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Contemporary communitarians focus their critiques on liberal
individualism and posit as a counterpoise to the self-sufficiency and
priority of the liberal self their own conception of the self: the individ-
ual=-in-community. Selfhood, in their view, is inherently communal; one
cannot know or define oneself, or be an individual, except in and through
the community life in which each is raised.

This thesis presents, in contrast to the liberal and communitarian
conceptions, a third conception of the self built from developmental
psychology-~the self as compound individuality. Here the self is seen to
develop through a series of levels, each level a world unto itself, but
each also a part of a more inclusive whole. Both liberal individualism
and the communitarian conception that challenges it are, in the light of
the theory of compound individuality, seen to be half-right and half-wrong.
They gain coherence, and cogency, only when joined.

Joining the two is difficult. At the center of the difficulty, and
at the center of the liberal-communitarian debate, are competing notions
of autonomy and of relationships. Some communitarians see autonomy as
leading ineluctably to pernicious individualism. Liberals, on the other
hand, argue that individual autonomy must be protected from any communal
ends and relationships that might limit it.

The theory of compound individuality demonstrates that there is a
level of self at which relationships do not threaten autonomy, but, on the
contrary, help through autonomy to define the self, Autonomy, rather than
jeopardizing relationships by emphasizing self-sufficiency, as the commun-
itarians fear, here promotes a level of constitutive relationships.

This level of self beyond individualism might be engendered through
increased, though restructured, social and political participation.

But are the communitarians' concerns and their understanding of
community fully embraced at this level? If liberal societies were to move
beyond individualism, would those societies be any more communitarian and
any less liberal? Those societies, as argued in this thesis, would cer-
tainly be different from what communitarians envision and from liberal
polities today.
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INTRODUCTION

Government, James Madison wrote in Federalist 51, "is the greatest of
all reflections on human nature"; and if we know what human nature is, then
we can, as Edmund Burke suggested, adjust politics to it. But political
philosophers, no less than other kinds of philosophers, have held, for con-
venience, on principle, and fortuitously, various and conflicting conceptions
of human nature.

Current in political theory is a debate between philosophers holding
such conflicting conceptions: liberals and communitarians. At issue is
the image of human nature upon which liberalism is built. This image of,
variously, the person, the individual, the agent, or the self, is from
the communitarian perspective faulty and dysfunctional. Humans are here
conceived as monads protected by individual rights, with self-selected ends
and interests, whose relationships and group memberships are entered vol-
untarily for the purpose of attaining these ends and advancing these in-
terests, and whose standards for choice and judgement are rational and
abstract and lie within. Each individual is therefore responsible both for
what he does to others and for the life he creates. The generic term for
all such descriptions, by liberals and communitarians alike, is

"individualism."



This thesis will examine in some detail the communitarians' critique of
liberal individualism and their challenge to it. As we shall see, commun-
itarians have their own conception of human nature and their own problems
with it. Chapter 1 focuses on the critiques of three prominent communi-
tarians: Charles Taylor, Alasdair MacIntyre, and Michael Sandel. Their
arguments against liberalism are discussed in conjunction with their very
different conception of human nature or self. This chapter is therefore
largely exegetical.

But the communitarian conception as proposed by each theorist is, as
mentioned, also in need of critique. There are two ways to proceed. The
first is to analyze the conceptions by examining their internal logic and
consistency. This is done in a limited way for each theorist in Chapter 1.
The second way is to propose an alternative conception of human nature.
Such an alternative constitutes Chapter 2. Drawing on the empirical re-
search of developmental psychology, I propose a theory of compound in-
dividuality. Here the self is seen to transform through various levels of
development, each level a world of interaction between innate structures
and historical or existential circumstance. Though each level is a world
unto itself, it is also a part of a hierarchy of levels, the later more
inclusive than their predecessors. The individual is a compound of all
these levels in self-development.

The theory of compound individuality also shows that the liberal and
communitarian positions are half-truths, each masquerading as the whole
truth. In proper perspective these positions have significant
contributions to make. Using developmental psychology to generate this
proper perspective and to analyze individualism and the communitarian

opposite, I do what Steve Smith claimed is rarely done in applying theories



of human nature to politics; namely, justifying a theory of human nature
"by reference to empirical criteria" (Forbes and Smith, 1983, p. 2).

At the level at which individuality can be said to unfold, the level
of self-development characterized by autonomy, the person can be a compound
in a different sense. Personal identity can be constituted by social
relationships, What makes this realization less than straightforward is
that the autonomy that undergirds this compound individuality can also
lead to the illusion of self-sufficiency characteristic of individualism.
To understand how autonomy can function in both ways, to make clear the
differences between individualism and compound individuality, and to show
how the latter is a level of selfhood beyond the former are the purposes
of Chapter 3.

Having identified a level of self beyond individualism, I then ex-
amine in Chapter 4 how liberal societies might move toward it. The key to
doing so is to structure into participatory procedures the principles of
contextualist thinking, another appropriation from developmental psychology,
characteristic of the compound individual. The essence of this participa-
tion must be dialogue: not only the probing of positions to air and
scrutinize the arguments behind them, but also the taking up of positions
of others to explain and understand them and to create on each issue a pool
of perspectives from which to draw a common decision or a compound common
good. Such vague notions will be clarified as the reader proceeds.

If participation of this sort can promote growth beyond individualism
to a level of self constituted, as will be discussed, by both autonomy and
relationships, can it also produce the kind of constitutive community
that communitarians see as fundamental to meaningful life and personal

identity, and also see as absent from liberalism? Does the theory of com-



pound individuality and its attendant participatory procedures reconcile
liberalism's emphasis on autonomy with communitarianism's emphasis on
constitutive community? This, as well as an examination of what communi-
tarians mean and ought to mean by "community," comprises Chapter 5.

Finally, in the Conclusion the ground we have covered and implications
for future travel are reviewed, though without benefit of provocative
suggestions that go beyond what appears in the text. The text suggests that
insofar as liberals lean on and trumpet individualism, communitarians offer
a strong critique. But communitarians are wrong to suggest that the only
corrective to individualism is a return to some form of constitutive com-
munity. Liberals would then seem fortified in their position that autonomous
persons can and must be separate reflectively from their communities. Yet
they are wrong to suggest that autonomous individuality precedes society or
that autonomy must take the form of self-sufficiency. In short, the theory
of compound individuality does not leave us with a choice between a Kantian
deontological self and an Aristotelian teleological self. Instead, it
shows those views each to be partial and only coherent when joined.

In addition to clarifying elements in the liberal-communitarian
debate, this study introduces to the reader a body of psychological litera-
ture heretofore little explored in political theory. If theories or phil-
osophies about human nature and about politics are interactive, then
theories of psychology are interactive, or should be, with political
theory.

The theory of compound individuality, which permits us, to paraphrase
Rousseau, to distinguish between the variety of human nature and the
essentials of it, may lead to changes in how we think about and structure--

and thus how we govern--society. To move on a broad scale toward a level



of self beyond individualism; to move, that is, toward compound individu-
ality, would require changes in social institutions. For such changes

liberals and communitarians, having been straightened out on the nature of

individualism, would undoubtedly plead.



CHAPTER 1

THE DISPOSITION OF THE SELF

Communitarian critiques first began during the Renaissance, when
individuality became a virtue. Since that time communitarians have
lamented the collapse of community, those bonds of fellowship and
solidarity that come from intimately sharing a way of life that both ex-
presses and reinforces a common understanding or world view. Yet today's
communitarians differ from their predecessors, even those as recent as the
1950's.l Then communitarians attacked modernity; today they attack
liberalism. They do so for good reason: The contemporary critics may rec-
ognize the benefits of modernity--e.g., greater longevity, reduced poverty,
etc.~-but they decry the liberal systems that spawn them. Those systems,
they argue, are built upon a dangerous illusion: a conception of the self
that has either faulty foundations or no foundations at all.

Communitarians see this modern liberal conception as fundamentally
different from the conceptions of self of traditional societies. Originally
the linchpin of seventeenth-century English political theory, the liberal
conception centers around the assumption that every man is the sole propri-
etor of his own person and capacities and as such owes nothing to society
for them. Such individualism was asserted to provide the justification for
fundamental civil liberties, which were conceived as an individual's
private property. Communitarians think this individualism the core of

modern liberalism.2



The leitmotif of the communitarians is that individualism fragments
and destroys deep, meaningful relationships by conceiving of men as
socially independent atoms without obligations to society or to others,
except where such obligations suit them. Relationships and community ties
are thus voluntary, if not contractual.

The communitarians unite around the opposite view: An individual's
life cannot be defined or understood either prior to or apart from a defin-
ition of the community life each person is born into and whose rules and
descriptions he lives by and shares with others. Thus the moral interests
of individuals cannot be reduced to individual interests, but must be de-
duced from communal interests. These communal interests can be critiqued,
but only from within. Each community is therefore sovereign in how it
generates its interests and world view.

Consequently, the communitarians and the liberal individualists they
criticize manifest profound differences over issues such as the nature of
selfhood, the place of community in developing identity, and the meaning
and significance of freedom and social obligation. At issue here are not
merely two theories of selfhood, but, as Alasdair MacIntrye intimated, the
specifications of two almost entirely different ways of life angga
Virtue, p. 118). Thus, "it is not surprising," writes Charles Taylor,
"that the two sides talk past each other" ("Atomism," 1985b, p. 209).

To understand more thoroughly why this is so and to understand how a
reconciliation of the two sides might be attempted, we shall examine the
theories of the self of three prominent communitarians: Charles Taylor,

Alasdair MacIntyre, and Michael Sandel.



CHARLES TAYLOR: THE DISENGAGED SELF VERSUS THE STRONG EVALUATOR

Recently the two sides were at least able to talk to each other,
Charles Taylor and Ernest Gellner represented the two sides in a conversa-
tion on the costs of modernity broadcast by the BBC.3 Gellner offered

this summary of the two divisive positions:

There are two kinds of self. They are the pre-modern self,
which is part of the cosmos, where the environment--social
and natural--makes a kind of meaningful whole. This whole
is described and articulated in the same terms [used] to
describe the self, so that life is part of a continuum,..
Then there is the modern self, which is not part of the
cosmos but of what [Taylor] calls nature, where nature is
an impersonal, orderly system in no way designed on the
same principles as man himself...in no way underwriting
his aims and his values. Now the difference in our
attitudes--Taylor's and mine-~-lies not in this descrip-
tion. It is that I think this modern, rather lonely, not
underwritten, unlegitimated, isolated self is an
inescapable price of the cognitive advances by which

we live,

Taylor responded to this summary by acknowledging both its general accuracy

and the nature of the disagreement between the two theorists. He then
amplified his own position: "...[W]hile I agree that we cannot look backward
to cosmological views [of the sixteenth century] I think there is a profound
truth underlying that view, that the hunger [to belong to a larger cosmic
order] is not all wrong. That is, that in order to understand ourselves
we have to see ourselves as part of a larger order...to understand ourselves
expressively requires that we acknowledge that...."

Especially interesting in this exchange, beyond the succinct
summation of the two antithetical positions, is not the disagreement but
the agreement between the two. Taylor and Gellner agree that these descrip-

tions capture the essential features of the two conceptions of the self; both



agree that the modern self has eclipsed the pre-modern self; and both agree

that this modern self is unappealing.4 qne pasis of the disagreement

rests, then, on Taylor's assertion that something like the pre-modern view

is vital to our self-understanding. Aspects of the pre-modern self need to
be restored, for although modern man lives as though he does not need such
a self, he cannot live well without it.

Simply put, Taylor's position is that because selfhood is ineluctably
a social product, people must form their identities around a commitment to
community, to the social matrix that gives rise to individuality. If
people do not base identity and understanding on that foundation, then some
force will provide such a foundation for them, which is evident today in
the forces of religious fundamentalism and blind nationalism. People can-
not do without community, whether reflective or imposed.5

Indeed, the story of the development of the modern self, according to
Taylor, is the story of the distancing of the person from the community.

It occurred in three phases (1985c). In the first phase the person is con-
ceived of as "an interlocutor" who converses with others in the community

in some "special" or public space. The standards and ends of the community,
to which all accede, are derived from these conversations. The person comes
to know himself, the kind of person he is, only in the conversations of his
culture.

In the second phase a person still knows himself in conversation and
according to standards that exist outside himself and in the social order.
Now, however, the public space is not necessarily localized. The quintes-
sential example of this is early Christianity in which the conversations
about the ecclesiastical and celestial order that generated the social

standards could be dispersed and yet thought to be ecumenical,



The final phase, characteristic of modern individualism, is the
"interiorization of personhood" (_]lig, pe 277) and the conception of
the person as a monad. Here one's standards are not founded, as in
traditional societies, on social hierarchy or cosmology, but are now situa-
ted within man himself. That interiorization results from regarding the
capacities that once flowed out of social intercourse as inherent in man's
own nature. Taylor refers to this modern man as the "disengaged" self, the
self-defining atomist able to objectify the world and to determine his own
purposes or find them in his own desires. Human ends and the standards to
judge them by are seen as "set by nature, discoverable by objective scrutiny,
or else as autonomously chosen" (Vol. I, p. 113). No longer able to situate
himself in a greater whole, modern man now justifies society in utilitarian
terms. Relationships and society in general are mechanisms valuable only
as instruments in the quest for personal fulfillment. The person is
"metaphysically independent of society" (Vol. II, p. 83).

Such a view of the person, says Taylor, has a twofold effect. First,
it deprives the person of the capacity for deep self-understanding. One
can only come to know himself "against a [communal] background, fitting
into this [larger] whole. I must acknowledge my belonging before I can
understand myself" (Vol. II, p. 257). This sense of belonging is precisely
what liberal society fails to provide. A society built on the theory of
the disengaged self and personal self-sufficiency leaves its members "in
confusion, self-delusion, in the dark" (Zggg). Second, hidden from view
in a liberal interpretation of the person is the essential fact that those
capacities that make one a human being can be developed only within society,
only, as Aristotle observed, through social and political intercourse.

Man is constituted by the language and culture of his community. Without

10



social conversation the person loses the very capacities that make him
a person.

In Taylor's view, to be a person one must first be an agent. An agent
"is a being with consciousness, where consciousness is seen as a power to
frame representations of things." Agents also have "the wherewithal to
reply when addressed, because they respond out of their own representation
of the world and their situation" (Vol. I, p. 98). Yet these qualities do not
constitute personhood. Responding and having an original point of view
are something all agents can do. Animals, says Taylor, have individual
purposes and points of view. To be a person "requires some kind of reflexive
awareness of the standards one is living by (or failing to live by)"
(‘_I_IL'L_d_, p. 103). So a person is an agent "who has a sense of self, of
his/her own life, who can evaluate it, and make choices about it. This is
the basis of the respect we owe persons" Qggggh

To diminish someone's capacity to understand himself, to interfere
with his evaluation and choice, is to deny the injunction to respect him as
a person. But surely the modern liberal does not deny that injunction.
Indeed, evaluation and choice of one's own life plans, to say nothing of

non-interference, are principal parts of liberal individualism. For Taylor,

however, that kind of understanding does not go far enough; it is not the
sort of choice and evaluation Taylor has in mind. "The essence of evalu-
ation no longer consists in assessment in the light of fixed goals, but
also and even more in the sensitivity to certain standards, those involved
in the peculiarly human goals" that exist outside the individual. "The
sense of self is the sense of where one stands in relation to these stan-
dards" (Ibid, p. 105). This evaluation the liberal, with his standards

self-generated, cannot perform.
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The liberal can evaluate and act on those evaluations, but his reflec-
tion lacks "depth" (1976, p. 287). He can choose the best means to his ends--
e.g., which kind of career will bring him the most money--but cannot evaluate
the nature of the ends themselves or the relation of those ends to the kind
of person he is. With all standards private and within, this self is with-
out any method of evaluating his ends other than identifying what he prefers
and how he can attain that. Thus while both the pre-modern and modern
selves are capable of evaluation, the disengaged self can be only "a simple
weigher of alternatives," a utilitarian or weak evaluator for whom problems,
desires, and preferences are seen only in terms of the quality of satisfac-
tion derived from a choice.

A strong evaluator, on the other hand, utilizes a "vocabulary of
worth”; that is, one evaluates desires in terms of their being nobler,
higher, better, etc. than others according to a standard provided by an
overall way of life or world view. When one asks, "Who am I?" one finds
that at the center of identity are "certain strong evaluations" inherent
in oneself (22191 p. 34). These are qualities or ends that one values
or that one believes must be valued "since they are so integrally a part of
[him] that to disvalue them would be to reject" oneself (2§22)°
Stripped of these the person would not simply be plunged into psychic chaos,
into the gloom of identity crisis, but would "lose the very possibility of
being an agent who evaluates" (Idem). While still an agent, this self
is no longer a person, for personhood hinges on "the ability to adhere to
certain evaluations.” That ability is "impossible outside the horizon of

these essential evaluations" (Ibid, p. 35). When the ability is lost,

we do not lose only our personal identities. We lose our identity as persons.
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Thus strong evaluations are essential not simply as contents of iden-
tity, but also as a framework, an "indispensable horizon or foundation out
of which we reflect and evaluate as persons" (m). Without that
framework I do not know who I am. I cannot know who I am. The disen-
gaged self of liberalism, with no horizon of evaluation, is thus without
both identity and boundary. That self is really no self, but "is a kind of
extensionless point, a pure leap into the void." Such a self is "another
avatar of that recurrent figure which our civilization aspires to realize,
the disembodied ego, the subject who can objectify all being, including his
own, and choose in radical freedom" (Idem). The result of such a view,
says Taylor, is dual alienation. We alienate ourselves from society by de-
fining ourselves independent of and without obligations to it, and in that
definition we deprive ourselves of the capacity to know or interpret our-
selves in our richest sense.

Taylor calls the attempts to determine what is really important in
one's life "interpretations." The human animal "not only finds himself
impelled from time to time to interpret himself and his goals, but [also
finds] that he is always already in some interpretation" (ltli-i' P. 75).

We are self-interpreting beings within a horizon of evaluations. As such,
we are constantly open to new insights about who we are. "[W]ithin the
limits of my capacity to change myself by fresh insight...I am responsible
in the full direct 'modern' sense for my evaluations" (&eln_). The limits
of that capacity, and thus of one's identity, are set by language and com-
mon discourse, the conversations of one's culture (1985c, p. 276).

While "in principle no formulations [of basic evaluations] are
considered unrevisable" (Vol. I, p. 40), there is no metalanguage available

by which a cultural conversation might accommodate every possible evaluation.
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Indeed, "it is hard to deny that we have great difficulty grasping defini-
tions whose terms structure the world in ways which are utterly different
from and incompatible with our own" (Vol. II, p. 54). What is found to be
significant will vary from culture to culture, for significances are asso-
ciated with the language and the ways of life surrounding them. "There is
something irredeemably opaque about any range of significances for those
who do not share them" (1985c, p. 269). The disengaged self who is
without communal standards is without a hierarchy of significances for
making strong evaluative judgements and is thus without any means for either
grounding or knowing himself. The "conversation of a community...provides
the language by which we draw our background distinctions...The self-inter-
pretations which define [a person] are drawn from the interchange which the
community carries on" (Vol. I, p. 8). The disengaged self might partici-
pate in what he calls a community or association, but with standards inside
each self, such groups are at best aggregations of similar individuals pur-
suing their own interests, though in concert. Without strong community the
modern self is therefore without foundation or constitution.

But if in principle no formulation of basic evaluations is unrevisable,
then the boundaries of the communal conversation would seem to be elastic
to the point of collapse. One can "transcend the bounds of a particular
language and conceptual structure; either by invention of new concepts, or
by learning a new language, either a new language or a new terminology"
(Ibid, p. 152). Thus one can also transcend the evaluations and stan-
dards, since they "are shaped by the language in which they are disclosed.”
(1985¢c, p. 276). Indeed, the potential for transcendence is built into
linguistic capacity: "[I]t is our language...through which things become

objects of disengaged awareness" (Ibid, p. 152). Disengagement enables
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one to step back reflectively and examine things in a new light. Yet if
individuals can invent new concepts, those originating within the person,
then how is the position of the strong evaluator any more grounded than
that of the disengaged self? If "language is a Qay of stepping out of our
situation" (Ibid, p. 159), then how is that disengagement any different
from that of the modern liberal self?

It is different, says Taylor, because although one can step back, one
cannot step outside all positions or evaluations into pure critique, into
an abstract awareness without attribute, into a positionless position.
There is still a danger that reflectivity can leave the individual without
"the structures of a fixed pattern" (Vol. II, p. 261), and so self-
reflectivity, or autonomy, must be exercised within a horizon of evaluations.
While the strong evaluator can reflect, he can know himself and secure
identity only within such a horizon.

Taylor wants, then, to combine autonomy and community. He seeks
thereby to regain for modern man the sense of rootedness and the fact of
social constitution that were lost in the transition from pre-modern to
modern society. But he also wants to retain the modern ability to transcend
the communal view by reflecting on "any quite innovative set of categories
in which to see [his] predicament" that might cause "a gestalt shift in
[his] view of the situation" (Vol. I, p. 40). At the very least man needs
such autonomy lest he become trapped in the absolutist, exclusivist world
views reminiscent of the cosmological phase of self-development and that

today characterize the world views of religious fundamentalism and fanatic

nationalism,

Therefore, to escape the rigidity of boundaries emblematic of the

cosmological orders and to avoid the absurdities of unconditional disengage-
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ment, the modern self must somehow touch down in the middle phase, still an
interlocutor but able to transcend the conversation. This, however, creates
a problem for Taylor's position. Is someone who reflects only within the
horizon--within, that is, the boundaries already established by the communal
conversation--really exercising autonomy? And if autonomy is to be exer-
cised, as Taylor suggests, such that individuals can invent innovative sets
of categories that take them beyond the given horizon of evaluations, then
the boundaries of the community can remain established and stable only if
autonomy does not disrupt the pattern fixed by the horizon of evaluations, ®
Then individuals can invent such sets only for themselves; they cannot

bring them into the conversation in an attempt to expand the horizon or
boundaries. Any such different views could not be accommodated, for they
are or must remain "irredeemably opaque."

Thus even in this phase combining autonomy and community appears to
result in unappealing consequences: The only way to strengthen and stabilize
the community would be to make the boundaries inflexible. The price for
individual autonomy in that circumstance is the possibility of being caught
between boundaries--beyond the horizon, not fully disengaged, of course,
but also not at home. The only option then is for transcenders to leave
the community. Such a consequence is avoided only if autonomy is limited
to the community's horizon of evaluations. But, as we asked before, is
this really autonomy?

As we shall see, the same issues arise in the theories of Alasdair
MacIntyre and Michael Sandel. 1Indeed, the desire to combine community and
individual autonomy is the fundamental difficulty at the base of most com-

munitarian critiques.
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ALASDAIR MACINTYRE: INDIVIDUALISM VERSUS NARRATIVE UNITY

Like Charles Taylor, Alasdair MacIntyre also sees three phases in the
history of the self, and, likewise, the history is characterized by the in-
creasing distance between self and community. During the first phase, that
of the "Homeric" or ‘'heroic" society, membership in a variety of social
groups established individual identity. One was known "as a member of this
family, this household, this clan, this tribe, this city, this nation, this

not voluntarily entered into or chosen. The relationships and roles of
each person were fixed by the circumstances into which each was born, for
the stratification of society mirrored the stratification of nature, which
mirrored the stratification of the cosmos. The fact that a man was a

role rather than held a role gave each person an identity secured in a place
sanctioned not only by the society but also by the cosmos. To attempt to
withdraw from one's given roles would be "an enterprise of trying to make
himself disappear" (p. 126).

Within these prescribed statuses every man had a telos, an innate
function or purpose, which was to fulfil his social roles. Just as roles
placed and defined one's life in the cosmic scheme, so the fulfillment of
duties and responsibilities associated with those roles determined the
worth of one's life. How well one fulfilled his roles was not a matter of
individual judgement; the criteria of role performance came with the role,
not with the man.

In this teleology, says MaclIntyre, evaluative claims were factual

claims. To call a man "good" was to make a provable statement about his
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character, for he was good according to how he performed in his roles; good,
that is, according to the objective impersonal criteria attached to each
role (p. 84). Yet, MacIntyre claims, a change occurred in this teleology
in fifth-century Athens. A new self emerged, one also established in social
roles and a moral objective order outside the self, but one that could now
call the self into question.

The distinction between the Homeric or heroic self and this Athenian
or Aristotelian self rested, then, on the distance between the self and its
social roles. No longer was the self nothing but the social roles it had
inherited. Now "the self, as distinct from its roles, [had] a history and
a social history...intelligible as the end product of a long and complex
set of developments" (p. 31). The Aristotelian self still had a telos--

to move toward and achieve eudaimonia, a whole life lived well. The

means for achieving this telos were the virtues, which also served to
define, in part, a life lived well. Men had a set of roles to fulfil in
accordance with the telos, but where the Homeric self was embedded in

its roles, the Aristotelian self was embedded in the pursuit of the good.
While in the Homeric society the cosmic order dictated the place of each
person in a hierarchy of social roles, in the Athenian society it dictated
the place of each virtue. Thus the pursuit of the good provided choices
among the roles within the boundaries of the hierarchy of virtues. The
ordering of roles was now open to choice and question. The virtues

inherent in each role were not.

Some persons possessed the requisite virtues innately; others had to
come by them through systematic training. Nevertheless, all persons bene-
fited from education--training in the virtues--to assure control of their

appetites and emotions. "To act virtuously...is to act from inclination
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formed by the cultivation of the virtues" (p. 149). But the virtues and

one's roles could come into conflict as one moved toward eudaimonia.

For example, the polis might demand that the citizen be a warrior will-

ing to die for the community, while the family demanded the continued pres-
ence of a husband and father to produce male heirs and to rule the household.
Aristotle attempted to resolve such tensions by arranging in a hierarchy
relationships as well as virtues. But, MaclIntyre points out, Sophocles's
Antigone is evidence of the people's recognition of the possible agony

in choices available among roles. Both Kreon and Antigone had real, and

tragic, choices within a range of available and conceptually enclosed social
roles. For the ancient Athenians the self was truly revealed in the
conflict of one's roles.

What was not in conflict for the Athenian or, says MaclIntyre, for the
man of the Middle Ages, was the framework in which role conflict arose.
The community was constituted and enclosed by the shared project of achiev-
ing the common good: "...[W]hat is good for me has to be good for {[any]one
who inhabits these roles" (p. 205). The virtues, as both means to the good
and part of the definition of it, were therefore local yet universal. The
specific roles and rules were sanctioned by each community; yet once sanc-
tioned, anyone living in or according to them would fulfil them in the same
way. Such a life was in harmony with the cosmos, mirroring the natural and
celestial orders. But the advent of choice and conflict among roles sig-
nified a crack in the mirror, some loss of the moral coherence found in
Homeric society (p. 135).

The mirror was shattered with the outright rejection of teleology.

Moral coherence was lost altogether when science mechanized the universe

and stripped both it and nature of purpose. Man, too, lost his telos,
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as purpose or ends became something chosen rather than inherited. Thus
begins the third or "modern" phase of the self, the era of individualism

(p. 195). Having lost teleology, the "big picture" that provided coherence
to social and philosophical systems, modern man today has nothing but frag-
ments of such systems that cannot in themselves provide meaningful direction.
Free to choose from a limitless supply of purposes and values and attach-
ments, modern man "is unconstrained by any social bonds. His own ends...

are for him the only criteria of action,"8

But what is the criterion for the choice of ends? Without a teleo-
logical perspective that orders society, nature, and the universe man has
none save a recognition of his own preferences:

Everything may be criticized from whatever standpoint the

self has adopted, including the self's choice of standpoint

to adopt. It is in this capacity of the self to evade any
necessary identification with any particular contingent state

of affairs that some modern philosophers...have seen the es-
sence of moral agency. To be a moral agent is, on this view,
precisely to be able to stand back from any and every situa-
tion in which one is involved, from any and every character-
istic that one may possess, and to pass judgment on it from
a purely universal and abstract point of view that is totally
detached from all social particularity....(pp. 31-32)
Such a description is that of Taylor's disengaged self. Having disengaged

or distanced itself from all roles and ends, the self is now able to choose

those for itself. Yet the self separate from all particularity ceases to

be a self at all. The modern self can take on any role, pursue any interest,
adopt any purpose '"because it is in and for itself nothing" (Idem).

There is no way to define the self except as disengaged choice, a set of
perpetually open possibilities. Yet even this is empty, for at bottom the
choices of the self are criterionless, without principle, value, boundaries,

or standards. Choices are merely arbitrary reactions to preferences or
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emotions. They are, in short, barely choices at all.

The move into modernity has deprived man of the conception of a
completed and fulfilled--a whole--human life (p. 34). Such a life was
predicated upon a necessary social identity bounded by a telos shared
in community. The roles played within that boundary defined the self and
placed one "at a certain point on a journey with set goals; to move through
life is to make progress--or fail to make progress--toward a given end"
ngggh. But rationalists of the Enlightenment saw as "progress" the
release of man from such ecclesiastical and aristocratic communities. To
achieve a new social order based on that progress, to liberate men from the
parochialism and xenophobic myopia of the way of life centered around ties
to kin, church, and village, required breaking allegiances to caste, clan,
and community. So released, men were free to secure membership in the new
modes of authority and responsibility. Yet, says Maclntyre, men were un-
able to do so, for these new modes and the subsequent new roles lacked any
grounding. Adrift in a sea of competition and commercialism, unable to
anchor their aims to anything but desires, men were lost, not free.

MacIntyre argues that persons need social relationships for identity.
These are not appendages that outlive their purpose, only to be excised.
They are the very conditions for securing personality, social cohesion, and
moral coherence. The story of one's life is always embedded in the story
of those communities from which one derives identity. What modern man, and
modern society, needs to do is reinstate the teleological structure that
unites the moral fragments that modern man can neither understand nor piece
together. Coherence reposes on a concept of telos that constitutes the
good of a whole human life, conceived as a unity. Such a unity is not

simply individual, but is and must be seen as communal,
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The problem, says MacIntyre, is that the foundations of the Homeric
and Aristotelian teleologies are no longer plausible. The former involved
Greek mythology; the latter, Aristotelian metaphysical biology. What needs
to be accomplished, therefore, is to restore the ideas of Aristotelian
teleology and virtues, but divest them of the metaphysical biology (p. 196).

This MacIntyre attempts to do by introducing to the modern age a
social teleology, the idea of the narrative unity. This is not simply the
unity of an individual's life from birth to death. It is the recognition
that the history of one's life cannot be told apart from that of the
community's., These two histories must be, and are, unified. Therein lies
the narrative unity. I am both "the subject of a history that is my
own," and I am constituted by a network of similar, interlocking narra-
tives. I am not, therefore, detachable from my social and historical roles
and statuses (p. 221), for without them I could have no standards or ends
outside myself, I would then be condemned to the solipsism of the modern
individualist. The standards, values, and ends are those internal to the
roles and practices of the community. The story of the self, consequently,
must be one of the search for identity "in and through membership in com-
munities such as those of the family, the neighborhood, the city and the
tribe" (Idem).

MacIntyre's position comes to this: Modern liberal societies have too
many disparate and competing moral theories, largely because societies have
lost the teleological nucleus that unifies and limits these competing frag-
ments. The variety spawns conflict, not consensus. Without shared moral
principles or vision, life lacks unity, security, and meaning. A teleo-
logical hierarchy of virtues can guide social and political 1life and pro-

vide moral consensus. If we do not accept such a structure, then, claims
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MacIntyre, echoing Charles Taylor's view, we shall be forced to accept "a
set of institutional arrangements for imposing a bureaucratized unity on
society which lacks genuine moral consensus" (p. 254).

Yet it is not clear that the virtues independent of Aristotelian
cosmology can be hierarchically arranged, even within a community, so as to
generate unity and consensus. The problem seems to be that such virtues,
standards, and statuses would only provide security and solidarity if they
were rigidly imposed, so that in knowing his role a man "knows also what he
owes and what is owed him by the occupant of every other role and status"
(p. 122). Yet in the local communities MacIntyre prescribes (p. 263) social
roles would then eclipse individuality, as they did in the Middle Ages.
Persons would become interchangeable and secondary. It would not be selves
but roles that characterized such communities.? 71t is easy to see how
the individual could then be submerged for the sake of the whole, for the
sake of the well-being of society. If an individual becomes secondary to
the common good, then his interests can easily be sacrificed at the altar
of that good.

Is this offset by MacIntrye's inclusion within narrative unity of
autonomy; that is, that roles can be questioned? The model he espouses is
Athenian autonomy, perhaps epitomized by Socrates who challenged the
Athenian laws and standards but in the end, in recognition of the social
context that bound, defined, and gave meaning to his life, accepted death
rather than escape. Through such autonomy the person escapes emotivism and
can question his life by having some criterion outside himself by which to
decide among possible choices.

To establish that criterion or framework, a standard is necessary

"which the individual is not free to accept or reject as he wills or chooses"
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(Ethics, p. 88). Now that cosmology and metaphysical biology are no
longer plausible, the source of that standard is sociological: It is set
by the community's established social practices. "Here I find criteria
proposed to me which I can make my own in the sense that I can frame my
choices and my actions in accordance with them, but their authority is de-
rived not from my choice but from the way in which in such a community they
cannot fail to be regarded as normative" (lgig, p. 208).

This ability to question and choose, the ability to reflect, is narrowly
confined to the community. In contrast to this social self is the
achromatic or autonomous liberal self "who asks, what do I desire, as a man,
apart from all social ties, in the frame of the universe?" Such a person
"is necessarily working with a meager stock of descriptions, with an impov-
erished view of his own nature, for he has had to strip away from himself
all the attributes that belong to his social existence" (Egig, p. 100).

The liberal self that MacIntyre depicts needs to be free from all
social perspectives, while the self situated in the community is hardly
free of any. For the communitarian self, security of identity is guaranteed
in the permanence of social position and the absence within the community
of "fundamental conflict" ngig, pe 103); for the liberal self, autonomy
is guaranteed by disposing of all social ties to assure that no ends are
imposed. Yet is the choice really only between the disengaged liberal and

the individual situated in a well-ordered society, a person "who cannot

but think of himself in terms of the life of that community"? (Idem,

emphasis added) Are the questions that liberal selves ask themselves always
existentially empty, while those of socially situated selves are always

communally confined?
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MacIntyre's choices are not really so bald. The socially situated
self, as we have seen, is not without important choices, especially of
purposes. Only in a social context can individuals frame purposes, so
that although they can question society, their ability to do so derives
from their membership in the community. Yet modern man, armed
with autonomy in search of social teleology--narrative unity and the good--

would no longer need to be restricted to "the moral limitations of the

particularity of those forms of community...[For] it is in moving forward
from such particularity that the search for the good, for the universal,
consists" (p. 221).

How are the moral limitations of those communities--family, clan,
neighborhood, city--transcended? Traditions, says MacIntrye, are transcended
"through criticism and invention" (p. 222). Yet this ability to question
and transcend seems to bring us perilously close to the liberal disengaged
self. If the self can invent values and modes of thought, then is the
narrative self not in the very same modernist position of interiorizing
selfhood and relying upon itself for standards or criteria? Invention
subverts the teleological concept of a whole human life lived well, for
that life may cease to be evaluated objectively and impersonally and in-
stead may be evaluated with standards, rules, and roles that now exist
within, not outside, the self,

Perhaps MacIntrye sees this as inevitable. Modern man cannot do
without autonomy, but autonomy jeopardizes community. Can the two be re-
conciled? Though Socrates saw his role as that of self-proclaimed gadfly,
Athenian leaders could only interpret that role according to its estab-
lished rules and roles. In the Athenian panoply Socrates was the corruptor

of the morals of the young. Though the stories each side told about what
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Socrates did were "different and incompatible" (p, 173), the end each side
chose was the same. To maintain the priority of the community and its
laws, Socrates took his life.

An individual through autonomy can transcend the moral limitations
of his community, but the community, to maintain its integrity and
cohesion, must order banishment or death of its transcenders. Is that
necessarily the standoff MacIntrye sees? Is there no way to extend the
boundaries of the community to accommodate the inventions and insights of
the autonomous? If the community is to continue to provide secure personal
identities through social stability, it appears there is not. We are back,
then, in the same quandary we encountered in Taylor's account: The self can
disengage from communal standards, even invent new ones, and thereby
transcend community boundaries. But this not only threatens to leave the
self without community, but it also threatens to leave the self without a
"self," beyond the horizon of evaluations or stripped of the attributes of
social existence. This tension between liberal autonomy and communitarian
sociality will become clearer, because the issue becomes even more muddled,

in the arguments of Michael Sandel.
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MICHAEL SANDEL: THE UNENCUMBERED SELF VERSUS THE SOCIALLY SITUATED SELF

Like Taylor and MaclIntyre, Sandel distinguishes between a pre-modern
self and a modern one. The crux of the distinction lies, again, in distance;
this time, in the distance that deontological or rights-based liberalism--
the liberalism of much contemporary moral and political philosophy--requires
between the self and its aims and attributes. This liberalism, Sandel
argues, is based on faulty philosophical and metaphysical foundations. 1In
short, "we cannot coherently regard ourselves as the kind of beings deonto-
logical [liberalism] requires us to be."10

According to Sandel's view, liberal society is a collection of indi-
viduals, each with his own aims and interests, which are pursued jointly
for mutual benefit. Because each also has his own conception of the good
life, the government which governs best neither predisposes toward nor pre-
supposes any single particular conception. This neutrality grants to
rights a priority over the good, so that rights limit the establishment
of any vision of the good. Hence this liberalism is rights-based and
deontological, which is perhaps best understood as anti-teleological--that
is, its first principles in no way depend upon any notion of final human
purposes or upon any particular conception of what is the good for man,
Within this kind of scheme the principles of justice hold primacy because
they are independently derived; i.e., justice does not repose on any deter-
minate notion of the good. This derivation makes justice more than simply
one value among many. It gives it foundational priority; it is prior,

that is, to all empirical ends.
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According to Sandel's reading of A Theory of Justice, John Rawls, a

quintessential contemporary theorist of deontological liberalism and the
focus of Sandel's critique, follows Kant in arguing for the primacy of
justice and for the priority of the right over the good. 1Indeed, justice

is the very standard by which values and the good are judged and by which
conflicts among them are resolved. This, however, introduces an epistemo-
logical problem. To judge such conflicts, to have such standards, one must
find a perspective outside or beyond them from which to assay the situation.
When the very structure of society is under scrutiny, we need, according to

Rawls, an "Archimedean point" (A Theory of Justice, p. 260). Such a

point must be neither so immersed in the world that its criticality is com-
promised, nor so detached that the standards involved would be groundless.
Rawls's point is called "the original position.”

The same holds true for considerations of the nature of the subjects
or selves of deontological liberalism. For the right to be prior to the
good, the liberal self must be able to stand back from conceptions of the
good to choose among them. To be able to stand back in this fashion and to
be able to choose, the self must be conceived as apart from those concep-
tions; it must be at some remove from these ends. The self must also be
prior to these ends, since "before an end is chosen, there must be a self
around to choose it" (p. 19). Therefore the self is prior to and indepen-
dent of its choices. Essential to agency is not the ends chosen but the
capacity to choose.

In arguing for such a conception of the self, Kant had proposed the
"noumenal" realm. He had said that the self is essentially unknowable:

"'no fixed and abiding self can present itself in the flux of inner appear-

ances,” Therefore, to assure the continuity of the self some principle
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of unity that "precedes all experience and makes experience itself pos-

sible" must be presumed.!! Rawls, however, cannot accept the notion

of the noumenal realm, for he denies that it has any connection with the
human situation: Either the self is disembodied without attributes and thus
nothing but abstract consciousness, or it is "radically situated" and its
identity is affected by any changes in one's circumstances. The former
roves about the Kantian empyrean where the self with no object of awareness
other than itself cannot be known; the latter splashes in the sea of cir-
cumstances where the subject is not distant from desires, interests, and
aims, but is those.

In place of these, Rawls proposes to revise the Kantian conception of
the self by removing it from the realm of transcendental idealism into the
realm of "reasonable empiricism" (Rawls, 1977, p. 165). Rawls's project
is to find an ontological equivalent of the Archimedean point, to avoid the
pitfalls both of a disembodied self and of a radically situated self., Thus
he reaches for a perspective metaphorically half-way between them, beyond
one's social situation but not so far beyond it as to be an empty abstraction.
The self needs a critical perspective from afar but "not too far" (p. 17).
The solution proposed by Rawls is "to conceive the self as a subject of
possession," what Sandel calls the "voluntarist" self (p. 54).

As a subject of possession the definition of the self is untouched by
any of its attributes, which are merely possessions. The subject is
"antecedently individuated"--meaning, that the boundaries and identity of
the self are determined and fixed prior to any experience or relationship.
Possession establishes a relationship to attributes--they are mine
rather than yours--yet permits a distance from them--they are mine

rather than me., Thus the deontological self is saved from Kantian
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transcendence by being both distinct from yet related to its ends.

It is Sandel's purpose, at least in part, to refute Rawls's claim that
he can detach liberalism and the deontological self from Kantian metaphysics.
To depict the self as a subject of possession, Sandel points out, is to
strip its identity of any attributes, to place it "beyond the reach of
experience," to make it "invulnerable" to circumstances, and to fix its
identity "once and for all.” With the boundaries of the self antecedent to
and untouched by contingency, and with its identity empty of constituent
traits, the self is free to choose ends as possessions. There are therefore
no ends or traits, no attributes, without which the person would cease to
know himself. In short, the disembodied or "unencumbered" self found in

Kant is also found, inescapably, in Rawls as well (p. 62).12

Sandel sees, as Taylor and MacIntyre did, that at bottom this
unencumbered or voluntarist self is emotivist, since the character of its

13

choices is arbitrariness. There are no grounds for justifying

choices other than groundless preference; there are no means for assessing
the quality of ends to be chosen. This self is Taylor's "simple weigher,"
whose reflection is limited to the prudent assessment of the efficacy of
various choices in fulfilling wants and desires. As self-knowledge this

kind of reflection consists, in Rawls's words, of knowing "not only what

things we want but also how much we want them" ( A Theory of Justice,

p. 416). Nowhere does the deontological agent ask, "which of these choices
most reflects me?" This cannot occur, because the self can take "as its
objects the contingent wants and desires and preferences of the self, but
not the self itself" (p. 189).

In contrast to the "unencumbered" view, Sandel proposes the "cognitive"

view. On this account, one's particularities are not like seasonal
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fashions that are changed periodically. Stripped of these the self that
is left is no self at all. As Daniel Bell said, "The person has
disappeared. Only attributes remain" (p. 45). The cognitive self is iden-
tified by its particularities, aims, traits, and relationships. These
are values and ends that are essential to the self, with a sanction inde-
pendent of the mere fact that the agent holds them (p. 165). They are other
than "arbitrary construals" (Taylor, 1985c, p. 262), since they are
grounded in the community. Thus the self is socially constituted, defined
by and inseparable from its ends "already before it" (p. 59). According to
Sandel, once one concedes that ends are given in advance, one thinks of
himself no longer as an agent who chooses his ends, but as an agent who is
bound in advance (p. 117).

Unlike the unencumbered self, this socially constituted self is (again
in Taylor's terms) a "strong evaluator," for his reflection goes to the
very boundaries of the self. Reflection enables the self to discern from
among the "clutter of possible ends" where its boundaries and definition
lie, "what is me from what is mine" (p. 59). Therefore, the self is not
radically situated such that identity is contingent on any change in cir-
cumstance. Rather, identity is contingent on reflective self-understandings;
that is, on discovering through reflection those ends and values and circum-
stances that make me the person I am., Through this reflective self-
understanding, this "cognitive" approach, the person learns to distinguish
between ends that are constitutive~-"I am this"--and those that are pos-
sessives--"This is mine." "The relevant question is not what ends to choose,
for my problem is precisely that the answer to this question is already
given, but rather who I am...." (Idem) Whereas voluntaristic agency is

antecedent and dependent on choice free of contingency, cognitive agency
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depends on reflection to discover antecedent, constitutive ends. To be
capable of such reflective self-understanding "we cannot be wholly
unencumbered subjects" (p. 172). One must have something constitutive to
reflect on,

If the self is defined by antecedent ends given by the community, how
can one self be differentiated from other selves constituted by the same
content? Physicality aside, it cannot. Sandel claims that our self-under-
standings "comprehend a wider subject than the individual alone" (Idem).
Because I am partly constituted by the shared practices, traditions, and
ends of my community; because my individuality is a social product developed
through interactions and relationships with others, participation in joint
practices, and "a common vocabulary of discourse" (;ggg), then my iden-
tity is not an isolate but a conjunction, not a subjectivity but an inter-
subjectivity. We share a common identity through these common practices,
aims, and attachments. As Taylor and MacIntyre also argued, without con-
sidering this constitutive community, one can neither fully explain nor
understand himself,

Clearly the socially constituted self has choices and conflicts. As
with MacIntyre's Aristotelian self, there are tensions among various ends
and roles. The boundaries of the self, unlike the unencumbered self, are
not prior to contingency and are not fixed. They are, rather, possibilities
limited only by the antecedent clutter of possible ends. Reflection enables
me to discover among that clutter where my definition and boundaries lie.
But what is a discovery? How do I know from within that clutter of possible
ends those, more than others, that truly constitute me? Moreover, if some
ends are more truly constitutive of who I am than other ends, then the others

who share those ends with me must be truly more conjunctive with me. Then
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intersubjectivity is not shared community-wide but only with part of it.
Sandel says as much. "Where [a] sense of participation in the achievement
and endeavor of (certain) others engages the reflective self-understandings
of the participants, we may come to regard ourselves, over the range of
various activities, less as individuated subjects with certain things in
common, and more as participants in a common identity, be it a family or
community or clan or people or nation" (p. 143).

Sandel is clear that community is constitutive of persons, though he

is unclear in defining it: Community "describes not just what [people]

have as fellow citizens but also what they are, not a relationship

they choose (as a voluntary association) but an attachment they discover"
(p. 180). He is clear that ends stipulated by the community define the self
and remain inseparable from it: "The independent self finds its limits in
those aims and attachments from which it cannot stand apart" (p. 182). And
he acknowleges that there is also a process involved in personal identity:

The task of the socially constituted self is "to sort out" the contours of

one's identity in the face of the seeming welter of multitudinous, indis-

pensable ends already given.

Yet if the self is inseparable from aims and attachments, then how and
to what extent is this an "independent self"? If there are ends to sort
out--indeed, to choose from--then how does one do this sorting? How does
one know whether an end defines "who I am" rather than "what is mine"?

By intuition? By preference? Aside from being limited to a range of pre-
designated ends, how is this procedure of discovery different from the

choices of a Rawlsian self?

It would seem that once again a communitarian theorist posits a

reflective process or autonomy within a circumscribed set of givens or ends;
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within, that is, a commmunity. For all three theorists, though perhaps
especially for Sandel, this raises the same vexing question: Who is doing
the reflecting?

If there are ends that constitute my identity, and yet I am able to
reflect on those ends, can render the boundaries of my identity clearer,
can discover who I am in the given clutter of ends, then must there not be
a reflecting self able to stand back from those ends? Sandel and Maclntyre
and Taylor have a conceptual problem: To be judged, an object must be
separate from and not fused with the subject that judges. The subject
that reflects must be differentiated from the objects reflected upon. If
the subject is not at some remove from its ends, then it is embedded in
and must be those ends.

Perhaps Sandel would retort that the reflecting self must be able to
stand back from only some of those ends, those that are contingent rather
than constituent. Yet the ends that constitute the self by definition
cannot be the ends reflected on; any end that is an object cannot be the
subject. Sandel says that the limits of the independent self are found
"in those aims and attachments from which it cannot stand apart."” But if
the self cannot be separate from these aims, which truly do constitute its

identity, then it cannot reflect on them. How then can one understand

reflectively who he is? One could only know himself not to be contin-

gent ends.

Does this last point go too far? Clearly one can reflect on predeter-
mined aims and attachments, and from those discover that some are integral
to who that person is. Losing these integral ends and relationships
affects the person's identity. He ceases to be the person he was. This is

common sense. Yet Sandel makes a claim beyond this. These constitutive
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ends and relationships are only found in the clutter of ends given by the
community. If some ends can be reflected on, why not all ends? Because,
answers Sandel, the limits of the independent self are found in that
clutter. The self cannot go beyond it without the problem of drifting into
a deontological, or unencumbered, state. To avoid the liberal self devoid
of all character Sandel postulates a self limited by communal ends. These
provide the "fixity of character" (p. 180) essential to selfhood. But

those limits can certainly not be "found" or discovered. To do that would
require reflecting on them. That, in turn, requires separation from those
ends, which Sandel states one cannot do. For if, as Sandel says,

reflection shapes the contours of identity (p. 59), then the reflecting
subject must be separate from and prior to the constitution of that identity.
Only then could the reflecting agent discern from within a clutter of ends
those that constitute his identity.

Sandel has an extreme problem with autonomy and community that Taylor
and MacIntyre seem to avoid. Taylor and MacIntyre argue that the self can
transcend community boundaries and thus can stand apart from its ends, though
at great peril to the constitution of the self; Sandel argues that the self
is inseparable from and thus embedded in at least some of the community's
ends, If the self is the community framework and its ends, then the self
cannot reflect on those ends and the framework; if the self can reflect on
the ends, then those ends cannot constitute the self.

If Rawls's theory of the self is untenable, if not incoherent, then by
the same token, but from the opposite side, so is Sandel's. On the Rawlsian
account, what is beyond agency and thus not subject to choice are the self

and the principles of justice, since they obtain prior to any actual choos-

ing. What is not subject to reflective self-understanding on the Sandelian
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account is the community framework that sets the bounds of and constitutes
identity. Just as the framework of justice is assumed, so is Sandel's
framework of community. Just as "the morality of right, which assumes
freedom of choice within its bounds, cannot itself be vulnerable to any
choice that would challenge or restrict it" (p. 156), so too the morality
of the good, which assumes freedom of "sorting out" within the bounds of
ends and attachments, cannot itself be vulnerable to reflection that would
challenge or expand it. How else could ends and identity be secured? 1In
both cases an unassailable framework, antecedently given, is a prerequis-
ite of identity. Rawls posits an unchosen framework of agency, an a priori
self whose boundaries are fixed "once and for all," independent of any
ends. Thus the bounds of the Rawlsian self provide a basis for choice that
is itself not chosen. Sandel posits an unexamined framework of constituent
ends given by an antecedent community. The bounds of community provide the
basis for reflection on self and ends that is itself not reflected.

In the end, for both theories, "the self disappears."” For Rawls the
self stripped of any traits drifts off into pure abstraction, which is no
self at all. For Sandel the self is fused with and constituted by its ends,
inseparable and thus indistinguishable from those ends...which is no self
at all. If "the limited scope for self-reflection...betrays the thinness
of the deontological self" (p. 181), then it also betrays the thinness of
the socially situated self.

Rather than leave the theories of Sandel and Rawls floundering in
contradictions, we can propose a third theory of the self that can redeem
them both by requiring for its explication a combination of the Rawlsian
and the Sandelian selves. To generate such a theory we can make use of

openings in the accounts offered by both theorists.
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THE SELF AS A TWO-TRACK SYSTEM

Asking a Rawlsian subject "who are you?" does not stump him, but
elicits a recital of those attributes that he thinks define him. Other-
wise, that self is indistinguishable from other selves. Thus Rawls must
make some room within his theory for constitutive attributes. 1In "Justice
As Fairness: Political not Metaphysical," Rawls does so. 14 He regards
citizens as free in that they have a capacity for a sense of justice and
can conceive of themselves--and others--as being able to form and live out
a conception of the good (1985, p. 240). They are also able to change their
conceptions and thereby change themselves; for example, when they undergo
religious conversion. What does not change, however, is "their public
identity as free persons" because that identity is predicated upon their
"moral power" to form, revise, and rationally pursue a conception of the
good, irrespective of its contents. "[Tlhey do not cease to be, for the
questions of political justice, the persons they were before" (Ibid,
pe 24l1l). Thus a Rawlsian self can change the content of his character--who
he is psychologically--while retaining his identity as an autonomous agent--
who he is ontologically--because the change is in the content, while the

structure of personhood remains the same.

What Rawls describes, albeit in political terms, is what we found in
Taylor's differentiation between persons and agents. Taylor sought to
identify those capacities that make us distinctly human. Among them is
strong evaluation. Such evaluation requires: a) some standard by which to
evaluate, b) some act or value to evaluate, and c) some subject to do the

evaluating. Imagine that a person acts in a way that society condemns; say,
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a soldier is a coward in the face of an enemy attack. The nature of the
cowardly act does not entitle us to withdraw or suspend the obligations owed
to that soldier as a person. Indeed, it is because he continues to be a
person that he can be held accountable for his actions. As a person

or self he is separable from those actions. He commits them; he is not de-
fined solely by them. He is something more besides.

Rawls has such a distinction in mind, not between agency and
personhood, but between agency and self-concept. Persons "may regard it as
simply unthinkable to view themselves apart from certain religious, philo-
sophical, and moral convictions, or from certain enduring attachments and
loyalties" (_I_d_e_g_1_). To alter those would be to change one's self, the
person one defines himself to be. Without these particular convictions or
attractions the person would be disoriented and in crisis, and would cer-
tainly no longer be the same person he had been. Yet though altering his

personality and personal definition, he retains his personhood, what

Rawls calls the "public or political identity" (p. 242). To hold that the
boundaries of the self "are fixed once and for all" such that they are im-
permeable, invulnerable to transformation by experience, as Sandel says of
Rawls (Op. cit., p. 57), contravenes common sense and all the evidence
of psychological and religious transformation. What Rawls, and presumably
other deontological liberals, can say is that persons can identify them-
selves by their attributes, but that no attribute or conviction or end
is beyond scrutiny. That is so because all of one's identity is not cap-
tured by those attributes. There must be a subject, a part of the self,
that scrutinizes.

Sandel himself admits of such a subject, though, as we saw, it

threatens to undermine his entire theory. The socially constituted self,
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through reflectivity, "turns its lights inward upon itself, making the self
its own object of inquiry and reflection" (Op. cit., p. 58). Sandel

then says that reflection establishes "a certain space between it and me...
It [an obsession] becomes more an attribute and less a constituent of my
identity...." (Idem) Although he is discussing obsessions in this con-

text, the point extends beyond that to any object of reflection. More-

over, an object of reflection cannot become less of a constituent,

implying calibration. Rather, at the first instant of reflection, or before,
the critical space is established; the end or obsession is an object and

no longer the subject.

Yet this philosophical point does not seem to bear much psychological
weight. Surely an Irish Catholic paraplegic woman who works for The Ford
Motor Company and is active in the feminist movement can identify with any
and all of these traits. But to identify with them is already to pre-
suppose a distinction between the subject and its ends or traits. The fact
that there is such a separation means that one can work on those traits, as
Sandel describes a person working on an obsession. Sandel claims that an
obsession is anything that has taken hold of the person, that has eliminat-
ed the "space" between it and the self. Yet this describes the very nature
of constitutive ends. It is therefore true of any constitutive end, and
not just of obsessions, that reflection restores "the shrunken space between
self and ends" (p. 58). It is that space that enables the agent to stand
apart from and thus reflect on his traits.

Thus, one's traits or ends may be constitutive of the person in the
sense that they are not merely features of his condition, but actually de-
fine part of who he is. Sandel grasps this notion, at least intuitively.

He suggests that the good of the community and the preexisting ends are
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only partly constitutive of one's identity (p. 161). He never elaborates
on nor identifies which part is not so constituted, which is why his postu-
lates reduce to a stark two: Either the self is prior to its ends, or it
is constituted by those ends.

A more satisfactory theory of the self, to avoid the problems found
in relying upon either postulate alone, would seem to require both. The
self would therefore be constituted by "two tracks." It would be constitu-

ted by traits, aims, and relationships that formed a self-concept and

by a reflective subject that made up its agency. The agent could then
turn its lights inward to participate in the constitution of its identity,
but unlike the socially constituted self this agent would be separate from
the ends. As Erik Erikson said, "we can become aware of its work, but
never of it" (1968, p. 218).

Anyone holding to deontological liberalism who saw only agency would
be susceptible to the criticisms Sandel, Taylor, and MacIntyre have made.
As long as the boundaries of the self are conceived of as fixed and given
prior to any experience or ends; as long as man is by nature thought to be
antecedently individuated, joined to others only voluntarily and for mutual
benefit, then as a consequence society will stress values based on individ-
ualism rather than those of, say, altruism and cooperation. But to assume
the opposite, as Sandel does, that personal identity is formed "in the light
of ends already before it" (p. 152), also has severe consequences. If little
thought is given to the nature of the subject who reflects, then reflection
can easily be limited to a narrow range without considering that the re-
flecting self may be able to transcend that range. If the social environ-
ment limits the definition of a person in a specific manner and to particular

ends, then it is reasonable to assume that the individual will come to accept
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that socially sanctioned definition as his own.l3

The self as a two-track system would seem to provide the essential
elements of both communitarian and liberal theories. We cannot imagine
identity devoid of traits. Yet while roles and virtues (MacIntyre), evalu-
ations (Taylor), and aims and attachments (Sandel) are necessary, they
alone cannot account for selfhood. For there must also be an active agent
that does not depend on what we define ourselves as, but on how we come to
that definition. Losing that definition certainly creates identity crisis.
One ceases to be the person he was. But one does not necessarily cease to
be a person. The pieces can be picked up, because the resurrection of iden-
tity is not contingent on the renewal of specific particularities, but on
the renewal of some particularities and a subject to pick them up.
Identity, therefore, consists both of something to reflect on and of a self

embedded in language and logic to reflect.l6

George Herbert Mead, the renowned social psychologist, described the
"essential psychological problem of selfhood” as how to extricate oneself
experientially from the self, how to get outside the self, in order to take
the self as an object (1962, p. 202). There seem to be two persistent

theories on how to come to terms with this problem. The communitarian
theory, subsumed in all its varieties under the genus "pre-modern," posits
a socially constituted self that is seen in and defined by the ends and
values of the community in which the self is situated. When the self ex-
amines any of these constitutive traits, it is examining itself. The other
theory, christened the "modern" or liberal theory, sees the self as able to
step back from any experience, since it is captured by none, and able to
take as an object any trait or attribute the self might possess. The self

can examine anything surrounding the self, but not the examining self it-
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self, for anything that can be examined cannot be the self.

What then occurs, comments Charles Taylor, is that "on the level of
theory, [these two] are sorted out and become exclusive alternatives”

(Vol. I, p. 114). Each theory is held to be the correct interpretation;
each accuses the other of having no self at all: The communitarians criti-
cize liberal theorists for positing a self without attributes and thus empty
of all distinction; liberals criticize communitarians for submerging indi-
vidual selves in collective ends and the common good.

In the next chapter we shall examine in more detail the two-track theory
of the self, one that overcomes the limitations of the other two theories by
proposing, as outlined, a self-system constituted by agency and self-concept.
Using this theory we shall show that the self is neither antecedently
individuated and thus impervious to and independent of changes in circum-
stances, nor socially constituted and thus embedded in the communal ends
that are antecedently given. Selfhood is, rather, a multifaceted compound,
and we shall call this view of the self as a two-track system, the theory
of compound selfhood or compound individuality.

But this does not mean that presupposing a self looking and a self
observed requires hypothesizing a Kantian noumenal self prior to and beyond
all experience. Instead, the theory of compound individuality will enable
us to accomplish what Rawls suggested--to move the self from transcendental
idealism into reasonable empiricism. To do so we shall use empirical data
drawn from developmental psychology, and we shall then see how the two
"exclusive alternatives," as described by Taylor, are really two parts of

a more comprehensive whole.
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CHAPTER 2

THE THEORY OF COMPOUND INDIVIDUALITY

Surprisingly, the increasing interest among communitarians, and
among students of political theory in general, in notions of the self,
the person, and individuality has not led them into psychology. Part of
the explanation may be that psychologists themselves renewed their study
of the self only after they had broken free of the preoccupation with and
domination by behaviorism. Today, communitarians would find compatible

positions in the theories of a new generation of social psychologists, the

"social constructivists,"! yhije 1iberals would find support in the "human-
istic psychology" movement that emphasizes the importance to individuals
of autonomous choice.,?

Yet the one area that can be said to have had in recent years the
greatest theoretical impact on self psychology is developmental psychology,
or what is also called developmental structuralism. It is from this
massive, and growing, body of empirical research that we shall derive the
theory of compound individuality.3

The term "developmental structuralism"” was first used in biology:
structuralism, to indicate that an organism undergoes a process of growth
through increasingly complex forms by differentiation from and reintegra-

tion of earlier forms; developmentalism, to describe the internal coherence

and spontaneous activity of living things. The idea of structuralism was
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introduced into other disciplines; for example, into anthropology by

Lévi-Strauss, into psychology by Foucault, into literary criticism by
Barthes, and into philosophy by Althusser. But it was combined with

developmentalism and pioneered in psychology by Jean Piaget.

Piaget focused his research almost entirely on the structures of cog-
nitive development. He proposed that cognitive or mental growth occurs
through a succession of increasingly complex stages, each a structural
whole but also only part of a greater whole, the succeeding stage or
structure. Cognitive categories, Piaget believed and demonstrated, are
fundamental to understanding mental development--a statement that is not
tautological. Mental development comprises emotions, will, imagination,
creativity, morality, religion, the self; cognition involves simply, but
not without complications, the processes of knowing. Self psychologists,
moral developmentalists, learning theorists, object-relation psychoanalysts,
and ego psychiatrists argue that the cognitive structures are necessary
but insufficient for whatever area of mental or psychological growth they
are examining. "Cognitive development," wrote psychologist Jane Loevinger,
"is the cornerstone of human development as a whole, because cognitive
principles constitute the broadest and the most encompassing structures
that one can imagine" (1976, p. 42). The cornerstone of our developmental
theory of compound individuality or compound selfhood will be the "hard"

cognitive structures (H. Gardner, 1972) described by Piaget.
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PIAGET'S COGNITIVE STRUCTURES

All developmentalists, whatever their research orientations, posit

hierarchy. Whatever the perspectives, that hierarchy appears, in general
terms, to be the same: a series of levels of organization, each level a

totality yet simultaneously a part of the larger, mofe inclusive, and more
complex level that follows it. "Wherever development occurs it proceeds
from a state of relative globality and lack of differentiation to a state
of increasing differentiation, articulation, and hierarchic integration"
(Werner, 1957, p. 126).

Piaget proposed a hierarchy of such levels of cognition: sensorimotor
intelligence, preconceptual intelligence, concrete operational intelligence,
and formal operational intelligence. (Some of these levels could be sub-
divided, but for our discussion this is not necessary.) The emergence of
the levels is age-related, and the levels arise in invariant sequence. The
concrete operational level, for instance, cannot appear before the pre-
conceptual level,

Neither an empiricist nor an a priorist, Piaget saw knowledge as
actively constructed and reconstructed over time as the individual interacts
with the environment and seeks to maintain an equilibrium--order and con-
stancy--between himself and the external world. When Piaget began his
musings and experiments, this was a novel, even radical, notion--that
individuals were constantly trying to make sense of the world by con-
structing hypotheses for "testing" and by fitting them together into some
sort of coherent picture or account (H. Gardner, Op. cit.).

The patterns of interaction between the individual and his external

world Piaget called "schemas" or "schematas." The repertoire of schemas is
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the individual's method of adapting to the environment or to experiences.
The schemas undergo constant modification as new experiences or objects are
taken in (assimilation), or as the individual adjusts to those objects or
experiences (accommodation). Nevertheless, the levels retain throughout
these "schematic" changes their property of being unified wholes.

To summarize the Piagetian levels: A baby "makes sense" predominantly
through her reflexes, then through sensorimotor experiences and knowledge
of objects, and on to mental actions or operations (i.e., actions performed
in one's head rather than, for example, by hand). This use of mental
symbols develops into "concrete operations" by which a child can understand
that relations exist among actions, so that one can view the same scene
from different points of view without thinking that components of that scene
change whenever perspective is changed. This mental ability culminates in
the stage of "formal operations" by which a person can think about her own
thinking (a structured whole of operations on classes, not just on symbols.)

Let us briefly examine each level independently.

1. Sensorimotor Intelligence (0-2 years)

Piaget found infants to be "undifferentiated"; that is, fused with the
material world. The infant cannot distinguish between herself and the
world. There is no inside and outside, no subject and object, no body and
environment. The infant is aware of events--movements, for example--but
cannot separate them or does not see them as separate from herself. "Dur-
ing the early stages the world and the self are one; neither term is dis-

tingquished from the other...the self is material, so to speak" (Gruber and

Voneche, 1977).
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By eighteen months the infant has become successful enough in differ-
entiating her body from her surroundings that she has begun to exercise
control over physical actions. Thinking, according to Piaget, grows through
the internalization of action. Now the infant can act out situations re-
called from memory. Thinking and physical actions are developing together,
so that the infant can coordinate actions and perceptions into schemas.

Also by eighteen months comes the ability to use symbols that repre-
sent the physical world in images or pictures. These symbols are still

perceptual, not conceptual, for the child is simply seeing resemblances

or relations between actions or situations. A toddler may fall down and
suddenly stop, turn onto her side, and pretend to sleep. She has recog-
nized the similarity between her position when she fell and her position

when asleep.

2. Preconceptual Intelligence (1-5 years)

Thinking at this level is still "representational." Although the child
can discriminate among colors, for example, she does not think to categorize
or classify by color. Piaget called this level "egocentric" because the
child reads all experiences through her own immediate world, seeing every-
thing as an extension of herself. She believes that objects are man-made
and can be influenced from a distance by her wishes or actions; she ascribes
to all objects life and feelings; and she believes that her dreams and

thoughts are immediately accessible to others.

At the end of this stage, a child will begin to offer reasons for her

beliefs. To the question "why do you think this car is alive?", a younger
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child might answer, "Because I do." A child at the end of the stage might
instead explain: "Because it goes fast" (Beard, 1969)., By this time the
child can also classify objects correctly according to color or size or
shape. But she can only do so by one category at a time, having trouble
with two or more simultaneous relations. Hence a child has no difficulty
with the term "small," but does with the term "smaller," which implies a
comparison with something else. The classical Piagetian experiment to test
a child at this stage of preconceptual thought is the test of conservation.
Water is poured from a tall, thin glass into a short, broad glass. Although
the child can accurately describe the two glasses, she does not perceive
that their capacity is the same despite the change in shape. Thus when the
water is poured, the child will say that the short one holds less water.
She cannot yet understand relationships between whole and part or classes

and sub-classes.4

Judgements are made on the basis of perceptions; the child cannot take
the role of another. If a child examines an object with one red side and
one green side, and an experimenter then places the green side toward the
child and the red side toward him and asks the child what color the
experimenter sees, the child will answer, "green."

Language is quickly developing throughout this level, and that is
crucial to further cognitive development. Language begins to replace ac-
tions. Eventually verbal thought--as opposed to thoughts in images--will
transcend action through speed and comprehensiveness. Thus more and more
of the child's thinking is freed from physical actions. The child may no

longer have to touch objects to count them.
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3. Concrete Operational Intelligence (6-10 years)

More and more actions that previously needed to be acted out
physically are now performed solely as mental operations. The child can
now imagine actions and is freed from needing to perform them physically.
But such operations are limited to actions on actual objects or materials
easily imagined or already in visual form--hence the term "concrete." By
this level the child has also developed the ideas of series and classes.
Asked to arrange sticks according to size, a child at the concrete
operational level will survey the entire field of sticks and quickly
arrange them in order, whereas the child at the preconceptual level must
examine each pair of sticks one at a time. Classes can be multiplied and
divided; the child can classify blocks using two or more characteristics--
for example, color and shape; and she can draw a largest and a smallest
circle without needing to draw intermediate sizes.

Piaget described these new operations or cognitive abilities as creat-
ing a capacity to see relationships with others. Children play together
instead of playing side-by-side. Despite this development, the child still
has problems taking the role of others and has trouble relinquishing
her own point of view. Relationships between classes still pose problems,

and the child at the concrete operations level cannot imagine new possi-

bilities and is unable to see general rules.

4. Formal Operational Intelligence (11 years - adult)

This is the level of abstract logic and rationality. Thinking can now

deal solely with verbal elements without need of physical referents. The
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adolescent can establish, operate upon, and understand abstract relations
on relations; i.e., propositional thinking and proportionality. She can
also imagine possibilities. Whereas the child at concrete operational level
will use trial-and-error methods to achieve a solution, an adolescent at

the formal operations level can mentally make plans and create hypotheses
for testing; and she can test them mentally-~logically--without having to

do them physically. This hypothetico-deductive and propositional thinking
is a property of formal operations. Only at this level can she create her
own conditional statements: "If I do this, then this will follow."

At large, the adolescent at this level will begin to seek general laws,
principles, or reasons as explanations, whereas the child at the concrete
operational level, and below, is satisfied with descriptions or partial
explanations.

Before this level the ado.escent is unable to gain access to her own
cognitive processes, unable to treat her own thinking as an object of
introspective thought. Now she can criticize her own standards, ideas, and
assumptions and can deal with complex relationships. Not only can she take
the role of others and argue by implication, she can also take a view of
the future, not just of past and present. This level thus enables the adol-
escent to survey and create possibilities; to imagine cases, examples, and
worlds that do not exist; to deliberate and reflect. Dialogue is internal-
ized, and the adolescent can think about thinking. The adolescent can
operate not only on objects themselves, but also on statements or "formal"
propositions about objects.

Piaget believed that this level was initiated through cooperation with
others and through exchange of viewpoints, leading to consideration of

perspectives different from one's own.
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THE SELF-SYSTEM: PROCESS AND PRODUCT

The fundamentally significant and valuable contribution of Piaget was

to suggest, and to demonstrate experimentally, that the development of
cognitive abilities proceeds through levels of increasing complexity,

levels that are increasingly differentiated and more inclusive. Repetition
of actions leads at each level to patterns of action or "schemas" that
enable the child to interact with the environment through increasingly
sophisticated accommodating and assimilating experiences. Still later
cognitive structures emerge with linguistic sophistication, enabling the
individual to operate upon the physical world with conceptual tools and

then finally to operate upon thought itself. Each level is associated with
particular agus and un’olds in an invariant sequence. The explanation of
the invariant sequence is straightforward: One level does not appear before
its predecessor, because the succeeding level builds upon the preceding one.
More significant than this, as differentiation increases through the hier-
archy, each level not only incorporates those levels preceding, it but tran-
scends them as well. Thus formal operations not only show the properties

of concrete operational intelligence, but also include properties not pres-
ent at the concrete operational level--hypothetico-deductive reasoning or
propositional thought.

Any researcher using a developmental-structural model owes a debt to
Piaget. Of course, different researchers focus on different aspects of
human development--e.g., psychosexual stages, identity formation, object
relations. But taken together these studies yield a consistent model of

human growth. That model shows two types of growth: 1) the emergence of

51



basic structures or "levels," which, all agree, arise in invariant sequence
and once transcended, remain in operation; 2) phases or "stages" that occur
or appear as contents or manifestations of those particular basic struc-
tures or levels.

The basic structures are innate, while the stages are determined by
one's personality, history, and culture. Thus, while the stages will
differ from person to person, and from society to society, the basic

structures, since inherent, are the same for everyone.5

But the more crucial aspect of this distinction for our discussion
lies elsewhere: While the basic structures remain in operation once they
have unfolded, the stages associated with a basic structure disappear when
a new basic structure becomes central to how the individual interacts.

Piaget's cognitive levels are basic structures, for we saw in his
theory that the succeeding levels build upon the preceding ones and that
the functions of cognitive structures transcended by later levels remain in
operation. Thus the preoperational level continues operating--one can
still dream, for example--after the conceptual levels have unfolded.

Notice, however, that Piaget's psychology has no self, The cognitive
operations he studied are, since basic structures, innate. At no point in
Piaget's developmental hierarchy of innate operations, at no particular
level, can one say, "There is the self,” This is simply because there is,
according to developmental psychologists, no inherent self (Broughton, 1986
and Wilber, 1982).

This is the nature of the sense of self: It is a stage phenomenon, not
a basic structure. At each level the sense of self is generated and inter-
preted according to the basic cognitive structure of that level. From the

interactions between the individual and the environment a self-sense
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emerges. Those interactions and their limits are determined by the cogni-
tive abilities that constitute each basic structure. Thus, for example,
when an infant is limited to and thus bounded by early sensorimotor
intelligence, there is no sense of self because the infant cannot differ-
entiate between himself and the world, between his leg and the table leg.
But as sensorimotor intelligence matures, the infant can make such a differ-
entiation. When he bites his blanket, nothing happens; when he bites his
thumb, it hurts. His sense of self becomes body-bound. Once preoperation-
al intelligence unfolds, however, the sense of self can shift away from the
body and into the mind. Though the sense of self is no longer as the body,
the individual still has a body. The functions of sensorimotor intel-
ligence remain, but the sense of self has been completely replaced.

Piaget suggested that each cognitive structure provides operations or
capacities that serve as tools for making sense of--he said, for "con-
structing"--a type of external reality. Yet those operations correlatively
structure an inner world or self as well. The interactions between the
individual and the environment must establish a boundary between self and
other, subject and object, inside and outside, so the subject can know the
world. As the interactions change, so the boundary changes. When identity
shifts to the mind and out of the body, then the individual can operate,
can control, the body. This can happen because the sense of self has
changed. What was subject has now become object. Before, the infant could
not operate on or "see" the body because he was the body. Now he is
conscious of his body, and his identity is no longer bound by his skin.

What, then, is the self? It is a two-part "system": how one defines
himself and what he defines himself as. The first we call "agency";

the second, "self-definition."”
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Agency. "Ego," wrote Loevinger, "is above all a process, not a thing...
The striving to master, to integrate, to make sense of experience is not
one ego function among many but the essence of the ego" (1976, p. 59).
Substitute the word "self" for "ego" in this quotation, and one has the
essence of agency. The process involves using the cognitive abilities
available at each level as tools for operating on the world and, more
specifically, for operating on what had most recently been the subject or
self. That self has now become, with the shift in boundary, an object of
awareness. Thus, preoperational thought can be used to control bodily

functions and impulses once the self is no longer constituted as the body.

Self-definition. The agency aspect of the "self-system" changes as new

basic structures emerge, and the boundary between self and other shifts so
that what once constituted subjectivity can now be objectified and operated
on. Agency is always characterized by the process of using the cognitive
tools--that is, itself--to organize a meaningful self-concept and world
view. It organizes, in brief, a self-definition. Central to that self-
definition is what was agency at the prior level. Thus with the unfolding
of preoperational thought and the shift of agency into mind, the body
becomes part of the self-definition. It is no longer tﬁe self itself: The
body is "mine"; it is no longer "me," though it still makes up how the
individual describes or defines herself. Ask a child at this level to
describe herself, and she will say something like, "I have red hair"; ask a
child at the concrete operational level, and she will say something like,
"I like horses" or "I play chess." The shift is from a literal self-
consciousness focused on her body--since what was most recently agency be-

comes the center of the self-definition--to a self~consciousness about what
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she does.,

Therefore, the self-system consists both of process and of product, of
agency or the organizer of identity and of self-definition or what is
organized into an identity. A cognitive-developmental approach to
identity, comments James Broughton, shows that human growth can only be
understood if one realizes that new conceptualizations of self are not
simply new self-definitions--that is, new content--but are also new in
form--that is, also a process for ordering psychological experience. "This

entails that the concept of self is not a self-concept, emphasizing the

particular features of a single self, but is a concept of selfhood" that

must include agency, or, in his terms, "subjectivity" (1981b, p. 16).6
What we cannot be conscious of is our agency; what we place at the center

of describing ourselves is our self-definition.

MEMBERSHIP VERSUS AUTONOMY

Developmentalists who have examined the nature of or changes in the

self, or its equivalents,” agree that a stage of self is associated with

each basic or cognitive structure. They agree that although devoid of self
the cognitive structures are the basis of the self--both as tools for
generating a self-definition and as boundaries of the self or agency. They
agree that self-development proceeds through stratified stages character-
ized by increasing complexity, integration, unity, and interaction;
similar, in fact, to the procession of the basic structures that underlie
them. Indeed, these theorists are in such agreement on these matters that
it is possible to say that they are unanimous on the existence, emergence,

and nature of these stages.8 .4 they all describe in looking
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through the prism of the hierarchy of development is not one self but a
"gseries" of selves; yet not so much a concatenation of selves, as an
"evolution" of self. Each self disappears to be replaced by a "higher
order" self, for at each new level of identity, all the basic structures
that preceded that new level are integrated into identity. This
integration makes the individual at each level a compound. Thus the

individual is a compound self or compound individual.

While it is true that associated with each basic structure is a stage
of self, it is essential to keep in mind that the basic or cognitive struc-

tures can unfold without identity shifting to that level. 1In other words,

there can be a lag between the use of the cognitive abilities available at
a new level and the shift of agency to that new level, Thus, for

example, as we shall see, an adult can use formal operations to rationalize
or justify maintaining the stage of self--"membership"--associated with
concrete operations.,

While there is a "body-self" associated with sensorimotor intelligence
and a "representational" or "magical" self associated with preoperational
intelligence (Arieti, Op. cit. and Wilber, 1980), our discussion will be
limited to the "membership" self of concrete operations and the
"autonomous" self of formal operations. These latter two are the stages at
which the individual becomes truly social, when what is most significantly
other to the self is other selves. Here lies the root of the communitarian-

liberal debate and the key to a possible resolution.
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Membershgg.Self

The world of the preoperational or "magical" self is one of shifting
images. Although there is some differentiation here between inner and
outer, the boundary between self and other is not clearly defined. Thus
whatever one senses, whatever appears in one's subjectivity, is taken as
absolutely real. This is the stage of "imaginary" friends that are to the
child quite real.

With the advent of the preoperational ability to bring up images
without requiring the presence of the "corresponding external stimulus"
(Arieti, Op. cit., p. 61)--i.e., a child can imagine her father
without needing to have him present--identity begins to move from the
physical world of the body-self to the mental world. But the thinking at
the preoperational level is not linear or logical. It is what Jacques

Lacan called in The Language of the Self "the forgotten language of

childhood," where syntax collides with magic. At this level resides the
notion that wishing someone to break his ankle may in reality cause him to.
Language brings forth a more complex world, one not just of physical
objects and images and symbols, but one also of concepts. To coordinate this
complexity requires, however, a different level of abilities. The rise of
concrete operations, the first truly logical mental operations, supplants
the tendency of the preoperational child to give magical explanations and
to confuse the part for the whole. Now the world can stop shifting, and
it "starts to hold still" (Kegan, 1982, p. 32); it becomes "concrete."
Through concrete operations the child constructs a world that is
orderly, regular, and stable. These operations enable the child to

coordinate perceptions. Thus while the preoperational child can compare
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nickels and dimes (pounds and pennies), the concrete operational child can
compare "coins." She can, that is, create classes of things. Now the

child can understand the rules of conservation, that the water poured from
the tall, thin glass into the short, squat glass is the same amount of water.
Those rules extend beyond conservation of number to conservation of group

membership. This membership, because it is essential to the creation and

maintenance of a stable world view and a stable sense of self, becomes of
ultimate concern.

Concrete operations enable the child to take perceptions, impulses,
and concepts as objects. Through this ability the child develops "a con-
tinuing sense about things and people" QEEEQ! P. 161), as well as an
enduring disposition. From this disposition the child develops a self-
concept. But perpetuation of one's sense of things and people--world
view--and one's sense of self--self-concept--requires learning the rules
for coordinating perceptions and conceptions. Those rules are not simply
the tools for coordination, but are at this level the actual source of the
world view and self. Because operations are concrete, the rules to learn
or that can be learned are limited to those of the flesh-and-blood others
("concrete" others) by whom the child is surrounded.

Able to sustain perceptions and conceptions, the child is able to
build out of what is given or shared a continuing and stable social order
that retains its properties from one social perception to the next. Through
acting on and coordinating this creation the child generates a sense of
self, The child knows herself as a member of that social order. She

cannot know herself apart from this group context, for there is no self

independent of that context.

58



Because the child is limited by concrete operations to external char-
acteristics, the boundary between self and other is simplistically drawn.
Groups--one's own and other groups--are defined by obvious, concrete char-
acteristics: sex, age, race, costume, etc. Within these groups everyone
will be seen to be, or the child thinks they ought to be, very much alike.

While coordination of perceptions brings the ability to take the role of
another, this ability is limited to those of one's own group, since within
that limit there is no possibility of losing one's self. Control of the
world, and of oneself, is gained through mastering the rules by which the
world and the group are seen to be governed. To assure that this mastery
is not undermined the child avoids anything that is uncertain or unpre-
dictable and focuses on amassing information and statistics. Therefore it
is not surprising, as Kegan (1982) observes, tha the favorite reading of

many children in the membership stage is The Guinness Book of World

Records.
It is the limits of concrete operations that lead the child to focus
on such interests. When one asks a child at this stage, "Who are you?",
the answer will resemble the concrete characteristics listed by James Joyce's
young Stephen Daedalus: "Stephen Daedalus, Class of Elements, Clongowes
Wood College, Gallins, County Kildare, Ireland, Europe, The World, The

Universe."

The hallmark of this stage is competition and compromise, Both are
about the experiencing of roles (Kegan, Op. cit., p. 163): Competition
establishes, tests, and measures the enduring disposition; compromise tests
one's new-found ability to take the roles of others, to see from another's
point of view. The elaborate games and rituals characteristic of this

stage are means for understanding, exercising, and celebrating roles., Each
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participant shows herself and shows others not only that she has a
prescribed role, but also that she can fulfil it. Participants therein
"display themselves, the selves they have become" (Ibid, p. 166).

There is plenty for the child to learn within the limitations of her
group. The rules important to learn are those that enable her to fit in
with others (Loevinger, 1976, pp. 17-18). The group places new demands on
the child, or, rather, her newly discovered awareness of the group demands
more from her. The group "expects the adolescent to be able to take other
people's feelings into account...to be able to keep agreements, meet ex-
pectations, and construct reasons for doing so--all invitations to the
yearning for inclusion" (Kegan, Op. cit., p. 168). All of this is quite
different from the egocentrism characteristic of the preoperational child.

Endowed with some perspectivism, able to operate with concepts and
thus to learn rules and roles, the child learns to construct and perceive a
particular shared reality. Everyone who comes into contact with the child
is a teacher describing the world and its operations until finally the
child learns the rules for making that world and its roles her own, per-
ceiving it as described. This membership is reinforced as the child acts
according to the rules of the group, fulfils her assigned roles, and shares
the common reality through communication. As G. H. Mead said, the self is
"socially constituted...and must extend as far as the social activity or
approaches of social relations which constitute it extend" (1934, p. 223).

Agency is constituted by the rules and roles of the group; the self-
definition, by the contents or the shared reality. Thus while the child
can choose among acceptable social roles, the range of roles and the
factors involved in choosing them are circumscribed by membership. "Since

this [membership] mind is not yet capable of formal operational thought,
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the self would have no inner capacity to easily judge the true role from
the false (or fraudulent) ones--it would tend merely to conform to those
roles assigned it" (Wilber, 1983, p. 285). Because the individual cannot
see her own agency; because she cannot bring to her attention "the obliga-
tions, expectations, satisfactions, purposes, or influences" (Kegan, op.
EEEQ of the group; because she cannot reflect on the rules and roles of
his shared reality (she can learn them but cannot question them), the group
rules. The need to conform is the central feature of the membership
self, and the member is therefore acutely aware of the opinions of
others. Having no critical distance from them, the child is captured
by the viewpoints, opinions, and expectations and conforms to them.9

Since control and stability are essential to the membership self, the
child seeks approval from others as a sign that her place in the group--and
thus her self--is secure. The limit of the self lies in its inability to
consult itself about, to separate from, the shared or group reality. Her
membership, as her agency, is unconscious. It is not so much her reality,

as the shared perceptions are herself. The group's norms are her norms;

the group's codes, her codes. She obeys the rules simply because they

are the group's rules.10

Yet the language belies the state of the self. Since the group is the
source of self, there is no self to share with others or to conform to
group norms. There is no self separate from the group and thus none to
bring to the group. As Kegan remarked, others do not speak for her; she is
the others speaking Qﬂh.EiEz p. 64). Without a self separate from the
group the child is not initiated into a ready-made community and does not
submit to its system. She is the community standards, purposes, rules, and

roles, These are not internalized; they are, as her agency, unconscious
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operators. "Something cannot be internalized until we emerge from our embed-
dedness in it..[I]t is our embeddedness, our subjectivity, that leads us

to project it onto the world in our constitution of reality" (Ibid, p. 31).
Rather than taken within, the framework is built up from the inside.

In rough terms, the self is seeking like-minds and like-opinions to
reproduce, maintain, and reinforce its membership by sharing the symbols--
beliefs, ideas, stories, purposes, etc.--of the group. When a person is
thrown into a new group, the content may change, but the need to conform
remains., Consider the case of a teenage boy who grows up in Little Rock,
Arkansas, hating blacks, then moves to Madison, Wisconsin, and becomes an
egalitarian (Ibid). Though the perspectives are diametrically opposed, the
mode for defining oneself is exactly the same: conformity to one's peer
group, expressing the need to fit in. But having no self separate from the
group, the member does not perceive it this way.

Membership is most typically the identity of early adolescents. The
adolescent, comments James Fowler, "needs mirrors" (1981, p. 151), the eyes
and ears of trusted others to reflect the image of an unfolding personality.
Thus, for example, adolescent love is preoccupied not so much with burgeon-
ing sexuality as it is, Erik Erikson tells us, with forming a personal
myth of the self that is mirrored in another.

Membership, Erikson also says, is the home of ideology, which he de-
fines as "a coherent body of shared images, ideas, and ideals which provides
for the participants a coherent, if systematically simplified, over-all
orientation in space and time, in means and ends" (1960, p. 8l1). But as a
developmentalist would argue, membership is not necessarily a pernicious
level. It marks a step out of egocentrism and toward full perspectivism.

The ability to take the roles of others, even if limited, is crucial for a
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coherent world view, for it enables viewpoints to be shared and understood.
Erikson argues that ideology, despite the simplifications and possible
rationalizations, is for adolescents salutary. "Youth needs to base
rejections and acceptances on ideological alternatives vitally related

to the existing range of alternatives for identity formation" (Ibid, p. 33).
The youth is thus presented with new options, ideals, roles, and rules but
in a way that is limited and manageable. Whatever the content, aim, or

end, the need of this stage is everywhere the same: "uncompromising commit-
ment to some absolute hierarchy of values and some rigid principle of
conduct" (Ibid, p. 8l1).

In the adolescent quest for identity "there is a universal trend
toward some form of uniformity (and sometimes to special uniforms or dis-
tinctive clothing) through which incomplete self-certainty...can hide in
group certainty...Even those who care to differ radically must evoke a cer-
tain uniformity of differing" (Ibid, p. 71). But why should self-
certainty be incomplete? Membership is a level of shared and certain real-
ity and thus of shared and certain self. But in middle adolescence belong-
ing and membership become desperate needs, because affiliation can become
conscious. The unfolding of formal operations can bring the onset of
doubt as adolescents expand perspectivism beyond the group, and the agency

of the membership self becomes an object of the new self's attention.
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Autonomous Self

The unfolding of formal operational thought brings forth the "full
range of operations involved in ratiocination" (Gardner, 1972, p. 103).
This includes the capacities to express relations in terms of linguistic
propositions; to consider systematically the relations of propositions to
one another; and to generate counterfactuals, to make hypotheses, and to
draw inferences, Whereas concrete operations enables the individual to
use rules on concepts and to operate on the world of physical objects and
persons, formal operations enables the individual to operate on logical or
"formal" propositions about the world. Rather than just operating on the
objects themselves, the individual can also operate on statements about
objects.

Formal operations enable the individual to transcend the concrete
world and so apply to it, or operate on it with, general laws and rules
that need not refer to the contents of the particulars. Being able to act
upon the world propositionally, hypothetically, and abstractly, the indi-
vidual can create plans in which any given concrete event is but one
instance or only one possibility. She comes thereby to realize that her
own group or social order is only one possibility among many. While the
membership self could conceive of the future, she could do so only as an
extension of the concrete present. For her possibility was a subset of
reality. For the formal operational adolescent, reality is a subset of
possibility. She can now imagine ideal states and unseen worlds. "The
result is a high degree of flexibility; rather than being embedded in their
own concrete point of view, youth are able to approach any subject matter

from multiple perspectives" (Labouvie-Vief, 1980, p. 152).
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Such full-blown perspectivism means that one can separate from and
thus operate on the group and its standards. The individual can now see
the roles and rules that had constituted the self at the concrete opera-
tional level. Rather than being these rules and roles the formal
operational adolescent has rules and roles. Whereas the individual at the
concrete operational level operated within a flow of concrete events that
carried her along and shaped her identity, the individual at the formal
operational level can reflect on, can step back from, those events.,

Whereas meaning for the membership self derived from the group, for the
formal operational adolescent a group can be formed around one's own
meaning. The principles and processes whereby meaning is made transcend
the group itself. The individual can therefore be autonomous as responsi-
bility appears above all to be to the individual self.

Responsibility implies ownership of actions. The obligation to act
may come from different sources (authority, social pressures, conscience,
self), but responsibility is ultimately always a response of self that
defines the relationship to that source of obligation. Self has now moved
from being relationships to having relationships. The boundaries of the
group~--family, gang, clan, tribe, nation--are transcended. Other people
are known for the first time, for they can be known as independent, separate
persons and not as representatives or members of a sodality.

Social attachments are not necessarily lost, however. Indeed, they
may be even more profound, for since the individual is separate from the
group, she can evaluate the effects, and therefore the importance, of a
group's organization, purposes, and assumptions. Where the self was derived
from the community at the prior level, the self at the autonomous level can

bring itself, can commit itself, to that community.
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Precisely the same is true of personal relationships. Relationships at
membership defined the self, for there was no self independent of them. Now
relationships are the content, not the context, of the self; no longer
constituting agency, relationships can be operated on and can form part of
the self-definition. Relationships can be freely entered, not compelled.

These are conscious relationships. The interaction within them is between

discrete, independent selves who present themselves in relationships and
are not embedded in or formed by them.

Identity will shift to the formal operational level as the individual
grapples with the realization of the relativity of her own self-definition.
With formal operations comes for the first time self-reflectivity. This is
both a blessing and a curse. Not only is her world one of open possibili-
ties, but so is her self-definition. She is now aware of the beliefs, values,
rules, and roles that had constituted the self, and she asks, "Where do I
stand?" and the more familiar, "Who am I?"

Asking such questions is the hallmark of the autonomous self.

Identity shifts from "what I am” to "who I am." Late adolescents at

this stage do not describe themselves in concrete facts, but use those
facts to form more general hypotheses. Rather than saying, as the member-
ship self does, "I like basketball," the late adolescent will say, "I am
athletic." Yet that is merely the beginning of how they describe
themselves. Attention focuses now on the "metaphysical” self: "Who is in
charge of my life? Why am I here? What is the purpose of my life? What
is happiness, and how can I achieve it?"

Because the person is now self-reflective, identity shifts from self-
definition to agency. At the concrete operational level, and earlier,

there was only self-definition, for before formal operations there could
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not be self-reflectivity. When identity shifts to autonomy, the result
appears to be an intensive focus on agency. The individual continues to
have a self-definition, a set of personal beliefs, actions, values, and
goals that are central to and that characterize her. But when pressed--
for instance, by persistently asking, "Who are you?"--she will identify
herself as the organizer of psychological experience more than what is
organized (Kegan, Op. cit., p. 103). "The person is not his duties, roles
or institutions, but the 'haver! of them" (i[b_ig, pp. 238-39).

"Instead of being just ‘'me' (the self-concept or others' conception

of me), the self is also the transcendent 'I,' the actually existing center
of organization, the conceiver of self" (Broughton, 1982, p. 267). 1In
other words, when pressed, autonomous selves soon abandon discussions of

their self-concepts and resort to descriptions of the processes by which

they come to self~definitions:

There is a hub or a core to my self and shooting off from that

are these qualities that define me: my law practice, my family,

my friends, my club, my golf. What is that core? It is the

way I change these qualities, the way I rank them in order of

importance, or the way I see them change. They may not change,

but I do; or they may change, but I really don't. The core

isn't really any thing. It is my own style or waX to de-

cide what's important. That is really what I am. 1

Identifying with agency brings with it, says Kegan, a shift from con-
ceiving of oneself exclusively as a member of a particular group or order
to a sense of membership "in the human community" (Op. cit., p. 67).
It is this identity that provides the status of individuality: "However
distinctly given persons may be known, the construction of individuality

suggests a way of knowing them which is common among them" (Idem). As

James Mark Baldwin pointed out, individuality is singular, but it is also
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universal--a property shared by all persons. One may continue to have
special obligations to those in one's own group, but now one also senses
obligations to all other persons qua persons. An Israeli soldier, serving
as a medic during the Six-Day War, revealed in his discussion of aiding
Arabs and Israelis alike this sense of dual obligation:

If he [an Arab] had to receive some kind of treatment, he'd

receive it, just as every Israeli and every other soldier

[would], without any problem...Regarding the Arab, I'll do

the same actions, but I'1l1l do it not out of love, well, out

of, I don't know, not out of love for the man, but out of

some kind of duty I have toward him (Ibid, p. 70).

This is the first and only level of individuality, for only at this
level could the self be independent. The self is not simply the owner of
its actions, but also the author of those actions and of itself; for at the
autonomous stage the self-definition is not something given or something
found, but something created, created by choices, deliberations, analysis,
and self-reflection. The self can choose itself, so to speak. It is free
from the dictates of nature--of instincts and impulses--and free from the
dictates of outside authorities. At this level the self is distinct from
the roles it plays. Now the self recognizes its agency, its aspect as the
organizer of roles, determining which role is appropriate for a given situ-
ation. Agency is finally consciously differentiated from self-definition.

The autonomous level emphasizes individuality just as the membership
level emphasized group. The functions of the prior levels--the bodily
functions and impulses, the imaging mind, the conceptual mind, the rules for
operating upon concepts, the taking of roles of others--are integrated into

the autonomous self as components of that self. The self is, therefore, a

compound of all the preceding levels and the integration of those with the
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current one. That current basic structure--formal operations--holds
functions not found at the prior levels: The self is now able to think the
possible and to think about thinking. It is able "to assume, to presume,
to construct ideals, and to conceive the potential, the metaphorical, the
probable and improbable, the possible and the impossible" (Arieti,'ggL
cit., p. 144).

To clarify the differences between the membership self and the auton-
omous self still further, we turn to the work in moral development of
Lawrence Kohlberg. It has been said of Kohlberg that he did for under-
standing how the mind organizes the social-personal world what Piaget did
for understanding how the mind organizes the physical world (Kegan, Op.
EEE;)' He has done so, says Broughton, by doing what most cognitive-
developmentalists eschew: Kohlberg put "the self into the stages of the
theory" (1981b, p. 324). Ironically, however, Kohlberg seems to have left
out any direct analysis of the self. Yet his "conventional" and "post-
conventional" levels of moral reasoning correspond precisely to our member-
ship self and autonomous self, respectively. What will interest us here is
not so much how adolescents shift from being membership selves to being
autonomous selves, but how adults try to remain at or justify the
membership stage in order to escape the conflicts, tensions, and contra-

dictions that can ensue when formal operations unfold.
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KOHLBERG'S THEORY OF MORAL DEVELOPMENT

Thirty years ago, influenced by the theories of James Mark Baldwin--
the father of social psychology--and the experimental work of Piaget,
Kohlberg began a series of interviews with 72 Chicago schoolboys (aged
10-16) to determine whether reasoning about situations involving conflicts
over rights and claims (moral dilemmas; see Table 1 for Kohlberg's most
famous example) showed any of the features of developmental stage
structures. Every hypothetical dilemma involved some question about the
relationship between self and other, and the theory derived from these in-

terviews purports to show how the self differentiates from and relates to

society and others.

TABLE 1

In Europe, a woman was near death from a very bad disease, a

a special kind of cancer. There was one drug that the doctors
thought might save her. It was a form of radium for which a
druggist was charging ten times what the drug cost him to make.
The sick woman's husband, Heinz, went to everyone he knew to
borrow the money, but he could only raise about half of what it
cost. He told the druggist that his wife was dying, and asked
him to sell the drug cheaper or let him pay later. But the
druggist said, "No, I discovered the drug and I'm going to
make as much money as I can from it." So Heinz broke into

the man's store to steal the drug for his wife. Should Heinz
have stolen the drug? Wwhy? Why not?

Moral development, Kohlberg tells us, "is fundamentally a process of
the restructuring of modes of role-taking" (1969, p. 399). Each new struc-

ture is characterized by a new cognitive ability that enables the person
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to understand and coordinate more diverse points of view and to take into

account more of the relevant situational factors. Consequently, as the

person proceeds, he is able to handle more complicated dilemmas in a con-
sistent way. Each stage is higher than or superior to its predecessor be-
cause each stage is "a more differentiated, comprehensive, and integrated
structure than its predecessor" (Ibid, p. 195).

Little of this should by this time be new or surprising to the reader.
Kohlberg also echoes other developmentalists in arguing that people move
through these stages in an invariant sequence. The stages of his theory,
also like those of other developmentalists, are inductive generalizations
derived from empirical data.12

Kohlberg classified moral reasoning by three levels--preconventional,
conventional, and postconventional--each with two stages. (For an outline
of the stages, see Table 2.) Since only the conventional and postconven-
tional levels and their stages are pertinent to our discussion, remarks

will be limited to them.

Conventional

The moral reasoner on the conventional level is concerned with the
performance of good and right roles and with the fulfillment of expectations.
At stage 3 those roles and expectations are limited to primary group rela-
tions based upon sentiment. Those primary groups are dyadic (two-person)
relationships, of which society is an aggregation and social relations mere
extensions of interpersonal relations. Moral intentions are therefore
based on interpersonal values, and relationships are limited to dyadic,

concrete relationships of significance. One's primary concern at this
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Tabled, Definition of Moral Stages

1. Preconventional level

II1.

At this level the child is responsive to cultural rules and labels of
good and bad, right or wrong, but interprets these labels either in
terms of the physicl or the hedonistic consequences of action (punish-
ment. reward, exchange of favors) or in terms of the physical power of
those who enundiatc the rules and labels. The level is divided into the
following two stages:

Stage 1: The punishment-and-obedience orientation. The physical
consequences of action determine its goodness or badness regardless of
the human meaning or value of these consequences. Avoidance of pun-
ishment and unquestioning deference to power arc valued in their
own right. not in terms of respect for an underlying moral order sup-
ported by punishment and authority (the latter being stage 4).

Stage 2: The instrumental-relativist orientation. Right action con-
sists of that which instrumentally satisfies one’s own needs and ocaa-
sionally the needs of others. Human relations are viewed in terms like
those of the market place. Elements of fairness, of reciprocity, and of
equal sharing are present, but they are always interpreted in a physical
pragmatic way. Reciprocity is 2 matter of “you scratch my back and
I'll scrawch yours,” not of loyalty, gratitude, or justice.

. Conventional level

At this level, maintaining the expectations of the individual’s family,
group, or nation is perceived as valuable in its own right, regardless
of immediate and obvious consequences. The attitude is not only one
of conformity to personal expectations and social order, but of loyalty
to it, of actively maintaining, supporting, and justifying the order, and
of identifying with the persons or ,toup involved 'm it. At this level,
there are the following two stages:

Sage 3: The interpersonal concordance ar “good boy---nice girl”
orientation. Good behavior is that which pleases or helps others and is
approved by them. There is much conformity to stereotypical images
of what is majority or “natwural® behavior. Behavior is frequendy
judged by intention—"he means well” becomes important for the first
time. One earns approval by being “nice.”

Stage 4: The “law and order” orientation. There is orientation toward
authority, fixed rules, and the maintenance of the sodal order. Right
behavior coasists of doing one’s duty, showing respect for authority,
and maintaining the given sodal arder for its own sake.

Postconventional, autonomous, or prindpled level

At this level, there is a clear effort to define moral values and prin-
dples that have validity and application apart from the authority of
the groups or persons holding these princples and apart from the in-

dividual's own identification with these groups. This level again has
two stages:

Stage 5: The socialcontract legalistic orientation, gencrally with
utilitarian overtones. Right action tends to be defined in terms of gen-
eral individual rights, and standards which have been critically ex-
amined and agreed upon by the whole society. There is a clear aware-
ness of the relativism of personal values and opinions and a corre-
sponding emphasis upon procedural rules for reaching consensus. Aside
from what is constitutionally and democratically agreed upon, the
right is 2 matter of personal “values” and “opinion.” The result is an
emphasis upon the “legal point of view,” but with an eraphasis upon
the possibility of changing law in terms of rational considerations of
sodial utility (rather than freezing it in terms of stage 4 “law and or-
der™). Outside the legal realm, free agreement and contract is the bind-
ing element of obligation. This is the “official” morality of the Amer-
ian government and constitution.

Stage 6: The universal-ethical-principle orientation. Right is defined
by the dedsion of conscience in accord with self-chosen ethical prin-
ciples appealing to logical comprehensiveness, universality, and con-
sistency. These principles are abstract and ethial (the Golden Rule,
the categorical imperative); they are not concrete moral rules like the
Ten Commandments. At heart, these are universal principles of jus-
tice, of the recriprocity and equality of human rights, and of respect
for the dignity of human beings as indrvidual persons (“From Is to
Durht.” nn. 164 /8)



stage is to please and help those significant others, to gain their ap-
proval as a "good boy" or "nice girl."”

At the next stage, stage 4, expectations and duties are defined by
rules of the system, not by one's relationship to specific persons.
Whereas stage-3 community was restricted to primary groups in which the
self shares the same perspective (the self is that perspective), stage-4
community demands that one be able to take the perspectives of many roles.
Individual relationships are here superseded by the view of community as
a system of shared, fixed roles and rules. Society is seen to be a system
of relationships, not an aggregation of relationships. Values can only be
protected by the maintenance of law and order through a system, not by the
actions of a few individuals. Therefore, one must consider what is good
or bad for that system, above what is good or bad for one's personal re-
lationships. The primary concern of the stage-4 reasoner is to prevent
deviations of the laws, since such deviations threaten the whole system of
shared expectations.

Stages 3 and 4 appear to follow our description of membership. Yet
the stage 4 "law-and-order" orientation requires some advanced role-taking
ability and thus some rudimentary kind of formal operational thought.

Thus, from the viewpoint of the theory of compound individuality, it could
be described as a transition stage, for competing systems and social orders
cannot yet be assessed.

Stage 4 is reason in support of the known and established order of
one's own country or subculture within it (e.g., the Catholic Church).

The emergence of some formal operations enables the reasoner to rationalize
or justify his society and his position in it. But, Kohlberg claims, given

the opportunity to engage in discussion of moral dilemmas, the reasoner will
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see the limits of stage 4. The ability to create hypothetical possibili-
ties characteristic of formal operations will lead the reasoner to an
awareness that one's own society is merely one possibility among many.

Now aware of many possible systems, the moral reasoner is drawn to criteria
for choosing among them and for adhering to any one of them. This leads

to the postconventional level.

2. Postconventional

Whereas stage 4 was a system-maintenance perspective and thus did not
provide any guidelines for changing society, stage 5 is the perspective
of a rational approach to making laws and rules. The person, no longer
embedded in the social order, can now reflect upon ii.. Rather than striv-
ing merely to maintain the social order, the stage-5 reasoner seeks to
clarify the purposes for which society has been structured. Society is now
defined through contractually agreed-upon expectations, rights, and obli-
gations. The social contract presupposes equality among partners, recip-
rocity of partners, and liberty of partners, otherwise a contract could
not be binding. The person is here able to step back from concrete laws to
judge them in accordance with what laws could or ought to be. The stage-5
reasoner can take a perspective outside of society and, Kohlberg argues,
prior to society (1971, p. 203).

At this stage the moral reasoner is concerned with how the civic order
and its laws are "made" (Kohlberg, 1971, p. 200). Social institutions must
be seen, according to these reasoners, as the products of rational thought.

Although rational persons may contract to establish a certain kind of in-
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stitution in one society that they might not establish in another, such in-
stitutions are considered valid as long as the terms of the contract

are based on the free consent of rational agents (Kohlberg, 1969, p. 399).
Within an established order, stage-5 reasoners seek rational agreement on
and justification for the laws and institutions they share.

While stage-~5 reasoners can recognize the relativity of many laws and
institutions, they believe that laws to be obligatory must be consistent
with individual rights--life, liberty, freedom from oppression--and con-
sistent with the interests and welfare of the majority (Kohlberg, 1971, pp.
201-203). Obligations to such laws are part of the social contract.
Stage-~5 reasoners juxtapose natural rights and utilitarianism. Individual
rights are sacrosanct in any society and must be guaranteed, because they
are prior to any social contract, but the guiding stage-~5 maxim is "the
greatest good for the greatest number," provided that good is rational.
Consideration of social utility can lead to laws being changed rather than
simply having laws frozen in place as in stage-4 "law and order" reasoning.

According to Kohlberg, stage-5 reasoners argue that laws to be oblig-
atory must be made through constitutional procedures that all rational
persons can accept. Such laws are binding on all citizens, even those
who disagree, and are to be obeyed as part of the contract (Ibid, p. 204).
But what should a person do in situations where no legal definitions exist
or where those that do are questionable? The stage-5 criteria used for
making laws (impartiality, universality) are then applied to moral choices.
This marks the next stage, stage 6.

At stage 6 reasoners seek rational agreement not on the nature of a
shared social order, or its procedures, but on the principles underlying

such orders. To the stage-5 reasoner obligations to the laws are limited

74



to those who share in the social contract, who share a social order. At
stage 6 reasoners seek rational agreement on a set of moral principles that
are valid irrespective of any definite social order and irrespective of any
individual's social, economic, racial, or political status. Those prin-
ciples are 1) persons are of unconditional value--similar, if not identical,
to Kant's Categorical Imperative--and 2) individual justice--"the right of
every person to equal consideration of his claims in every situation, not
just those codified into law" (Ibid, p. 210). A just society is there-
fore one predicated on and whose actions and laws are determined by such
principles. Whereas stage-5 justice derive from what is legal, at stage-6
what is legal derives from what is just.

In brief, while stage 5 can yield "a set of procedural principles on
which men could agree...it cannot yield a universal morality on which all
men could agree" ngig, p. 208). Kohlberg has here made clear what at
previous stages seems only implied: that his stages are not only about how
persons reason morally, but also about substantive moral contents. This
"hidden agenda" has been the focus of some sharp criticism, and critics
have been outraged by Kohlberg's suggestion that there are universal
substantive moral principles upon which all rational persons will
agree, We shall address this claim, and others, when we return to look
critically at Kohlberg's theory. But for now our focus will be on clarify-
ing the distinction between the membership self and the autonomous self.
Kohlberg's postconventional stages do not really help us other than to
suggest that at stages 5 and 6 a person with full formal operations is able
to examine critically the laws and values of the social order by stepping
back reflectively (stepping out into another role). To pursue the clarifi-

cation let us focus on some of the "conventional" responses from partici-
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pants in two incidents that struck at America's sensibilities in the 1970's:

the My Lai massacre in Vietnam and the Watergate scandal.

My Lai

During the Vietnam war, Paul Meadlow, a foot soldier, admitted before
a military tribunal to firing, on orders from his superior, Lieutenant
Calley, at unarmed civilians in a Vietnamese village, My Lai. 1In a tele-
vised interview, Meadlow made the following comments in response to the
question, "Why did you do it?":

If an officer tells you to stand on your head in the middle

of the highway, you do it...

.+.We was [sic] supposed to get satisfaction from this

village for the men we lost over there., I lost a damn

good buddy, Bobby Wilson. [In killing] I was getting

relieved from what I had seen over there...My buddies

getting killed or wounded...It was just revenge,

Meadlow's interview revealed that he never questioned his orders. He
expressed a Kohlbergian preconventional view that you obey orders to avoid
punishment--"getting slapped in the head or kicked in the chest." Meadlow
showed little acknowledgement that his actions were not acceptable conduct.
When asked how he could have shot babies and children, he responded: "It's
just one of those things."

Lieutenant Calley, his superior, showed a Kohlbergian stage-~3 orient-
ation. He based his behavior on his notions of what he anticipated others
would regard as actions of a model officer. When asked why he fired at
civilians while his company of soldiers moved through the village, he said:

Because that's what I was instructed to do, Sir, and I had

delayed [in the village] long enough. I was trying to get
out of there before I got criticized again...I was a run-
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of-the-mill guy. I still am...I had to obey orders and

hope that the people in Washington were smarter than me.

Through his actions Calley tried to win praise for fulfilling his
role. As with all membership selves, Calley is dependent on others to de-~
fine for him what is right and wrong. His responsibility is to fulfil the
expectations of those "in charge" who made the definitions. 1If, for
example, the "higher ups" (p. 6) define a group of women and children as
the enemy and define an officer's role as seeing to it that the enemy is
destroyed, then, as Calley said, he "acts as directed...and [will not] feel
wrong for doing so" (Idem).

Clearly Calley could not step back from his role and the rules (obey-
ing orders) to test logically the validity of the orders. His testimony at
his court martial indicated that he could not comprehend the meaning of the
Geneva Convention--that is, the section that requires soldiers to test
the legality of orders they receive. Calley admitted that he had received
instructions about the Gevena Convention, but when asked, "What are the
principles involved?", he responded:

That all orders were assumed legal, that a soldier's job was

to carry out the order given him to the best of his ability...

You could be court-martialed for refusing an order.

Calley sensed no tension between the Geneva Convention and his orders,
because he recognized no conflict between his orders and the law. He could
not comprehend the Convention in any way other than how he did, because as
a membership self he could only see that all orders were the law. When
pressed about what he would do if he had a doubt about an order, Calley

responded: "If I questioned the order, I was supposed to carry it out and

then come back and make my complaint."
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Contrast this kind of reasoning with that of Michael Bernhardt, a
soldier in Calley's company. Bernhardt repeatedly refused to fire at civ-
ilians. When ordered to shoot a woman running from "LZ dotti" [another
village], Bernhardt instead ran after her shouting, "Dong lai!" ["Stop!"],
but she got away. Calley then berated him for not shooting her. Later,
when another woman was shot because she would not halt, Bernhardt reported
the incident to his captain. The captain responded that shooting her was
brigade policy. Bernhardt commented:

They couldn't think of a better way to stop her. I just

wouldn't have stopped her at all. Nothing needs an

excuse to live...When I saw them shooting women and

children I figured, "Well, I'm going to have to be

doing my own war and let them do their own war."

"Doing his own war" translated into firing over the heads of the
villagers at My Lai. He explained his actions this way:

I [won't] do anything if I know it is wrong. No matter

whose law it is, no matter whose leadership I am follow-

ing, [if it is wrong] I won't be able to do it...I am

just compelled [not to]...Since My Lai I have had to

follow my own decisions...Now this is what I do: I try

and apply logic to it rather than anything else; logic

to say, "Is this right, or should I do this?"

Bernhardt is clearly able to stand back from the laws and orders that
he is meant to follow. "People must be guided by their own standards,” he
said, '"by their self-discipline.* He is able to differentiate concrete
rules from what is legally and personally acceptable, and is able to cal-
culate the consequences of actions not only on himself but also on others.

In Lieutenant Calley and Michael Bernhardt we have examples of a mem-

bership self and an autonomous self. Calley is driven by expectations, as

he tries to live up to the conventional role of a good soldier. When that
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role demands that he murder civilians, he has no way of stepping outside it
to scrutinize those expectations. Bernhardt, on the other hand, is able
through formal operations and self-reflectivity to operate logically on
rules and roles, to judge whether they have a valid legal and moral basis,
or whether they should be rejected. As an autonomous self, Bernhardt
identifies with following his own standards and his self-discipline.

From the perspective of an autonomous self it is easy to condemn the
actions and thinking of Meadlow and Calley, because the right response is
so clear. "Why can't these men act courageously and do what is right?"

The same question was asked of Nazi guards at Auschwitz and of the partici-
pants in Stanley Milgram's obedience study in which an experimenter orders
a subject to give increasingly severe electric shocks--even "lethal"
shocks--to an actor who is pretending, unseen but audible, to be a learner.
How can people on orders inflict pain on the innocent? Often unnoticed

in these situations is that many participants are membership selves who may
actually be acting courageously (Kegan, Op. cit., p. 65). They may think
that although they do not like what they are ordered by authority figures
to do~--most of the subjects in Milgram's experiment protested, wept, and
shook uncontrollably--they are doing what is right by following the orders.
To quit would not be courageous, but cowardly. The world of rules and
roles, of authority figures issuing orders, and of conformity to them, is
both the membership world view and the source of one's self.

Certainly adults such as the three soldiers highlighted above or those
involved in Milgram's experiment are able to explain and rationalize their
actions. But they can do so only in terms of their own world view. In
other words, membership selves being embedded in the rules and roles of the

group, or society, are not so much conforming to that social order by
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accepting its terms, as they are that order and can see only in its terms,
Though formal operations are available, the person is unable to use them
except to justify his membership self. Though the person could be self-
reflective, he is unable to be because he is not yet able to extricate
himself from the membership world. Nothing has pushed him to the limits of
his way of knowing the world. Therefore, his identity has not shifted to

the autonomous stage. Stanley Hauerwas describes how Albert Speer eschewed

self-reflection while serving the Nazi regime:

He had no effective way to step back from himself, no place

to stand. His self-deception began when he assumed that

"being above all an architect” was a story sufficient to

constitute his self. He had to experience the solitude of

prison to realize that becoming a human being requires

stories and images a good deal richer than merely pro-

fessional ones (Quoted in Fowler, 1981, p. 28l1).
Only when confined in Spandau Prison could Speer come to terms with and
take responsibility for the crimes against humanity that he had committed.
While he was accepting the use of slave laborers in Germany's factories and
mines, Speer says he "did not see these men at all...I was moving within
the system...I did not see any moral ground outside the system where I
should take a stand.” Having reflected on his life and identity inside

prison, the purpose for which prisons were originally conceived by the

Quakers, Speer asked: "Who was that young man who had now become so alien

to me?" (Ibid, p. 280)
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Wate;ggpe

Employees of the American Federal Government involved or implicated in
the Watergate break-in and/or cover-up provide examples of predominantly

stage~-3 and stage-4 reasoning.14 The break-in, an attempt by burglers in

the employment of the Committee to Reelect the President (CREEP) to plant
listening devices at the Democratic Party National Headquarters, was the
surface, investigations revealed, of a fetid swamp of illegality and
harassment that went as high up as the President himself. In an exchange
with Senator Howard Baker during the Senate Watergate investigations Mr.
Donald Porter, at the time of the burglary an assistant to Mr. Jeb
Magruder, head of CREEP, explained why he had lied to the Grand Jury:
Baker: At any time did you ever think of saying, "I do not
think this is quite right."?
Porter: Yes I did.
Baker: What did you do about it?
Porter: I didn't do anything about it.
Baker: Why not?
Porter: In all honesty, probably because of the fear of group
pressure that would ensue from not being a team player...
My loyalty, Senator Baker, is to one man, Richard
Nixon...I first met Mr. Nixon when I was eight years
0ld, when he ran for Congress in my district...I
felt I had known this man all my life--not personally,
perhaps, but in spirit. I felt a deep sense of
loyalty. I was appealed to on this basis.
Porter was aware of the group's motivations and pressures; he could
observe and act on (justify) his relations to the group. He even recog-
nized that what he was doing was wrong. But he was unable to act against

the group, because it was one source of his identity. He was willing to do

what he knew to be wrong, because his loyalty to Nixon superseded any
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notion of right or wrong. His overriding concern was to maintain not the
system-~the society (stage 4)--but the group that was the expression of his
source of identity--interpersonal loyalty (stage 3). Porter had the
tools-~-formal operations--for distancing himself from the group, but he was
unable to do so since his identity, his meaning, his self, was attached

through it to Nixon.

Another conspirator, Egil Krogh, gave a standard stage-4 justification

for his actions:

I see now that the key is the effect that the term "national
security"” had on my judgment. The very words served to
block my critical analysis...[T]Jo suggest that the national
security was being improperly invoked was to invite

a confrontation with my patriotism and loyalty and so
appeared to be beyond the scope and in contravention of

the faithful performance of the duties of my office...

The very definition of national security was for the
President to pursue his planned course.

Krogh's concern was to fulfil his role; maintaining the nation meant main-
taining the President. His perspective gave him no way to judge whether
the President's planned course was itself a breach of national security.15
Membership selves cannot scrutinize the nature of their commitments or
loyalties, since these are the way of agency and the source of the self-
definition. Because adult membership selves do not seek to determine by
analysis or role-taking whether their cause is just or whether their
conscience is "right," they seek merely to bring their actions and beliefs
into line with those of the group. A membership self cannot reflect on
his need to conform, because the self cannot see what constitutes

agency. The need to conform is the principle that organizes experience.

Donald Porter succumbed not to group pressure to commit acts he knew to be
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wrong, but he succumbed to the fear that if he did not commit these acts,
he would face ridicule and sanctions from those in the group, those who
loyally served President Nixon. Though he sensed a conflict between
loyalty and "what was right,” his need for approbation from Nixon, if only
indirect, resolved the dilemma. Porter thus used formal operations to
justify and reinforce his membership identity: "I am loyal to Richard
Nixon; Nixon or his authorized agents have authorized me to commit im-
proprieties--including perjury; therefore, I shall be loyal and do as
instructed." Porter's testimony reveals that conformity did not so much
outweigh truth; loyalty to Nixon was Porter's truth.

Porter could not bring into question the nature or basis of his
loyalty, the boundaries of his self. Loyalty and conformity give way to
"higher" or more comprehensive principles when identity shifts to autonomy.
From the perspective of the theory of compound individuality this means
that individuals act according to the dictates of reason, according to
principles that are valid independent of the group's or society's stand-
ards. From Kohlberg's perspective the claim is even stronger. It is that
individuals act according to universal moral principles on which all
rational persons will agree. This position has been controversial, to say
the least, and in the mind of some critics has placed Kohlberg's entire
theory in jeopardy.

Indeed, of all the developmental theorists, Jean Piaget apart,
Kohlberg has drawn in recent years the most critical attention, both with-
in and outside psychology'.16 Examining the nature of these critiques will
help us determine whether the theory of compound individuality is sus-

ceptible to the same criticisms.
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CRITIQUES OF KOHLBERG

In the early 1970's, on the strength of his empirical work, Kohlberg
claimed that his theory showed not only how people reason morally, but
also how they ought to reason. In effect, he claimed to have solved a two-
thousand-year-old philosophical conundrum: how to decide what to do when
rights and claims conflict. Stage-6 ethical principles, those upon which
all rational persons will agree, define the right decision and reasoning
for anyone in that situation.

Understandably, the criticism of Kohlberg's theory has centered around
Kohlberg's arguments in defense of this claim and centered on the absence of
convincing cross-cultural data to support the claim.l7 qhe critics argue
that Kohlberg is presenting a theory that is not universal and whose
principled stages are not empirical. Rather, he is presenting a theory
based on a Western supremacist view of morality and a description of prin-
cipled stages drawn from extrapolations from his own political predilections.
Critics were certainly justified to respond in this way in 1971 when
Kohlberg, with little cross-cultural or longitudinal data, announced:
"Almost all individuals in all cultures use the same thirty basic moral
categories, concepts, or principles, and all individuals in all cultures

go through the same order or sequence of gross stage development."l8

To substantiate such claims, cross-cultural research would have to
show 1) an invariant sequence--with movement upward and without significant
regressions or skipping of stages; 2) the full range of moral stages, in-
cluding the highest (otherwise those stages cannot be part of any empirical
claim); and 3) a correspondence between all types of moral reasoning found

in the study and the stages Kohlberg describes.
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In 1983 John Snarey of Harvard compared 43 studies carried out in 26
countries (counting the United States) to ascertain whether these claims
were substantiated. Of these studies 23% represented primarily Western
populations, 46% was on non-European populations influenced by the West
(e.g., India and Taiwan), and 31% included non-Western village populations.
The studies also showed strong variety in age groups, male and female
populations, and socio-economic background. Seven of them were longitudin-
al studies; the rest were cross-sectional only. Thus, Snarey concludes,
"the diversity and number of cultures...are sufficient to evaluate the
claim of cultural universality" (1983, p. 15).

With reference to stage invariance, Snarey's analysis shows that
86% of the studies showed an increase in upward stage movement, with 100%
showing no stage skipping. The studies bear out Kohlberg's claims about
movement to higher stages being age-dependent.

Were all of the stages present? Every study found stages 1 through 4,
without exception. In the Western urban societies tested, 100% found
stages 4/5 (a transition stage to be discussed below) to some degree and
stage 5 to a lesser degree. In non-Western urban societies stages 4/5 and
5 appeared in 91% of the samples; in non-Western traditional folk societies,
however, stage 5 was absent from 100% of the cases. How do we account for
this?

Kohlberg himself conceded that stage 5 was a rare occurrence even in
the United States, and in the mid-seventies he dropped stage 6 altogether from
his revamped scoring manual (Gilligan and Murphy, 1980). But even conceding
the rarity of stage~5 reasoning, how does Snarey account for its complete
absence in the folk societies? One explanation is that given the small

samples of adults tested in those societies, it would be unusual, because
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of the infrequency of stage 5 in any culture, to see any postconventional
reasoning. But two of the traditional cultures tested--Kenyan village
leaders and Tibetan monks--showed no one beyond even stages 3 or 3/4. In
the case of the Tibetan monks, not only did they fail to score at the post-
conventional level, but they also scored most often at the preconventional
level, below most of the laymen in their communities.

Three of the researchers make the identical case about the absence of
stage 5 in folk cultures. Vasudev, Uwe Gielan, and Ting Lei, the principal
investigators of the studies in India, Tibet, and Taiwan respectively,
argue that Kohlberg's ethical principles miss the alternative ethical
principles subjects use in these cultures. Were the Tibetan monks really
reasoning from preconventional positions, or was Kohlberg's scoring system
unable to accommodate their responses or to decipher their alternative
ethical principles? Additional research and more careful analysis need
to be undertaken to answer this, but, as Snarey concludes, bias appears
evident.

To summarize, the data in Snarey's comparison strongly support the
claim of the invariance of stage movement; so, too, they demonstrate the
universal presence of stages 1 through 4. But are the postconventional
stages really culture-bound and ethnocentric? Is the reasoning of the
Tibetan monks based upon insights that are regressive and infantile, or is
it so unorthodox and paradoxical that it only sounds like but does not
truly represent the preconventional level?

Whatever the causes, and these cannot be our focus in this discussion,
the absence of the postconventional stages in the cross-cultural studies
makes those stages suspect. Does that absence have any bearing on compound

individuality and the autonomous self? Could it be that formal operations
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themselves are absent, that so-called "primitive" people cannot think self-
reflectively? Claude Levi-Strauss and Bronislaw Malinowski both found
evidence that primitive peoples can reason about their customs and norms
rather than blindly conform to them.19 That is all we need to claim for
the autonomous self; that is, it is autonomous with respect to the conventions
of one's society and the groups or institutions therein. The existence of
formal operations does not depend upon ethical principles; it is the other
way around. One needs formal operations to be able to reason from ethical
principles, but one does not need to reason from ethical principles to have
formal operational thought. Perhaps the homogeneity of folk societies and
the moral conflicts within them obviate full-blown perspectivism. But
because folk peoples do not use formal operations does not mean they do

not have them,

As a basic structure, formal operations are a universal invariant,
arising in all humans by a certain age and in the course of normal human
development. But their presence does not mean they are used to form iden-
tity or to reason morally. Certainly Richard Nixon was capable as
President of formal operational thought, but one could with cogency
question his moral reasoning during the Watergate episode. The evidence
already in on Kohlberg's work verifies at least rudimentary formal opera-
tions universally, for at least some is required for stage-4 reasoning,
and the cross-cultural and longitudinal data show stage-4 reasoning
present in every culture.

The data support all of Kohlberg's contentions if applied only to
stages 1 through 4, but still leave in doubt his claims about the
principled stages. Despite the early bluster, Kohlberg himself has had

obvious doubts about these stages. One of the interesting anomalies that
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appeared in Kohlberg's studies was the regression of young adults from
stage~4 or even stage-5 reasoning to an anarchic or hedonistic relativism
resembling stage-2 reasoning. Such regression would be devastating to the
idea of invariance. Because he found evidence of some stage movement up-
ward when these hedonistic relativists had "matured," Kohlberg proposed a
transition stage~-stage 4/5--between conventional and principled thinking.
He revised extensively the scoring manual and stage descriptions with the
result that stage-6 descriptions disappeared altogether and the incidents
of stage-5 reasoning based upon a redefinition of that stage drastically
declined.

This maneuver served merely to oxygenate the flames of criticism. The
presence of possible regression, the elimination of stage 6, and the ab-
sence of data supporting Kohlberg's claims that the ethical principles of
the highest stages were empirical led many critics to agree with Richard
Schweder that "reason may be less cunning than Hegel or Kohlberg suppose"
(1982, pp. 423-24), that Kohlberg's principles are not the basis of an
objective morality dictated by rationality, but are the moral principles,
the moral and political content, he most wants to support. It is by no
means clear to professional philosophers that there are any formal criteria,
let alone natural empirical principles, for resolving moral conflicts.

Two communitarian critics have argued not against Kohlberg's
principled stages per se, but against forms of "autonomous rationality."
Reid and Yanarella (1977) criticize the Kohlbergian idea--borrowed, they
say, from Kant and Piaget, that an individual can use reason divorced from
sociality or social circumstances and history to construct "his own reality
in such a way that he can be said to be the maker of his own destiny"

(Ibid, p. 518). Their critique does affect the theory of compound
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individuality, since the autonomous self is embedded in a rationality that

permits separation from one's social milieu. According to Reid and

Yanarella:

[A]Jutonomous rationality or autonomous man obscures the social

and institutional context of human subjectivity by situating

the problem of identity in a purely internal context...[A]ln

alternative model of dialectical sociality--derived from Hegel

and Marx--radically redefines the problem of individuality and

self identity in terms of a practical struggle to overcome the

predefined identity imposed upon individuals by the socio-

cultural totality, by reconstituting the social conditions and

cultural context in which they exist in order to realize their

true social nature (Ibid, p. 519).

At issue is what is meant by "true social nature.” Kohlberg, who does
not talk about identity per se, has argued that the basis of all devel-
opmental theory is interaction between "a moral subject" and others (1985,
pP. 501) and is not "purely internal."” Farthermors, from the perspective
of any developmental theory the self or subject is not autonomous from the
outset, but must, as Kohlberg's theory shows, move away from its conformity
to the predefined identity imposed by society. How, then, is Kohlberg's
theory at variance from the idea of dialectical sociality described by Reid
and Yanarella?

Their Marxist solution of reconstituting social conditions may make the
struggle to overcome this predefined identity easier, but it certainly does
not make the struggle possible. Individuality and autonomy, as Kohlberg
and the theory of compound individuality both argue, are inherently social.
That is an essential point of developmentalism. Yet this differs from the
Marxist interpretation in that in developmentalism one cannot assume auton-

omous identity from social or institutional arrangements or changes. Reid

and Yanarella are correct to criticize Kohlberg for failing to develop the
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sociality aspect of the theory as publicly and thoroughly as he has devel-
oped the aspect of separation or differentiation, but they are wrong to
suggest that he does not have one. As it turns out, the one Kolhberg does
have may be even more deleterious than had he none at all, for as with many
developmentalists, Kohlberg stresses autonomy or agency at the expense of
inclusion and relationships. The result is the propagation of an individ-
ualism that, as the communitarians argue, leaves both social and personal

development in jeopardy.

LIBERAL AND COMMUNITARIAN SELVES REVISITED

The mistake, or oversimplification, made by liberal individualists is
that criticized by Reid and Yanarella and by the communitarians in
Chapter 1: Positing identity or selfhood as agency only, as subjectivity
without contents or constituent traits. The theory of compound individual-
ity has been presented in part to offset this notion by showing that
self-development involves at every level not only social interactions but
also constitutive traits or self-definitions.

Every stage of self-development is an increase in complexity of what
one is and what one has, Properties that at one level constituted agency
are at the next level seen as possessions or definitions of the self., At
the membership level the self was constituted of parts played in the com-
munity and by the community itself. At the level of formal operations the
autonomous self no longer is those roles, duties, shared reality, or com-

munities, but has them. They do not possess him, but he, them.
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Likewise, at this level, the self is seen to have a self or selves.
All exclusive identification is by definition unconscious., The moment one
is aware of having a body, the person no longer is the body. The self can-
not see those structures with which it is identified, for no observing
structure--no subject--can observe itself observing. But as an autonomous
self the person is conscious of agency, that he is not only a system of
self-concepts but also the organizer, even the "creator," of them.

But having rules, roles, and obligations moves responsibility, as
was said, to the self. Rules and rights and principles are then followed
not to avoid punishment, to maintain social cohesion, or uphold group norms,
but to avoid self-condemnation. The independence of the self, the reliance
upon the self, the separation from social obligations and norms, and the
view of relationships as freely entered and, worse, easily abandoned are
the very objections communitarians have leveled against liberalism. The
consciousness of agency seems ineluctably to result in individualism.

The response of a liberal who adopted the theory of compound individ-
uality might be this: Although the self is autonomous, it still needs
relationships, if only to reinforce its independence. Because selves are
now shared in and not derived from relationships, the self can internalize
the perspectives of others without fear that the self will be either lost
or overwhelmed. The greater role-taking ability available through formal
operations means that more and multiple viewpoints can be understood. The
autonomous self relishes diversity of viewpoints, because every new and
different perspective internalized teaches the self more about itself and
the world. The communitarian critique, this liberal might add, is there-
fore unfounded, for the ability to internalize the world views of others

results not simply in the prospect of having more and different relation-
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ships, but also in the possibility of having deeper relationships than
those of membership. One can now understand another and can give oneself
to others, whereas before the person had no self to give.

Indeed, modern liberals, Gerald Gaus points out (1983), differ from
their classical predecessors in their insistence on the connection
betweeen, if not reconciliation of, the individual and the community.

J. S. Mill, John Dewey, Hobhouse, Bosanquet, T. H. Green, and Rawls, though
markedly different in many respects, all agreed, argues Gaus, that individuals
require sociality and community for full human development. According to
their modern liberal account no individual can develop all the capacities

she possesses. Therefore all individuals need others, who are developing
different capacities, to complete their own natures. Rawls, for example,
argues that each person relies on the talents and lives of others to round

out her own life (1971, pp. 529, 565). He says, "It is as if others were
bringing forth a part of ourselves that we have not been able to cultivate"
(Ibid, p. 44).

Yet this liberal recognition of a need for relationship and sociality,
rejoins the communitarian, in no way undercuts the individualism
through which that need is expressed. Surely this notion of needing others
to complete one's own life or nature brings the liberal perilously close
to treating others, implicitly or otherwise, as means to their own devel-
opment and to the fulfillment of their lives. This instrumental attitude
toward relationships, according to the communitarians, is, as we shall see
in the next chapter, an inescapable hallmark of liberal individualism and
at the heart of the communitarian critique.

Furthermore, continues the communitarian, at the very moment one in-

ternalizes the voices of others for interior dialogue, one may then cease
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to need further relationships. Although the voices are of others, they
are now part of the independent self. Though socially derived, the person
has the illusion of self-sufficiency: One can fulfil one's need for
relationships simply and solely by conversing with the voices within.

Within the terms of the debate set by communitarians, liberals seem to
have no way out of this impasse. Liberals insist on autonomy, but com-
munitarians insist that autonomy leads to or implies an individualism as
self-sufficiency that is aberrant, manipulative, and pernicious. The
communitarian antidote is to restore some form of constitutive community.

The liberal might be tempted to associate the communitarians' socially
situated self with the membership self. After all, at the membership stage
it is impossible to conceive of any relationship or social role apart from
those already defined, determined, and guided by the rules of the social
order., Here is a description of self, and life, familiar to any field
anthropologist.©E®T206T It is also the basis of the distinction Taylor,
MacIntyre, and Sandel have made between the premodern and modern concep-
tions of the self. One comes to know oneself only in relation to the lar-
ger whole of which he is a part. To attempt to answer the question, "Who
am I?" without this backdrop or context would plunge one, as Taylor says,
"into a kind of nullity, a sort of non-existence, a virtual death" (Vol.
11, p. 258).

Yet the very fact that the communitarians are concerned with such a
question-~and it is one of their principal concerns--makes their theory
distinct from a mere description of the membership self. For the question
"Who am I?" often signifies a problem with one's identity. The problem
arises in this way only when one is self-reflective, only when there is

separation between the self and society.?l fThen there is a distinction
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between the contents of the self, the self-definition, and the reflecting
subject or agent, the unknowable but necessary vehicle of all introspection.

When Charles Taylor insists that all strong evaluations are the result
of articulation and are based on communal--i.e., inherited--language and
categories; when Michael Sandel states that knowing oneself is the
result of reflective self-understanding; when Alasdair MacIntyre claims
that the person need not "accept the moral limitations of the particularity
of those forms of community” in which he lives, but can use "criticism and
invention" to transcend them, they are all making a crucial distinction
between a rudimentary capacity to sort sensory data, which we ascribe even
to animals, and the conceptual and linguistic capacity that enables persons
to take themselves as objects of attention, ascribable only to humans.

To take oneself as an object of attention means there must be a separation
between the subject examining and what is examined, even if that object is
an end that is constitutive of one's self-definition. The introduction of
self-reflectivity, which the communitarians endorse, removes the description
of the self from membership by transforming the central characteristic of
the membership level, the nature of rules and roles.

The communitarians' dilemma lies in wanting to have identity
constituted by social rules and roles, while also wanting the person to be
self~-reflective. They want to preserve the kind of selfhood secured in the
polis or the medieval village when knowledge and options were limited,
when life was set., The purpose of reflection, then, as they see it, is not
to sunder the relationship between self and village, but to bring the self
voluntarily into conformity with the given aims and attachments, rules and
and roles, of society. This requires internalizing the social sanctions

and boundaries. Such an act already implies a self separate from that
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which is to be taken within. The membership self lacks the conceptual
apparatus to accomplish this. Yet once the self can do this, once self-
reflectivity arises, then the embeddedness in social rules and roles, and
the assured conformity to them, ends. With self-reflection comes distance;
with distance comes alternatives; with alternatives, as Peter Laslett (1975)
wrote, the polis ceases to be a community, because all situations cease

to be "totally shared situations." The problem of personal identity arises,
and the secured social identity, the membership self, is thereby lost.

Then relationships cease to be constitutive and become, as in liberal
individualism, means to one's private end. But they do not have to be only
that. When relationships are constitutive of agency, they are without
commitment. The basis of commitment is self-reflectivity, for then the
person can bring himself to and into the relationship. The person can com-
mit himself to others, to society, to the rules and roles of the group.

But commitment always comes with the risk of tergiversation, the threat
that scrutiny will not lead to commitment but to departure, censure, cri-
tique. It is this aspect the communitarians seem determined to avoid.

Thus Sandel wants relationships to be constitutive of agency--that is,
inseparable from the self: "...[T]Jhe independent self finds its limits in
those aims and attachments from which it cannot stand apart" (1982, p.
182). And yet he wants persons to be able to look within, to determine or
discover from among the aims and attachments those that are more constitu-
tive than others. But he cannot have it both ways. If the self is em-
bedded in aims and attachments from which it cannot stand apart, then these
cannot be reflected on; if the self can reflect on them, can step back and
operate on them, then these aims and attachments are not constituents but

attributes.
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The confusion stems, it seems, from Sandel's desire to contrast the
liberal deontological self with the socially situated self. 1In fearing the
unencumbered self, in seeing in this liberal notion a self without character
and thus, ironically, without a self (Zgig, p. 180), Sandel goes to the
opposite extreme and posits agency that is constituted by given ends and
relationships, or, rather, ignores agency and posits a self as traits only.
But criticality does not enable one to escape from all particularity, but,
instead, to escape from any specific particularities. Self-reflectivity,
when one becomes aware of and identified with his agency, permits the
person to move from one backdrop to another, to take the roles of many, of
any, others.

In so moving one is never without self-definition; that is, one is
never without particular fundamental traits or ends or roles that make him
the person he is., To think that one can be without these, to fail to see
that identity begins, as the communitarians remind us, from within a social
matrix, is to make the mistake found in liberal individualism. By
interiorizing all identity, the person has the illusion that he is free of
encumbrances and obligations, free to generate his own aims, values, and
ends and owes nothing to anyone or to society for them. To think, however,
that the self is constituted by and limited to a given set or horizon of
traits, ends, or circumstances is to make the mistake found in the
communitarian critique. Without distance between the self and rules and
roles there is no possibility of self-reflection.

The theory of compound individuality has been introduced to present a
more balanced, realistic, and sophisticated view of identity than is found
in either deontological liberalism or communitarianism. The theory shows

that one's sense of self changes qualitatively at different levels of
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development, that one's self-sense is both a product of and a part of the
process of developmental changes. Within this developmental schema, in-
dividuality is one stage of selfhood in a hierarchy of such stages and is a
compound of all those basic structures that preceded this stage of self
and constituted the earlier stages.

Individuality is available only at the level of formal operations,
once the person can introspect--is self-reflective--and has the capacity
for full perspectivism. At this stage the person is aware of and describes
himself both as a constellation of concepts, traits, values, goals, etCe.--
a self-definition--and as the active subject or orchestrator--agent--of
that constellation.

The notion of agency does present the subject as not embedded in
any particularity. The self, of course, cannot step back from its own
subjectivity. That subjectivity, however, is embedded not in any specific
evaluation, but in the process of evaluation; it is not embedded in any

specific vocabulary or conversation, but in the structure and logic of

language. To conceive of self-evaluation exclusively in terms of essential
evaluations is to define "I" only in terms of "me"--which characterizes a
membership self inescapably tied to specific social rules and roles and
which characterizes many of the communitarian descriptions,

Yet the autonomous self of the theory of compound individuality can
hardly be aligned with the deontological self. Self-reflectivity introduces
perspectivism, which, as said, is not a step out of all roles but out of
these roles. Perhaps here is Rawls's Archimedean point, far enough
from this particular social perspective, but not so far away as to
become pure abstraction. Our situation is what Mary Midgeley described in

Beast and Man: "We can always walk on [out of our culture] if we want
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to enough. What we cannot do is...to be nobody and nowhere" (p. 291) To
think we can is to make the mistake of conceiving the person as process only.

The self is unencumbered to this extent: It can criticize any stand-
point, including its own. It can thereby evade any necessary identifica-
tion with a specified contingency, but cannot be without any particular
identity. After all, language, the basis of the ability to critique, is
itself a social particularity. In taking up any perspective, the self
can be different but not empty. Since agency is located within the self
in this process, and not within social rules and roles, the self is auton-
omous, free of these encumbrances or attachments. But no longer embedded
in them does not mean no longer identified with them. Now the self
can relate to them; now selves can be in and can have relationships, rather
than being found in or derived from them.

The theory of compound individuality shows that the communitarian
reminiscences about the ancients and their way of life are not so much
about a lost way of life as a lost psychological state. It is the memory
of harmony, of a time when one was never out of step with one's social
environment or out of touch with the ends and attachments that made 1life
meaningful. But the appeal goes beyond nostalgia. The communitarian
conception of the self reminds us of the dangers in conceiving of identity
without social particularities.

Meanwhile, the appeal of the deontological liberal is his reminder
that the self is not captured by the social roles it plays or the rules it
follows.

The theory of compound individuality places both of these theories in
a perspective that incorporates, or highlights, their attractions while

offsetting the distortions of each alone. The autonomous self is one in
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which agency can be free of any specified social rules or roles, but must

still identify as a self-definition with some rules and roles. The self

is steeped in history and in need of relationships, but self-reflectivity
enables it to transcend the boundaries of any particular horizon or attachments.

The problem is that once the self is autonomous, the most forceful,
and perhaps most appealing, aspect of the communitarian challenge is
forfeited--i.e., that relationships constitute a common identity among
selves, If the self is not constituted by others, then relationships
seem to be values and commitments that the deontological self may find
important, but no more so than any other value. Surely, then, even the
autonomous self is nothing different from a new, though more elaborate,
description of the old individualism.

But the theory of compound individuality also offers a different
perspective on autonomy, on individualism, and on relationship. At one
stage of autonomous selfhood the individual is a compound in a different
sense: He is a compound of self and others, an individuality constituted by
autonomy and relationship. This stage of selfhood, which is called, one
hopes without confusion, "compound individuality',"22 is distinctly different
from individualism. Here relationships are more than means to private
ends; they are constituents of identity. But rather than being unable
to separate from them, as Sandel suggests, the self is unwilling to do so.

By considering this new perspective in some detail in the remaining
chapters, we may find: a way to move beyond individualism; a possible recon-
ciliation of liberalism and communitarianism; and a new angle on an old
political dilemma--"how to unite the radical moral autonomy of Kant and

the expressive unity of the Greek polis" (Taylor, 1975, p. 388).
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CHAPTER 3

AUTONOMOUS SELFHOOD:
INDIVIDUALISM VS. COMPOUND INDIVIDUALITY

The autonomous self, as discussed, emerges with the unfolding of
formal operational thought. Here identity is embedded in these operations;
i. e., in abstract reasoning, rationality, the system and rules of logic
and language that are independent of the phenomena they govern. For the
first time self-reflectivity is possible, and it marks this level as that
of individuality; only at this level could the person be independent of the
rules and roles of his "sodality" and thus be free of the need for group
conformity and approbation.1

This description accounts for only part of the pattern of identity
that characterizes each level of self in the theory of compound
individuality. That is, it accounts for differentiation--in this case, the
self's emergence and separation from its embeddedness in membership. But
it leaves out the other two requirements of identity--integration and
relationship. Those requirements are indeed involved in this self-
reflective process.

First, in differentiating from the sodality the person comes to create
a new meaning for "self" and "other." In disengaging from membership the
person reviews the rules and roles that had constituted her identity. By
acting on what had previously been her subjectivity, her context, the per-

son establishes a new boundary between self and other. The sodality has
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moved, as it were, to the "other" side and can now be acted on as a
content. Integration refers to the need to incorporate into this new level
of self the prior basic structure. In this case, it is concrete operations--
not the specific rules and roles that constituted the self, but the
need to live according to Some specific rules and roles. In differen-
tiating from the sodality, the person is now free to choose among its, and
other, rules and roles, to accept or reject them. Since "self-ruled" is
the literal meaning of autonomy, we refer to this level as the level of
autonomous selfhood.

Yet identifying this level as that of autonomy and individuality is
not quite so simple. Although the literal meaning of autonomy is clear,
it does not tell us what constitutes self-rule. There is, as J. N. Gray
comments, "a deep obscurity in the concept of autonomy itself" (1983, p.
89). One reason for that obscurity is that autonomy underlies two distinct,
nearly antithetical, kinds of individuality. To refer to both as
autonomous is to cite what brings them together, but in no fashion indi-
cates what drastically pulls them apart. Thus Isaiah Berlin, for example,
claims that every form of autonomy has in it some degree of a

process of deliberate self-transformation that enables [men] to

care no longer for any of [society's] values, to remain, isolated
and independent, on its edges...l retreat into my own deliberately
insulated territory, where no voices from outside need to be lis-
tened to, and no external forces can have effect. (1969, pp. 135-6)

Yet, as will be argued, rather than describing autonomy, it seems Professor
Berlin has described instead one kind of individuality that autonomy sup-
ports. For autonomy need not entail a rejection of society's values or

an isolation from the presence or influence of others. Berlin is

how autonomy is exercised by an atomist, an atomistic individual.? But
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autonomy is also exercised in a markedly different way by a markedly
different kind of individual--the compound self or compound individual.

Before turning to this, I want first to discuss briefly a definition of
autonomy compatible with both kinds of individual, for as I hope to demon-
strate, the autonomy underneath is the same for both. But what will
interest us more and will make up the bulk of this chapter is the distinc-
tion between atomistic individualism and compound individuality. The
distinction between the two is the key to any possible reconciliation be-
tween liberalism and communitarianism, and that distinction lies in the

third requirement of identity formation--relationship.

DEFINING AUTONOMY

In his article on political power and concept contestability John
Gray presents two divergent conceptions of autonomy. One, described as
Aristotelian, is a closed concept "compatible only with a fairly narrowly
defined range of ways of life" (Op. cit., p. 87). According to this
view, unless specific choices lead to human flourishing they cannot be
considered autonomous choices. Thus choices will soon be restricted to
those that consistently provide demonstrable human flourishing. Gray rules
out this restricted-range conception because "we have no reason to suppose
that the choices of autonomous man will converge on any single way of
life" (EEEQ, p. 88); or, we might add, will converge necessarily on
any single range of ways of life.

The opposite conception of autonomy Gray calls the Kantian view,
"primarily a formal, procedural, and open concept: it desiderates the

general conditions of any respectworthy choice. Such a choice, if it is
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to be autonomous, must be rational...." (p. 86) This conception presents
two qualities most frequently cited as defining autonomy: rationality and
choice, though neither quality alone is sufficient. Choice can be autono-
mous, argues Joseph Raz, only if the one choosing has "a variety of accept-
able options available to choose from and his life became as it is through
his choice of some of these options" (1984, p. 191).

The notion of acceptable options seems a significant one, for if all
options save one are unacceptable, the chooser has little choice and per-
haps no autonomy. (We cannot say no choice, since there is the option of
choosing not to choose, but that, too, may be an unacceptable option, thus
undercutting autonomy.) One wonders, however, how many acceptable options
are necessary to make choice autonomous. How many constitutes a variety?
Yet is the idea of availability of acceptable options sufficient for de-
fining autonomy? Animals also can choose. One could argue that a cat's
consistent choice of saccahrin-laced cat food, in the face of 37 varieties,
caused that cat to have cancer, and thus its life became as it is through

its choice. Unless one is willing to grant animals autonomy, more must be

added to the conception.

However much animals may choose, they are not rational. They may
think, but they do not reason. Adding the second quality--rationality--
to choice might then define autonomy. People would be autonomous if they
could give reasons for their choices of life-directing, acceptable options.
Yet children can give reasons for choices and are capable of making ration-
al choices, within limits, but we would hardly say those choices are made
autonomously. Within the theory of compound individuality it is the case
that membership selves, those defined as their sodalities, can give

reasons for choices and behaviors. Their range of choices and behaviors
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are restricted to those sanctioned by the sodality, but within that range
members can choose. The members, however, accept the range of choices

as given; they do not choose the range, as was also the case with Sandel's
constitutive community. The ability to influence the range of choices
might well be what separates an autonomous choice from a heteronomous one.

This takes us back to John Gray's point about limited or restricted
ranges: There is no single way of life or single range of choices on which
all autonomous men will agree. So autonomous men want not only acceptable
choices within a range, but also acceptable ranges within which to choose.
Part of autonomy must therefore include evaluating and deciding on the
acceptability of the range. This idea brings out an aspect of autonomy
so far overlooked. More than a kind of choice, autonomy is a process of
choosing. That process must involve not only rationality but also self-
reflectivity, for to choose autonomously one must have some critical dis-
tance from the range offered. Indeed, as Stanley Benn comments, the con-
tent of the choice is at best secondary: The emphasis in autonomy is "on
processes and modes of consciousness [or self]" and leaves "out of account
the content of the autonomous man's principles and ideals. There is no
reason why an autonomous man should not be deeply concerned about social
justice and community--but I have said nothing to suggest he will be"
(1975/6, pp. 129-30). Instead of content, argues Benn, autonomy rests on
rationality and self-reflectivity, otherwise "the nomoi that govern him
can be those absorbed uncritically and unreflectively from parents, teachers,
and workmates...Such a person...governs himself, but by a nomos or set of
standards taken over from others" (Ibid, pp. 123-4).

An unreflective and uncritical rational chooser Benn (Ibid) calls

heteronomous, and John Gray (1983) calls autarchic. This chooser lacks
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precisely what distinguishes the autonomous self from the membership self:
self-reflectivity. When the individual can take himself as an object of
attention, he simultaneously objectifies and relativizes his sodality, while
at the membership level the self is the group, its norms and nomoi.
The "autonomous agent must also have distanced himself in some measure from
the conventions of his social environment and from the influences of the
persons surrounding him. His actions express principles and policies which
he has himself ratified by a process of critical reflection" (Gray, 1983,
p. 24). Self-reflectivity provides that critical distance. Whereas at the
membership level the limits of choice, however rational, were set by the
norms and nomos of the group, at the autonomous level the norms and nomos
themselves are self-imposed, adopted as a set of standards arrived at
through critical reflection.

There is nothing in self-reflectivity that insists that the set of
standards of the group must be rejected in whole or in part. The set must
simply be scrutinized. Autonomy does not require that one's rules or laws

be created ex nihilo or de novo. Most likely they come as selective or

modified versions of those of the sodality. They are combined, as is one's
identity, into a form that is one's own. The group no longer constitutes
the person. Now he is constituted by those insights and principles by
which he governs his life and makes his choices.

The autonomous person is therefore not only rational, but he is also
differentiational. That is, he is separate from or independent of his
sodality or cultural matrix and is now able to reflect on it. The critical
distance or independence comes from the emergence of the basic structure of
formal operational thought. The person can now take the roles of others

who are not in his sodality; he can, in other words, scrutinize the
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sodality's world view from the perspective of one outside it. He can now

control or regulate the rules and roles, principles and practices, govern-

ing his life, something he could not do when identified by those rules and

roles.,

Autonomy is therefore not independence per se, but is independence
from the need to follow the norms and rules of one's social milieu. At
this stage the person can see that "traditionally settled forms of life can
prove to be mere conventions, to be irrational...Role identity is replaced
by ego [autonomous] identity; actors must act as individuals across, so to
speak, the objective contexts of their lives" (Habermas, 1975, p. 85).

The demand of identity at the autonomous level is to be able to go '"behind
the line of all particular roles and norms and stabilize [identity] through
the abstract ability to present oneself credibly in any situation as some-
one who can satisfy the requirements of consistency even in the face of
incompatible role expectations" (Egig, p. 86). The acting subject is now
what Habermas calls "context-free."

What can he mean by context-free? At the autonomous level an agent
can no longer be thought of as a compilation of specific roles. Rather, he
has the ability through employing principles "to construct new identities
in conflict situations and bring these into harmony" (EBEEJ p. 90).

The actor is now free of any context, of any kind of traditional--what

Habermas calls "imposed"--norms and can now distinguish and operate accord-
ing to principles that generate norms. Not only can the person distinguish
the general from the particular, the symbolic from the concrete, but now he

can make such generalizations himself.

Having established through the theory of compound individuality a

level of autonomous selfhood, it would seem that we have arrived at a
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position that both braces and weakens the liberal and the communitarian
positions. Individuality has been shown not to precede society but neces-
sarily to come through it. This bolsters the communitarian criticism of
liberals who see the individual as prior to society and see society as an
aggregation of the voluntary contracts of those trying to maximize their own
self-interest. But at the same time it undercuts the communitarian notion
that individuals are socially constituted. Now the individual can remove
himself from the social matrix that shaped him. So while the communitarian
is correct that identity is a social product, the liberal is correct that
the individual, while not prior to society, can be independent of it. And
yet to take up that position is to jeopardize one of the central claims of
the theory of compound individuality--to wit, that every level of self re-
quires sociality or relationships. Now the self requires that context

only to define the self against it, to separate from it, to use it, and,

if need be, to withdraw from it. It is the autonomous self as atomist who

plays this out.

INDIVIDUALISM

According to Charles Taylor the appeal and force of atomism or indi-
vidualism derives from the affirmation of "the self-sufficiency of man
alone" ("Atomism," 1985b, p. 189). Individualism "imparts a high degree of
completeness...to the single human being, with the implication that sepa-

rateness, autonomy, is the fundamental, metaphysical human condition"

(Arblaster, 1984, pp. 15-16).

107



One condition of this autonomy is that individuals do not need and are
not expected to accept the principles or values of others. Indeed, "the
human essence," comments C. B. MacPherson on the canons of individualism,
"is freedom from the dependence on the wills of others" (1962, p. 263).
The burden of choice is always the individual's alone, since someone else's
choices are a poor guide to solutions to one's own dilemmas. The individual
must, and can only, trust his own experience (Arblaster, p. 19). This is
an invigorating freedom. Now the person can choose his own way of life
independent of any relationships--personal, social, societal--that he does
not choose to enter voluntarily. Since he is autonomous, he is free of his
sodality and is no longer defined by his relationships in or to it. Now he
has relationships and a self to share, if he chooses, in them.

Society then becomes the background to the rights and interests of in-
dividuals. Seen as "primary, more 'real' or fundamental than human society
and its institutions and structures" (Arblaster, p. 15), the individual
takes precedence over society. Each person has his own goals and interests
and enters into contractual relationships to pursue and achieve those goals
and interests. Obligations are then established by freely contracting with
others, a method, as Kant pointed out, that enables each person to make him-
self reciprocally a means to another's ends without violating either person's
freedom.

On this view society is an amalgam of these contracts, with the state
providing the mechanisms whereby competing claims or interests are adjudi-
cated. Protected by a foundation of rights, rules, and procedures that
ensure that one person does not unduly pursue his interests at the expense
of another, each individual proceeds along corridors of justice built on

the principle: "From each according to what he chooses to do, to each ac-
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cording to what he makes for himself (perhaps with the contracted aid of

others) and what others choose to do for him or choose to give him...."3

Are the separation, privacy, and noninterference that some political
philosophers consider an individual's right also a psychological

necessity? In other words, is atomism built ineluctably into the nature,

and notion, of autonomy? Steven Lukes argues that if pushed to its logical
conclusion autonomy eventuates in ethical individualism, the doctrine that
the final authority of ethical behavior, values, and principles is the
individual alone ( 1973, p. 10l). Anthony Arblaster recalls and notes the
relevance of Aristotle's view on autonomy, a view that brings us back to
Charles Taylor's definition of atomism: "Aristotle is absolutely explicit
on the question of self-sufficiency. The normal human being is not self-
sufficient...Hence autonomy for the individual human being was not an ideal
because it was not seen as possible, let alone desirable" (p. 22). But
Taylor avoids the confusion that plagues both Lukes's interpretation and

Arblaster's citing of Aristotle. Atomism, not autonomy, requires the

affirmation of the goal or ideal of self-sufficiency of man alone. Auton-
omy does not necessarily entail isolation (the misstep we found earlier in
Berlin's interpretation) or self-sufficiency. As we have already discussed,
it involves being able to step back from and reflect on one's sodality, the
ability to step back to cast a critical eye on the values and goals of one's
group, and the ability to make rational choices among those, and other,
values and goals. Nowhere does autonomy demand, however, that one ought not
to be or cannot be influenced by one's group, peers, or past.

Atomism or ethical individualism is one form, but not the only form,
of personal identity that autonomy undergirds. There is another, distinctly

different form we have labeled "compound individuality” that also requires
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autonomy. To understand how compound individuality differs from atomism,

we must first review how autonomous selfhood is psychologically constructed.

As the person emerges from the membership level he comes to see his

own sodality and its norms as only one possibility among many. The rules
and roles of the sodality that had seemed absolute are instead seen as
applications of general principles that can be applied in myriad ways.
Enabled through self-reflectivity to take the viewpoints of those outside
his own group, the person comes to recognize that the world is seen from
many different perspectives. He is now free to choose among them. This
is the realization, and intoxication, of autonomy. The autonomous person
now has two principal tasks. Being self-reflective, he needs to make the
self into a system, a coherent whole. This self-system is an organization
of experiences and meaning, what we have called the construction of a world
view. The second task is to defend and maintain the integrity of that system.
The first task begins as the self establishes a boundary between self
and other. (This is true of course for every level of self-development.)
This manifests as a shift from what was "me"--what I was embedded in-~to
what is now "not me"--what the self is differentiating from. When the "not
me's" are seen as "others"--that is, when they are seen to be completely
separate from him--then differentiation is complete, and integration of
identity and relationships with those others can ensue. But if the differ-
entiation process is not complete, then relationships are difficult to form
and maintain, for the person still questions where "he" stops and "others"

begin. 1In short, one fears that the autonomous self may be lost, overwhelmed,

or abandoned.4

As a result, some developmentalists see atomism as a state reflecting,

ironically, incomplete differentiation--a state manifesting an inability to
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form an identity in relationships because of fear or anxiety about being
absorbed. Robert Kegan writes of the atomist that he "decides entirely for
the individual probably because [he] is unable to hold onto the construction
of the individual apart from the group if he has to also consider the group"
(1982, p. 66). Not being fully differentiated, the self cannot yet be
brought to a relationship but is still part of, and thus may be found in,
a relationship. Behind the newly discovered sense of freedom and choice
and control, then, is the threat that these, and thus one's autonomous
identity, will be lost. The atomist's task is therefore to protect and
preserve himself against such a threat. To do so the atomist either cuts
himself off from others to avoid external influences on his inchoate world
view or manipulates others to reinforce his world view by manipulating
theirs.>

Yet the very pattern of development we have identified in psychological
growth carries this threat built-in. Successful differentiation cannot
come without establishing some relationship with the newly defined environ-
ment; in this case, other persons. Thus individuation presents the auton-
omous self with a paradox: Autonomous selfhood cannot be maintained with-
out relationship, but relationships might threaten the world view and
undermine autonomy. The way out of this is to use relationships to one's
advantage; to use them to reinforce or express one's identity, but not let
those relationships touch who one is. To maintain his world view intact,
the person is willing to sacrifice relationships and to remove himself from
the need to consider others by relying on abstract principles to make his
decisions. Thus on behalf of detached logic and rationality, and thereby

a reinforced sense of independence, the person has become what psychologist

Carol Gilligan calls "the lone contemplator."
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The tension between separation and attachment, a tension built into
every level of selfhood but now noticed for the first time because of self-
reflectivity, has been resolved in favor of differentiation. So the atom-
istic self "converts the world within its reach into operations on behalf
of its personal enterprise" nggy P. 223). That enterprise is to
fulfil the person's interests by making others fit into the needs of his
own "self-authored" system (I_bi_d, p. 250).

Autonomy, it would seem, has led through psychological necessity to
individualism. But it must also be the case that some can choose the
opposite pole of identity and decide in favor of inclusion or relationship.
Carol Gilligan found just that. Her studies show that women in making
judgements are concerned more with relationships than with adherence to
principles or rules. Yet this phenomenon is not seen simply as an indica-
tion that women develop differently from men. Rather, it is considered a
sign of a woman's deficient development. Indeed, developmental psycholo-
gists have persistently interpreted this orientation toward relationships
as a hindrance to the development of mature--i.e., principled--judgement.6
The bias, in testing and in attitude, leads Gilligan to conclude that
American society (and by implication other Western liberal societies)

honors and thus fosters self-development only as differentiation, while an

emphasis on attachments and relationships is dismissed as a subordinate
stage to be transcended (1986). Thus researchers such as Donald Levinson
have found, not surprisingly, that "the 'models for a healthy life cycle'
are men who seem distant in relationships," and that "...[C]lose friendship
with a man or a woman is rarely experienced by American men."’

Thus women's judgements are measured against a male standard and found

wanting. The result is that a woman's focus on relationships and her sub-
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ordination of achievement to nurturance and of competition to caring leave
her "personally at risk..vulnerable to the issues of separation that arise
at mid-life" (when, for example, children move away from home). This sit-

uation, concludes Gilligan, "seems more a commentary on the society than a

problem in women's development,"8

Empirical research demonstrates her point. The absence of adequate
social support structures for adults holds women in particular in what many
researchers refer to, biasedly, as "adolescent"--in this case, attachment-
oriented--categories.9 For many of these psychological researchers
this means that growth toward differentiation, which they consider the
norm, is impeded. Researchers such as Kegan and Gilligan, on the other
hand, find that the lack of appropriate social structures does hold women
and men back. But the kind of social structures they see as necessary are
not those that foster difierentiation at the expense of relationship, but

those that foster differentiation in relationshig .

"...[Tlhe greatest source of difference [in development] lies with the
differing embeddedness cultures available to men and women...One thus has
to begin analyzing the possibility that the cultural arrangements are them-
selves deleterious,"10

The arrangements are deleterious for both men and women, for social
arrangements that encourage psychological growth toward only one pole of
personal identity--whether that pole is relationship or differentiation--
will thwart or distort the development of the other pole. Because society
does not value attachments as highly as it does differentiation, it not
only labels women's orientation as deficient, but also fails to support
their efforts to develop themselves, instead of sacrificing themselves,

in relationships. Likewise, society thwarts male development by con-
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sidering any relationship orientation as ancillary, even adolescent.

As we have seen in developing the theory of compound individuality,
identity at the membership and autonomous levels is contingent on social
conditions and relationships. Therefore social institutions have a crucial
role to play. By determining how the innate or basic structures will
manifest, social arrangements influence and circumscribe the forms
identity can take. In other words, social institutions reinforce, foster,
and express certain forms of identity or selfhood. They can determine
whether autonomous selfhood will manifest, and remain, as atomism, or
whether it can move beyond individualism to a different kind of self, to
compound individuality.11

If men and women are to move on a large scale beyond individualism,
then social institutions must exist to foster that movement. Before ex-
amining the nature of compound individuality, the level of autonomous self
beyond atomism, and the kinds of social structures that might promote it,
we ought first to see how atomism itself is fostered, even reinforced, by
social conditions.

The idea that social structures can shape personality can be traced
back as far as Aristotle, who saw politics as shaping man's inner life and
leading him toward virtue.l2 qne game is of course true of Rousseau, John
Stuart Mill, Tocqueville, and Marx. In recent years sociologists and pol-
itical scientists have provided empirical support to the idea that, in
modern parlance, social structures produce distinct personality types.

Foremost among these has been Inkeles and Smith, who in Becoming Modern

and in its companion volume, Exploring Individual Modernity, show how

traditional men are transformed into modern men through their contact with

modern social institutions.
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Inkeles and Smith found that living in cities, having access to mass
communications, working in cooperatives or nonindustrial occupations,
and, especially, attending formal schools and working in factories all
effected more than attitudinal changes. Such experiences reshaped the con-
sciousnesses--the values, needs, behavior, and disposition-~of those within
these institutions (1974, pp. 10-1ll). Persons from traditional backgrounds
having such experiences "incorporated the norms implicit in such organiza-
tions into their own personality" (Ibid, p. 307).

Their purpose in studying the effects of modern organizations on
traditional men in Nigeria, Israel, India, Chile, Argentina, and East
Pakistan (Bangladesh) was to test empirically the claim that there was a
"type of man" or set of characteristics manifesting an identifiable syndrome
that could be called "modern" (1983, p. 13). While the separate cultures
gave the individual personalities a distinct character, nevertheless,
Inkeles and Smith concluded, the cultures did not fundamentally alter
the basic principles governing the structure of modern "personality in all
men" (1974, p. 12). What are the characteristics of modern men? The
authors identified, among others, a sense of personal efficacy; respect for
science; openness to new experiences; acceptance of responsibility; the
ability to adhere to schedules, to follow abstract rules, and to respond
to authority; and the ability to make plans in advance. Once-traditional
men had become more-informed participant citizens, highly independent in
relations to traditional sources of influence, especially in making person-
al decisions, and ready for additional new experiences and ideas (1974, p. 290).

Some of these characteristics are slightly misleading. For example,
openness to new experiences, which Inkeles and Smith also describe as

open-mindedness and flexibility, refers to a person's willingness to meet
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strangers, to support scientific exploration, and to accept such technical
innovations as birth control (p. 291). These traits herald drastic changes
for traditional men, for, as Inkeles and Smith document, the result is to
establish independent individual identities. As in Toqueville's America in
the 1830's, the ground is then fertile for culturing individualism.13

If social institutions create forms of personal identity, as Inkeles
and Smith and othersl? paye argued, then what kinds of social structures
might foster growth toward a form of personal identity beyond individualism?
Before attempting to answer that, we need to examine the vision of new

personal identity beyond individualism, what we have called "compound

individuality."

COL'TEXTUALISM AND COMPOUND INDIVIDUALITY

Carol Gilligan (1982) calls her vision of selfhood beyond individualism,
the "collective life." It is a means of being and interacting that balances
the two poles of identity. We can imagine the difficulty of coming to this
state. Men's orientation is largely toward separation because they fear
that inclusion will jeopardize their freedom, since relationships might
entail obligations that would limit their independence. Women, on the
other hand, orient toward inclusion because they fear that increased self-
assertion and differentiation will bring not self-reliance but isolation,
loneliness, and anxiety. Both need, says Gilligan, intimacy.

For men intimacy is "the critical experience that brings the self into
connection with others, making it possible to see both sides--to discover

the effects of actions on others as well as on their cost to the self"
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(1982, p. 163). Without this experience, as we have seen, differentiation
hardens into indifference and lack of concern for others (while allowing
the person to retain, presumably, a willingness to respect others' rights).
For women the need is for intimacy but with an emphasis on autonomous
choice, on creating a situation in which one's self can be engaged and ex-
amined. Without that experience women fail to see that there is an in-
tegrity to the self that is brought to, rather than found in or defined by,
relationships. Yet in neither case does Gilligan tell us how intimate
relationships evolve or are encouraged.

A defender of individualism need not argue that an atomist is unable
to see both sides; the point seems to be, rather, that he is unwilling to
acknowledge or act on the viewpoints of others unless those viewpoints per-
tain to his own interests. Nor does it seem the case that atomists cannot
connect with others. We can imagine atomistic relationships that to those
involved seem intimate. Imagine, for example, a relationship of genuine
complementarity in which an atomistic man who wishes or needs to exert or
assert his separate self dominates an atomistic woman who needs to sub-
ordinate herself in a close attachment to another. The woman wants to de-
fine herself by the relationship; the man wants a relationship that
confirms or even celebrates his self-definition. The complementarity is
complete when each partner becomes for the other what that other, through
fear, cannot face in himself--the need for attachments--or in herself--
the need for differentiation.

Each is fulfilled not at the other's expense, but because their needs
are symbiotic. Both use the relationship to define themselves in what
Harry Stack Sullivan (1953) called "cooperation"--involvement with another

to enhance oneself that, in the process of fulfilling one's own needs, also
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enhances the other. Such relationships can be, as Robert Kegan points out,

warm, loving, and supportive, but they keep individualism intact. There-

fore, he says, they cannot be intimate: "It is quite possible to form long-

lasting love relationships which...actually serve to support the

resistance to an evolution which permits intimacy" (Op. cit., p. 249).

Whereas these relationships reinforce the partners' own closed self-
definitions, intimacy is the characteristic of relationships of persons
Kegan calls "interindividuals" (Idem). Intimacy here, as with Gilligan,
is a special term referring to interdependence, self-surrender, and the
capacity for interdependent self-definitions. Interindividuals can "at
once mutually preserve the other's distinctness while interdependently
fashioning a bigger context in which their separate identities interpene-
trate, by which separate identities are co-regqulated" {Egig, pp. 120,
253). Such is also Gilligan's collective life: "Responsibility includes
both self and other, viewed as different but connected rather than as
separate and opposed" (SEE.EEE;J p. 147). The conceptions of

"collective life" and "interindividuality" form the substance of compound
individuality.

Admittedly these descriptions reveal a kind of individuality different
from atomism., The new relational dynamic seems to transcend an individual-
ism that necessitated the loss of either individuality or intimacy. And
these descriptions, taken from clinical observations, describe not how people
ought to feel or ought to interact, but how they do feel and
interact. Yet how are we to interpret such terms and concepts as "identity
interpenetration" and "identity co-regulation"? It is one thing to suggest
that persons remain open to contrasting or contradicting influences or

world views, that they be willing to extend, modify, and reconstitute their
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self-conceptions in light of new views. Isn't this simply being "open-
minded"? But to suggest that compound individuals are those who submit
their identities to regulation by others in social encounters strains
credulity. It may solve by definition the communitarian problem of
reconciling autonomy and relationship, but it seems to defy social life
and common sense.

The emphasis in the relationships, and in our explanation, rests on
the idea of interdependence. The compound individual can be said to be
interdependent in two ways. One way is expressed as a need for relationships,
for communicative exchanges that challenge, confirm, or complement one's
world view. In this way one's notions or definitions of self are open to
change and transformation. When this occurs from one person to another
and vice versa, instead of one-way only, the persons can be said to have
interpenetrating or reciprocal identities.

The second way is a need for intimacy with others established through
special commitments. Such commitments, generally of a kind found in dyadic
relationships--in friendships, marriages, and partnerships--generate special
obligations, including the obligation to keep oneself open and to respond
to the wishes, needs, movements, expectations, and transformations of the
other. Mutuality or reciprocity is also at the core of these relationships.
It is measured, writes Stanley Benn, by "the extent to which each is sensi-
tive to the others' responses to his own effort, [and each] is prepared to
monitor his own attitudes to his partners and to the partnership, and to
adjust to changes in the interest, tastes, values, and personalities of
the others" (1982, p. 58).

The difference between these two ways of interdependence is that in

the first case--"thin" interdependence--one is not obligated to accommodate,
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or to attempt to accommodate, the changes in others. One may be obligated
to respond to another, to hear another out, and to consider his view, but he

is under no obligation to act on what is communicated. Indeed an atomist may
do this to the extent that he is not compelled to change his self-definition.
But in intimate relationships=--relationships of "thick" interdependence in
which one's identity is partly constituted by that relationship--one is not
only sensitive to others, one is defined by connections to these others.
Whatever happens to them affects and changes everyone involved. Thus

the persons are compound individuals. One is required to incorporate

the perspectives of one's partner into one's world view, to modify one's

own perspective in accordance with the changes in the other. Doing so
directly affects who one is. 1Identity can no longer be closed or ex-
clusively regulated. It is interpenetrating, reciprocal, and co-regulated.
Here is something akin to Sandel's constitutive relationships.

The relational context of the compound individual demands that one can
no longer rely solely upon logic or rationality in making autonomous
choices. One must now take active responsibility for considering the con-
sequences of choices on those involved. Autonomy thereby comes to resemble
the opposite of atomistic self-sufficiency, for one does not find the
right principles first and then review peoples' positions from the per-
spective of that self-chosen principle. Rather, one considers the view-
points of each person and tries to come to positions that accommodate
them or that at least take them all into account. In doing so, however,
the compound individual does not sacrifice his own views, but includes
himself in any calculus of choice or hurt or risk or care.

Both the atomist and the compound individual build a meaningful,

coherent world view by establishing a boundary between self and other.
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Coming to know the world includes coming to know oneself in relation to
that world. Whereas the atomist strives to make that world view fixed
and inviolate--whether an internal view constructed or an external view
adopted--the compound individual sees her world view, and the boundary
between self and other, as contingent. She does not create and maintain
a world view in isolation from others. The compound individual "assumes
that each genuine perspective will augment or correct aspects of the
other, in a mutual movement toward the real and the true...The boundaries
of the self and outlook are now porous and permeable" (Fowler, 1981,

pp. 187, 198). But, again, the identity of the compound individual is not
porous and permeable with regard to every encounter, every give-and-take.
It is so only in relations with particular others. Only then is the self
a compound of other individuals. If one's life is like a book, then
certain of its paragraphs, pages, and chapters will be jointly written.
Then one's life is understood and one's self is known only by looking also

at the text, the life and self, of the other.

Contextualism

Although both Kegan and Gilligan find intimacy the key to moving

beyond individualism, how do they propose to develop it? One course might
be to encourage contextualism, a level of thinking characteristic of mature
adults that may exceed Piaget's formal operational thought. According to
Gilligan's empirical work, some individuals in the midst of real-life dilem-
mas find that categorical or abstract principles alone are inadequate in
dealing with the issues. In addition to applying principles of abstract
reason, which may have sufficed in hypothetical dilemmas that divest par-

ticipants of their history and psychology and that separate the conflicts
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from the social contingencies out of which they arise, these participants

became concerned about their actual relationships, their responsibilities,
and the consequences of choices on those involved,.l® They attempted to
create a wider context that could embrace or balance the categorical and
the contextual, so that judgements would be contingent rather than
absolute. These would be made in full recognition of the tension between
weighing rights and principles and counting responsibilities and relation-
ships to particular persons in specific situations. Such tension was seen
and accepted as a concomitant of the context, something that could not be
resolved or thrust aside.

Consider, for example, this case cited by Murphy and Gilligan (1979):
Mr. X is having an affair with a married woman. He decides that the right
thing to do is to tell the husband about it. Overwhelmed by pressures at
the university where she teaches and by illness in her family, the woman
is unable to face the additional stress that would ensue from disclosing
the affair to her husband. She promises that she will tell her husband
at the appropriate time. In the meantime the husband learns of the affair
from another source. Now caught between the sense that he has compromised
his principles and the realization that the possible consequences of acting
on them might have done real damage to the woman he cares about, Mr. X
asks: "[W]as her right to sanity which I thought was being jeopardized
less important than the husband's right to know?...That is the issue I've
got to resolve" (Ibid, pp. 94, 95).

Through this, and other experiences, Mr. X concludes some time later
that conflicts of rights do not reduce to a logically deductive moral solu-

tion. That is, in such real-life dilemmas one cannot come to an acceptable

decision simply by examining and acting on the principles involved. One
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has a commitment not only to principles, but also to principals; i.e., a

concern for those in relationships that may overrule his dedication to

principles alone. Thus judgements appear to occur in two contexts that
frame different aspects of the problem: the context of universal logic and
abstract rights and the context of compassion in which the particularity
of consequences for actual participants dominates.

Mr. X based his morality on the principle of justice: "I have some
obligation to correct injustice in whatever way I see" (Ibid, p. 94).

For the husband the injustice was "his not knowing the truth." Truth,
declaims Mr. X, "is an ultimate thing" (Idem). But his relationship
created "special obligations and responsibility for consequences" on those
directly involved. The relationship tempered his principled stance,
indeed, overrode it.

Before this dilemma Mr. X believed that his principles of justice, as
Kohlberg argued (1973), were context-free or universal and could generate
objectively right action and solutions in moral dilemmas. The substance of
any decision thus conform to or fit the principle. Instead of following
his principles and informing the husband, Mr. X deferred to the responsi-
bility he felt for the woman and compromised his principles. The result
is, as Mr. X says, that though he violated his principle of justice, "I
made the right decision" (Egig, p. 96). The principle of justice might
lead to "right" solutions in the ideal world, but may not be the best
solutions for the actual time and place and personalities. The right
solution depends therefore on the context of the issue or dilemma.

"Interindividuals" or compound individuals use this contextual
thinking (or "dialectical modes of reasoning") that incorporates abstract

reasoning and generalizable principles, but grounds their application in
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a context of consideration of the consequences of choices and of actual
responsibilities to the persons involved, 16

Consider another example: Judy is a mother in conflict with her
daughter, Sarah. Judy holds a set of values essential to how Sarah has
been raised. Now grown-up, Sarah is rejecting many of these values.
Instead of assuming that her own values must be right, Judy creates a
context in which both her's and her daughter's values can be examined
jointly--assuming Sarah is willing--thereby testing together what makes
good values. Together mother and daughter might then define values accept-
able to both, rather than each of them being responsible only for her own.
Judy is willing to consider values that might run counter to her's and to
learn from values that challenge her own. Most important, she is willing,
on the basis of her daughter's values, to transform her own. Such willing-
ness, comments Kegan et al. (1988), is not a matter of temperament but of
psychological development. This "openness" involves exploring differences
instead of either simply acquiescing to another's or simply accepting those
differences-~"she has her values; I have mine." Judy thus combines a
respect for Sarah's position with the possibility of generating a new kind
of relationship.

Contrast this with Martha, undergoing the same sort of conflict with
her daughter. Martha believes that her responsibility is to support her
daughter and to respect her daughter's independence. While Martha honors
her daughter's adoption of values at variance from her's--in other words,
while Martha applauds her daughter's ability, and right, to select her own

values--Martha cannot acknowledge that her own standards or values might

need to be questioned. To honor her daughter's autonomy and simultaneously

to maintain the integrity of her own values, Martha takes a relativistic
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view: Her values are good for her; her daughter's are good for her

daughter. Both Martha and her daughter may help each other to meet their

own standards, but not to investigate how either defines or arrives at

those standards.

To assume that her daughter's standards might be better would lead
to the surrender of her own self-sufficiency. Martha's position stems
directly from her capacity to see herself as the originator of her values
and standards and from her need to maintain that capacity. Honoring her
daughter is simultaneously honoring both her daughter's integrity and
self-sufficiency, as well as her own. "When the self is ultimately in-
vested in maintaining itself, and when a choice which reflects that self-
system must be made, then this choice is clear--the self's standards must
prevail" (Kegan et al., 1988, p. 20).

In his doctoral dissertation on contextual thinking, Michael Basseches17
provides some empirical support to Klaus Riegel's original assertion (1973)
that this mode of thinking is a more encompassing, dynamic, and mature
form of cognitive organization. Basseches identified 24 elements or
"identifiable moves" in thinking that characterize mature thought. In sum,
these moves involve bringing into one's frame of reference conflicting,
contradicting, and/or new perspectives. Several of these moves--the "meta-
formal schemata"--involve the person in examining how disparate, even con-
tradictory, views or systems relate to and can be coordinated with one
another (pp. 108-110). For example, in Kohlberg's Heinz dilemma (this
volume, p. 70) subjects are asked how a judge should decide the case when
Heinz is tried for breaking and entering and stealing. Postconventional
reasoning focuses on the principle that life is always of greater value

than property (Kohlberg, 1971, p. 69). Yet a contextual thinker might well
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focus on the apparent contradiction in a system that honors life over
property even bringing such a case to trial. "What kind of society,"

one might ask, "would allow a druggist to withhold a drug from a woman who
is dying?"

Basseches offers another example (1984, pp. 270-71). Imagine a
situation in which one country--say, the United States--declares war against
another--say, Nicaragua--but in which no one of appropriate military age is
willing to risk his or her life. The government defines the war as essen-
tial to protecting the "national interest,"” and thus some must be made to
fight. From the principled point of view it appears that each individual
has an equal claim not to have to participate in the military action.

Some will have to serve, as the government decrees, and so the question
becomes, "What is an unbiased, generalizable principle for adjudicating
this situation on which rational persons will agree?" One such principle
might be justice as fairness, holding a draft lottery that would determine
by random choice which citizens would serve. This disinterested procedure
would seem to give rise to a moral obligation to serve if one is selected.

The contradiction that a war is in the national interest, but that no

one is willing to fight it might lead to the conclusion that the entire

framework needs to be challenged. If Nicaragua is perceived as the enemy

and yet citizens will not fight, then a way must be found either to re-
conceptualize the idea of ™ational interest" or, outside of war, to elim-
inate the danger posed by Nicaragua--say, through some sort of diplomacy or
embargo. In essence, the contradiction leads the contextualist thinker to
call into question the entire framework and to avoid, at least initially,

looking for a resolution of the conflict within that framework.
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Contextual thinking generates a need to achieve greater inclusiveness
in one's perspective. Basseches argues that those using contextualism
recognize contradiction and conflict as opportunities to develop and
reshape one's own positions and commitments. They recognize "at least the
[theoretical] possibility of an integrative resolution of the contradic-
tions" (p. 186). Holding contradictions in tension, he reports, allows one
to see her own view as partial and limited, as in the case of Judy and her
daughter, while also enabling one to find what is valuable and true in
the positions of others. When an integrative view does not occur, then
the individual chooses a viewpoint, or a composite viewpoint, from within
the context of the broadest and soundest understanding possible--namely,
one in which disparate views and arguments have been presented. Thus
even if an integrative view is not possible, the context of choice has been
expanded.

Such an approach requires more than simple toleration of opposing
viewpoints. Basseches says that it involves embracing viewpoints, ideas,
or attitudes that conflict with or contradict one's own. It requires both
an open mind and an open self-definition (p. 191), for every system or
world view is seen to leave something out. For contextualist thinkers
formal approaches are inadequate because they fail to account for the situ-
ations of and consequences for particular actors. Rather than separating
form from content, as in formal approaches, one needs to see that particulars
are shaped by the universals one applies to them (p. 332). Thus laws about
property rights may seem impartial since they are applicable to all indi-
viduals with property. But the laws also define property, a definition
that conceivably does not include as property what some persons might value.

Thus its partiality is revealed, and content is seen as essential to the
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meaning of the abstraction.

Contextual thinking is characterized, therefore, by: 1) recognition
of, if not a search for, multiple viewpoints and mutually incompatible
world views; 2) acceptance of the necessity of contradictions in order to
understand one's own world view; and 3) an integrative approach in thinking
about contradictory and conflicting views. Such thinking, writes D. A.
Kramer in a summary of the research findings of various "contextualists,"
is fostered by encountering "different viewpoints and potentially incom-
patible roles and [by] the necessity of committing oneself to a chosen
course from among a multitude of possibilities" (1983, p. 92). In brief,
one looks to the context in which decisions or dilemmas arise, and from
that context, one looks at the various and conflicting viewpoints that can
arise.

At the core of contextualism, above all its other aspects, is the
attempt to integrate various views, the attempt to find an inclusive
solution. All versions of contextualist theory, comments Kramer, comprise
or imply "an integration or synthesis of contradictory {[views] into an
overriding, more inclusive whole." Psychologists Arlin and Sinnott call
it "a pooling or coordination of observations taken from different frames
of reference" to create one frame of reference (92;.225:! pPe 93)--a
different way to describe the sort of exploration of values Judy and her
daughter might engage in.,

The integrative process is also the key to compound individuality,
for although atomists find contradiction and conflicts intolerable, they
are still able to recognize them., If self-interest could somehow outweigh
this intolerability, then perhaps an atomist could grant a hearing to con-
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