal range so that the questions of health

care and mental capacity do not arise.’ (TJ:83-84) Kymlicka

R a w l s D i f f e r e n c e  P r i n c i p l e t h e  l e a s t

advantaged social primary goods

natural primary goods Rawls



T o  f i x  i d e a s ,  l e t  u s  s i n g l e  o u t  t h e  l e a s t

advantaged as those who are least favored by each of

the three main kinds of contingencies. Thus this group

includes persons whose family and class origins are

more d isadvantaged than others,  whose natura l

endowments (as realizaed) permit them to fare less

well, and whose fortune and luck in the course of life

turn out to be less happy, all within the normal range

(as noted below) and with the relevant measures

based on social primary goods...I shall assume that

everyone has phys ica l  needs and psychologica l

capac i t ies  w i th in  the  normal  range,  so  tha t  the

questions of health care and mental capacity do not

arise. (TJ: 83-84)

Kymlicka

12.  12.  12.  12.  12.  

(James)

Rawls

Now i t  seems imposs ib le  to  avo id  a  cer ta in

arbitrariness in actually identifying the least favored

group.”(p.84)



pp.83-84 Rawls the least advantaged

Thus this group includes persons whose family

and class origins are more disadvantaged than others,

whose natural endowments (as realized) permit them

to fare less well, and whose fortune and luck in the

course of life turn out to be less happy, all within the

normal range and with the relevant measures based

on social primary goods

g r o u p s  o f  t h e  l e a s t

advantaged

(Difference Principle)

Rawls the least advantaged

the

least advantaged



(life project)

(Principles of Justice)

Nagel

Reading Rawls

primary goods 

conception of the person  and a particular conception of

the good? Rawls

primary goods

s o c i a l

primary goods are defined as the all-purpose means to realize a

person’s two higher-order interest in developing their two moral

capacities TJ

WebCT



I shall assume that everyone has physical needs

and psychological capacities within the normal range,

so that  the quest ions of  heal th  care and menta l

capacity do not arise.

Rawls the least

advantaged

Rawls

the least advantaged

R a w l s c h a i n

connection the least advantaged

Let us suppose that inequalities in expectations

are chain-connected: that is, if an advantage has the

effect of raising the expectation of the lowest position,



it raises the expectations of all positions in between.

F o r  e x a m p l e ,  i f  t h e  g r e a t e r  e x p e c t a t i o n s  f o r

entrepreneurs benefits the unskilled worker, they also

benefit the semi-skilled. (pp.69-70.)

Rawls

ideal theory

TJ ,  p .84

the least

advantaged

13.13.13.13.13.

(Laura)

(the least advantaged) 

the

least advantaged

Kymlicka

9 4 ( i n t e r n a l i z e )

internalize (enforce)

(undeserved)



“natural talents as common asset”

Kymlicka

Kymlicka liberal egalitarianism

new deal

14.14.14.14.14.

Laura

Rawls

good life

Rawls

Nagel

autonomy



the system of natural liberty

Laura

Rawls (primary goods)

(the

social basis of self-respect)

Rawls

The natural distribution is neither just nor unjust;

nor is it unjust that men are born into society at some

particular position. These are simply natural facts. What

is just and unjust is the way that institutions deal with

these facts. Aristocratic and caste societies are unjust

because they make these contingencies the ascriptive

basis for belonging to more or less enclosed and

privileged social classes. The basic structure of these



societ ies incorporates the arbi t rar iness found in

nature. But there is no necessity for men to resign

themselves to these contingencies. The social system

is not an unchangeable order beyond human control

but a pattern of human action. In justice as fairness

men agree to share one another’s fate. In designing

institutions they undertake to avail themselves of the

accidents of nature and social circumstance only when

doing so is for the common benefit. (TJ: section 17)

Rawls

15.15.15.15.15.

(James)

(1) (natural endowment)

(social primary

good)

R a w l s t h e  l e a s t

advantaged

the least advantaged



Rawls

(2) (David Miller) (social justice)

“each individual has exactly those benefits and burdens

which are due to him” (benefits) “include intangible

benefits such as prestige and self-respect, material goods and most

importantly, wealth”

(a) (prestige)

Rawls prestige

social primary good

(b) (intangible benefits)

Rawls

( i n t e r p e r s o n a l

comparison) Rawls



16.16 .16 .16 .16 .

2002 12 5 6

(A Theory of Justice)

(John Rawls) 

(J.S. Mil l)

(Robert Nozick)

(Brian Barry)

(post-Rawlsian)



(liberalism)

(utilitarianism)

(libertarianism)

(moral perfectionism)



(o r i g ina l  pos i t i on ) ( ve i l  o f

ignorance)



(Jurgen Habermas)

(Baltimore)



(Political Liberalism)

( T h e  L a w  o f  P e o p l e s )

(Collected Papers) (Lectures on the History

of  Moral  Phi losophy) (Just ice as

Fairness: A Restatement) 





1. Lu)

2. Lu)

3. Lu

4. Lu)

5.

6. Lu  



1.1.1.1.1.

(Lu)

 (luck)

(J. Rawls) (difference principle)

( R o n a l d  D w o r k i n ) ( l i b e r a l

egalitarianism)

(luck egalitarianism)

(equal opportunity)

(natural talents)

(social circumstances)



(equal concern and respect)

(primary goods)

(difference principle)

2.  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

(Lu)

Charles

Charles





(Advantaged)

(e.g. Dworkin’s insurance scheme)

Charles



3.  3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  

Lu

Lu

(Desert)

(Joel Feinberg)

(treatment)

(basis)

entitled to claim entitlement desert

Lu



Lu

d e s e r v e d

undeserved non-deserved

Rawls

‘the natural distribution is neither just nor unjust; nor

is i t  unjust that men are born into society at some

particular position. These are simply nature facts. What

is just and unjust is the way that institutions deal with

these facts.’ (TJ:102, first edition)

Lu



Lu

Lu

Lu

Lu



Lu

Rawls

Lu

Lu



Lu

Lu

society as a

fair system of cooperation for mutual benefits between free and

equal citizens Rawlsian

Difference Principle



demanding

4.  4 .  4 .  4 .  4 .  

(Lu)

(Desert) 

(Joel Feinberg) 

(treatment) 



5.  5.  5.  5.  5.  

Lu

1. Luck

2.

3.

4.

5.



6.6.6 .6 .6 .



(moral

agents) (essence)

(we are

equals in term of our identity as moral agents)

A

(Obviously,the principle that we are the ends in

ourselves doesn’t free us from all our moral duties)





Individuals have rights, and there are things no

person or group may do to them (without violat-

ing their rights.) So strong and far-reaching are

these rights that they raise the question of what,

i f  anything,  the state  and i ts  o f f ic ia ls  may

do…Our main conclusions about the state are

that a minimal state, limited to the narrow func-

tions of protection against force, theft, fraud,

enforcement of contracts, and so on, is justified.

(Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia, p.ix.)



1. (James)

2.

3. D1 (Simon)

4. D2  

5. D1

6.

7. (Stella)

8. Stella

9. (Stella)

10. (Annie)

11. D2 (James)

12.

13.

14.  (Joey)

15.

16. Hosper

17. (Wincy)

18. (Elaine)

19.

20.

21. (Kevin)

22.

23.

24.



1. 
2 0 0 2 4

8 2 - 9 0

1 .  1 .  1 .  1 .  1 .  11111

(James)

(John Rawls)

(liberalism) (Robert Nozick) 

(libertarianism)

(Difference

P r i n c i p l e )

( jus t i f i ca t ion)

(Anarchy, State and Utopia)

(night watchman)

(minimal state)

(right to self-ownership) (right to liberty)

(right against physical aggression)

(side constraint)

(entitlement theory of justice)

(Kant)

(ends)

(means) (consent)

(slave)



(talents)

(the principle of justice in acquisition)

(the Lockean proviso)

(the principle of justice in transfer)

(redress)

(the principle of rectification of injustice in holdings)

(patterned)

(end-state) (criteria)

(who ends up with what) (pr inciple of

equality) (principle of need)



(non-patterned) (historical)

(procedure)

(Wilt Chamberlain)

D1

D2

D1 D2

(disrupt) (pattern)

(tautology)

justice as fairness



2.  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

Nozick

Nozick

John Locke

G. A. Cohen Nozick

Nozick

I  h a d  n e v e r  h e a r d  a n  a r g u m e n t  a g a i n s t

socialism for which I did not (so I thought) already have

an answer in my pocket. Then one day in 1972, in my

room at University College, Jerry Dworkin nudged me.

He began a process that, in time, roused me from what

had been my dogmatic socialist slumber. He did that

by hitting me with an outline of the anti-socialist Wilt

Chamberlain argument, as it was to appear in Robert

Nozick’s then forthcoming Anarchy, State and Utopia.

My reaction to the argument was a mixture of irritation

and anxiety. There was a would-be confidence that it

depended on sleight of hand, alongside a lurking or

looming fear that maybe i t  d id not.  (Cohen, Self-

Ownership, Freedom and Equality, p. 4)

Nozick Chamberlain Argument

It  is not clear how those holding alternative

concept ions of  d ist r ibut ive just ice can re ject  the



ent i t lement concept ion of  just ice.  For suppose a

distribution favored by one of these non-entitlement

concept ion is  real ized.  Let  us suppose i t  is  your

favouri te one and let  us cal l  th is distr ibut ion D1;

Perhaps everyone has an equal share, perhaps shares

vary in accordance with some dimension you treasure.

Now suppose that Wilt Chamberlain is greatly

demanded by basketball teams, being a great gate

attraction...He signs the following sort of contract with

a  team:  In  each  home game,  twen ty - f i ve  cen tsIn  each  home game,  twen ty - f i ve  cen tsIn  each  home game,  twen ty - f i ve  cen tsIn  each  home game,  twen ty - f i ve  cen tsIn  each  home game,  twen ty - f i ve  cen ts

f rom the pr ice  o f  each t icket  o f  admiss ion goesf rom the pr ice  o f  each t icket  o f  admiss ion goesf rom the pr ice  o f  each t icket  o f  admiss ion goesf rom the pr ice  o f  each t icket  o f  admiss ion goesf rom the pr ice  o f  each t icket  o f  admiss ion goes

to h imto himto himto himto him.. . the season starts,  and people cheerful ly

attend his team’s games; they buy their tickets, each

time dropping a separate twenty-five cents of their

admission price into a special box with Chamberlain’s

name on it...Let us suppose that in one season one

mil l ion persons attend his home games, and Wil t

Chamberlain ends up with $250, 000, a much larger

sum that the average income and larger even than

anyone else has. Is he entitled to this income? Is this

new distribution D2, unjust? If so, why? There is no

question about whether each of the people was entitled

to the control over the resources they held in D1.

(Because that was the distribution ‘you favourite’ that

‘ fo r  the  purpose o f  a rgument ’  we assumed was

acceptab le . )  I f  D1  was  a  jus t  d i s t r i bu t ion ,  andI f  D1  was  a  jus t  d i s t r i bu t ion ,  andI f  D1  was  a  jus t  d i s t r i bu t ion ,  andI f  D1  was  a  jus t  d i s t r i bu t ion ,  andI f  D1  was  a  jus t  d i s t r i bu t ion ,  and

p e o p l e  v o l u n t a r i l y  m o v e d  f r o m  i t  t o  D 2 ,p e o p l e  v o l u n t a r i l y  m o v e d  f r o m  i t  t o  D 2 ,p e o p l e  v o l u n t a r i l y  m o v e d  f r o m  i t  t o  D 2 ,p e o p l e  v o l u n t a r i l y  m o v e d  f r o m  i t  t o  D 2 ,p e o p l e  v o l u n t a r i l y  m o v e d  f r o m  i t  t o  D 2 ,

t r a n s f e r r i n g  p a r t s  o f  t h e i r  s h a r e s  t h e y  w e r et r a n s f e r r i n g  p a r t s  o f  t h e i r  s h a r e s  t h e y  w e r et r a n s f e r r i n g  p a r t s  o f  t h e i r  s h a r e s  t h e y  w e r et r a n s f e r r i n g  p a r t s  o f  t h e i r  s h a r e s  t h e y  w e r et r a n s f e r r i n g  p a r t s  o f  t h e i r  s h a r e s  t h e y  w e r e

g i v e n  u n d e r  D 1 , . . . i s n ’ t  D 2  a l s o  j u s t ?  I f  t h eg i v e n  u n d e r  D 1 , . . . i s n ’ t  D 2  a l s o  j u s t ?  I f  t h eg i v e n  u n d e r  D 1 , . . . i s n ’ t  D 2  a l s o  j u s t ?  I f  t h eg i v e n  u n d e r  D 1 , . . . i s n ’ t  D 2  a l s o  j u s t ?  I f  t h eg i v e n  u n d e r  D 1 , . . . i s n ’ t  D 2  a l s o  j u s t ?  I f  t h e

p e o p l e  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  t h ep e o p l e  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  t h ep e o p l e  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  t h ep e o p l e  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  t h ep e o p l e  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  t o  d i s p o s e  o f  t h e

r e s o u r c e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  ( u n d e rr e s o u r c e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  ( u n d e rr e s o u r c e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  ( u n d e rr e s o u r c e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  ( u n d e rr e s o u r c e s  t o  w h i c h  t h e y  w e r e  e n t i t l e d  ( u n d e r



D1) ,  d idn ’ t  t h i s  i nc lude  the i r  be ing  en t i t l ed  toD1) ,  d idn ’ t  t h i s  i nc lude  the i r  be ing  en t i t l ed  toD1) ,  d idn ’ t  t h i s  i nc lude  the i r  be ing  en t i t l ed  toD1) ,  d idn ’ t  t h i s  i nc lude  the i r  be ing  en t i t l ed  toD1) ,  d idn ’ t  t h i s  i nc lude  the i r  be ing  en t i t l ed  to

g i v e  i t  t o ,  o r  e x c h a n g e  i t  w i t h ,  W i l tg i v e  i t  t o ,  o r  e x c h a n g e  i t  w i t h ,  W i l tg i v e  i t  t o ,  o r  e x c h a n g e  i t  w i t h ,  W i l tg i v e  i t  t o ,  o r  e x c h a n g e  i t  w i t h ,  W i l tg i v e  i t  t o ,  o r  e x c h a n g e  i t  w i t h ,  W i l t

C h a m b e r l a i n ?  C a n  a n y o n e  e l s e  c o m p l a i n  o nC h a m b e r l a i n ?  C a n  a n y o n e  e l s e  c o m p l a i n  o nC h a m b e r l a i n ?  C a n  a n y o n e  e l s e  c o m p l a i n  o nC h a m b e r l a i n ?  C a n  a n y o n e  e l s e  c o m p l a i n  o nC h a m b e r l a i n ?  C a n  a n y o n e  e l s e  c o m p l a i n  o n

grounds of just ice? grounds of just ice? grounds of just ice? grounds of just ice? grounds of just ice? (Anarchy, pp.161-62) 

3 .3 .3 .3 .3 . D1D1D1D1D1

(Simon)

(autonomy)

(individual rights)

D1

D1

D1

D1

4.  4.  4.  4.  4.  

Simon Nozick

Nozick D1 Difference Principle D2

Difference Principle Chamberlain

D2



Difference Principle

Nozick

5.  5.  5.  5.  5.  D1D1D1D1D1

(Wilt Chamberlain)

Simon D1

100

(negative right) D1

(positive right)

6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  

N o z i c k W i l t

Chamberlain Patterned Principle

of Distribution

N e g a t i v e

Right

D1

Patterned Principle



self-ownership

7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  

(Stella)

(dignity)

D1

(charity) 

(self-ownership)



8.  8 .  8 .  8 .  8 .  

S t e l l a N o z i c k

Nozick

1. Right to Self-Ownership

side-constraint

2. right to self-ownership

Nozick

Right to self-ownership  Right to a fair share 

9 .  9 .  9 .  9 .  9 .  

(Stella)



(dignified life)

10.10.10.10.10.

(Annie)



11.11.11.11.11. D2D2D2D2D2

(James)

I f  D1  was  a  jus t  d i s t r ibu t ion ,  and  peop le

voluntarily moved from it to D2, transferring parts of

their shares they were given under D1,...isn’t D2 also

just?

(D2)

D2 ( even

the new pattern is resulted from voluntary actions, it does not follow

that the new pattern itself is voluntarily chosen)

$4.9

(just) Nozick 



12.  12.  12.  12.  12.  

D2

James

(init ial  acquisit ion)

(tragedy of commons)

(Lockean Proviso)



13.13.13.13.13.

1. The Right to Self-Ownership  Right to Private Property

Nozick

Rawls Nozick

2.

patterned principles D1

3. D1 D2

Rawls Nozick D1  D2

just basic structure

Nozick right to free choice  right to self-

ownership patterned principles

N o z i c k

Nozickean libertarian society is more desirable than a Rawlsian or

Utilitarian society Nozick (begging

the question) 

4. James Nozick

principle of transfer



14.14.14.14.14.

(Joey)

 (principle of justice in acquisition) 

 (a distribution is just if

it arises from ANOTHER just distribution by LEGITIMATE means)

( legi t imate means)

(patterned principle)

15.15.15.15.15.

(ends) (means)



(absolute priority)

100

100

100

( h i s t o r i c a l

principles)

1 6 . H o s p e rH o s p e rH o s p e rH o s p e rH o s p e r

libertarian  John Hosper

Hospers’s central thesis of libertarianism has been stated at

the beginning of his article “Libertarian Manifesto”.

Every person is the owner of his own life, and

that no one is the owner of anyone else’s life and that

consequently every human being has the right to act

in accordance wi th his own choice,  unless those

actions infringe on the equal liberty of other human

beings to act in accordance with their choices.

Hosper’s argument can be reformulated as follows:

1. Every person is the master of his own life. No one is/should

be anyone else’s slave. (self-ownership argument)



2. From (1), it follows that everyone has the right to act in

accordance with his own choices. (autonomy argument)

3. (2) can be expressed in another way: without my consent, no

one should interfere with my choices.

4. My choices or liberties should be constrained if and only if

my choices/actions infringe on the equal liberty of other

people. (harm principle)

5. It follows that the sole function of government is to protect

our freedom to choose. In other words, the government

should not do any resources re-distribution between the rich

and the poor because it will inevitably infringe moral subject’s

self-ownership (point 1) and autonomy (point 2).

6. To protect our basic rights to life, liberty and property, we

should therefore adopt a minimal government and free

market system ( ). For any welfare policies will

necessarily infringe our fundamental rights.

7. Therefore, immense unequal distribution of wealth and

income is legitimate and justified because it is the nessary

result of (1) & (2).

17.

(Wincy)



(forced labor)

18. 

(Elaine)

Nozick emphasizes that his Entitlement Principles of Justice

in holdings are historical principles, which means that resources

should not be distributed solely with regard to some structural

principles of distribution.

Then I  wonder i f  his historical Enti t lement Principles of

Justice in holding will be in conflict with the Lockean Proviso, which

claims that an initial acquisition is legitimate once it won't make

anyone worse off than before. For me, this proviso is apparently  an

end-state principle since it justifies the initial appropriation merely

by its results in material terms.If it is so, does Nozick contradict

with himself? Or have I misunderstood his historical Entitlement

Principles of Justice in holding which cannot be applied in the

Lockean Proviso?



19.     



20.20.20.20.20.

Nozick Self-ownership



21.  21.  21.  21.  21.  

(Kevin)

self-ownership

self-ownership

Nozick, Hayekµ¥

Hayek

Nozick

self-ownership Nozick

self-ownership

John Rawls

(autonomy of state)

John Rawls

(from a moral point of view)



 (indecent life)

self-ownership

self-ownership

self-ownership

individual

Hayek

22.  22 .  22 .  22 .  22 .  

Kevin

1. Kevin Libertarianism John Locke

2. Hayek Nozick



3. Kevin

self-ownership

4. Kevin

individual

Hayek

(personal

autonomy)

personal autonomy personal autonomy

rational choice vs. irrational choice

irrational choice

(paternalism) Kevin

Berlin (positive liberty)

Kevin

Kevin

5. autonomy

conceptions of the good Autonomy



23.  23.  23.  23.  23.  

1. (intuition)

2.

3. Rawls uncomfortable

natural talents are underserved

4. natural talents  (neutral) 

R a w l s n a t u r a l

talents talents

 talents

 talents

5.



6.

7. personal autonomy

personal autonomy

8. Self-ownership

9.

10.

11.

12. Nozick

Nozickean

13. Nozick



24 .  24 .  24 .  24 .  24 .  11111

2

3

(Robert Nozick)

(laissez-faire capitalism) 4

5 

(minimal state)

1 .  2 0 0 2 4
8 2 - 9 0

2. Nozick, The Examined Life,(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1989),p.15
3. Nozick, Socratic Puzzles, (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press,
1997), p.11.
4 .  

5. Nozick, Anarchy, State and Utopia (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1974)



(libertarianism)

6

(liberalism) (utilitarianism)

7

8

(John Rawls) (A Theory

of Justice) 9 

6. Libertarianism

Liberal ism
(New Right)

Jonathan
Wolff, Robert Nozick: Property, Justice and the Minimal State (Stanford,
California: Stanford University Press, 1991), pp. 136-39; Will Kymlicka,
Contemporary Political Philosophy (New York: Oxford University Press, 1990),
p.155, note 1.
7. (Cohen)  

G. A. Cohen, Self-Ownership, Freedom
and Equality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), p.4.
8. Telegraph, January 28, 2002.
9. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (New York: Oxford University P r e s s ,
1972). 1999



10

1938 11 16

(Brooklyn)

11

(Milton Friedman)

 1975

1 2

13

(Sidney Morgenbesser)

10.  (Thomas Nagel) 

Nagel, Other Minds (New York: Oxford University Press, 1995), p.10.
11.  Student  League for  Industr ia l  Democracy
Students for a Democratic Society
12. 1975 (Forbes Magazine)

(January 24, 2002)
13. The Examined Life, p.303.



(major in Morgenbesser) 14 1959

(Carl Hempel) 1963

(The Normative Theory of Individual Choice)

15 

(explanation)

(Rockefeller) 1969

(Thomas Nagel) 

(Ronald Dworkin)  (Michael

Walzer) (Judith Thomson) 17

1971

14.  Socra t ic  Puzz les,  p .4 .  
Giovanna Borradori, The American Philosopher, translated by Rosanna
Crocitto (Chicago & London: The University of Chicago Press, 1994), pp. 83-
84.
15. 1990 Garland Press
16.  The Society for Ethical and Legal Philosophy SELF

Thomas Nagel, The Other Mind , p.6.
17. Peter Singer, “The Right to be Rich or Poor,” New York Review of
Books, March 6, 1975.  Jeffrey Paul ed. Reading Nozick (Oxford:
Basil Blackwell, 1982), pp.37-53.



1974

(night watchman)

 (Peter Singer)

1 8

(right of

self-ownership) 

(side constraint)

18. 
(G.A. Cohen)  (Wolff) 

(single-value) G.A.Cohen, Self-
Ownership, Freedom and Equality (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1995); Wolff, Robert Nozick, p.3; Kymlicka, Contemporary
Political Philosophy, pp. 103-25.



19 

(the principle of justice

in  acquis i t ion)

(proviso)

(the principle of justice

in transfer)

20

(a principle of rectification of injustice)

(property holdings)

(pattern)

(Difference Principle)

1 9 .  p . 1 5 1 .
20. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (New York: Oxford University  Press,
1972), p. 302.



21  

(entitlement theory)

(The Times Literary Supplement) 

22

2 3

21. 1991
22.  

2 0 0 1 8
1 0

2 3 .   p . x i i .



24

25 

(course)

(Dostoyevsky) 

1 9 8 1

(Philosophical Explanation)

24. Socratic Puzzles, p.2.
25. Nozick, Philosophical Explanation, (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
p.3



(Par thenon Model)

26  

(proof)

(philosophical pluralism)

27

(The Examined Life) 1989

28

29

26. A.R.Lacey,  Rober t  Noz ick ,  (Buck:
Acumen), 
27. Nozick, Philosophical Explanation, (Oxford: Oxford University Press),
p.3.
28. The Examined Life, pp.28-33.
29.  pp.286-296.



(intellectual past)

30

( T h e  N a t u r e  o f

Rationality) 1993

(decision

theory)

1994

3 1

1 9 9 7

(John Locke Lectures)

(T .M.

Scanlon) 

3 2

Michael  Sandel

30. p.17.
31. Socratic Puzzles, p.11.
32. ‘Assisted Suicide: The Philosophers’ Brief,’ New
York Review of Books, March 27, 1997.



(personal

autonomy)

33

(University Professor)

2001

34

 (consciousness) 

(coordination)

(mandatory 35

(the ethics of respect)

33. 
34. Nozick, Invariances: the Structure of the Objective World (Cambridge,
Mass: Harvard University Press, 2001).
35.  p. 259.



3 6  

37

(the philosopher)

(The Examined Life)

(Socratic Puzzles)

38

36. p.280-82.
37. Socratic Puzzles, p.1.
38. p.154.



(method of embodiment) 39

(exploration)

39.  p.155.





1.1.1.1.1.

1. Berlin ”Two Concepts of

L ibe r t y ”

X is free from Y to do Z

XYZ

2.

3. (a concept of matter

of degree)

4.



5.

6.

Berlin

A B

Berlin The extent of a man’s, or a people’s liberty to choose

to live as they desire must be weighted against the claims of many

other values, of which equality, or justice, or happiness, or security,

or public order are perhaps the most obvious examples. For this

reason, it cannot be unlimited.” (Four Essays on Liberty, p.170)

Ber l i n

Ber l in Two

Concepts of Liberty



“The  wor ld  tha t  we  encounter  in  o rd inary

experience is one in which we are faced with choices

between ends equally ult imate, and claims equally

absolute,  the real izat ion of  some of  which must

inevitably involve the sacrifice of others. Indeed, it isit isit isit isit is

because  th i s  i s  t he i r  s i t ua t i on  tha t  men  p lacebecause  th i s  i s  t he i r  s i t ua t i on  tha t  men  p lacebecause  th i s  i s  t he i r  s i t ua t i on  tha t  men  p lacebecause  th i s  i s  t he i r  s i t ua t i on  tha t  men  p lacebecause  th i s  i s  t he i r  s i t ua t i on  tha t  men  p lace

s u c h  i m m e n s e  v a l u e  u p o n  t h e  f r e e d o m  t os u c h  i m m e n s e  v a l u e  u p o n  t h e  f r e e d o m  t os u c h  i m m e n s e  v a l u e  u p o n  t h e  f r e e d o m  t os u c h  i m m e n s e  v a l u e  u p o n  t h e  f r e e d o m  t os u c h  i m m e n s e  v a l u e  u p o n  t h e  f r e e d o m  t o

choose;choose;choose;choose;choose; for if they had assurance that in some perfect

state, realizable by men on earth, no ends pursued by

them would ever be in conflict, the necessity and agony

of choice would disappear, and with i t  the central

importance of the freedom to choose.”(p.168)

“It seems to me that the belief that some single

formula can in pr inciple be found whereby al l  the

diverse ends of men can be harmoniously realized is

demonstrably false. If, as I believe, the ends of men

are  many ,  and  no t  a l l  o f  them are  in  p r inc ip le

compatible with each other, then the possibi l i ty of

conflict - and of tragedy - can never wholly be eliminated

f rom human l i fe ,  e i ther  persona l  o r  soc ia l .  TheTheTheTheThe

necess i ty  o f  choos ing  between abso lu te  c la imsnecess i ty  o f  choos ing  between abso lu te  c la imsnecess i ty  o f  choos ing  between abso lu te  c la imsnecess i ty  o f  choos ing  between abso lu te  c la imsnecess i ty  o f  choos ing  between abso lu te  c la ims

is  then an  inescapab le  charac ter is t ic  o f  humanis  then an  inescapab le  charac ter is t ic  o f  humanis  then an  inescapab le  charac ter is t ic  o f  humanis  then an  inescapab le  charac ter is t ic  o f  humanis  then an  inescapab le  charac ter is t ic  o f  human

c o n d i t i o n .  T h i s  g i v e s  i t s  v a l u e  t o  f r e e d o m  a sc o n d i t i o n .  T h i s  g i v e s  i t s  v a l u e  t o  f r e e d o m  a sc o n d i t i o n .  T h i s  g i v e s  i t s  v a l u e  t o  f r e e d o m  a sc o n d i t i o n .  T h i s  g i v e s  i t s  v a l u e  t o  f r e e d o m  a sc o n d i t i o n .  T h i s  g i v e s  i t s  v a l u e  t o  f r e e d o m  a s

Acton had conce ived o f  i t  -  as  an  end in  i tse l fAc ton had conce ived o f  i t  -  as  an  end in  i tse l fAc ton had conce ived o f  i t  -  as  an  end in  i tse l fAc ton had conce ived o f  i t  -  as  an  end in  i tse l fAc ton had conce ived o f  i t  -  as  an  end in  i tse l f ,

and not  as a temporary need,  ar is ing out  of  our

confused notions and irrational and disordered life, a

predicament which a panacea could  one  day  put

right.”(p.169.)



Berlin (value pluralism)

Berlin

plural ism value monism

 (Machiavelli) 

Berlin negative freedom

Ber l in

Berlin

Berlin pluralism/

negative liberty vs. monism/positive liberty

Berlin J.S. Mill

On Liberty Mill

(utility) (happiness)

7.

J o h n  L o c k e  ( l i b e r a l

individualism) 



J.S. Mill (Harm Principle) 

That principle is that the sole end for which

mankind are warranted, individually or collectively, in

interfering with the l iberty of action of any of their

number is self-protection. That the only purpose for

which power can be r ightful ly exercised over any

member of a civilized community, against his will, is

to prevent harm to others...The only part of the conduct

of anyone for which he is amendable to society is that

which concerns others.  In the part  which merely

concerns h imsel f ,  h is  independence is ,  o f  r ight ,

absolute. Over himself, over his own body and mind,

the individual is sovereign.

Mill

 (self-

regarding sphere)

M i l l s e l f -

regarding  other-regarding

Mill tutorial reading J. Wolff

Mill liberty

(principle of uti l i ty) uti l i ty

u t i l i t a r i an i sm



(egoism)

utilitarianism

Utilitarianism (morally

right) 

utility

utilitarianism

Wolff

Utilitarianism

Mill

8. Mill

6 Berlin

How can we justify

the importance of freedom of choice?



Ber l i n

Berlin

“The ‘positive’ sense of the word ‘liberty’ derives

from the wish on the part of the individual to be his

own master. I wish my life and decision to depend on

myself, not on external forces of whatever kind. I wish

to be the instrument of my own, not of other men’s,

acts of will.” (p.131)

personal autonomy

autonomy

rational, autonomous, and self-directed

life



(subordinate)

(in a positive sense)

(republican conception of liberty)

( p o s i t i v e

conception of liberty)

(as rational and autonomous beings)





1. (Lu) (Wincy)

2. (Joey)

3. (Stella)

4. (Wincy)

5. (Amy)

6. (Jenny)

7.

8. (Stella)

9. (Charles)



1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .

(Lu)

(Difference

Approach)



(Dominance Approach)



2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .

(Wincy)

3070



3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  

(Joey)

 (Kymlicka) 

(subordinate)

(unjust conception) 

Barbie

4.  4 .  4 .  4 .  4 .  

(Stella)

(CEO) 

(gender stereotype) 

(private sphere)



5.  5.  5.  5.  5.  

(Wincy)

6 .6 .6 .6 .6 .

(Amy)

Wincy



7.  7.  7.  7.  7.  

(Jenny)



1789

(civil right)

 (Social norms) 

J.S. Mill Harriet Taylor Mill

( c i v i l

l iberties and economic opportunity)  Taylor 

(liberal feminism) 

(radical feminism)

8 .  8 .  8 .  8 .  8 .  

(equal

concern and respect)



C h a r l e s  T a y l o r  

(politics of equality)  (Politics of Difference) 

Stella



9.  9 .  9 .  9 .  9 .  

(Stella)

J e n n y



10.10.10.10.10.

(Charles)

he does some painting

stuides literature, art and film

knows how to make soft boiled egg with aspargus on toast

reads books, from taoism to edward said

she works in morgan stanley

studies information technology and e-commerce

knows how to manage customer relationship

reads books, from Rubin to The Wealth of Nations

they have kids, jamie and carmen

they exchange role

he does some work at school

teaches Art and Liberal Education

sometimes Home Economics and Physical Education as well

writes some article about cultural policy of the city

she stays at home

invests in emerging Asia market

provides financial analysis



does some freelance

they take turn to teach the kids

cook the meal

travel together

live happily together

to achieve equality

men and women should know how to live

how to enjoy life

and study all the time

differences add colors to life

I am not talking the material level of life, but the quality of life that

all of us can achieve. This lifestyle is just a matter of choice.





1. (Lu)

2.

3. (James)

4. (Michelle)

5. (Wincy)

6.

7. (Stella)

8. 3070 Life (Charles)

9. 3070 (James)

10.

11.

12.



1.  1.  1 .  1 .  1 .  

(Lu)

(GPA1020) (GPA1095) 



deliberative democracy



 (GPA 3070) 

3070



Out of  t imber  so

crooked as that from which man is made nothing entirely straight

can be built.

2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  



( p o l i t i c i a n )

(statesman) (political scientist)

(equal re-

spect and concern) 

(John Rawls)  (Robert Nozick)





3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  

(1095)

(3070)

(1090)

3070



1. philosophy philein
s o p h i a

1

4 .4 .4 .4 .4 .

(Michelle)



3070

3070

3070



5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  

(Wincy)

3070

6. 6. 6. 6. 6. 



4 8 4 8

(GPA1095) 

3070

(Nozick) 

3070

GPA3070



G P A 3 0 7 0

7 .7 .7 .7 .7 .

(Stella)

3070

3070 3070

Rawls

3070

3070

(1095) 

 (1090) 3070



 (conception of the good)

(aiming higher)

8. 3070, Life8. 3070, Life8. 3070, Life8. 3070, Life8. 3070, Life

(Charles)

It is often very difficult to start writing an essay. It is also very

hard to think of a catchy heading. It is even more difficult to make

my essay look systematic. If you ask what I have learnt from 3070, I

learnt the way to express my thinking, at least better a bit.

But this is only the improvement in writing technique and

logical thinking. The real value of the course is far behind that.

Instead of writing common expression like ‘broadening my view’ or

‘extending my capability in understanding the world’, I wish to share

some small stories which are related to what I have learnt from the

course



1 9 7 8 ,  F u n g1 9 7 8 ,  F u n g1 9 7 8 ,  F u n g1 9 7 8 ,  F u n g1 9 7 8 ,  F u n g

I went out with friends to Neway on Saturday. We sat in a big

room. They offered us buffet K. We ate the food and plates left on

the tables then. They were in a mess, very dirty. Then a man came

in and said, ‘ let me tidy up the places for you.’ The tables then

became clean. We ordered food again and ate. The same process

repeated for several t imes. That’s i t .  And that day my fr iend’s

birthday. The man, who cleaned the table for us, brought a birthday

cake into our room. We sang the birthday song, we ate the cake.

We had spent a wonderful time in singing K, celebrating birthday. It

is cool, isn’t  i t? We paid about 100 dollars and got 4 hours of

happiness. It is around $25/ hour for a staff in Neway. Therefore the

man earnred 100 dollars for 4 working hours as well. His surname

is Fung, number 1978.

2 0 0 4 ,  B a r c e l o n a2 0 0 4 ,  B a r c e l o n a2 0 0 4 ,  B a r c e l o n a2 0 0 4 ,  B a r c e l o n a2 0 0 4 ,  B a r c e l o n a

Barcelona is having a big event - Forum Barcelona. It is the

most fantastic event I joined ever. Just quoted from the official

information, Forum Barcelona is a new and creative space for

reflection and experimentation in relation to the main cultural and

social conflicts that humanity is faced with at the outset of the 21st

century.

We can just simply call it UTOPIA. We paid 100 Euro and get

as much as we want. We had breakfast, lunch and dinner. There

wee plenty of workshops, discussion, exhibitions in the site. In the

afternoon we could enjoy some street performance, have a talk to

understand more on world trade, conflicts, wars, cultures, and even

warriors of Xian. Then we spent the night in concerts, Flamingo

dance and hip hop.

The most valuable thing of the event is called 141 Questions

(http://www.barcelona2004.org/eng/eventos/141%20preguntas/



portada.cfm). ‘Every afternoon, the Forum offers visitors the chance

to meet and discuss with an internationally recognized personality.

’  We went to some of them, discussing on Israeli Walls, cultural

difference, Afghanistan women, and North Ireland youth. Ok. That’s

it. We had great time in Barcelona. We discussed, listened, and

understood more. And we had wonderful time in Barcelona. We

danced, ate some good Spanish food, and saw some exhibitions.

The Forum was so successful in bringing happiness and deep

reflection on the current world development. This is what happening

now in Barcelona.

100  +  100 ,  L i fe100  +  100 ,  L i fe100  +  100 ,  L i fe100  +  100 ,  L i fe100  +  100 ,  L i fe

So that’s basically my August. I spent 100 HKD and 100 EURO

and obtained two wonderful moments. To quote an Afghanistan

woman which spoke in Barcelona, ‘1 Euro probably means noth-

ing to you (the audience), but 1 Euro could provide education for

an Afghanistan or Pakistan kid for a month.’ This is the thing what

we have discussed for the whole semester in 3070.

What should we do to provide better life for people?

How can we narrow down the income gap?

Should we get some money from Bill Gates to help the people

in Sudan?

Why are some people so rich (or poor)?

What makes me sit in the karaoke room but not Fung?

How can we enjoy our time in Barcelona while  people suffer

in Palestine, Iraq and Afghanistan? (and we even ‘discuss’ their

problems in a place close to Utopia)

I am not a hypocrite. I do enjoy my life. I am not trying to be

sympathetic or pretending to be sincere to ask these questions. I

am not qualified to answer these questions. I know I am not able to

answer them. This is life. I don’t know where I come from and when



I will leave the world. I don’t know why I was born in Hong Kong.

There are just too many to think, too many to explore...I  know

nothing.

The most valuable thing I learnt from 3070, university, class-

mates and family is that I know how lucky I am. I can live happily,

pursue my dreams, eat food, write some stuff, and use computer. I

just hope, before I die, I can do something for the people in need

and live our lives together.

No one deserves for anything, we are sharing the Earth and

life altogether.

life is beautiful, if

there are

more

Paris, Barcelona, Hong Kong, Stockholm, London...

less

famine, war, hunger, conflicts, diseases...

(James)



(1 .1 )  (1 .1 )  (1 .1 )  (1 .1 )  (1 .1 )  (U t i l i ta r ian ism)(Ut i l i ta r ian ism)(Ut i l i ta r ian ism)(Ut i l i ta r ian ism)(Ut i l i ta r ian ism)  - -  2

1095 3070

2

( 1 . 2 )  ( 1 . 2 )  ( 1 . 2 )  ( 1 . 2 )  ( 1 . 2 )  (L ibe ra l  Ega l i t a r i an i sm)  - -  3(L ibe ra l  Ega l i t a r i an i sm)  - -  3(L ibe ra l  Ega l i t a r i an i sm)  - -  3(L ibe ra l  Ega l i t a r i an i sm)  - -  3(L ibe ra l  Ega l i t a r i an i sm)  - -  3

3

(1 .3 )  (1 .3 )  (1 .3 )  (1 .3 )  (1 .3 )   (L ibe r ta r ian ism) (L iber ta r ian ism) (L iber ta r ian ism) (L iber ta r ian ism) (L iber ta r ian ism)  - -  3

 (((((appealing) 2

(((((Liberty and Libertarianism) 1



(1 .4 )  (1 .4 )  (1 .4 )  (1 .4 )  (1 .4 )  (Marx i sm)  - -  (Marx i sm)  - -  (Marx i sm)  - -  (Marx i sm)  - -  (Marx i sm)  - -  3

3

( 1 . 5 )( 1 . 5 )( 1 . 5 )( 1 . 5 )( 1 . 5 )  ( C o m m u n i t a r i a n i s m )   ( C o m m u n i t a r i a n i s m )   ( C o m m u n i t a r i a n i s m )   ( C o m m u n i t a r i a n i s m )   ( C o m m u n i t a r i a n i s m )  

(Mul t icu l tura l ism(Mul t icu l tura l ism(Mul t icu l tura l ism(Mul t icu l tura l ism(Mul t icu l tura l ism)  - -  2 .5

(1.6)  (1.6)  (1.6)  (1.6)  (1.6)   (From Liberty to Equal i ty (From Liberty to Equal i ty (From Liberty to Equal i ty (From Liberty to Equal i ty (From Liberty to Equal i ty) --  0.5

(James Sterba)

(values) a

peaceful way of doing philosophy James Sterba, Jus-

t ice For Here and Now

the ultimate question of political philosophy is concerned with

how we should live together.)

( 2 )  ( 2 )  ( 2 )  ( 2 )  ( 2 )  

( 2 . 1 )( 2 . 1 )( 2 . 1 )( 2 . 1 )( 2 . 1 )  20%  10% 10% 

( 2 . 2 )( 2 . 2 )( 2 . 2 )( 2 . 2 )( 2 . 2 )



(1) 

(2) 2500

1095  3070  1.5 

 40%

10%

( 2 . 3 )( 2 . 3 )( 2 . 3 )( 2 . 3 )( 2 . 3 ) 40% 50%

( 3 )  ( 3 )  ( 3 )  ( 3 )  ( 3 )  

18 20 

( 4 )  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  ( 4 )  

3070

( 1 )



CUHK  sxxxxxx@mailserv.cuhk.edu.hk

 Outlook Express (Yahoo) 

100MB

(2)  WebCT 

10.  10.  10.  10.  10.  

1095 (Issues of Political Philosophy) 



Mill 

 “The pleasures which go with the exercise of intellectual ca-

pacities are higher and better than sensuous pleasures.”

lecture



1095

tutorial

1.

introduction 

introduction 

“highly recommended”

2 .

tutorial 

3.

4 . p a r t i c i p a t i o n

participation tutor



3070

1095

1095



(original text, e.g.Plato,

Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau, Berlin)

(Hampton, Swift, Wolff, etc)



12.  12.  12.  12.  12.  





1.

2.

3.

4. (Monica)

5.

6. (James)

7.

8.

9.

10.

11. (Lu)

12. (Laura)

13.

14.

15.



1.  1 .  1 .  1 .  1 .  



9 9 %

1

2

(Nobody  conv inces

anybody) 





2.  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

(justification)

 (reasons)

(universality)





Rawls

(considered judgments)



Plato, Aristotle, Locke, Kant, Rousseau,

Marx, Mill

Rawls

In every civi l izat ion there should be people

thinking about these questions. It’s not just that this

kind of inquiry is good in itself. But a society in which

n o b o d y  t h i n k s  s e r i o u s l y  a b o u t  q u e s t i o n s  o f

metaphysics and epistemology, moral and polit ical

philosophy, is really lacking as a society. Part of being

civil ized is being aware of these questions and the

possible answers to them. They affect how you see

your place in the world, and part of what philosophy

does if it is done well is to make reasonable answers

to these questions accessible to thoughtful people



generally, and so available as part of culture. It’s the

same thing as art and music-if you’re a good composer,

or if you’re a good painter, you contribute to people’s

understanding.

3 .3 .3 .3 .3 .







Plato, Aristotle, Locke, Kant, Rousseau, Marx, Mill

Plato, Locke, Kant, Marx



P l a t o ,  M a r x

4 .  4 .  4 .  4 .  4 .  

(Monica)





5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  

(normative problems)

how should we live together

Henry Sidgwick The Methods of Ethics

By using the word “individual” I provisionally

distinguish the study of Ethics from that of Politics,

which seeks to determine the proper constitutions and



the right public conduct of governed societies: both

Ethics and Politics being, in my view, distinguished

from positive sciences by having as their special and

primary object to determine what ought to be, and not

to ascertain what merely is, has been, or will be. (p.1)

Sidgwick Ethics & Political Philosophy

politics political philosophy

political scientists

Rawls



Monica

(reason)

1.



2. (1)

3.

4. (3)

(4)

(irrational) (4)





Plato Marx

Plato Plato

Philosopher King Plato

Marx

scientific socialism

Marx

Berlin,

Rawls, Nozick, Dworkin, MacIntyre
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(James)

(theory of meaning)





(alternatives)

A: X X

B Y Y

C: Z Z

D:



E:

F:

G:

H:

(postmodernism) 

(destruction)



(nihilization)

(relativism) 

(one-dimensional)

(negotiation skills) 

 (appeal to emotion) 

 (appeal to rationality) 

7 .7 .7 .7 .7 .



value judgments

what i t  ought to be

justification effectiveness efficiency

equality democracy

1848

20

socialists, communists, nationals, fascists, democrats, liberals

values

justif ication effectiveness

what it



ought to be? “the great issues

of the day cannot be solved by majority speeches and votes, but by

blood and iron”

power politics political philosophy

justify values reasons

clarify, justify, evaluate

v a l u e s

ideolog ies

d e m o c r a c y ,

liberty, equality, freedom

values

communism

values

legitimacy illegitimate

justifiable
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J a m e sJ a m e sJ a m e sJ a m e sJ a m e s

James

Monica

M o n i c aM o n i c aM o n i c aM o n i c aM o n i c a

James





9.  9 .  9 .  9 .  9 .  

James, Monica

 (mind-body) 

Plato, Aristotle, Machiavelli, Hobbes, Locke, Rousseau,

Kant, Hegel, Marx, Mill, Hayek, Berlin



The Prince  The Discourses on Livy

Machiavelli

(Classical Republicanism) 

Leo Strauss, Quentin Skinner



meta-pol i t ica l  phi losophy



10.  10.  10.  10.  10.  

James

(Isaiah Berlin)

“Out of timber so

crooked as that from which man is made nothing entirely straight

can be built.”



John Rawls

If a reasonably just society that subordinates

power to its aims is not possible and people are largely

amoral, if not incurably cynical and self-centred, one

might ask with Kant whether it is worthwhile for human

beings to live on the earth?

We must  s tar t  w i th  the  assumpt ion  tha t  a

reasonably just political society is possible, and for it

to be possible,  human beings must have a moral

nature, not of course a perfect such nature, yet one

that can understand, act on, and be sufficiently moved

by a reasonable political conception of right and justice

to  suppor t  a  soc ie ty ,  gu ided  by  i t s  i dea ls  and

principles.” (Rawls, Political Liberalism, p.lxii)



Hobbes

(Ideas) 

Berlin  “ Two Concepts of Liberty” 

There has, perhaps, been no time in modern

history when so large a number of human beings, both

in the East and West, have had their notions, and

indeed their l ives, so deeply altered, and in some

cases violently upset, by fanatically held social and

polit ical doctrines...Over a hundred years ago, the

German poem He ine  warned  the  French  no t  to

underest imate the power of  ideas:  phi losophical

concepts nurtured in the stillness of a professor’s study

could destroy a civilization. He spoke of Kant’s Critique

of Pure Reason as the sword with which European



deism has been decapitated, and described the works

of Rousseau as the blood-stained weapon which, in

the hands of  Robespierre,  had destroyed the old

regime...but i f  professors can truly wield this fatal

power, may it not be that only other professors, or, at

l e a s t ,  o t h e r  t h i n k e r s  ( a n d  n o t  g o v e r n m e n t  o r

Congressional committees), can alone disarm them?

It is only a very vulgar historical materialism that

denies the power of ideas, and says that ideals are

mere material interests in disguise. It may be that,

without the pressure of social forces, political ideas

are stillborn: what is certain is that these forces, unless

they clothe themselves in ideas, remain bl ind and

undirected.” (Berlin, Four Essays on Liberty, pp.118-

20) 

11 .  11.  11.  11.  11.  

(Lu)



12.  12.  12.  12.  12.  

(Laura)

Lu

Cruc ib le  

Path Dependency Theory 

path dependent

(exogenous shock) -

Lu trajectory

13.  13.  13.  13.  13.  

Lu

Berlin

B e r l i n M a r x i s m



Marx

(Historical

material ism) Berl in

M a r x ( s e l f -

conscious being)

(make sense of our world)

14 .  14 .  14 .  14 .  14 .  

Max Weber “Science as a Vocation”

science

vocation

commitment

Weber  “Politics

as a Vocation” 1919

M a x

Weber 1991



 (justifiable) 

(rationalization)

(disenchantment of the

world)

 (p. 144)



Weber

(p. 150)

(p. 151)



(Plato) 

Is Ought

(p. 156)



(p. 157)

(p. 160)

Weber (given)



(instrumental rationality)

(p. 163)

  ( i ron cage)  



15.  15.  15.  15.  15.  

1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .  (modernity) 

2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .

1842

3 .3 .3 .3 .3 .  



Max Weber

s o c i a l

science

Is Ought/Meaning

4 .4 .4 .4 .4 .

Karl Marx  Marx Weber
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My very good friend, you are an Athenian and

belong to a city which is the greatest and most

famous in the world for its wisdom and strength.

Are you not ashamed that you give your attention

to acquiring as much money as possible, and

similarly with reputation and honor, and give no

attention or thought to truth and understanding

and the perfection of your soul?

(Plato, Apology)





1.

2. (Lu)

3. (Cherrie)

4.

5.

6. (Michelle)

7.
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1. 1.  1.  1.  1.  

(Socrates)

(How Should I Live) (Aristotle)

(Happiness)

(reasonable pluralism)



(unity)

John Rawls (conception

of the good) Bernard Wil l iams (ground

project) ground projects 

ground project

(sub-plans)

Ground projects

(identity)

ground projects

(agent)

(self-justification)

project



projects

(endorse)

ground project

ground projects 

pro jects Char les

Taylor (significant others)

ground projects 

ground projects 

Ground project

g r o u n d

project Bernard Williams

ground project

The point here is not, as utilitarians may hasten

to say, that if the project or attitude is that central to his

life, then to abandon it will be very disagreeable to



him and great loss of utility will be involved...On the

contrary, once he is prepared to look at it like that, the

argument in any serious case is over anyway. The point

is that he is identified with his action as flowing from

projects and attitudes which in some cases he takes

seriously at the deepest level, as what his life is about.

(Williams, Utilitarianism: For and Against, p.116)

ground projects

projects Walzer

social goods (spheres) projects

social goods

dominant goods (Walzer, Spheres of Justice, chap.1)

projects

(external point of view)

(first-person point of view) project

(autonomous being)

project

project



Raz

(Joseph Raz, The Morality of

Freedom)

social goods conceptions of the good

ground project

ground project projects

ground projects

ground project

project

ground project

project

project project



ground project 

 (self realization) ground project

Rawls

Aristotelian Principle 

Other things being equal, human beings enjoy

the exercise of their realized capacities (their innate

or trained abilities), and this enjoyment increases the

more the capaci ty  is  real ized,  or  the greater  i ts

complexity. The intuitive idea here is that human be-

ings take more pleasure in doing something as they

become more proficient at it, and of two activities they

do equally well, they prefer the one calling on a larger

repertoire of more intricate and subtle discrimination.

(Rawls, A Theory of Justice, 1999, p.374)

ground project

ground project

(Luck)



2. 2.  2.  2.  2.  

(Lu)

(Luck)

(underserved)



ground projects

BBA

kindness

3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  

(Cherrie)



4.  4.  4.  4.  4.  

Cherrie

(function) (purpose) 

b y

definition function

5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  









6.  6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  

(Michelle)

(consequentialist)



R a w l s

(conception of the good) Williams (ground

p r o j e c t )

(sel f  real izat ion)

(Luck)

Lu

7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  

Michelle Lu



Lu

Michel le

(determinism)

(free will)

Marx

u n -

conditional autonomy total dependence on exter-

nal environment Marx

Marx

all  or

nothing



Marx

Marx

8.  8.  8.  8.  8.  

(Sisyphus) 







2+2=4
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3.
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5.

6.

7.

8.
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10.
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Bodleian



Stephen Hawking

The Universe in a Nutshell

Hawking

Hawking

Hawking



Hawking

2.  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

local



J . L . M a c k i e :

Ethics: Inventing Right and Wrong

3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  



non-rational irrational

22

non-rational





(personal point of view)



4.4.4 .4 .4 .

(disenchantment)

(faith) (belief) 



( j u s t i f i e d  b e l i e f )

(technical) 

( i r rat ional ) (non-

rational) 



( m a k e

sense of this world)

(make sense of the physical world)



5 .5 .5 .5 .5 .

(reality) 



6.  6.  6 .  6 .  6 .  

make sense



7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  

(1)

(2)

(a conception of truth)

reality

8.  8 .  8 .  8 .  8 .  

( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  ( 1 )  



(irrational) (non-

rat ional)  

(2) (2) (2) (2) (2) 



make sense

9.9 .9 .9 .9 .



what it is why it is

literally

(intellectualized) 



10.  10.  10.  10.  10.  



11.  11 .  11 .  11 .  11 .  

 what it is  why it is

why it is

t r u t h

claims truth claims



reality

why it is 

why it is what it is

what it is

what it is



why it is 

why it is what it

is why it is 

reality





1.

2. (Cherrie)

3.

4. (Monica)

5. (Cherrie)

6. (Michelle)

7.

8. (Michelle)



1. 1.  1.  1.  1.  

(The Passion of the Christ)

(469-399 BCE)

(intolerance)



(toleration)

(indifference)

(John Locke, 1632-1704)

(On the Jew-

ish Question) 



(J.S.Mill)



(rational)

(humanity)



7



(possessive individualism)

(Isaiah Berlin)

“Out of

timber so crooked as that from which man is made nothing entirely

straight can be built.”



(common humanity)

2.  2.  2.  2.  2.  

(Cherrie)

7 : 1 8



5 : 1 2

5 : 1 8

9 : 2 2

3 : 1 - 4

24:7

3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  3 .  

Cherrie



Cherrie

(Monica)



2: 8 -9

5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  

(Cherrie)

1 .1 .1 .1 .1 .

5:12



2 .2 .2 .2 .2 .

6 : 2 36 : 2 36 : 2 36 : 2 36 : 2 3

3 .3 .3 .3 .3 .

1 :28

4 .4 .4 .4 .4 .

1 : 7 , 9

5 .5 .5 .5 .5 .



10:9

6 .6 .6 .6 .6 .

6.  6.  6.  6.  6.  

(Michelle)

Cherrie Monica

15:22



1 4 : 6

8 : 3 4

10:43

3 : 2 0

6 : 1 4

3:13

3 : 2 3

3:5

(Sartre) (Existentialism)

1 6 : 2 4

5 : 3 0



4 2 : 6

1 : 1 8

1 0 : 1 7

5:16

3 : 1 3

2 4 :

16



8 : 2 9

3:26 136:10

7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  

Michelle

Michelle



8.  8 .  8 .  8 .  8 .  

(Michelle)

1 5 : 5 0

1 : 1 8

1 7 :

9



2 : 1

6 : 2 0

17:11

5 : 1 6

3 : 1 3



1 : 2 1

4 : 2 3





1. (Annie)

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (Monica)
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1.  1.  1 .  1 .  1 .  

(Annie)

Nozick

2.  2.  2.  2.  2.  

Annie Annie



3.  3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  

Annie

Rawls (Original Position)

Annie

4.  4 .  4 .  4 .  4 .  

Annie



5.  5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  

(an external point of view)

(from the first person point of view)

Plato

(rational)

(egoism)

(liberalism, utilitarianism etc.)

Why should I be moral? Is it always ratio-

nal for me to act morally even if acting morally is in conflict with my

self-interest? 

Hobbes

(free rider)

(the unity of morality and happiness)



6.  6.  6 .  6 .  6 .  

(Monica)

paper



7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  

Monica

Marxism



Marx

G.A. Cohen

“We cannot rely on technology to fix things for us; if

they can be fixed, then we have to fix them, through

hard theoretical and political labor. Marxism thought

that equality would be delivered to us, by abundance,

but we have to seek equality for a context of scarcity,

and we consequently have to be far more clear than

we were about what we are seeking, why we are justi-

f ied in seeking i t ,  and how it  can be implemented

institutionally. That recognition must govern the future



efforts of socialist economists and philosophers.” (If

You’re an Egalitarian, How Come You’re So Rich? p.

115)

socialist economists and philosophers

Monica

(first-person)





1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6. (Philip)

7.



1.  1 .  1 .  1 .  1 .  

pp.337-

38.

1919



2.  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  

2 0 0 3 9 2 2



do





3.  3.  3 .  3 .  3 .  



CEO



4.  4.  4.  4.  4.  

J.S.Mill On Liberty

5.  5 .  5 .  5 .  5 .  

path dependency



Mill

On Liberty



Assuming the worst, hoping for the best, and

looking for a step towards better.

6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  6 .  

(Philip)

 GTO



7.  7 .  7 .  7 .  7 .  



(context)

Philip



path dependency

path dependency



Focault



Plato,

Aristotle, Shakespeare

(reasons)







1.

2.

3. (Lu)

4.

5.

6.



2 0 0 3 9 1 8

1963

1976

1978

1966

1970



1971

1977



C U



2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  2 .  I n d i v i d u a l i t yI n d i v i d u a l i t yI n d i v i d u a l i t yI n d i v i d u a l i t yI n d i v i d u a l i t y

 J.S. Mill

J.  S. Mil l On Liberty 

Mill

(individuality)

(originality)



Mill

M i l l

On Liberty by J.S. Mill

Chapter 3, (The Macmillan Publishing Company, 1956)

‘Where not the person’s own character but the

traditions or customs of other people are the rule of

conduc t ,  t he re  i s  wan t ing  one  o f  t he  p r inc ipa l

ingredients of human happiness and quite the chief

ingredient of individual and social progress.’ (p.68)

‘ I t  is the privi lege and proper condit ion of a

human being, arrived at the maturity of his faculties,

to use and interpret experience in his own way. It is for

him to find out what part of recorded experience is

properly appl icable to his own circumstances and

character.’ (p.70)

‘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 and develop itself

on all sides, according to the tendency of the inward

forces which make it a living thing.’ (p.72)

‘A person whose desires and impulses are his

own X are the expression of his own nature, as it has

been developed and modified by his own culture X is

said to have a character. Once  whose desires and

impulses are not his own has no character, no more

than a steam engine has a character.’ (p.73)



‘Persons of genius, it is true, are, and are always

likely to be, a small minority; but in order to have them,

it is necessary to preserve the soil in which they grow.

Genius can only breathe freely in an atmosphere of

freedom.’ (p.79)

‘Originality is the one thing which unoriginal

minds cannot feel the use of. They cannot see what it

is to do for them: how should they? If they could see

what it would do for them, it would not be originality.

The first service which originality has to render them

is that of opening their eyes: which being once fully

done, they would have a chance of being themselves

original’. (p.79)

‘Precisely because the tyranny of opinion is such

as to make eccentricity a reproach, it is desirable, in

order to break through that tyranny, that people should

be eccentric. Eccentricity has always abounded when

and where strength of character has abounded; and

the amount of eccentricity in a society has generally

been proportional to the amount of genius, men

tal vigor, and moral courage it contained. That so few

now dare to be eccentric marks that chief danger of

the time.’ (pp.81-82)

‘If a person possesses any tolerable amount of

common sense and experience, his own mode of lay-

ing out his existence is the best, not because it is best

in itself, but because it is his own mode. Human be-

ings are not  l ike sheep;  and even sheep are not

undistinguishably alike. A man cannot get a coat or a

pair of boots to fit him unless they are either made to

his  measure or  he has a whole warehousefu l  to

choose from.’ (pp.82-83)



‘The only unfailing and permanent source of im-

provement is liberty, since by it there are as many pos-

sible independent centers of improvement as there

are individuals. The progressive principle, however,

in either shape, whether as the love of l iberty or of

improvement, is antagonistic to the sway of custom,

involving at least emancipation from that yoke.’ (p.86)

‘We have a warning example in China X a na-

t ion of  much ta lent  and,  in  some respects,  even

wisdom, owing to the rare good fortune of having pro-

vided at an early period with a particularly good set of

customs, the work, in some measure, of men to whom

even the most enlightened European must accord,

under  cer ta in  l imi ta t ions,  the t i t le  o f  sages and

philosophers...Surely the people who did this have dis-

covered the secret of human progressiveness and

must have kept themselves steadily at the head of the

movement of the world. On the contrary, they have

become stationary X have remained so for thousands

of years; and if they are ever to be further improved, it

must be by foreigners. They have succeed beyond all

hope in what English philanthropists are so industri-

ously working at X in making a people all alike, all

governing their thoughts and conduct by the same

maxims and rules; and these are the fruits. The mod-

ern regime of public opinion is, in an unorganized

form, what the Chinese educational and political sys-

tems are in an organized; and unless individuality shall

be able successfully to assert itself against this yoke,

Europe, not withstanding to its noble antecedents and

its professed Christianity, will tend to become another

China.’ (pp.87-88)
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John Rawls A Theory of Justice

STAR

Internship/Mentorship Project



(critical thinking)

 (Plato, Apology) 



(Max Weber)

(Science as a Vocation) 





1. In Search of Liberty and Equality (James)

2. On Nozick’s argument of self-ownership: separateness

of persons versus commitment to equality 

3. Bewteen equal respects and equal opportunity

(Sandy)

4. On Marx’s idea of alienation (Laura)

5. Social meaning and criteria of justice 



1. In Search of Liberty and Equality

(James)

Few would deny that  the u l t imate concern of  po l i t ica l

philosophy is to search for a social and political system which to

promote harmonic human relationship.  However, people often

disagree on the elements constituting such an ideal society, which

is clearly illustrated by the endless debates between the Lefts and

the Rights.  The former believes that equality is essential in the

sense that it promises social justice, stability and cohesion, while

the latter emphasizes the importance of l iberty which ensures

continuous growth and prosperity of society.1

In contemporary liberal democratic societies, the tension

between these two values is becoming more significant through

the rise of individualism. On the one hand, it implies that human

beings possess separate and unique identities, and each person

is able to f lour ish and develop according to his/her choices.

Meanwhile, individualism also addresses that humans are of equal

moral worth, and they should all be granted equal rights such as

equal i ty  before the law. 2  There immediately comes a set  of

dilemma: If l iberalism really endorses equality of humans, then

each person should be equally treated in every sphere of l i fe.

However, this is actually against the spirit of individual autonomy

as forced equality reduces liberty. Then the crucial issue becomes:

How should we resolve their inherence tension?

In this essay, I shall argue that the values of l iberty and

equality are compatible, and that each can be upheld without much

compromise of the other one. In the first part, I will prove that talents

and wealth are only partially and temporarily owned, and one’s

1. Andrew Heywood, Politics, New York: Palgrave (2002), pp.41-66
2. Ibid.



property is subject to minor redistribution. Next, I will show that

economic inequality can be reduced by offering minimum social

welfare programmes, which is justified and does not violate the

spirit of liberty. In the final section, I shall outline a social system

which can promote further equality while respecting the importance

of individual freedom.

C i r c u m s t a n c e s  a n d  P r o p e r t y  O w n e r s h i pC i r c u m s t a n c e s  a n d  P r o p e r t y  O w n e r s h i pC i r c u m s t a n c e s  a n d  P r o p e r t y  O w n e r s h i pC i r c u m s t a n c e s  a n d  P r o p e r t y  O w n e r s h i pC i r c u m s t a n c e s  a n d  P r o p e r t y  O w n e r s h i p

In modern l iberal societies, it is widely accepted that ‘all

human beings are born free and equal in dignity and r ights’ .3

Nevertheless, people are only equal in somel aspects such as

enjoy ing equal  po l i t i ca l  r ights  and equal  r ights  o f  proper ty

ownership.  Ironically, the latter interpretation of equality may lead

to the permission of another form inequality - economic inequality.

In other words, in respecting the equal right of property ownership,

resources must not be redistributed for whatever reasons without

owners, and the equality of resources distribution should thus be

turned consent down.  Therefore, the key question here becomes:

How should we actualize economic equality without much invasion

of individual freedom?  The pre-requisite of answering the enquiry

is to formulate a more comfortable view on property ownership. In

the following space, I wish to argue that we are just trustees of what

we hold and hence deserving no absolute property rights.

In Anarchy, State and Utopia, Robert Nozick maintains that

there are absolute property rights by appealing to the self-ownership

argument - since people own themselves, they own their talents,

and hence the goods brought about by their talents.4 However, I

would like to raise two challenges: First, self-ownership does not

3. Article 1, United Nations Universal Declaration of Human Rights (1948)
4. Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction, (New
York: Oxford University Press) (2002), pp.107-110



imply complete ownership of talents. To explain, we should be

aware of the difference between potentials potentials potentials potentials potentials and talentstalentstalentstalentstalents, in which

the former refers to the characters possessed by nature whereas

the latter are developed by nurture. For example, a child’s talent in

playing the piano is never spontaneous in the sense that i t  is

transformed through education and training from the corresponding

potential which requires prior identification by the parents. Once

such separation is accepted, it means that we recognize the external

forces contributing to the visualization of those talents. If so, it may

be reasonable for the parents to claim a credit for their child’s

talents, and hence no absolute ownership of talents will be enjoyed

by the child. The second challenge concerns that even if talents are

completely owned, it does not follow that you deserve the property

earned by those talents because, s imi lar ly,  there are lots of

uncontrol lable factors determining whether our talents can be

transformed into wealth.  More specifically, we are living in a society

in which there are plenty of social interactions, and that our choiceschoiceschoiceschoiceschoices

are influenced by social circumstancescircumstancescircumstancescircumstancescircumstances.  Most importantly, the

c o n s e q u e n c e sc o n s e q u e n c e sc o n s e q u e n c e sc o n s e q u e n c e sc o n s e q u e n c e s  o f  o u r  c h o i c e s  d e f i n i t e l y  d e p e n d  o n

c i r c u m s t a n c e s  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  w h i c h  a r e  d u e  t o  b o t h  n a t u r a l  a n d  s o c i a l

environments.5 For instance, even if I own the talent in studying, I

may not immediately choose to enter the postgraduate school.

Rather, I may have to consider other issues as well, such as if there

is an advantage to obtain a master degree before job hunting; or if

I can receive any scholarship to pay for the school fee, etc. These

factors vary according to different social situations. Furthermore,

even if I have made a commitment to submit the application, it is

5. Here, I deliberately exclude those choices involving absolute causal-
relationship in natural science, and thus will not be influenced by social
factors. For example, a person jumping from the top of a building on Earth
will definitely fall down owing to the existence of gravitational force.



not guaranteed that I will certainly be selected.  Imagine that there

is a serious traffic accident, and that I am late for the interview, is it

possib le  that  I  may not  be admit ted despi te  my ta lents  and

commitment?6 Therefore, i t  is reasonable to conclude that my

success is not solely contributed by my choices, and thus I do not

fully deserve the corresponding consequences (both positive and

negative).

Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1: What determines the consequences of actions?

It may be refuted that despite those external factors are

uncontrollable, it is anyway my fate and I deserve all the good lucks

and bad lucks. It sounds appealing. But I should point out that desert

is a backward-looking concept, and it is totally meaningless in

dealing with stuffs like brute luck which can never be evaluated

based on what you have done in the past. For example, you come

to the world merely by accident, but what have you done to please

the God that makes you deserve the luck of birth? It is certainly

absurd that you should bear any responsibility for being born in a

particular place at a particular day! Therefore, one cannot morally

claim credits for it as its emergence is not directly due to him/her.

6. There is an endless list of variables leading to uncertainty of
consequence, such as the bad weather, the prejudice of interviewers and
the low quality of competitors, etc.



Then, I cannot see why it is morally justif ied to enjoy absolute

entitlement of talents and property as argued by Nozick.

I may continue to suggest a new concept of trusttrusttrusttrusttrust in property

ownership. To start, it is understandable that we were born withwithwithwithwith

nothing brought nothing brought nothing brought nothing brought nothing brought and we wil l  die with nothing taken away with nothing taken away with nothing taken away with nothing taken away with nothing taken away. No

one may deny that our physical body and talents7 are the results of

natural lottery, which are not initially owned before we come to this

world and it is likely that we will lose them on leaving.8 Then the

‘possession’ of economic property can simultaneously be attributed

to our own choices in life as well as those external social and natural

factors. Meanwhile, since it is impossible to distinguish the portions

of one’s property that are purely due to personal choices from that

being due to occasional luck, it is more desirable to recognize a

certain extent of ownership right so that people are encouraged to

work hard and allowed to actualize themselves.

Therefore, I would like to regard each of us as a trusteetrusteetrusteetrusteetrustee of

physical body, talents and economic property. In other words, we

are recognized to own the stuffs above in trust of the God, but the

corresponding ownership right is only partial and temporary.9 In

particular, since the economic property is partly contributed by social

circumstances, it is reasonable that the ownership right may be

subject to minor regulations by the government at contingencies. (I

will explain more in the following section.)

L ibe r t y  and  Feed ing  the  HungryL ibe r t y  and  Feed ing  the  HungryL ibe r t y  and  Feed ing  the  HungryL ibe r t y  and  Feed ing  the  HungryL ibe r t y  and  Feed ing  the  Hungry

7. ‘Talents’ here refers to both potential talents plus nurtured talents
8. If someone wishes to refute this saying, he/she should prove that we
have bargained with the God before birth for a particular physical body
and set of talents.
9. For those who do not believe in Gods, the concept of nature or
‘supernatural force determining our existence in this world’ may be used
instead.



On introducing the concept of trust, I wish to pinpoint that the

ownership of private property is never extravagant and should not

be  taken fo r  g ranted.   In  o ther  words ,  i f  one ’s  p roper ty  i s

redistributed with a highly defensible moral reason, there is no

point complaining that his/her liberty is seriously invaded, since

the ownership right is partial and temporary.  In this section, I shall

argue that it  is morally permissible for the state to redistribute

property to a level that ensures the basic survival needs of the poor,

and that there is no contradiction between liberty protection and a

minimum welfare provision.

First of all, I would like to argue that even if you feel that your

liberty has been violated, the reason is still not applicable in rejecting

something that we ought or ought not to do. For example, according

to Kant’s analysis, we have duty not to lie and kill others, which is

convergent with our considered judgment. Then, will it make sense

to complain that morality does not free us to lie?  Again, have you

ever heard that people around you are dissatisfied with the absence

of freedom to kill others? Now, I will show that everyone has the

duty to assist the needy to survive, and that it is meaningless to

apply  the reason of  l iber ty  depr ivat ion to  defend backward.

According to the Formula of Universal Law by Kant, we should only

do what we can accept or will that everyone do, and that the action

which we perform should not be in any sense contradictory.10 Let

us start the analysis:

(1) To see whether the action ‘choosing not to help thosechoosing not to help thosechoosing not to help thosechoosing not to help thosechoosing not to help those

in need to survive’in need to survive’in need to survive’in need to survive’in need to survive’ is morally permissible, it  should

conform to rules that we could will to be adopted universally.

(2) I f  we were to  ‘choose not  to  help those in  need to ‘choose not  to  help those in  need to ‘choose not  to  help those in  need to ‘choose not  to  help those in  need to ‘choose not  to  help those in  need to

10. James Rachels, The Elements of Moral Philosophy (Boston: McGraw
Hill 2003), pp.117-140



survive’survive’survive’survive’survive’, we would be following the rule ‘ i t  is permissible ‘ i t  is permissible ‘ i t  is permissible ‘ i t  is permissible ‘ i t  is permissible

for  a l l  to choose not  to help those in need to survive’ .for  a l l  to choose not  to help those in need to survive’ .for  a l l  to choose not  to help those in need to survive’ .for  a l l  to choose not  to help those in need to survive’ .for  a l l  to choose not  to help those in need to survive’ .

(3) This rule could not be adopted universally, because it would

be self-defeating: To successfully carry out the action, those

in need must be surviving in order to make the request.  If

everyone chooses not to help them to survive, they will

eventually die owing to the absence of assistance.  Once

they have died, we will not even have the possibility to choose

not to help them.

(4) Therefore, we should not  ‘choose not to help those in ‘choose not to help those in ‘choose not to help those in ‘choose not to help those in ‘choose not to help those in

n e e dn e e dn e e dn e e dn e e d to  surv ive . ’to  su rv ive . ’to  su rv ive . ’to  su rv ive . ’to  su rv ive . ’

As proved, it is morally required to help those who are in

need to survive since it is morally impermissible to choose not to

do so.  Therefore, we can conclude that liberty violation is not an

excuse for not fulfilling the basic survival needs of the poor.

I shall continue to show that it is because we appreciate the

value of liberty that requires us to submit a certain portion of property

to the government in order to feed the hungry. According to Berlin’s

distinction between two types of liberty, ‘positive liberty’ refers to

the freedom to do something while ‘negative liberty’ refers to the

freedom from not being interfered to do something.11 To truly praise

the value of liberty in social distribution, we should consider the

freedom of everyone in the society, not merely ours. We may claim

that we have the negative liberty to spend our money to travel around

the world, but the poor may also claim that they have the negative

liberty to obtain something  which is essential to maintain their

survival. Thereafter, there exists a conflict of liberties.

How should we resolve the dilemma? James P. Sterba has

11. Adam Swift, Political Philosophy: A Beginners’ Guide for Students and
Politicians,  (UK: Polity Press,2001) p.51- 54



suggested that we should rank the moral priori ty of these two

conflicting liberties - ‘If we choose one liberty, we must reject the

other.  What needs to be determined, therefore, is which liberty is

morally preferable, the liberty of the rich or the liberty of the poor.’

He offered two principles in order to make the decision: 12

(1) The ‘Ought’  Implies ‘Can’ Principle :

People are not morally required to do what they

lack the power to do or what would involve an

unreasonably great sacrifice.

(2) The Conflict Resolution Principle: What

people are morally required to do is what is either

reasonable to ask them to do or, in the case of

severe conflicts of interest, reasonable to require

them to do.

Sterba then concluded that since it is an unreasonably heavy

burden to ask the poor to give up the resources that are essential to

survive in order to favour the rich, while it is a reasonably l ight

burden to ask the rich to give up only inessential resources in order

to favour the poor, it is morally permissible for the government to

establ ish a minimum socia l  wel fare system and tax the r ich

accordingly.

I agree with Sterba, and the reason will be shown by referring

to the difference between activity and passivity. Suppose you were

ready to board a taxi (which is the one and only one on the street),

and then a man with terr ible stomachache came and said he

urgently needed the taxi to go to hospital, should you reject him by

12. James Sterba , Justice for Here and Now, New York: Cambridge
University Press (1998), pp.41-76



merely responding that he has invaded your liberty of taking the

taxi? In reality, you are the active agent active agent active agent active agent active agent who really has the ability

and choice to determine whether that man wi l l  be delayed of

treatment which is risky to his l ife, whereas the man is just the

passive agentpassive agentpassive agentpassive agentpassive agent who has no abil i ty and choice at al l  (or he may

choose to tolerate the pain, but it is morally unreasonable!).  It is

thus obvious that, from a moral point of view, the man should have

a priority to board the taxi.  All in all, it is those principles in resolving

conflicts of liberties that urge s truly respecting the value of liberty.

Nevertheless, it should be reminded that the provision of

welfare is constrained at a minimum level - once the poor¡¦s basic

needs are met, no further active redistribution should be done by

the government because further constraining the liberty of the rich

would impose an unreasonable sacri f ice upon them.  But can

equality still be actualized with no violation of the liberty value?

Equa l i t y  i n  D iscou rses  and  Unce r ta in t yEqua l i t y  i n  D iscou rses  and  Unce r ta in t yEqua l i t y  i n  D iscou rses  and  Unce r ta in t yEqua l i t y  i n  D iscou rses  and  Unce r ta in t yEqua l i t y  i n  D iscou rses  and  Unce r ta in t y

It is understandable that equality is compatible with liberty

only when the former is not in a forced sense.  In other words,

equality should be achieved in a way that the relative autonomy  of

each social agent should be recognized and respected.13  Now, let

us consider how a desirable social system may be like:

(1) After redistributing the necessary resources to the needy, the

government should remain neutral in distributive matters in

the period of prosperity;14

(2) Conflicts of resource distribution are settled by the citizens

13. The autonomy is only in a relative sense, since all agents are still
required to follow the law.
14. Certainly, the government should continue to maintain law and order
of the society.



themselves through rational discourses, negotiations and

compromises.

(3) If no consensus can be reached, the government may act as

a conciliator to regulate the debate.

(4) If regulation fails, the government may legitimately

redistribute resources by a ‘lottery game’15 so as to preserve

social stability.16

Equality is achieved in the sense that it requires agreement

from every party before any consensus is reached.  If no agreement

can be reached, it is not necessary for those less-advantaged to be

forced to accept an unreasonable compromise. Therefore, every

agen t  i s  equa l l y  au tonomous  i n  t he  nego t i a t i on  p rocess .

Furthermore, whenever the lottery game is launched to settle the

conflict, both parties are equal in the way that they are able to

influence the final share of their opponents while bearing the same

uncertainty  of  being inf luenced back at  the same t ime. More

importantly, the suggested lottery game wil l  probably yield an

outcome which tends to be equal. To illustrate, we may refer to the

following example.

Suppose A and B are the rich man and poor man respectively.

Originally, A was holding 80 units of resource X while B was holding

20 units. Now, A and B came into conflict as B would like to claim

20 units of X from A (totally 40 units) while A would like to withhold

all 80 units. The government, G, then attempted to regulate the

conflict but finally failed. So, G recollected all the X and asked

each of them to submit a number indicating the amount of X wanted

15. For the detailed design of the lottery game, please refer to the next
page.
16. Recall how I defines trust property - temporary ownership subject to
redistribution in contingency, i.e. social instability resulted from conflicts of
resource distribution in this case.



independently (Note that A does not know the number submitted by

B, and vice versa). Next, G will compare the number written by A

(N
A
) and B (N

B
) and determine the final distribution gained by A

(D
A
) and B (D

B
), using the following principles:

(1) If N
A
 + N

B
 = 10017, then:

DDDDD
AAAAA =  N =  N =  N =  N =  N

AAAAA
and DDDDD BBBBB =  N =  N =  N =  N =  N

BBBBB

(2) If N
A
 + N

B
 < 100, then let R = 100 - (N

A 
+ N

B
), and then:

DDDDD
AAAAA =  N =  N =  N =  N =  N

AAAAA +  R /2 +  R /2 +  R /2 +  R /2 +  R /2 and DDDDD BBBBB =  N =  N =  N =  N =  N
BBBBB +  R /2 +  R /2 +  R /2 +  R /2 +  R /2

(3) If N
A
 + N

B
 > 100 and N

A
 > N

B
,

then let S = (N
A
 + N

B
) - 100, and then:18

DDDDD AAAAA =  100  -  D =  100  -  D =  100  -  D =  100  -  D =  100  -  D
BBBBB

and DDDDD BBBBB =  N =  N =  N =  N =  N
BBBBB +  S +  S +  S +  S +  S

(4) If N
A
 + N

B
 > 100 and N

B
 > N

A
,

then let S’ = (N
A
 + N

B
) - 100, and then:19

DDDDD AAAAA =  N =  N =  N =  N =  N
AAAAA +  S ’ +  S ’ +  S ’ +  S ’ +  S ’ and DDDDD BBBBB =  100  -  D =  100  -  D =  100  -  D =  100  -  D =  100  -  D

AAAAA

(5) If N
A 

+ N
B 

> 100 and N
B
 = N

A
, then:

DDDDD
AAAAA =  5 0 =  5 0 =  5 0 =  5 0 =  5 0 and DDDDD BBBBB  =  5 0 =  5 0 =  5 0 =  5 0 =  5 0

C 1C 1C 1C 1C 1 C 2C 2C 2C 2C 2 C 3C 3C 3C 3C 3 C 4C 4C 4C 4C 4 C 5C 5C 5C 5C 5 C 6C 6C 6C 6C 6 C 7C 7C 7C 7C 7

17. The total units of resource X is 80 + 20 = 100
18. If NB + S > 100, then DB = 100 and DA = 0 (i.e. the maximum amount
gained by B is 100 units)
19. Similarly, if NA + S’ > 100, then DA = 100 and DB = 0



NNNNN AAAAA
6 0 7 0 5 0 8 0 6 0 5 0 100

NNNNN BBBBB
4 0 5 0 4 0 4 0 7 0 5 0 100

DDDDD
AAAAA

6 0 3 0 5 5 4 0 9 0 5 0 5 0

DDDDD
BBBBB

4 0 7 0 4 5 6 0 1 0 5 0 5 0

Table 1:Table 1:Table 1:Table 1:Table 1: Sample outcomes of the ‘lottery game’

It is clear that in ‘playing’ the lottery game, the choices from

both parties will simultaneously influence the actual final outcome.

Before the game is launched, A knows well that B’s target is to ask

for 40 units of resources, so A will predict that B will not write less

than 40. In order to secure as much resource X as possible, he will

eventually choose to write no more than 60 (Case 1Case 1Case 1Case 1Case 1). As for B, he

will predict that A will write no less than 60 (since A did not accept

to get 60 units in the bargaining part), and that he will eventually

choose to write more than 40 but less than 60 in order to claim

extra benefits from A (Case 2Case 2Case 2Case 2Case 2). However, at the same time, A and

B may also realize each other’s ‘winning strategy’ as shown above.

Thereafter, since they both fear that their numbers are the larger

ones while the sum of the two numbers is larger than 100, they are

most likely to opt for 50 as their final choices in order to maximize

their possible shares with 50 as the guaranteed minimum (CaseCaseCaseCaseCase

66666).20

It is shown that such lottery game is designed to encourage

both of them to ask for only half (or close to half) of the resources,

since they face equal uncertainty when the distribution outcomes

depend heavily on each other¡¦s option. Then, it is possible that the

rich party may not exploit the poor party during the negotiation

process because they are likely to lose more once they choose to

20. Assume that both A and B are self-interested and rational agents.



enter the lottery game. On increasing the bargaining power of the

poor, while preserving the l iberty of the rich to make their own

choices, equality can be actualized with no violation of liberty.

C o n c l u d i n g  R e m a r kC o n c l u d i n g  R e m a r kC o n c l u d i n g  R e m a r kC o n c l u d i n g  R e m a r kC o n c l u d i n g  R e m a r k

In this essay, I have tried to show that liberty and equality are

two compatible values which can be achieved at the same time. I

have argued that property ownership is only limited to a partial and

temporary sense, and that it may be subject to redistribution by the

government for contingency purposes such as feeding the hungry

and settl ing the confl icts of distribution.  Then, by launching a

system that encourages rational and autonomous discourses on

the conf l ic ts  o f  resource d is t r ibut ion,  both  advantaged and

disadvantaged parties will try their best to resolve the disagreements

through negotiations and compromises.  Even if consensus cannot

be reached, there is st i l l  a mechanism to guarantee that the

disadvantaged are not exploited throughout the bargaining process.

Eventually, liberty is well preserved and equality is, on the other

hand, satisfactorily actualized.



2. On Nozick’s Argument of Self-ownership:Separateness

    of  Persons versus Commitment to Equality

I n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o n

We own ourselves. This statement is so consistent with our

commonsense morality. Indeed, it seems implausible to suggest

otherwise. However, the interpretation of this statement requires

more scrutiny. And, it is the task of this essay to provide a challenge

to Nozick’s interpretation of the statement.

This essay contains two parts. The f irst  part  deals with

Nozick’s argument of self-ownership. I shall articulate his argument

and examine whether his strategy of justification provides grounds

for such a radical conclusion. The Second part points out the tension

between our  a l leg iance of  ind iv idual  separateness and the

commitment to equality.

S e p a r a t e n e s s  o f  P e r s o n s  a n d  S e l f - o w n e r s h i p  A r g u m e n tS e p a r a t e n e s s  o f  P e r s o n s  a n d  S e l f - o w n e r s h i p  A r g u m e n tS e p a r a t e n e s s  o f  P e r s o n s  a n d  S e l f - o w n e r s h i p  A r g u m e n tS e p a r a t e n e s s  o f  P e r s o n s  a n d  S e l f - o w n e r s h i p  A r g u m e n tS e p a r a t e n e s s  o f  P e r s o n s  a n d  S e l f - o w n e r s h i p  A r g u m e n t

Everyone is living, and can only live, his own life. We are

distinct beings with separate existence. Without doubt, Nozick took

the separateness of persons seriously. He wrote, ‘there are only

indiv idual  people,  d i f ferent  indiv idual  people,  wi th their  own

individual lives.’1

To recognize and respect this fact requires us to define a

moral boundary around each person within which they are free to

act on whatever values or conception of the good they choose to

endorse provided that they respect the similar rights of others.2 Any

1.Robert Nozick, Anarchy, State, and Utopia, (Oxford: Blackwell, 1974),
p.33.
2. Colin Bird, The Myth of Liberal Individualism, (Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 1999), p.154; Samuel Scheffler, ‘Natural Rights, Equality,
and the Minimal State,’ in Jeffrey Paul (Ed.), Reading Nozick: Essays on
Anarchy, State, and Utopia, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1982), p.150.



interference in such sphere without their consent will be considered

a violation to the individual’s rights. Therefore, such rights constitute,

in Nozick’s own words, moral side-constraints on any moral goals

individuals or society can pursue and express the inviolability of

persons.3

The argument of self-ownership put forward by Nozick is

certainly a very powerful way to express the above claim. Since we

all equally own ourselves,4 and such right is commonly perceived

to be absolute, we must not be used as resources for the benefits

of others. Any ‘moral balancing act’ that takes place among us is

thus considered disrespect to the fact that we are separate persons.

5 In short ,  the not ion of  sel f -ownership af f i rms our ‘separate

existences’and so i t  takes ser iously the existence of  dist inct

individuals who are not resources for others.6

Self-ownership: Meaning and Implication

Before discussing the argument, I shall clarify the concept of

self-ownership. The idea of self-ownership suggests that each

person is the morally rightful owner of his own person including his

talents, and powers.7 But is there any dif ference between the

statements ‘I am the owner of my car’ and ‘I am the owner of my

self’?

When A says ‘I own my car’, A is saying that the car he refers

to is his property. Nonetheless, when A says ‘I own my self’, he

3. Nozick, ibid., pp.29-32; it is not hard to see that those rights wil l  be
negative rights.
4. The scope of this statement will be discussed in the next section. For the
moment we should focus on the role it plays in supporting the claim of
individual inviolability.
5. Nozick, ibid., p.33.
6. Ibid.
7. G. A. Cohen, Self-ownership, Freedom, and Equali ty,  (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1995), p.67.



cannot be saying that his person (or self) is his own property since

it is self-contradictory. As Kant put it, ‘man cannot dispose over

himself because he is not a thing; he is not his own property.’8 It

has two implications: first, human beings cannot be a person and a

thing at the same time; second, as Kantian moral imperatives are

deemed to be applied universally, the claim that we should that

treat a third person as a thing means that we shouldn’t  t reat

ourselves as things as well.

Obviously, the concept of self-ownership does not imply that

we are the properties of ourselves. But what does that mean? It

means ownership is not about the relations between the person

and the object (quite dif ferent from common understandings).

Instead, it is about the relations persons the object. The owner of

an object is the person who doesn’t require the consent of others

to use it and whose consent others must seek if they want to have

access to or use the object.9 In the case of self-ownership, i t

suggests that only you have the right to decide what is to happen to

your life, your liberty and your body, for they belong to no one but

you.10  Any moral  balancing act  or  uncompensated sacr i f ice

imposed on a person without his consent is considered a denial to

his self-ownership.

From this, we can say that self-ownership may not mean that

we are the property of our own. Instead, it serves as a moral side-

constraint to the state and any private party whereby the inviolability

of individual rights is asserted.11

Now we turn to the argument i tself  and i ts implications.

8. indirectly quoted from Cohen, ibid., p.211.
9. Attracta Ingram, A Political Theory of Rights, (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
1994), pp.27-28
10. Jonathan Wolff, Robert Nozick: Property, Justice and the Minimal State,
(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1991), p.7.
11. There may well be other rights besides the right to self-ownership, such
as the right to liberty, right of personal integrity and right to private property
in Nozick’s theory to counter redistributive taxation. But the focus of this
essay is the right to self-ownership.



Nozick’s argument of self-ownership goes like this:12

1. We are the ends in ourselves and must not be treated

merely as a means.

2. If so, we own ourselves.

3. If we own ourselves, we own our talents.

4. If so, we own whatever we produce with our self-owned

talents

5. Redistributive taxation uses product of people’s

talents without their consent, therefore uses people’s

talents and thus uses their selves without their consent.

6. Redistributive taxation violates our self-ownership,

treating us merely as a means.

7. Therefore, only unrestricted capitalism can fully

recognize our self-ownership.

In fact, if Nozick’s argument succeeds, it will provide a very

powerful objection to redistributive taxation. It should also be noted

that when defending our absolute right to private property, Nozick

often links it with the right to self-ownership. As Nozick puts it: ‘this

process (seizing the results of one’s for redistributive purpose)

whereby they take this decision from you makes them a part-owner

of you; it gives them a property right in you.’13 For Nozick, if we

accept the argument of self-ownership, we may have good reasons

to accept his notion of a minimal state.

Kantian Strategy of Justification

To th is  po int ,  we understand the impl icat ions of  se l f -

12. Here I follow the analysis of Kymlica about Nozick’s argument. See Will
Kymlica, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction (2nd Ed.), (Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2002), pp.107-108.
13. Nozick, ibid., p.172.



ownership argument. But are the premises sufficient to yield such

a radical conclusion? Many criticisms questioning whether self-

ownership gives rise to absolute ownership in external resources

are raised,14 For example, G. A. Cohen makes a distinction between

self-ownership and world-ownership.15 However, the focus of this

essay is elsewhere. It attempts to challenge the validity of Premise

3 by asking the following question: what makes a person unique to

give rise to the right to self-ownership? Is that feature (or features)

sufficient to justify Premise 3? If that attempt succeeds, I can at

least show that Nozick does not provide sufficient grounds for his

self-ownership argument.16

One cannot say we own our natural talents simply because

they are attached to us as there is obviously an ‘ is-ought’ gap

between this fact and the normative claim. Thus, Nozick has to

provide grounds for our rights to self-ownership. As he wrote, ‘side-

constraints upon action reflect the underlying Kantian principle that

individuals are ends and not merely means.’17 I  shal l  cal l  this

strategy of justification a ‘Kantian strategy.’18

This Kantian strategy suggests that all human beings possess

some fundamental features with supreme moral significance which

makes us the ends in ourselves and therefore the rightful owners

of our selves.19 For Nozick, interference to our self-ownership and

the rights which are derived from it is the same as treating people

merely as means but not ends in themselves.

14. Cohen, ibid.; John E. Roemer, Theories of Distributive Justice, (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1996), pp.205-236; Thomas Nagel, ‘Nozick:
Libertarianism without Foundations’,in Thomas Nagel, Other Minds: Critical
Essays 1969-1994, (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1995), pp.137-149.
15. Cohen, ibid., pp.67-91.
16. I shall explain later why I focus on this question.
17. Nozick, ibid., p.30.
18. Bird, ibid., pp.155-157
19. ibid., p.155.
20. Nozick, ibid., p.50.



We may ask what fundamental features are involved. To

answer this, Nozick turns to a ‘difficult’ and’elusive’ notion of the

meaning of l ife.20 It is our capacity to vest meaning to our l ives

which makes us ends in ourselves. As Nozick himself does not

provide a detailed elaboration on this notion, I shall articulate it in

l ight  o f  h is  book.  Of  course,  there are some other  possib le

justifications for self-ownership argument.21 But this essay will focus

on the Kantian justification put forward by Nozick himself.

According to Nozick, it is the capacity to have a meaningful

life which makes some of our essential features morally important

So it is wrong to treat people merely as means. Here I would like to

argue that the capacity to construct a meaningful life is not identical

to our natural talents although people who are more talented seem

to have a better chance to have a meaningful life than others. The

grounds of my argument are that if our natural talents are crucial in

determining our capacity to have a meaningful life and the latter is

crucial to our moral rights, then it will be a greater evil to treat those

who are more talented merely as a means since there are important

variations among our talents. However, it is incompatible with the

K a n t i a n  p r i n c i p l e .  T h e r e f o r e ,  f o r  t h e  a r g u m e n t  t o  b e

comprehensible, the capacity to have a meaning life, which is put

forward by Nozick in his Kantian justif ication, requires another

interpretation. That is, if we don’t accept the above consequence,

we may interpret it in the following way: because human beings, in

con t ras t  to  an ima ls  and  o ther  spec ies ,  can  poss ib ly  have

meaningful lives, so our moral characters become morally important

and make it wrong to treat us merely as a means.

Nozick descr ibes these characters to be ‘ the abi l i ty  to

regulate and guide i ts  l i fe  in  accordance wi th  some overa l l

21. Kymlica, ibid., pp.122-126
22. Nozick, ibid., pp.48-50.



conceptions it  chooses.’  This abil i ty is based on the fol lowing

essential human features: rationality, free-will and moral agency

which are the important components and necessary conditions for

the above abi l i ty.  These features, connected to the not ion of

meaning of life, make it wrong to treat people merely as means.22

In short, this idea has clear Kantian affinity.23

Here my question comes in. Suppose we use Kant’s Principle

of Humanity (Ends-Means Principle) to justify our self-ownership

and the principle is based on the abovementioned essential human

features, how can we yield Primise3 from 1 and 2? For Premise1,

our natural talents must be excluded from the consideration of

whether a person should be treated as ends in itself. How talented

we are, or what talent we will choose to develop is irrelevant, at this

point, in constituting our identity as moral persons.24 Those who

are more and those who are less talented are equally ends in

themselves.

For Premise 2, if it is to be derived from 1, the scope of our

selves is rather l imited which covers the fundamental features

constituting to our moral characters. It will inevitably give rise to

certain moral rights. However, it alone is insufficient to yield such

an exclusive and comprehensive ownership of our natural talents.

From Premise 2 to 3, Nozick seems to have extended the

coverage and meaning of the self without supplying any reasons.

For Premise 3, we have comprehensive self-ownership (including

23. John E. Atwell, Ends and Principles in Kant’s Moral Thought, Dordrecht:
Martinus Nijhoff Publishers, 1986, pp.105-125; Wolff, ibid., pp.28-29.
24. Actually, the point is that we must not allow the variation in natural
endowment among persons to ‘distort’ the consideration of our moral status.
We shouldn’t accept, from a Kantian point of view, that it is a greater evil to
treat a person merely as a means just because he is more talented than
others and we shouldn’t accept it is more tolerable to treat those who are
untalented merely as means.



the exclusive use of our natural talents) from the previous premises

which can only  support  a  l imi ted concept ion wi thout  fur ther

justification. In this sense, Nozick’s argument is at least incomplete,

if not misleading. I think that Nozick was actually appealing to our

daily intuition to support the claim that we own our natural talents

rather than Kant’s Ends-Means Principle.

It is my belief that the most extensive self-ownership which

can be justified by this Kantian approach is only a limited one. It

includes those aspects which constitute our human essence as

mentioned above but it may not include our natural talents and

other things. Although Kant also provided justification for the right

to possession, it is very different from the right to self-ownership.25

(Indeed, Kant considered the idea of self-ownership to be self-

contradictory.) And, to be careful, I  shall  not exclude all  other

possible justifications for a comprehensive self-ownership but at

least I wil l  argue there is a problem with Nozick’s approach of

justification.

Possible Objections and Response

It must not be mistaken that the denial of a comprehensive

self-ownership equals licensing slavery, coercive redistribution of

body parts or any arbitrary interference with  a person’s life. To

hold this view, there must be a presumption that any object must

be exclusively owned by someone or anyone will have a right to its

disposal. However, this presumption is simply ungrounded.

For one th ing that  legi t imate inter ference to one’s l i fe

requires reasons with overriding moral significance. Perhaps it is

25. Kenneth R. Willaschek, ‘A Kantian Justification of Possession,’ in Mark
Timmons (Ed.), Kant’s Metaphysics of Morals: Interpretative Essays, Oxford:
Oxford University Press, 2002, pp.89-110.Concepts of Person, Self and Human
Being Aldershot: Avebury, 1990, pp.12-13.



debatable what exactly constitutes such reasons. A utilitarian may

think it is the maximization of total utility. A Rawlsian may think it is

the two principles of justice. We may disagree but none of us can

deny the need for good reasons. It is implausible to suggest that

either you accept the notion of comprehensive self-ownership or

you must be owned by someone else.

Besides,  the sel f -ownership argument fa i ls  to take the

different degrees of interference into consideration. Let’s look at

the following cases:

Case A: The government transplants one of your kidneys to a

patient you have never met before.

Case B: The government takes half of your income to sponsor

tours to Hawaii for all university students

Case C: The government takes a proportion of your income to

provide basic necessities for the disadvantaged.

To us, all the above cases have different moral importance

and implications. It is reasonable to be repelled by A and B while

accepting C. However, the libertarian argument suggests that if

you reject A and B, you must also reject C since they are all violations

to our self-ownership. In this sense, it tends to regard all 3 cases

as moral equivalents. Nozick even described redistributive taxation

as forced labor.26 However, it is unsound as most of us who reject A

and B do so for some moral reasons other than commitment to

self-ownership.

Concerning the concept of a limited self-ownership, you may

ask whether this understanding about self is too narrow and empty.

It brings us to the next question.

26. Nozick, ibid., p.169.



Separa teness  o f  Pe rsons  and  Commi tmen t  t o  Equa l i t ySepara teness  o f  Pe rsons  and  Commi tmen t  t o  Equa l i t ySepara teness  o f  Pe rsons  and  Commi tmen t  t o  Equa l i t ySepara teness  o f  Pe rsons  and  Commi tmen t  t o  Equa l i t ySepara teness  o f  Pe rsons  and  Commi tmen t  t o  Equa l i t y

There is indeed an internal tension between the idea of

equality and our intuitive conviction about self-ownership. For the

former emphasizes the ‘sameness’ among human beings while

the latter emphasizes our ‘diversity’. In order to present this conflict

clearly, I shall say that it really lies in the question of how substantial

our selves should be and what constitutes the human essence.

Person and Self

To begin with, I  shall  give the definit ion of ‘person’ and

‘self’adopted in this essay respectively.

The term ’person’ refers to a particular way of understanding

individuals. It is whatever is known, attributed, or thought of the

individual constitutes that individual as a person.27

The term self refers to these aspects of an individual which

are considered most fundamental and inalienable. It concerns the

ability of the person to reflect upon his actions, thoughts, intentions,

and so on.28

Separateness of Persons and Substantial Personhood

‘The moral side-constraints upon what we may do, I claim,

reflect the fact that of our separate existences,’ wrote Nozick.29

Obviously, his theory of justice is individualistic. It must be noted

that our separate existences refer not only to physical existences.

When someone says ‘we are separate persons,’ he implies not

only we have different bodies separating from one another, but

also we are distinctive different ‘persons’.

The claim actually expresses the demand that the diversity

27. Catherine McCall, Concepts of Person: An Analysis of Concepts of Person,
Self and Human Being, (Aldershot: Ayebury, 1990), pp.12-13
28. Ibid., p.14.
29. Nozick, ibid., p.33.



and difference among us to be respected. To make this claim

meaningful ,  the diversi ty and di f ference must be substant ial ,

including our personalities, talents, physical features, experiences,

cultural backgrounds, and so on. By emphasizing this ‘wholeness’

of our persons, we are in this sense beings of unique value. Perhaps

the reason why these difference and diversity ought to be respected

is that these aspects are essential, undividable and inalienable

part of our selves. In this way, our understanding of personhood is

substantial and the coverage of the self is extensive.

Equality and Fundamental Human Essence

W h e n  i t  c o m e s  t o  t h e  i d e a  o f  m o r a l  e q u a l i t y ,  o u r

understanding towards person and self needs to be reshaped. Now

let us talk about the concept of equality.

Equality here refers to the non-preferential conception of

equality. It means when it comes to a certain treatment, there is no

reason to prefer anyone to others. It expresses a truly impartial or

objective view of our relations with others.30

The statement ‘we are equals’ is not just a slogan. Instead, it

expresses a moral claim that we should be treated  in  certain

ways.31 Without doubt, it is implausible to claim that human beings

are equals in all aspects. We must specify the area of our equality.

We can put it like this: A and B are equals in terms of X. Because of

their equality in X, A and B deserve equal treatment (or there will

be no reason to prefer one of them to  another) in certain areas

relating to X. From this view, X must have moral importance to

justify the claim. Otherwise, the claim will be meaningless, or even

30. Gerald F. Gaus, Polit ical Concepts and Political Theories, Boulder:
Westview Press, 2000, pp.127-137.
31. What treatments implied by equality is controversial. They may include
equal respect and concern; equal opportunity; equal liberty; equal political
rights and so on.



absurd. For example, one may not justify the claim that we deserve

equal political rights because human beings are equals in terms of

the number of our f ingers. Perhaps we need something more

fundamental. But what is it?

From this perspective, the basis of human fundamental

equa l i t y ,  i f  any ,  shou ld  be  our  bas ic  s im i la r i t y  w i th  mora l

signif icance. I t  should be universal,  invariable (or at least al l

humans can attend a threshold)32 and essential to human beings.

Thus it is regarded as human essence, what constitutes to our

humanity and true selves and therefore our commonly shared

human nature. For Christians, it may be the love of God. For Kant, it

may be our moral personality.33  For Rawls, it may be our identity of

moral persons.34 However, it is not hard to see that, in considering

our  mora l  equa l i t y ,  many  fac to rs  wh ich  are  cons idered  as

inalienable, essential part of our person, such as natural talents,

social backgrounds, experiences, and the like, are excluded. In

this sense, our understanding of person is rather l imited. The

conception of self here is significantly qualified to be a minimal

one.

To this point, we can see that there is an inherent tension

between our commitment to equality and our al legiance to the

separateness of persons as they involves really different (may be

incompatible) understandings of person.

In fact, Nozick talks about equality as well. However, it is not

his primary concern. As he put it, ‘the entitlement conception of

justice in holdings makes no presumption in favor of equality.’35

32. I must admit that the idea of threshold human capacity for the basis of
equal i ty  is  debatable.  But  now let ’s  focus on i ts  impl icat ion on our
understanding of person.
33. Gaus, ibid., p.141.
34. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Revised Edition), Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 1999, pp.442-447.
35. Nozick, ibid., p.235.



For Nozick, treating people as equals means recognizing their self-

ownership.36 This understanding of equality is overly formal and

empty. In fact, he considered it to be impermissible to worsen the

situation of any individual to equalize opportunities.37 I will argue

that i t  is his commitment to the separateness of persons and

comprehensive sel f -ownership in  h is  theory which makes i t

impossible for him to have a substantial conception of equality. His

self-ownership argument implies that his understanding of person

and self is too substantial for a place of equality.

C o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o n

For the First Part, I chose to present an internal challenge to

Nozick’s argument because it involves the different conceptions of

person and self, which are related to the Second Part. Although it is

difficult to rebut the whole argument at once, I have at least shown

that Nozick could not use the Kantian Ends-Means Principle to

justify his claim.

For the Second Part, we can see that there is a confl ict

between equality and separateness of persons. However, how to,

or whether it is possible to, solve this conflict is another new topic.

36. Kymlica, ibid., p.110.
37. Nozick, ibid., p.235.



3.3.3.3.3. Bewteen equal respects and equal opportunity

 (Sandy)

I n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o n

Equal i ty of  opportunity is one of appeal ing ideas about

equality. Instead of equalizing everyone’s property, it encourages

fair competition and allows unequal result among people. The idea

of equality of opportunity is however a contested concept. There

are different conceptions of equal opportunity which have different

interpretation of the condition of equality of opportunity, namely,

the ‘minimal’, the ‘conventional’ and the ‘radical’ conceptions.1

The most popular conception is the minimal one which is

what Rawls calls ‘careers open to talents’. This is a l ibertarian

position which holds that equality of opportunity is satisfied if social

positions are open to those able and willing to strive for them.2  It

does not take people’s social background and natural endowments

into account. I do not accept this conception because it is too formal

and too weak in ensuring those least advantaged a fair starting

point for their l ife. Nor do I accept the radical conception which

aims to nullify both social and natural advantages. For it will vitiate

our conception of identity and have conflict with equality of respect.

The aim of my paper is twofold. I will, on the one hand, explain why

it is undesirable to nullify the difference of natural endowment for

the sake of equal opportunity, and on the other, argue for a certain

degree of social redistribution.

To begin with, I will first explore the concept of equal respect

and equal  oppor tun i ty .  Then,  I  w i l l  br ie f ly  expla in  what  the

1. Adam Swift, Political Philosophy – A Beginners’ Guide for Students and
Politicians (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2001), pp.99-101
2. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1972), p.66.



convent ional  concept ion of  equal  opportuni ty is  about.  Af ter

c l a r i f y i n g  t h e  m e a n i n g  o f  n a t u r a l  e n d o w m e n t  a n d  s o c i a l

circumstances, I  wi l l  go on to f igure out their dif ferences and

relationship. Finally, I will discuss the issue of desert of talents and

argue for social redistribution.

Equa l  Respec t  and  Equa l  Oppor tun i t yEqua l  Respec t  and  Equa l  Oppor tun i t yEqua l  Respec t  and  Equa l  Oppor tun i t yEqua l  Respec t  and  Equa l  Oppor tun i t yEqua l  Respec t  and  Equa l  Oppor tun i t y

If the subjects of equality are autonomous and distinct human

beings, then we have to consider the differences among people.

Equal respect does not necessarily mean treating people equally

because different people may have different life plans and needs.

To treat people with equal respect and concern, we should consider

their  interests and any possible harm caused to them in any

treatment. We recognize that as rational and autonomous agents,

they are not merely a means, but an end in itself. They have ability

to choose their life and determine their goals. We should thus treat

people’s choices equally.3  We should put ourselves into others’

shoes and value people from the human point of view. 4

The concept of equality of opportunity can be interpreted as

an equal chance to compete for desirable posit ions. It  tr ies to

eliminate any morally irrelevant obstacles, or at least make them

equal while respecting different outcomes due to people¡¦s choice,

effort and conditions. Thus, inequality of outcome is acceptable if

there is a fair competition.5  People in a condition of ‘equality of

opportunity’ mean that they must all have ‘equally valuable cluster

3. Sechin Y.-S. Chien, “Moral Equality and Equality of Treatment: On the Dualist
Structure of the Concept of Equality and its Implications”, A Journal for Philosophi-
cal Study of Public Affairs 6, 2003, p.214
4. Bernard Williams, “The Idea of Equality” in Problems of the Self (Cambridge
University Press, 2003), pp.236-238
5. Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy – An Introduction (Oxford
University Press, 1990), p.55



of opportunities’. 6  It ensures that everybody starts with equal chance

to succeed. As Williams states,

‘[T]here should be no exclusion from access

on grounds other than appropriate or rational for

the good in quest ion,  but that  the grounds

considered appropriate for  the good should

themselves be such that people from all sections

of society have an equal chance of satisfying

them.’7

However, ambiguity arises when we ask to what extent the

idea of equal opportunity should cover. It would be nice to set up

legislat ion and make pol icies to combat prejudice and racial ,

sexual and religious discrimination, which affect people’s chances

to get a job, receive education, etc. It also requires that selecting

procedure for positions should be grounded on competence and

potential - ‘career open to talents’. Such ‘competence’ and ‘talents’

may be a result of natural endowment or social circumstances,

which are both out of people’s control. Then, should the ideal of

equal opportunity al low them to inf luence people’s chance of

success? There are at least two different views on this question.

C o n v e n t i o n a l  a n d  R a d i c a l  C o n c e p t i o n  o f  E q u a l i t y  o fC o n v e n t i o n a l  a n d  R a d i c a l  C o n c e p t i o n  o f  E q u a l i t y  o fC o n v e n t i o n a l  a n d  R a d i c a l  C o n c e p t i o n  o f  E q u a l i t y  o fC o n v e n t i o n a l  a n d  R a d i c a l  C o n c e p t i o n  o f  E q u a l i t y  o fC o n v e n t i o n a l  a n d  R a d i c a l  C o n c e p t i o n  o f  E q u a l i t y  o f

O p p o r t u n i t yO p p o r t u n i t yO p p o r t u n i t yO p p o r t u n i t yO p p o r t u n i t y

On the conventional view, individuals should not benefit

unduly from the accidents of social circumstances, such as born in

a wealthy family which gives them a lot of advantages compared to

6. Kai Nielsen, Equality and Liberty – A Defense of Radical Egalitarianism (Rowman
& Allantheld Publishers, 1985), p.165
7. Williams, “The Idea of Equality” p.244



those from underclass. Otherwise, the ‘principle of fair opportunity’

would be undermined by ‘the institution of the family’.8  Chances,

say, of getting into university or a job, should depend on a person’s

natural ability and effort she makes.9  According to this conception,

the  s ta te  i s  j us t i f i ed  i n  l eve l i ng  the  d i f f e rences  o f  soc ia l

circumstances.

More extremely, according to the radical view, both ‘social

contingencies’  and ‘natural  talents’  are moral ly unacceptable

because both of them are ‘brute luck’ and ‘arbitrary from the moral

point of view’. As Rawls puts,

Within the limits allowed by the background

arrangements, distributive shares are decided by

the outcome of the natural lottery; and this

outcome is arbitrary from a moral perspective.

There is no more reason to permit the distribution

o f  income and wea l th  to  be  se t t l ed  by  the

distribution of natural assets than by historical

and social fortune. 10

I t  would be understandable that people do not deserve

benefits or disadvantages created by social circumstances because

they are not the result of people’s choice or effort. People have no

moral claim on them. The same case applies to natural endowment.

Any natural assets, beneficial or harmful, are not decided by infants.

They are just  born with them. I t  would be unfair  i f  they were

privileged or discriminated due to these unchosen endowments.

Yet, whether natural endowment should be nullified is another

8. Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p.74.
9. Swift, Political Philosophy, p.100
10. Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p.74



matter of concern. In my point of view, though I agree with Rawls

that natural endowment is as ‘arbitrary’ as social circumstances, I

reject any proposal to nullify them completely. The reason is that

na tu ra l  endowment  i s  fundamenta l l y  d i f fe ren t  f rom soc ia l

circumstances in the sense that it constitutes people’s identity, and

has something to do with moral equality. Before elaborating my

argument,  I  would l ike to make a dist inct ion between natural

endowments and social circumstances as well as their relations

first.

N a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n t  a n d  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c eN a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n t  a n d  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c eN a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n t  a n d  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c eN a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n t  a n d  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c eN a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n t  a n d  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c e

When we talk about natural endowment, we often refer to

peop le ’s  in te l l i gence ,  capab i l i t y  and  competence  in  do ing

something. They are people’s natural assets which nobody has

power to give up. Their quantity and quality differ from people to

people. Moreover, the value of a particular natural talent largely

depends on the demand of society. For example, Joe is a genius in

painting but lives in a society where people only have interest in

stock market and doing business. None cares about arts. As a

result, Joe may not earn any income, not to mention reward by his

talents. Another guy, Paul, who has excellent mathematical skills,

wou ld  be  burn ing  to  touch .  Peop le  p ra ise  h im fo r  so lv ing

mathematical calculation in trading markets. He can earn much

more than Joe due to his particularly marketable talents.

Social circumstances refer to external factors affecting the

cho ice  o f  peop le ,  i nc lud ing  the i r  c lass ,  fami l y  and  soc ia l

background. Although they are as similar as natural endowments

in terms of being both beyond ones’ control, some of them can be

created by  the i r  antecessors .  For  example ,  the  purposefu l

accumulation of wealth can be used to nurture a family’s younger

generation. Moreover, these factors can be preserved by political



and legal  inst i tu t ions,  say the law of  pr ivate proper ty  r ight .

Sometimes people are able to utilize these institutions to further

magnify their favorable circumstances. Therefore, if the distribution

of natural endowment can be described as purely accidental and

arbitrary, then social circumstances are more dependent on human

actions.

Nevertheless, their nature is not as distinctive as what have

been mentioned. In reality, they are related to each other. This is

because people’s natural  endowment is usual ly af fected and

manipulated by social circumstances. As Rawls puts,

‘ the extent to which natural capacit ies

develop and reach fruition is affected by all kinds

of social conditions and class attitudes. Even the

willingness to make an effort, to try, and so to

be deserving in the ordinary sense is  i tse l f

d ependen t  upon  happy  f am i l y  and  soc i a l

circumstances.’11

To understand what Rawls means, let us look at the following

illustration. Free education is regarded as welfare of society A, in

which everyone has right to receive it. But which school you can

enter is decided by your IQ. The higher the scores you get in an IQ

test ,  the h igher  is  your  posi t ion in  the ranking system. The

probability of entering a good and famous school is therefore higher.

Of course, the gifted children, like Albert Einstein who had IQ higher

than 190, would be benefited by this educational system. Whether

he deserves his talent and rewards (in this case, a seat in a famous

school) would be discussed later. Now let’s discuss the relation of

natural endowment and social institutions first.

11. Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p.74.



Notice that intelligence is being tested in a standardized IQ

test. However, a person’s ability, no matter inborn or acquired, is

presented in many different ways, for examples musical ability,

creativity, painting, etc. Such simple measure only gives people

‘an operat ional  speci f icat ion which enables them to pick out

children who will do well in school and go on to do well in business

and indust ry  a f te rwards . ’  12 In  Ar thur  Jensen ’s  words ,  ‘ the

predominant importance of intelligence is derived, not from any

absolute criteria or God-given desiderata, but from social demands.

’13  Therefore, education, which acts as a way of ranking people,

can determine their career prospect and occupation. I t  is now

obvious that ‘if mental ability be considered as nature’s gift and

occupational standing as society’s rewards, it is only to be expected

that  soc ia l  inequa l i t ies  w i l l  express  natura l  inequa l i t ies . ’ 1 4

Therefore, our natural differences are manifested and transformed

into inequalities which are ‘a social construction rather than a gift

of nature.’ 15

Fur thermore,  soc ia l  inequa l i ty  tends to  in f luence the

development and realization of natural endowments. Children from

a wealthy family normally have more resources to develop their

talents. Imagine that Mary and Susan have the same talent in music.

But only Mary can have piano lessons once a week because her

parents are better off. This shows that it is not easy to draw a sharp

distinction between natural talents and social circumstances so as

to ensure a fair equality of opportunity that ’those who are at the

same level of talent and ability, and have the same willingness to

12. Nielsen, Equality and Liberty – A Defense of Radical Egalitarianism, p.175
13. A.R. Jensen, “How Much Can We Boost IQ and Scholastic Achievement?”,
Harvard Educational Review, Reprint Series No.2, 1965, p.5
14. Andre Beteille, “The Idea of Natural Inequality”, the Idea of Natural Inequality &
Other Essays, (Oxford University Press, 1983), p.29
15. Ibid., p.29



use them, should have the same prospects of success regardless

of the initial place in the social system’.16  It is because the social

class affects people’s effective use of their abilities and aspirations.

Hence, it is difficult, if not impossible, to unscramble the ‘nurture

component from the nature component’ and make confident claim

about ‘what is environmentally and culturally determined and what

is due to heredity’.17  Moreover, the complex relation between

natural endowments and social circumstances makes it extremely

d i f f i cu l t  to  so le ly  e l im ina te  the  la te r  so  as  to  ach ieve  the

conventional conception of equality of opportunity.

E l i m i n a t i o n  o f  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c e sE l i m i n a t i o n  o f  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c e sE l i m i n a t i o n  o f  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c e sE l i m i n a t i o n  o f  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c e sE l i m i n a t i o n  o f  S o c i a l  C i r c u m s t a n c e s

As I have argued, social disadvantages are undeserved. It,

therefore, should be nullified so as to make sure that people can

compete fairly on the same starting point. Nevertheless, since the

distinction between natural inequalities and social inequalities is

inherently ambiguous, the only way to eliminate all influences from

society is to completely remove the primary social institution - family.

People must become very independent at birth: they feed and grow

by themselves. Everybody, thus, is shielded from any parental

influence and acts exactly at the same starting point except the

genetic differences. However, such removal is absurd and immoral.

To take away parental care from an infant is absolutely inhuman

and unreasonable. It also deprives parents’ right to take care of

their children.

Besides, human beings live in groups. No matter how wide

or narrow their personal network, interaction between people is

inevitable. Hence, influence from social circumstances can never

be completely nullified. Thus, what we can do seems to compensate

16. Rawls, A Theory of Justice, p.73
17. Nielsen, Equality and Liberty – A Defense of Radical Egalitarianism, p.184



the disadvantaged and unprivileged as much as possible for the

sake of equal opportunity.

Now, here comes a problem: the incomplete nullification of

social circumstances will no doubt amplify the natural inequality

through its interaction with people¡¦s different natural endowments.

Then, why do not we nullify the natural endowments altogether in

order to ensure an similar initial circumstances and secure a higher

degree of equal opportunity?

N u l l i f i c a t i o n  o f  N a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n tN u l l i f i c a t i o n  o f  N a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n tN u l l i f i c a t i o n  o f  N a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n tN u l l i f i c a t i o n  o f  N a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n tN u l l i f i c a t i o n  o f  N a t u r a l  E n d o w m e n t

Equal i ty of opportunity encourages fair  competi t ion. As

Dworkin said in his ‘starting-get theory’, every one starts at the same

place. Each has an equal bundle of resources and is subject to

some rules in the on-going economic activity. People have equal

chance to compete for desirable positions with roughly the same

social ly imposed obstacles.18  This seems to fol low that a fair

competition should attempts to equalize all initial circumstances,

including genetic differences.

I  strongly disagree that natural  endowments should be

nullified even if it is undeserved. They may be a kind of ‘brute luck’.

Bu t  the i r  un iqueness  cons t i tu tes  a  pe rson ’s  i den t i t y .  Our

endowment makes us distinct persons. Even twins do not have the

same bundle of natural endowments. That is what social class and

economic environment cannot do. No matter it is good or bad, it

helps us recognize who we are and distinguish ourselves from

other people.

Why is personal identity so important? It is because human

beings are moral agent. They are rational to make their own choice

and determine their life project. At the same time, they are ‘capable

18. Ronald Dworkin, Sovereign Virtue (Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press,
2000), chap.2.



of reflectively standing back from the roles and positions in which

they are cast’.19  This reflective consciousness includes their natural

endowments.  As argued by David Gauthier,  the rat ional  men

‘concerned to further their own interests, will not consider a set of

social  inst i tut ions acceptable i f  these inst i tut ions do not give

appropriate recognition to differences in natural endowment.’20

This personal identity ‘is not independent of the bundle of

natural assets with which he has’ . 21 Can those natural assets be

altered or transferred? Practically, you can do so with the help of

advanced technology. On the moral ground, however, it is highly

objectionable. Since natural endowments or assets are part of a

person, removing it artificially is just disregarding him as a human

being and attacking his dignity and integrity.

It is argued that people can also identify themselves on their

appearance or achievement through their choice and effort. Why

do we need to identify ourselves through the ‘arbitrary’ natural

endowments? First of all, people’s appearance is no less arbitrary

than their  natural  endowments.  I t  is  even worse as i t  can be

pretentious and changed whenever you l ike without any moral

objection. Yesterday one looked like person A while today he looks

like person B. What can be told from his appearance is only a

changing face, beautiful or ugly, but not his distinctive identity.

Similarly, identifying people from their achievement is as

cruel as valuing them from their appearance. What can be counted

as an achievement? In terms of one’s income or reputation? A

19. Williams, “The Idea of Equality”, p.238
20. David Gauthier, “Justice and Natural Endowment: Towards a Critique of Rawls’
Ideological  Framework”, in Development and Main Outlines of Rawls’s Theory of
Justice, ed. by Henry S. Richardson, (Garland Publishing, Inc, 1999), p.23
21. Joseph M. Grcic, “Kant and Rawls: Contrasting Conceptions of Moral Theory”,
in Equality and Liberty – Analysising Rawls and Nozick, ed. By J. Angelo Corlett,
(London: Macmillan, 1991), p.34.



person may pay a lot of effort in certain work, but due to his ability

or misfortune, he may not be able to be as ‘successful as his

counterparts. Some people may choose to work as painters instead

of as businessmen whose income is much higher. Does it mean

being a businessman is more valuable than a painter? No, not

necessarily true.

You may argue that one can use his own ‘ruler’ to judge

himself. But in reality, the social perception of a person is so forceful

that people can hardly reject. Their self-respect and self-awareness

are highly influenced by their social environment. Therefore, so far,

only our natural endowment provides us a feasible way to define a

person’s identity.

Secondly,  competi t ion is inevitable whenever there are

scarcity of resources and conflicting interests. We may be able to

nul l i fy the dif ference of people’s natural  talents by advanced

technology, say brain constitution or genetic surgery. Let us put

aside the moral concern involved in this kind of treatment first. If

people became identical to each other, there would not be a need

for competition anymore. Since people are exactly the same in all

respects, there would not be any potential winner or loser due to

special advantage or privilege. Competition, at that time, becomes

meaningless. If the good or resource at issue were divisible, then

equal distribution would satisfy everybody’s equal need and interest;

otherwise, assessment of resources would be no more than a

natural lottery. Without a need for a competition, I doubt, whether

equality of opportunity is still important and valuable.

However ,  i f  compet i t ion  s t i l l  p lays  a  ro le  in  a  h igh ly

homogeneous society, then the competition will only focus on one’s

innate ability. Since people become identical and everything about

them is control lable, achieving higher abil i t ies would be much

emphasized and more important because it can increase one’s



competit iveness in society. The aim of education is perceived

merely as an instrumental tool for useful and marketable ability.

The intrinsic value of education - to nurture personality, to ‘enrich

personal and social life of people’ is greatly diminished. 22  Society

becomes calculation-addicted.

Furthermore, under the radical conception of equality of

opportunity which both natural and social inequalities are removed,

society is dehumanized. People become ‘over-concerned with

success’, which has a strong tension with the idea of treating people

as equal regardless of their differences in ability and social status.

23  They evaluate themselves and others by their achievement. As a

result, the ‘thorough-going emphasis on equality of opportunity’

destroys the ‘notion of fraternity’ and respect to people ¡§as an

equal member of a Kantian Kingdom of ends.’24  People are pure

subjects of predicates and they fight for goods with their acquired

abilities in society.

Although we can, from the technological view, completely

nul l i fy natural endowment and make the ini t ial  circumstances

perfectly the same for every member in society, we should not do

so. Natural endowments are consti tut ive part of very identi ty.

Removing them is to a large extent equivalent to denying people’s

dignity. A society with perfect equality of opportunity (differences in

social contingency and natural endowments are both nullified) is

therefore not as desirable as many radical egalitarians used to

think.

D e s e r t sD e s e r t sD e s e r t sD e s e r t sD e s e r t s

Lastly, there is a question whether rewards for talents are

22. Nielsen, Equality and Liberty – A Defense of Radical Egalitarianism, p.162
23. Williams, “The Idea of Equality” p.247.
24. ibid.



morally deserved. This question is very complicated because of the

complex relat ionship between natural endowments and social

circumstances involved. First, suppose rewards are mainly and only

due to natural inequalities, the talented, as Rawls argued, have no

right to deserve the fruit earned from their natural talents unless

the natural inequality benefits the least worst off. This is Rawls’s

famous difference principle. As Rawls explains,

‘The dif ference principle represents, in

effect, an agreement to regard the distribution

of natural talents as a common asset and to share

in the benefits of this distribution whatever it

turns out to be.’ 25

Since natural endowments are undeserved, any awards

resulted in the natural inequalities are also undeserved. So no one

fully deserves the rewards and be benefited from their natural

advantages which is merely a brute luck.

Nevertheless, any achievement of a person would not solely

base on one’s natural talent. Perhaps a person is very intelligent

with IQ over 200. But if he does not realize it and make good use of

it, he cannot get the rewards. Development and nurture of one’s

natural talents and character is substantially affected by social

environment and his willing effort. Thus, it is impossible to draw a

distinct line to define which rewards are due to social factors and

choice, and which is due to natural endowments.

What if all social circumstances are corrected? One might

think that then all rewards would entirely reflect people’s natural

endowments. But don’t we ignore people’s effort in developing and

25. Rawls, A Theory of Justice, pp.100-101



real iz ing these talents in the process? Besides, i f  we do not

recognize people’s right to own what they deserve, they will surely

be discouraged to work hard. They do not bother to make any

cont r ibut ion  to  soc ie ty  s ince they are  not  ab le  to  ga in  any

advantages. On the one hand, from the util itarian point of view,

such decis ion is  undesirable because i t  reduces the overal l

productivity of the society; On the other hand, denying a person’s

effort seems to contradict the very idea of equality of opportunity

which puts a lot of emphases on people’s choice and effort.

Now, what puzzles us is not whether the talented should

deserve the rewards. Instead, we are more concerned about how

to decide the proportion of rewards they deserve.

C o m p e n s a t i o nC o m p e n s a t i o nC o m p e n s a t i o nC o m p e n s a t i o nC o m p e n s a t i o n

Since natural endowments are undeserved but cannot be

eliminated, how should we treat people with differences in their

natural assets? As no one should suffer from the inf luence of

undeserved natural inequalities, so the naturally disadvantaged

people should be well compensated. Equal distribution of social

goods among all people is not fair because naturally disadvantaged

like the handicapped or someone with il l health, who face extra

burden, have special needs. The same amount of resources leave

them less well off than others.26  According to Dworkin, before the

competition, sufficient social goods should be given to them for

their unchosen inequalities in natural assets. This makes sure that

each person is equally able to choose and pursue a valuable life-

plan.

However, it has to be admitted that no amount of social goods

and money can ‘fully compensate for natural disadvantages’ and

‘enable the severely disadvantaged person to lead as good a life

26. Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy, p.77



as other people’.27  In fact, the purpose of compensation is not

merely to satisfy the material ist ic needs of the natural ly least

disadvantaged. It has its moral importance. It represents an equal

respect and concern to them. Understanding their difficulties in

achieving their desirable life, we try to promote their abilities so

that they can pursue their ends.

Then,  how do we compensate  them? There  cou ld  be

affirmative policies, taxation, or redistribution. It can include policies

such as free education for children, medical service, social security

f u n d  e t c .  A l l  t h e s e  p r o v i d e  b a s i c  n e e d  f o r  t h e  n a t u r a l l y

disadvantaged. Taxation and redistribution have more to do with

the talented. As I have mentioned in the pervious section, no people

should fully deserved rewards from their talents, which is arbitrary

from the moral point of view. It would be appropriate to distribute

the rewards through taxation so that people can retain a portion for

their effort while the natural inequalities can be mitigated somehow.

C o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o n

Unlike family background or social environment which is part

of what others have done to us, natural endowment is part of us.

Therefore, even though both of them are brute luck and both are

undeserved, the latter should not be eliminated. It constitutes our

ident i ty  and respect  to  the d i f ferences is  to  respect  human

individuality. This corresponds to our commitment to treat people

with equal concern and respect.

Nevertheless, the natural inequalities, arising from natural

d i f ferences and be ing mani fested by soc ia l  c i rcumstances,

contradict the notion of equality of opportunity. Having discussed

the demerits of complete null i f ication of natural endowment, a

certain degree of redistribution is still morally justified.

27. Ibid., p.78



4.4.4.4.4. On Marx’s idea of alienation

 (Laura)

I n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o nI n t r o d u c t i o n

As a government system, communism is dead or dying.1  Yet

it is hard, and unfair, to discard Marxism simply because of political

fai l ings. No doubt Marx’s cr i t ique of capital ism, especial ly i ts

alienating effect on workers and, to a lesser extent, capitalists,

written in the 19th century, remains valid today.  Concurring with

his incisive critique of alienation notwithstanding, there are reasons

to hesitate at approving communism as the right way out.

This paper attempts to examine Marx’s theory of alienation -

its causes and solution, and to evaluate whether communism could

eliminate alienation as Marx predicted.  It  wil l  conclude with a

speculation of how the alienation Marx depicted could be redressed

under Rawls’s scheme, albeit this was not the problem Rawls meant

to tackle.

M a n  a s  s p e c i e s  b e i n gM a n  a s  s p e c i e s  b e i n gM a n  a s  s p e c i e s  b e i n gM a n  a s  s p e c i e s  b e i n gM a n  a s  s p e c i e s  b e i n g

Marx’s conception of man focused on our nature as species

beings. The two features of species being are, first, people are

creative and able to appropriate from the nature to produce their

means of subsistence.  They have total control over what, when

and how they produce instead of being determined by instincts.

Second, people are social beings in that they have to cooperate

with one and other.

We achieve self-realization when we can make full use of

our capacities for freely creative cooperative production.  Any life

falling short of this will make one feel alienated.

1. “Marx after Communism”, The Economist, 19th, Dec., 2002



H o w  c a p i t a l i s m  c r e a t e s  a l i e n a t i o nH o w  c a p i t a l i s m  c r e a t e s  a l i e n a t i o nH o w  c a p i t a l i s m  c r e a t e s  a l i e n a t i o nH o w  c a p i t a l i s m  c r e a t e s  a l i e n a t i o nH o w  c a p i t a l i s m  c r e a t e s  a l i e n a t i o n

Capitalist society is characterized by production through

div is ion of  labor,  pr ivate ownership,  and compet i t ion among

capitalists for profits - their race for the lowest cost in turn drives

labor to a perennial competition for jobs.

Due to technological innovation, production process of goods

can be s l iced up to  t iny  par ts .  Ind iv idual  workers  would be

responsible for a tr iv ial  task relat ive to the whole process so

sophisticated that it is beyond the control or grasp of workers. This

results in a break between the worker and his creative life activity.

Certainly, division of labor is inevitable nowadays.  Human

faculties and development are evident exactly in an increasingly

complex division of labor - an advanced form of appropriating from

the nature to produce what we need, for survival and a quality life.

This mode of production requires a high degree of coordination,

cooperation, and interdependence among people - all demonstrate

human sociality.

The problem with capital ist  division of labor is that i t  is

sustained by coercion.  In capitalist society, the means of production

are privately owned by capitalists. They are then entitled to the

products produced by the labor they hired. Capitalists invariably

strive to maximize their profit and minimize cost. They do so by

developing technology to replace labor, suppressing wages and

making them to work long hours under poor condit ions. Since

workers own no means of production, they have to rely on wages to

make a living.  Therefore, people are practically forced to work

even though the job is unfulfilling.  And because they cannot own

what they produce, there is a break between the worker and the

material world. More ironically, the harder they work, the capitalists

can accumulate more profits for research and development, which



ul t imate ly  br ings  labor -sav ing technology or  fac i l i ta tes  the

outsourcing of low-technology tasks.

Beyond that, workers have to compete among themselves

for jobs.  In the labor market, workers has to present themselves as

a better commodity in the eyes of capitalists than the next candidate,

more ready to obey capitalist commands, in order to get or keep a

job.  Under the constant threat of being sacked, they have to think

for  themselves  and accumula te  wea l th  as  fa r  as  poss ib le .

Cooperation is either naive or unthinkable.  The situation is similar

for capitalists who have to compete for profits. In effect, capitalism

is playing off workers against workers, workers against capitalists,

and capitalists against capitalists, depriving people of their peculiar

qualities as species-beings, rendering everyone alienated.

Marx’s observation still holds true in this post-industrial era

- not only to factory work, but equally to jobs ranging from catering,

administrative, professional to academic. Education has been

reduced to preparing students for job-seeking. Far from choosing

jobs we believe can dispose our abilities on something meaningful,

and so derive satisfaction, it is not easy to find a job. We have to

make sure we have the skills the market wants, instead of the ones

we appreciate.

It is argued that unalienated labor may not be the only thing

human str ives for;  people may wel l  accept al ienated labor in

exchange for consumption, leisure, and relationships to family and

fr iends.2 However, since capital ists are cutt ing costs through

downsizing and pay cut or freeze, employees often have to work

overtime without paid. People spend most of their time working in

office instead of spending on their family and friends. When they

are home, they quickly eat, take shower, and go to bed to recharge

2. Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: an Introduction, 2nd
ed. (Oxford, 2002), pp 192-3.



themselves for next day’s hard work. There is simply no extra time

and energy to communicate with others, the basis for any healthy

human relationship, let alone developing one’s own potentialities

outside their unfulfilling jobs. Despite people work hard like this,

their wages are barely enough to sustain their living. Most people

still find it extravagant to enjoy their lives through their hobbies or

having a big meal with the loved ones. By the same token, few

would spend t ime and energy of  promot ing socia l  just ice or

progress. Many find such life less than satisfactory; few are able to

do anything about it.

S o l u t i o n :  C o m m u n i s mS o l u t i o n :  C o m m u n i s mS o l u t i o n :  C o m m u n i s mS o l u t i o n :  C o m m u n i s mS o l u t i o n :  C o m m u n i s m

Marx bel ieved that  a l ienat ion would only  d isappear  in

communist society, where private ownership is eliminated. Only

then will division of labor no longer be coercive. People can fully

develop their potentialities through labor as they wish. Where the

means of  product ion is  publ ic ly  owned,  no one has to  be a

commodity of  anyone. There would be no compet i t ion in the

communist society; people could then enjoy the basis for a truer

and higher level of social unity - a unity founded on their shared

humanity and not on either coercion or exploitation. In short, people

could achieve self-realization through cooperative production, and

resume their species nature.

I s  C o m m u n i s m  t h e  s t a t e  o f  u n a l i e n a t i o n ?I s  C o m m u n i s m  t h e  s t a t e  o f  u n a l i e n a t i o n ?I s  C o m m u n i s m  t h e  s t a t e  o f  u n a l i e n a t i o n ?I s  C o m m u n i s m  t h e  s t a t e  o f  u n a l i e n a t i o n ?I s  C o m m u n i s m  t h e  s t a t e  o f  u n a l i e n a t i o n ?

Marx’s theory of alienation begs several questions. For one

thing, shall our lives gear towards unalienated labor just because

a l iena ted  job  i s  unp leasan t?  Pr iva te  ownersh ip  may  have

contributed to alienation. But it appears to be an oversimplification

that alienation will automatically disappear when resources are

socialized.



Value and feasibility of unalienated labor

If alienation is detrimental, what then is the standard from

which man is alienated? Marx proposed that it is our nature as

species being. Yet, it is bizarre why our difference from other species

immediately constitute what is best or most important in a human

life. Whether or not other animals have the capacity for productive

labor as we do offer no insight on the value of that capacity in our

l ives. Even if achieving self-realization and developing human

potentialities are how we make our lives meaningful, it is unclear

why these are possible only through unalienated labor.3  All this

calls into question whether a society arranged towards unalienated

labor exclusively is desirable. Many other conceptions of the good

life are doomed to be suppressed in such society.

Marx blamed capital ist  div is ion of  labor for obstruct ing

productive activities in accordance with their will and consciousness.

Workers  are  a l ienated because they  do not  make p lans  o f

production, and then knowingly and deliberately carry them out.

However, this may easily contradict with sociality if what people

only produce whatever, whenever, and however one wishes, and

we have no clues how to draw the line.

Bureaucracy

One would naturally ask who wil l  actually determine and

allocate the use of publicly owned productive forces.  In the transition

to Communism, Marx designated the proletariat with this role,

although he did not say how decisions were to be made.

In  so do ing,  co l lect ive ownership  does not  guarantee

individuals their autonomy or a share of means of production. What

is more, proletariat dictatorship in socialism would sustain and

3. Ibid, p193



aggravate alienation. If decisions are to be made through direct

democracy, individual ideas may be turned down by the majority.

Alternatively, the state bureaucrats or technocrats can easily dictate

all decisions for administrative convenience, economic efficiency,

and justify them with its allegedly superior understanding of social

interest and expertise.

We cannot deny that some people are able to choose their

ideal jobs in capitalist society. One finally becomes a doctor or a

lawyer, for instance, after years of studying hard; it is fine for a

college graduate to be farmer, too. Institutions may frustrate them

from time to time, but they are nevertheless able to do what they

find meaningful.  Under communism, on the contrary, people’s

autonomy to identify and utilize their potentials is usurped by the

state.  Productive activity is as alienating as in capitalist society if

we are assigned jobs we do not enjoy and produce for the needs of

strangers instead of ourselves, according to the state’s and not

their plans. Labor is equally coercive if we are given food or other

necessit ies only if  we work according to the state’s directives.

Further, communism per se does not necessarily guarantee us ‘free

time’ to engage in act ivi ty we think can develop our personal

capacities. Imagine if the total production is unsatisfactory because

of the state’s policy failures, we may have to work around the clock

and still starve.

Given division of labor is inevitable, the state is merely

replacing bourgeoisies as the coercer, dictating everyone’s duties

and their reward.

Greed, egoism and avarice linger on

Greed and se l f i shness  are  de fec ts  o f  human nature .

Competition for resources and power will exist whether or not there

is  cap i ta l i sm,  a l though i t  may  be  the  case  tha t  cap i ta l i sm



encourages and intensifies it. But still, it is unconvincing that greed

will disappear after proletariat revolution and people will reunite

on their  road to communism. 4 In the absence of  market ,  the

social ized resources wi l l  be administered by the state. I f  the

politically determined wage is insufficient to fulfill one’s life projects,

people may acquire additional resources through power struggle,

rent-seeking activities and outright corruption, unconstrained by

liberal rights and morality which Marx was skeptical about. Social

arrangement as such is not conducive to, or even penalizes, the

accumulation of knowledge or expansion of capacities; compare

with capitalism, it clearly has more destructive effects on human

relationships. It is impossible we conclude that life in communist

society is unalienating.

Abundance of resources

Marx asserted that all i l ls of capitalism can be eradicated

through communist revolution. When the means of production are

no longer held by the bourgeoisie, every one will work joyfully to

their full capacity, technology and production will steadily advance

to eliminate scarcity.

This is far too optimistic. Natural resources important to our

surv ival  cannot  be produced by labor . 5 Marx ’s  contempt  for

capitalism may blind him from the fact that technological advance

has largely been a side-effect of capitalistic competition to cut cost

and for prof i ts.  Moreover,  the more sophist icated technology

becomes, the  more detailed and complicated would division of

labor be, it would be all the more important to have an authority to

conduct and bind the segments. People would only feel more

4. Nicholas Churchich, Marxism and Alienation, Associated University Press,
1990, p72
5. G.A. Cohen, If You are an Egalitarian, How Come You are So Rich?
Harvard University Press, 2000, p104



coerced  a t  work ing  in  the  inc reas ing ly  uncont ro l lab le  and

unintelligible production process. Alienation will be more serious

according to Marx’s logic - unless the new world Marx envisaged is

simply where automation will provide us with everything we need.

Only under  such c i rcumstances would there be no need for

competition, division of labor, or the institutionalized coercion that

makes it function. Paradoxically, with robots appropriating things

from the nature and help everyone attain sufficiency, there is little

place for social cooperation. Labor is pointless; we have to find

other avenues to self-development and fulfillment if we are to be

species-being.

F r o m  h u m a n i s m  t o  m a t e r i a l i s mF r o m  h u m a n i s m  t o  m a t e r i a l i s mF r o m  h u m a n i s m  t o  m a t e r i a l i s mF r o m  h u m a n i s m  t o  m a t e r i a l i s mF r o m  h u m a n i s m  t o  m a t e r i a l i s m

Communism as a proposed solution to alienation appears

unsatisfactory probably because our perception of alienation is

different from that of Marx. So far, Marx’s theory of alienation has

been interpreted and developed as though he was arguing for a

social arrangement under which people could associate; to learn,

to expand one¡¦s own potential and to actualize himself in the

activities, achievements and enjoyment of others. Yet it is uncertain

if Marx endorsed this philosophical or psychological construct of

al ienation. We may be impressed by reading the early Marx’s

human is t  c r i t i que  o f  a l iena t ion .  The  mature  Marx  became

materialist though, insisting that human potentialities could not be

something metaphysical. He lost his interest in both man’s essential

nature and self-alienation, thus moving from the psychological to

the sociological analysis of dehumanization and estrangement. His

preoccupat ion with the socioeconomic determinant of  human

history and his overemphasis on man’s material conditions shaping

this history make his conception of alienation narrow and its solution



unrealistic.6 At the end of the day, if Marx genuinely believes that

productive forces determine superstructure, how could he possibly

justify the standard he employed to condemn capitalism of causing

alienation?7

A l t e r n a t i v e sA l t e r n a t i v e sA l t e r n a t i v e sA l t e r n a t i v e sA l t e r n a t i v e s

The problem Marx criticized is real, albeit the proposal he

offered was problematic. How, then, should we resolve it?

Alienating exploitation

Recall  Marx’s analysis of al ienation, division of labor is

alienating particularly when the whole process is controlled by

capitalists. Here, Marx’s critique of alienation converged with that

of exploitation.  It is both exploiting and alienating for capitalists to

extract surplus value from the propertyless workers they hire into

various duties of the entire division of labor. Capitalists are able to

exploit workers because they privately own the means of production.

Short of bargaining power, workers are forced to spend all their

time and energy on unrewarding and unfulfilling jobs. Therefore,

to make division of labor unalienating, we have to remove the

exploitation involved by giving workers a fair share of profits or the

means of  product ion.  This  boi ls  down to what  share should

capitalists and workers get respectively, which clearly pertains to

distributive justice.

Nevertheless, Marx did not intend to deal with justice out of

both  pess imism and opt imism.  Under  scarc i ty ,  and pr iva te

6. Nicholas Churchich, Marxism and Alienation Associated University Press,
1990, p49; Oscar J Hammen, ‘A Note on the Alienation Motif ’, Polit ical
Theory, Vol 8 No. 2, (May, 1980), pp 226
7. C.E. Grimes, and Charlies E P Simons,  ‘A Reassessment of Alienation in
Karl Marx’, The Western Political Quarterly, Vol. 23, No. 2 (Jun., 1970), pp
269-273



ownership entails unequal distribution of resources between the

capitalists and the proletariats, distributive justice will just distract

us from removing class antagonism, which is the fundamental

source of exploitation. Meanwhile, he is optimistic that we can

achieve an abundance of resources in communist society, and there

is no need to make distributive decisions at all.  As a result, Marx’s

ideal society is meant to go beyond justice.8

Unfortunately, he cannot avoid the need to formulate a theory

of justice because what Rawls described as ‘circumstances of

justice’ are eternal.  Objectively, the condition of moderate scarcity

is likely to persist.  Subjectively, people have their own plans of life,

point ing to di f ferent  ends and purposes.  They have to make

conflicting claims on the natural and social resources available.

Unless there is abundance of resources and strong benevolence

between people and a non-pluralist society, we have to devise

certain principles of justice to regulate our interaction.9 Earlier

analysis has shown that a communist society cannot overcome

these circumstances of justice.

Rawls’s Principles of Justice

Before Marxists come up with their theory of justice, we might

have a tentative review on Rawls’s two principles of justice to see if

it can address the problem of alienation Marx depicted:

First Principle

Each person is to have an equal right to

the most extensive total system of equal basic

8. Will Kymlicka, Contemporary Political Philosophy: An Introduction. 2nd
edition (Oxford, 2002) pp 168-173
9. John Rawls, A Theory of Justice, Oxford University Press, 1999, pp.109-
110



l iberties compatible with a similar system of

liberty for all.

Second Principle

Social and economic inequalities are to be

arranged so that they are both:

(a) t o  t h e  g r e a t e s t  b e n e f i t  o f  t h e  l e a s t

advantaged, consistent with the just savings

principle, and

(b) attached to offices and positions open to

a l l  u n d e r  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  f a i r  e q u a l i t y   o f

opportunity 10.

Redistribution through Principle 2(a), the Difference Principle

ensures those with natural disadvantages a fair share of resources

to pursue their life projects.  Insofar as the scheme is not designed

to ensure everyone the means to self-actualization, it cannot resolve

alienation.  It may be that the bargaining power of capitalists will

be somewhat tamed in Rawls’s society. Yet this social arrangement

by no means removes capitalistic competition. Even though profits

are to be extracted by the state, capitalists continue to engage in

competition for profits and lower costs, hire workers based on their

preferences. Simply put, work remains alienating.

Where basic liberties in the first principle, the Principle of

Equal Liberty, refer to civil and political rights, it allows workers

some room for maneuvering. They can make use of the rights to

association, to demonstration, to strike, etc., to fight for workers’

interests. Recently the Chief Executive expressed determination to

push forward minimum wage and maximum working hours.  If he

was not paying l ip service, we could expect workers to have

10. Ibid, p 266



reasonable time and energy to pursue their conceptions of the good

life, albeit work has to be monotonous, and without having to make

painful compromises on their standard of living.

C o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o nC o n c l u s i o n

Few would not be impressed by the humanist Marx’s critique

of alienation, which continues to apply in the 21st century.  It is

misleading to argue that communism can el iminate al ienation

though.  As long as the working class is haunted by alienation, the

defects of communism should not dampen our passion to redress

it.  For the time being, we have little to count on except civil and

political rights, and of course our own actions.



5.5.5.5.5. Social meaning and criteria of justice

According to Michael Walzer, ‘if we understand what a good

is, what it means to those for whom it is a good, we understand

how, by whom, and for what reasons it ought to be distributed’ and

‘all distributions are just or unjust relative to the social meanings of

the goods at stake’.1

Perhaps, the most controversial and challenging claim to be

found in ‘Spheres of Justice’  is that ‘the meaning of each social

good determines its criterion of just distribution’2 . In Walzer’s view,

each social good has a social meaning which is shared among the

members  o f  tha t  par t i cu la r  soc ie ty  and  found  ou t  th rough

interpretation. Given the social meaning of a good, we can derive

the appropriate distributive principle without much difficulty.3 For

instance, in case of medical care, the distributive criterion is need.

whi le money and commodi t ies should be dist r ibuted by f ree

exchange in market. Education should be distributed according to

the principle of equality at the basic level and capacity to benefit at

a higher level.4

Actually, ‘Justice’ in ‘Spheres’ lies in two ideas.The first  one

is the idea of ‘complex equality’. It aims to oppose any dominance

or tyranny of a particular social good across different spheres. A

just society is the one that can maintain the separate spheres in

which each has its own criterion of distribution.5 The second idea is

1. Michael Walzer, ‘Spheres of Justice Blackwell’, 1983, p.9
2. David Miller, ‘Introduction’, in Pluralism, Justice, and Equality, edited b y
David Miller and Michael Walzer, (OUP, 1995), p.5
3. I derive this point of view from Professor Li Hon-Lam’s paper from Michael
Walzer.
4. David Miller, ‘Introduction;, in Pluralism, Justice, and Equality, p.5
5. Brian Barry, ‘Spherical Justice and Global Injustice’, in Pluralism, Justice,
and Equality,p.74



that the distribution of good should not violate its social meaning

attributed by members of the society. Then, it is worthwhile to ask

whether the relat ion between social meaning of good and the

criteria of justice is as straightforward and problem-free as Walzer

thought. If not, this will greatly weaken Walzer’s theory of justice

because we can argue that al though a just society would not

distribute social goods by using a single master principle (that

Walzer opposes), it does not necessarily follow that  the doctrine of

complex equality can do a better job.6

I will develop my argument as follows. First, I will start the

discussion with my doubtfulness whether social meanings of goods

could itself have the sufficient normative power to judge what is

just or unjust.7 Then, I shall show the problem of conflicting meaning

of one good. This raises the disputes about the distributive criteria

appropriate to particular social goods. Third, I move to the role of

moral considerations, which are not internal to a sphere and even

cut across spheres  in the distributive process. In this aspect, Walzer

seems to make some concession in taking moral considerations

into account in interpreting the meaning of social good. Finally, I

argue that  the meaning of  the good and i ts  cr i ter ion of  just

distribution are not really tightly interlocked and indissolubly linked

for all social goods.

Walzer is eager to advocate that the distribution of a social

good in accordance with its social meaning is a just distribution. At

a first glance, I have a strong doubt about whether ‘social meaning

of a good’ could have such powerful normative potency in judging

what is  justice.8 Walzer rarely explains why things go on like this.

6. Amy Gutmann, ‘Justice across the Spheres’, in Pluralism, Justice, and
Equality, p.9
7. I derive this point of view from Wong Fan’s Thesis (M.Phil.), ‘On Michael
Walzer's Theory of Distributive Justice’.
8. I derive this point of view from Wong Fan’s Thesis (M.Phil.), ‘On Michael
Walzer's theory of distributive justice’.



But what really concern us more is the source of the shared social

meanings of goods and the justif ication of this source, but not

whether the distr ibution of a good is consistent with i ts social

meaning. Walzer is unquestionably right in thinking that it would

be ludicrous and devoid of substance to talk about justice in a

society without having any kind of information about the significance

of different social goods.9 However, it is equally important to justify

the reasonableness of the social meaning of a good before getting

down to business because it will be harmful and improper to ground

distributive justice on the social meaning with a problematic source.

For example, the shared social meaning of good can be ruined by

those who have money or power to control the communication and

then spread or implant some evil doctrine to people like inequality

of status, racism or sexism.

Even though the  source o f  the  soc ia l  meaning is  not

problematic,the meaning itself can be multiple and conflicting. Then

this comes to Gutmann’s challenge that when we find that the good

has more than one social meaning, the meanings yield conflicting

distributive standards. Then, it is useless to solve the problem of

conflicting meaning of one good by deciding what that good really

means in a particular society. For instance, in case of ‘productive

employment in today USA’10 , on the one hand, jobs mean careers

open to talent. This meaning triggers a principle that distributes

jobs according to merit or qualification. On the other hand, jobs

also mean equal ci t izenship to Americans. Thus, i t  should be

distributed according to the principle of need. There may be no

conflicts under the condition of full employment. But when there is

a short fall of full employment, then which distributive principle

should be the most appropriate for the society to fol low? ‘As

9. Brian Barry, ‘Spherical Justice and Global Injustice’,p.71
10. Amy Gutmann, ‘Justice across the Spheres’, p.103



Gutmann points out, understood as careers, jobs consti tute a

distributive sphere separate from welfare. By the standards of

complex equality, it would be tyrannical to distribute jobs according

to need’.11 Thus, for Gutmann, moral consideration should be used

to solve the conf l ic t .  The above argument shows that  social

meanings of one good sometimes are multiple and the multiple

meanings often conflicts with each other. Thus it is difficult to realize

Walzer’s doctrine that each sphere is governed by distinct  criterion

derived from the social meaning of its good or set of goods.12

However, Walzer can responsed that he ‘never commits

himself dogmatically to the strong version of the claim that the

meaning of a good determines its proper distribution’.13 In his view,

distributive criteria only need to depend on shared understanding

of social good in the specific society. As long as the distribution

that follows one of those shared understandings does not interrupt

or subvert the good’s other distributive criteria, then the distribution

is not unjust. For example, parents can either send their children to

private school or hire private tutor for them14 even though the social

meaning of good is triggered with the distributive principle based

on pupils’ abilities. In case of medical care, though the distributive

criterion is need, the extra amount of medial care can be treated

as commodities and thus purchasable in market.15 These well-

known communal provided goods are allowable to sell in market

under the condit ion that they are adequately provided for al l

members.16

However, to what extent a shared understanding is the truly

11. Amy Gutmann, ‘Justice across the Spheres’, p.103
12. Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice, p.10
13. David Miller, ‘Introduction’,p.6
14. Ibid.
15. From Hon-Lam Li’s paper on Michael Walzer
16. Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice, p.90



shared understandings of a communtiy? Is it  just to follow those

shared understandings that are cultivated by the culture as well as

convention of a community? Walzer seems fall into the peril of

being compromise with conventionalism. However, according to

Ronald Dworkin, ‘justice is our critic not our mirror.’17  That means

we should not just trail behind the conventions to solve the conflicts

or controversies over the criteria of justice, we should adopt critical

att i tude towards the issues.Moreover, Walzer seems to be too

optimistic in solving conflicts of social meaning of the same goods.

He presupposes that given social meaning, we can derive the

appropriate distributive principle without much difficulty. Thus, he

s a y s ,  ‘ w h e n  m e a n i n g  a r e  d i s t i n c t ,  d i s t r i b u t i o n s  m u s t  b e

autonomous.’19 However, what I concern is on what ground can we

tackle d isputes about  the dist r ibut ive cr i ter ia appropr iate to

particular social goods. Some people may support one kind of

distribution, others favour another or perhaps all of us feel some

pull  in both directions, but not sure which one is r ight. At this

situation, David Miller suggests that we can appeal to the principle

of equal citizenship which is the pivotal role in Walzer’s account of

justice. However, the critical question is ‘whether equal citizenship

does not have implications within the spheres of justice as well as

between them.’20 That implies that the principle should extend

across the spheres.But if so, the moral considerations of equal

citizenship has influencing power in adjudicating the conflicting

meanings and in formulat ing the cr i ter ia of  just ice,  which is,

however, in conflict with the principle of complex equality.

Next, we are going to deal with the standards across spheres.

17. Ronald Dworkin,A Matter of Principle, (Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1986),
p.219
18. Ibid.
19. Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice Blackwell, 1983, p.10
20. David Miller, ‘Introduction’, p.20



According to Gutmann, many relevant moral considerations ‘cut

across spheres and gain moral force in the context of justice’21.

They are part of the public culture of our society, but they are not

derived from the meaning of any good; they are relevant to the

distribution, but they are not specific to any particular sphere and

‘has  a  mora l  l i fe  among spheres ’ . 22 The  idea  o f  ind iv idua l

responsibility is one of these considerations. Our common culture

believes that we should be answerable for our voluntary actions.

‘We do not blame other people for the consequences of those

actions, nor do we expect society to compensate us for the costs of

actions that we can avoid without sacrif icing something that is

necessary to living a good life’23. This implies that it appears to be

acceptable that it is not unjust to constrain access to medical care

by making it more costly to people who voluntarily take unnecessary

risks with their health.

Take medical care as an example. Suppose that medical

care resources are scarce. There are two patients who are dying of

l iver failure. One has tried his best to keep good health, but is

suffered from unlucky disease; the other is an alcoholic who has

been advised to prohibit drinking. If we now have to decide to save

one of them, we intuitionally think that medical treatment should

be distributed to the first patient because we believe that the second

patient should be responsible for his own reckless behavior.24

However, according to the principle of complex equality which

requires distributive criteria that mirrors the meaning of social

goods, it is unable to make decision because if the social meaning

of medical care is to enable us to live long, healthy lives,the medical

21. Amy Gutmann, ‘Justice across the Spheres’,p.111
22. Ibid.
23. Ibid, p.112
24. I cite this example from Professor Li Hon-Lam’s paper on Michael Walzer.



care should be distributed to individuals with  the  principle  of

need.25 However, in the above example, both patients are in need.

Then should be should we distribute the ‘social goods’ by need, by

money or by moral considerations in a just society? Obviously, the

answer  should be moral considerations. The implication is that

the socia l  meaning of  goods cannot  be the sole cr i ter ion to

determine distributive justice.

In reply to above challenges, Walzer replies that

‘personal responsibility plays a part in all

these distributive decisions, but their part is

m e d i a t e d ,  n o t  d i r e c t .  T h e y  s h a p e  o u r

understanding of particular goods; they do not

serve as general principles of distribution. They

are reiterated in each sphere, and so they might

be called ‘trans-sphere’ principles, but they are

not transcendent, standing over and above all

social goods’.26

He be l ieves  tha t  the  mora l  a rgument  on ly  happen in

reasonable except ions. 27 Dis t r ibut ive pr inc ip le  in  general  is

constituted by social meaning of goods, yet it is optional to put in

mora l  cons ide ra t i on .  Fo r  i ns tance ,  i n  case  o f  p roduc t i ve

employment ,  Walzer  th inks that  we should  compensate the

historical disadvantaged by satisfying their need for job despite of

their qualification. But this kind of distribution is an exception. We

still use meritocratic or qualifying procedures to distribute jobs in

general. 28

25. Amy Gutmann, ‘Justice across the Spheres’,p.111
26. Michael Walzer, ‘Response’, in Pluralism, Justice, and Equality, p.294
27. Ibid, p.283
28. Ibid.



Besides, he views that the influence of moral consideration

usually works not at time of distributing, but after it.29 For instance,

doctors will not refuse to treat patients who should be responsible

for their own diseases like smoking too much, or doing risky jobs;

here the moral  history does not matter when they appear  in

hospital.30 However, after the treatment, we can use some measures

to  avo id  i r respons ib i l i ty ,  fo r  example  pay h igher  insurance

premiums, putting a tax on cigarettes or wine etc.

Walzer seems to agree that the moral consideration as well

as ordinary morality do have influence in interpreting the distributive

justice. However, once this concession is established, Walzer’s

theory will face a great challenge that the moral consideration is

boundary - crossing and not internal to social meaning of good. It

does not fit in the theoretical framework of complex equality. Yet, it

really influences the way we think about distributing different goods.

This make the power of his theory become debilitated because

Walzer stresses that there are many different kinds of social goods

(and evil) and each has its own particular criterion of distribution

and ‘there is no underlying principle standing behind all  these

distributive criteria’.31  But i f  my argument is valid, the idea of

complex equality is in doubt.

Furthermore, according to Walzer, ‘ the meaning of each

social goods determines its criterion of just distribution.’32 This link

appears to be suitable only for ‘love, divine grace and recognition’

in  Walzer ’s  l is t ,  which would be se l f -defeat ing i f  they were

distributed other than by their proper principles.33 For example,

29. I derive this point of view from Wong Fan’s Thesis (M.Phil.), ‘On Michael
Walzer's theory of distributive justice’, p.59
30. Michael Walzer, ‘Response’,p.294
31. David Miller, ‘Introduction’, p.2
32. Ibid, p.5
33. Ibid.



love should be freely and voluntarily given, otherwise it is not the

true love. But this does not mean that if is true for all social goods.

Take food as an example. We commonly view it as basic need to

stay alive, but no one argue that it should be communally provided

and many societies have not drawn the conclusion that starvation

must be prevented by public provision.34 Thus, I share Brian Barry’s

view that ‘I do not see how the social recognition of something as a

need entails anything immediately about what justice requires.’35

Walzer’s response is that ‘Spheres’ is a metaphor and ‘there

isn’t one social good to each sphere, or one sphere for each good.

’36 This implies that ‘the relationship between the meaning of the

good and the distributive principle is not a conceptual one.’37 We

should not take Walzer’s claim in its strongest and most l i teral

sense. Rather, the real intention behind Walzer’s theory,is that the

social meaning of good is not intrinsic to the nature of the good,

but comes from social construction. Also, he notes that ‘some goods

are part ia l ly  provided, hence part ia l ly  insulated f rom market

control’38 . He enunciates the point with regard to food.

‘Consider the easy example of food, which

answers, as it were, to very different descriptions

(from which different distributions follow) in a

time of extreme scarcity and in time of plenty, or

at one and the same time for very poor people

and for affluent people. Hen soup kitchens and

food stamps on the one hand and the grocery

34. Brian Barry, ‘Spherical Justice and Global Injustice’, p.72
35. Ibid.
36. Michael Walzer, ‘Response’, in Pluralism, Justice, and Equality, p.282
37. David Miller, ‘Introduction’, in Pluralism, justice, and equality, edited by
DavidMiller and Michael Walzer, OUP, 1995, p.6
38. Michael Walzer, Spheres of Justice, p.102
39. Michael Walzer, ‘Response’, p.282



store on the other: need communally provided and

commodities available on the market. Defenders

of complex equality have no difficulty recognizing

both.’39

This intends to tell us that social good can be constructed in

different ways under different conditions, and derive different social

meaning with different distributive standards.

Nevertheless,even if the social meaning of some good has

been established, the just distribution is not immediately and strictly

fall out of it. In Walzer’s view, for example, the social meaning of

money is exchangeable for other goods. It should be confined to its

own sphere  ( i .e .  marke t )  and  no t  a l low to  in f luence  o ther

d is t r ibu t ions  wh ich  have  the i r  own independent  c r i te r ia  o f

distr ibut ions. However,  the problem is that  ‘Money is indeed

constituted by a social convention, but it is not a social convention

that automatically carries with it any particular understanding of

the criteria on the basis of which it should be distributed.’40 For

example,  when money is presented as pr ize,  the cr i ter ion of

allocation is possession of the praiseworthy; sometimes presented

as welfare, the criterion will be need.41 From this point of view,

m o n e y  s h o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a s  ‘ a  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e

commensurability of the meanings and values of other goods’.42

Then, it  is unacceptable to adopt Walzer’s analysis that social

meaning of goods determines i ts cr i ter ion of  just  distr ibut ion

because even the social meaning of money has established, it does

not uniquely determine what a just distribution is.

40. Brian Barry, ‘Spherical Justice and Global Injustice’, in Pluralism, Justice,
and Equality, p.69
41. I cite the example from Wong Fan’s Thesis (M.Phil.), ‘On Michael Walzer's
theory of distributive justice’, p.62
42. Jeremy Waldron, ‘Money and Complex Equality’, in Pluralism, Justice,
and Equality, p.147



To conclude, I share with as Walzer that social justice is

complex and ‘mutual respect and shared self-respect’ are needed

and appreciated in dealing with distributive justice because it may

be wrong for  us to cr i t ic ize others ’  d ist r ibut ion by using our

understandings of the social meanings of good that are different

from theirs. However, the problem is that though justice requires

us to know the social meanings of the goods to be distributed, this

does not means that social meanings of goods uniquely determine

what a just distributive criterion is.43 Besides, when we are searching

for different distributive principles for different societies, we are

likely at the peril of acquiescing in the prevailing ideology that may

be wrong, so there is an urgent need for Walzer to justify the source

of shared social meanings of goods and show us that once the

meaning has established, how just distribution will fall out of it.

Otherwise, his theory could hardly survive from implausibility.

43. Brian Barry, ‘Spherical Justice and Global Injustice’, p.71


